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Chapter | Introduction

1. The project’s motivation

In theilr essay "Recent Works on the Concept of Happiness®"! Douglas
Den Uyl and Tibor R. Machan express a number of concerns which
motivated the main theme of this work. The theme of this work is an
examination of flve anclient theories of happlness. The purpose of the
work is to try to garner from these theories a possible answer to the
question "What best explains ‘happiness’ from the ancient perspective?"
The reason that I believe this approach is important is echoed by Uyl
and Machon.

If we were asked to make an overall general

observation about the literature on happiness, we

believe our response would come down to one basic

point: contemporary theorists are struggling with

much the same issues as their classical

counterparts.®
They then go on to indicate that though much of the contemporary
literature is thoughtful and interesting, this body of work is heavily
influenced by eariler phllosophers. From the ancient perlod they clte
Aristotle’s Influence In particular as belng quite strong. Slnce
Aristotle’s influence on the Western Tradition is unavoidable, it
seemed to me that one would have to go beyond the bounds of Western
thought in order to escape this influence. Aware of this possible
problem, Uyl and Machon note their commitment to tradition and cite the

omissions.

It is Iimportant to notice what is being ignored
here. First of all, we shall not examine
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non-Western theories of happiness.®

This last point contains a footnote which cites the sianlficant
non-Western theories. Since many of the texts clted In this note
represent phlilosophic traditlons with which I have a strong interest,
it seemed to me that this area presented a neglected ana potentially
fruitful field of investigation. By bringing non-Western theories into
classical Western conversations on the topic of happiness, one might be
able to open new vistas of exploration. If happiness is significant and
1f the questions the Ancient Western thinkers tried to answer are still
questions with which we are wrestling, then answering these questions
becomes important. And unless happiness is a “tradition relative*
phenomenon, hearing and exploring what other traditions have to say on

this topic can only enhance the possibility of finding an answer.
2. The directlion and its objective

Each of the theories I wlll examlne offers a prescrlptlion for
happiness. The prescription comes fully packaged and labeled with a
magical word intended to designate that condition which best fulfills
what we might call the "best kind of human life". The words are
Aristotle’s  ‘eudaimonia’, Epicurus’ ‘ataraxia’, Stoic ‘apathela’,
Vedantic ‘ananda’ and Buddhist ‘Nirvana’. All ancient words, all from
approximately the same time period, and all prescriptive remedies meant
to provide the aspriant for happiness with a means to finding the best
kind of life a human being could find. In other words, each theory will

claim that a life animated by the presence of the condition designated
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3
by what its “special® term represents will best exemplify the Happy
Human life.

We will thus need to explicate and examine the conditions
represented by these characterizing terms. We will need to explore the
criteria needed to bring about the condition. We will need to see how
each view handles a cluster of core “"happiness*® issues. And finally we
will need to examine objections to the views and see if the objectlons
can be overcome.

I will present both an on-going and final assessment of the
views and offer a defense of what I take to be the most plausible
account of ‘happiness’. One main objective of this work will be to
demonstrate why the Eastern views may have a superior approach to some
of the problems which arise. The project is not intended to claim that
any one position Is clearly superlor to the others; they all have
flaws. But I do hope to show how some contemporary concerns are better
explained by certain aspects of the Eastern approach than they are in
the Western views. Finally, I do hope to add some fresh material to
this conversatlion by offering a relevant and probing examlination of
Eastern views which the mainstream Western Tradltlon has not fully
explored and show a cogent side to Eastern thinking 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 Philogsophic Review 20 no. 2. (April 1983),
115-134,

2. Ibid., 131.

3. Ibid., 116.
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Chapter 2. ‘EUDAIMONIA’: Perfected Living

1. Eudaimonia
When we discuss Aristotle on happiness, one of the first problems which
arises is whether or not ‘eudaimonia‘, as Aristotle uses the term, is
the same as our concept ‘happiness‘. When Aristotle analyzes the
concept of happiness at the early stages of Book 1 In Njchomachean
Ethics, it seems that ‘eudaimonia’ is not the same as our ‘happiness’.
He tells us that ‘eudaimonia‘ is the end which all of us ultimately
pursue. Anthony Kenny wuses this claim to demonstrate that Aristotle
must be wrong in his (Aristotle) conception of happiness. Kenny*®
points out that we are often willing to sacrifice our happiness for the
sake of other things. And Kenny is surely rioht if we treat ‘happlness’
In a purely personal manner. People do often selflessly sacrifice their
own happiness for other reasons. And to counter those who might claim
that happiness Is still at stake even in the apparent selfless
sacrifice case Kenny offers the following defense.

But selflessness is not always like this: people

may be trained from chlldhood to pursue an ideal

such as the service of the party, or obedience to

God, without this necessarily being presented to

them as a means to their own happiness in this life

or another.Z®
One might object to the plausibility of this option. For example, I am
unaware of any religion which presents obedience to God as an objectlive

for anything besides eternal happiness. There could also be motivation

problems here regarding why I would be motivated to serve in the party
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S
unless something was presented to me as furthering "my good® even in
the weak sense of someone or something about which I care. However,
this 1Iissue 1s beyond my present concerns. Kenny belleves ‘happliness’ to
be a proper translation of ‘eudaimonia’, and that is where his argument
comes to the fore. For Kenny, a critical flaw in Aristotle’s conception
of ‘eudaimonia‘’ s that ‘happiness’ is not the end which we all seek.
Thus it 1is elther the case that Aristotie commits an early and obvious
blunder, or we take the more charitable route and read ‘eudaimonia’ as
something not quite the same as our ‘happiness’.

This charitable position 1is taken by J.L. Ackrill who states
that, "Nearly everything Kenny says about happiness goes to show that
the word “"happiness® 1is not a proper translation of the word
‘eudaimonia’."® On Ackrill‘s interpretation Aristotle is engaged in
two projects in Book | of Nichomachean Ethics. The first project is an
attempt to explain the logic involved in the proper use of
‘eudaimonia‘’, 1.e. the meaning of the concept. The second project is to
try to discover what kind of life instantiates the concept. It is
certainly true that Aristotle does indicate that he makes such a
distinction when he says that "(tlo say that ‘eudaimonia’ is the
supreme good seems a platitude, and some more distinctive account of it
is still required."* And Aristotle also reminds us, "We must
examine our principle not only as reached logically, from a conclusion
and premises, but also in the light of what is commonly said about
it..."S. I understand Ackrill to be claiming that logically
‘eudaimonia‘’ simply functions as a place holder for something like

"best possible |ife", and that it is a fallacious move to substitute a
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6
possible Instantiating concept 1llke ‘happliness’ for ‘eudalmonia’ and
then criticlze Aristotle because the instantiating concept does not
meet the logical requirements which ‘best possible life’ meets. The
spirit of Ackrili’s position is simply that if ‘happiness’ creates
criteria problems for Aristotle, e.g. Kenny’s objection, then
‘happiness’ probably does not constitute everything at which Aristotle
is aiming when he uses ‘eudaimonia’.

Richard Kraut disagrees with Ackrill on this point. In his
essay "Two Conceptions of Happiness"<, Kraut arques that Arlstotle
is talking about the concept of happiness when he, Aristotle, uses
‘eudaimonia’, but simply has a different conceptlion of how this concept
gets instantjated. Kraut uses a simple analogy to make his point. If we
use the concept "good recording® we do not mean something different
from what someone living back in the sixties meant by *good recording®,
but we do have a different conception of what constitutes such a thing.
In the same way Kraut claims that the life that is a "happy 1ife" may
be something quite different from what Aristotle envisioned a happy
life to be, but this does not entitle us to claim that Aristotle had a
different concept of happy life. Kraut also points out that the usual
substitutions which are used In the “different meaning" positions have
many of the same problems which critics of the ‘happiness’ translation
find disturbing. For example, [f we use ‘well-being’ or ‘human
flourishing’, we still have to acknowledge that apparently children
cannot flourish or be well-off which, at least on the surface, seems
Jjust as wrong.

There seems to be a legitimate argument on both sides of this
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2
issue. Perhaps the fault does rest with Aristotle for not being qulte
clear enough desplte his clalm that thls Is not an exact sclence. I
find myself agreeing with Ackrill against Kenny and then agreelng with
Kraut against Ackrill despite the fact that sympathy with Akrill?
seems to be the more accepted position.

My sense on this issue is that though Aristotie clearly makes
the concept/conception distinction, he does seem to assume that the
empirical criteria which he uses to fill-in his conception of
‘eudaimonia’ will automatically acquire the same properties which the
logic of the concept reveals. He says, "So ‘eudaimonia’ is the best,
the finest, the most pleasurable thing of all..."®. Clearly from
the early sections of Book 1, the logical connection between
‘eudaimonia‘ and ‘best’ and ‘finest’ is a platitude as Aristotle has
already told us. But the move to the empirical generalization from the
pleasure argument In Book 1-7 above where ‘eudaimonia’ is also equated
with "most pleasurable thing of all" is something of a dlfferent sort
which will lead to problems 1{f we then expect ‘eudalmonla’ as "most
pleasurable thing of all" to behave with the logical smoothness that
the obvious platitudes possess. It would certainly be correct to claim
that all men seek the best Iife. But It would alsc be objectionable to
claim that all men seek the most pleasureable life.

In a certain sense the problem is not whether we ought to
translate ‘eudaimonia’ as ‘happiness’. The problem is how we will
subsequently define ‘happiness’. For the instant we go beyond the
minimal logical platitudes given in the early stages of Book 1, we are

no longer talking about the concept of ‘eudaimonia’ but have instead
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8
begun discussing our conception of it. And, of course, when Aristotle
finally fllis-out hls conceptlion of ‘eudalmonia’ In Book 10 as
contemplation, ‘theoria’, and we go back to Book 1 to plug-in this
conception to some of the logical platitudes, we find problems. All men
do not seek ‘theoria’ as the final end of all their actlons.

My view here 1is that no conception of ‘eudaimonia’ can
possibly succeed if one expects the conception to satisfy the logical
rigor which the early platitudes meet. Perhaps, one could charitably
attribute this reading to Aristotle by using the above alluded to
warning about not expecting exactness. But we still have a sense that
Aristotle is cheating when he chooses in Book 10-7 the platitudinal
criteria which will work with contemplation, e.g. self-sufficliency and
finality, while ignoring the ones that might fall, e.g. the end that
all men seek and the measure of a full lifetime, because obviously if
the conception Is going to give us an instantiation of the concept then
all the platitudinal criteria which demarcate the concept must be met.

My position here is that there is no real harm done in using
‘happiness’ as an Interpretation for ‘eudaimonia’ as long as one is
careful in how one explicates and uses one’s conception of ‘happiness’.
In simplest terms, a conception cannot be used as If |t possessed all
the platitudinal criteria until it has been conclusively shown to be
able to do so. Certain Aristotelian Intuitions will work with
‘happiness’ quite nicely. It is something everybody wants. And it is
something that people want for no other reason. It is a final end®
and Aristotle does acknowledge that there might be more than one such

end*®. And It does possess non-instrumental value. However one
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9
fills-out their conception of happiness, it would be difficult to give
the conceptlion Instrumental value, e.g. to want happiness as a means to
something else.

Of course, if Aristotle’s project is to ultimately succeed, he
will eventually have to demonstrate that hls conception of ‘eudalmonla’
will survive the test of meeting all the platitudinal stipulations
unless one wants to take the "lack of exactness warning® very
seriously. From a purely philosophic perspective this tactic would seem
to run counter to the whole enterprize. However, in a more charitable
vein, one could argue that Aristotle’s intent is only to produce the
best explanation among the available competitors and not necessarily a
perfect one per se; i.e. this explains the lack of exactness warning.

From my perspective, there are three central issues at stake
In reading Aristotle on ‘eudaimonia’. These three issues are (1.) the
logical analysis of the concept; (2.) the defense of the life which
best exemplifies that concept; and (3.) the relationship between { and
2. If we priloritize #! and read the platitudinal criterla as
conjunctive logical conditions, the Ackrill type of view will probably
seem most attractive because many of our contemporary notions about
‘happiness’ do not fulfill the platitudinal criteria. We thus could
take the charitable position of claiming that since the platitudinal
criteria do not apply to ‘happiness’, Aristotle must be talking about
something slightly different; ‘eudaimonia’ simply ought not to be
tranglated by ‘happiness’.

Ackrill says, "The word ‘eudaimonia’ has a force not at all

like "happiness,®” ‘"comfort," or “"pleasure," but more like "best
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10
possible 1lfe* <(when "best" has not a narrowly moral sense)."t'*
There I3 an Interesting (ssue here. It certainly does make sense to
read ‘eudaimonia’ as “best possible life' within the context of the
logical platitiudes. ‘Eudaimonia’ is simply "that which fulfills the
conditions set down by the platitudes." But there seems to me to be no
reason at this point, i.e. the early states of NE Book {, not to allow
‘happiness’ the same role. There is little problem in saying that *the
best possible life is the happy life" pefore we have substantially
filled-out what constitutes ‘a happy life’'2. The problems arise
after we fill-out a conception of ‘happiness’, but the same problems
arise for Aristotle after he fills-out his conception of ‘eudaimonia’.
After all, why do we object to Aristotle’s characterization of
‘eudaimonia’ as contemplation? We do not object because ‘contemplation’
does not mean the same thing as ‘best possible life’. We obJect because
the life of contemplation does not seem to be a good instantiation of
what we would expect to fulfill such a role.

From another perspective, on the Ackrill reading of Aristotle
why does one object to the ‘happiness’ translation? ‘Happiness’ does
not give us the kind of logical neutrality that ‘eudaimonia’ as ‘best
possible life’ gives us. But once Aristotle fills-in his conception of
‘eudaimonia’, we also lose the loglcal neutrality. Once ‘eudalmonia’ is
filled-in by contemplation, it is no longer a platitude to say that all
humans seek ‘eudaimonia’, and this is why we object to Aristotle’s
depiction of the ‘eudaimon’ individual as one necessarily engaged in
the activity of contemplation. I think the problem here 13 that terms

Ilke ‘eudaimonfa’ and ‘happliness’ play multiple roles. We intuitively

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



11
recognize this flexibility when It comes to ‘happiness’. But we also
tend to be enticed by Aristotle’s early platitudes to read ‘eudaimonia’
as being a term with a single use. And the singlie use notion is
certainly reasonable after the platitudes are given and prior to any
conceptual filling-in of the term. In fact, I take the rather famous
“One swallow does not make a summer..." passage and its full lifetime
criteria at NE 1098ai19-21 to clearly demonstrate that ‘eudaimonia‘
probably did have multiple uses. Why else would Aristotle make the
clarification? However, there is also no cogent reason why we could not

treat ‘happiness’ in the same manner. After all, the first appearance

of the term in Njchomechean Ethjcs is simply a report about what people
say. And it is certainly not stretching matters to reply, “Happiness!®
to Aristotle’s posed question.

Since all knowledge and every pursuit aims at some

good, what do we take to be the end of political

science - what 1Is the highest of all practical

goods? Well, so far as the _pame goes there is

pretty general agreement. ‘It is happiness’ say

both the ordinary and the cultured people; and they

identify happiness with living well and doing well.

But when [t comes to saying in what happiness

consists opinions differ...*3(my underiine)
[ take the above to be a sufficient negative thesis against the
posgition that *happiness’ ought not to be used to translate
‘eudaimonia’. At this point nothing turns on this issue. Before we are
shown the kind of |ife which instantiates ‘happiness’ the use of the
term will not affect the early platitudes assuming that ‘happiness’ is
a cogent reply to Aristotle’s question and I do believe that it is.

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

Ackrill position on the translation is not necessary, I want to offer a
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positive reason why we do better to take ‘happlness’ as the translatlion
and work with It. Kraut makes the critical point when he says,

{Wlhen we say that a person Iis leading a happy

life, and Aristotle says that the same person is

not eudaimon, do we have anything to argue about? I

think we do.'*
Kraut hits the heart of the matter here. It Is Aristotle’s conception
of the "best possible life" with which we want to object. Regardless of
their specific meanings, both ‘happiness’ and ‘eudaimonia’ are possible
ways to instantiate *best possible life". When I talk about “happiness’
and Aristotle talks about ‘eudaimonia’, we are both talking about the
same thing in the sense that we want to discuss "what is the best
possible life". If we eschew ‘happiness’ as a possible interpretation
for ‘eudaimonia’, we face the following dilemma. I say that a friend,
who had suffered many of the misfortunes Aristotle insists exclude
‘eudaimonia‘, died last week claiming toc have had a happy llife.
Aristotle says, *That Is quite nice, but I assure you his life could
not have been ‘eudaimon’." Now, I want to clalm, as Kraut notes, that
we are about to have an argument because ‘happiness’ and ‘eudaimonia’
in the context that matters most here mean the Same thing. And in fact,
If they did not have some common threads, we have nothing more to
discuss. But we do, and that is the point,

I do think there are replies that could be made here. For
example, we could turn Kraut’s argument around on him. We simply note
that Aristotle certainly did have a concept of weapon and he thought
that a bow was the best instantiatlion of this concept. We too have a

concept of weapon, but we think a nuclear bomb is probably the best
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ingstantiation of this weapon. Are we now to conclude that ‘nuclear
bomb- and ‘bow’ mean the same thing? I do not mean to imply here that
Kraut commits this kind of silly mistake as he does offer a generlc
definition of happiness'® and tries to show how this definition
does meet Aristotle’s standards. But he also places much weight on the
*good recording*® argument and a similar argument about "being tall®.
And when he does give the definition of ‘happiness’ one gets the
distinct sense that we are no longer talking about a thin non-specific
rough outline of an ordinary answer to the question, "What 1s the end
that all men seek?"t<

What we probably need at this point is a bit of
Wittgensteinian therapy. The best we are going to find is a famlly
resemblance. One reason to believe that there must be a strong family
resemblance between ‘happiness’ and ‘eudaimonia’ is the fact that
Aristotle does not offer any alternative view which might represent a
‘happiness’ view. If ‘eudaimonia’ is not holding a place in Greek
philosophic discourse similar to ‘happiness’, what is? There is also
the point that in the non-specific, platitudinal stage Aristotle tells
us that most people Identify ‘eudaimonia’ with doing well and living
well. And this seems pretty close to a non-specific explanation of
‘happiness’. And to further the case, one might wonder why someone as
astute as Aristotie would use an alleged meaning of the term
‘eudaimonia‘ to explicate it? I mean if ‘eudaimonia’ meant ‘doing well
and living well’, then Aristotle, in my view, would not use the latter
terms to identify the former as he would be in essence telling us that

most identify a square with being square. Following the analogy, if
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this contention 1is right, then ®"doing well and living well* probably
are better viewed as being more 1lke ‘four-sidedness’, e.g. attributes,
rather than strict identity claims.

My intuition is that the dispute has no genuine solution, but
the probative value of using ‘happiness’ for ‘eudaimonia’ has
significant merit to what matters most to me here. Both Aristotle and
myself want to know what kind of life exemplifies "successful® living
for the person whose life is being lived. I call this target
‘happiness’ and want to claim that Aristotle’s conception of happiness
does not measure up. The way I fill-out the concept is better than the
way Aristotle did. If Aristotle is not talking about ‘“happiness’ then
we have nothing to say to each other, but [ think we do. Nonetheless,
it is not overly imperative that this issue be agreed upon by the
reader because we can still ask the question, "What makes life go
best?®* And If Aristotle’s answer is ‘eudaimonia’ and mine |is
‘happiness’, we still need to talk. One way to set this clear is that
if I am right the discussion is analogous to asking the question, "What
kind of fruit Is best?" If the different translatlion position is
correct, then we are talking "apples and oranges". If my sense is
correct, we are both talking about fruit. Both discussions will get us

to our goal, but the former seems the more fruitful way to go.

2. Sealing the issue
In this section I want to complete the ‘eudaimonia’/happiness issue and
the outline the direction for the rest of this chapter. If one stands

back from the detalls of Aristotle’s intricate explication of
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‘eudalmonia‘’ and focuses instead on the thematic perspective, I belleve
one will find many of the Issues of paramount Importance for any theory
of happiness dominating Aristotle’s scheme. On my view It Is ultimately
these major issues of inquiry which are of most importance for any
theory of happiness. The problem of “"what happiness is" may not be
satisfactorily resolved, but the issues which any theory of happiness
needs to address are quite clear. There are certain questions to which
any theory of happiness must glive reasonable answers. And though we
may, probably with some Jjustificatlon, question whether Aristotle ls
discussing ‘happliness’, there seems no doubt that he does address these
major Issues, glves them central priority, and uses much of the minutla
about meaning as springboards to solving these problems. Thug, our
inquiry, as I have noted, need not be bogged down by ‘eudalmonia’ and
its meaning, but can Instead do what any inquiry must: examine how
Aristotle addresses these lssues.

I take these grander thematic questions to be:

1. the external/internal problem - is happlness an Internal subjective
condition of a person, or do external goods matter? If they do, how
much? And if we do admit that external goods matter can we stop the
glide to more 1Iis better? As far as Aristotle is concerned, this issue
is certainly a major point of concern. When he tells us that
‘eudaimonia“ is self-sufficient and that nothing can take it
away'”, we sense what might be an internalist position. But when he
turns to the issue of external goods and claims that at least a minimal
supply of external goods is necessary for ‘eudalmonia’ and that lt is

foolish to belleve that the man on the rack could be a sultable
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candidate for ‘eudaimonia‘, we find him wrestling with a problems which

any view of happiness must confront.

2. morality and happiness - does morality matter for happiness? Here
again our intuitlions are divided, but surely the topic needs addressing
by any theory of happiness. Again Aristotle devotes huge sections of
his work to dealing with this problem. Why do others matter? Why is
virtue necessary but not sufficient for happiness? And If virctue Is
important to happiness, then we will need to grapple with *good

actions* and “weakness of will*, both critical topics for Aristotle.

3. pleasure, pain and hedonism - what role and place does pleasure play
in the happy life? Once more this is a pertinent issue for any view of
happiness in the sense that any theory must give us an answer to the
question to be a reasonable theory. And again we find this to be a

major issue for Aristotle.

4, the Dbest chance for success - what kind of life, mode of living,
offers the best opportunity to attaln a happy llfe? This toplc also
represents a major issue for our theme and is also a major polnt of

concern for Aristotle.

[ want to know *what makes life go best?" Aristotle tells us that it is
‘eudalmonia‘. I think it is happliness. If we say these are two
different concepts, then we need to try to find a way to determine

which one is better. [f we say that they are the same, then we need to
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determine who has the richer and more tenable conception of happiness.
Either way we need to do the same work which is, of course, find out
how Aristotle answers the main thematic questions and determine if his
answers are correct. Since I take Aristotle to be asking all the right
questions, he sets the table quite nicely for all that follows. It Is
to this task of analyzing Aristotle’s answers to the critical thematic

questions to which we must now turn.

3. The External/Internal Polarity: the role of external goods

One polarizing issue which arises in any discussion of happiness is the
significance of external, objective goods and clrcumstances in the
determination of whether or not someone is happy. In order to address
certain issues across views, I want to introduce some terms which will
be used throughout this work. An "externalist position® would claim
that there is some element of external dependency involved in attaining
the condition of happiness. An “internalist position® is a view which
denied any such relationship. Either view seems to leave the door
wide-open for counter-intuitive results. Contra the internalist, it
just seems wrong to claim that someone starving and in poverty ls not
right should they claim to need certaln externals In order to be happy.
And against the externalist, It seems equally wrong to tell anyone
claiming to be quite happy that they are not because their life is
deficient as far as externals are concerned. Mindful of the problematic
intuitions In the extreme positions, many theorists try to negotiate
the middle path and bulld a healthy respect for the strong polints In

each extreme while at the same time acknowledging the "obvioug" errors
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in the extreme positions. Aristotle tries to negotiate this middle path
by trying to find a mean between the two extremes. For example, though
the possession of certaln external goods is necessary for happiness,
the mere possession of these goods Is not sufficlent; one must also use
the goods correctly and have a proper attltude towards the value of
these goods.

In her work e Morality of Happiness !©® Julia Annas
frames the Iissue which concerns us in this section quite nicely. There
Is a tension In Aristotle’s view which pulls us Iin different
directions. One direction she calls the *®theoretical pull® and the
other the "Intultive requirement". If one moves in the direction of the
*theoretical pull®, one is tempted to eschew the importance of
externals, 1i.e. objects, objective conditions and states of affairs,
and emphasize Aristotellan criteria for happiness like
self-sufficiency, security, and independence from externals. On the
other hand, 1if one Is drawn In the directlon of the "intultlve
requirement”, one cites Aristotle’s claims that happiness normally does
Involve some supply of external goods, some luck and, of course, his
disdain for views which posit that even the wise man on the rack can be
happy. The tension is emphatically brought out when Aristotle claims at
NE 1099a32-b8 that happiness needs external goods and later in the same
section lists some critical mitigating circumstances, e.g. ugliness,
low birth, childlessness, bad children, etc. However, when he later at
NE 110ia7 claims that no blessed person could become miserable, the
tension in the view leads Annas to call Aristotle’s view "unstable".

Aristotle wants to hold two theses that sort (11
together. Loss of external goods matters to the
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virtuous person, because they are required for
happiness. But loss of external goods cannot, it
appears, actually make the virtuous person
unhappy.!'®

Prior to reaching this conclusion and her subsequent determination that
Aristotle’s view Is unstable because he does not resolve the problem
and that, In fact, the problem cannot be resolved within the
Aristotelian framework, she examines the role of external goods in
Aristotle’s position and two types of defenses which are used to save
Aristotle’s view from the Instability charge. I belleve that these
Issues are a good place to start the inquiry. We need to see what role
external goods play In Aristotle’s view, l.e. hls respect for
externalism, how there is more to happiness than just the possession of
external goods, l.e. his respect for Internalism, and finally how he
puts the two positions together, or as Annas claims why he cannot put
them together.

The roles which external goods play for Aristotle seem to be
of two kinds. External goods are Instrumental In the productlion of
virtuous actions, and they seem to have an "intrinsic" value. External
goods are instrumental to happiness because "happiness is an activity
in accordance with virtue"2° and we cannot do virtuous actions
without them. They also have intrinsic value because our ordlinary
Intuitions will not allow us to call those of low birth, the ugly, the
childless and the man on the rack happy. The problem for Aristotle with
these two types of value for external goods Is that within his
teleological framework 1t seems difflcult to glve anything besldes

happiness Intrinsic value. If the question, *But why do you want that?"
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has no non-instrumental answer, then the matter at issue does have
intrinsic value. And since Aristotle spends a considerable amount of
effort and time tryling to show us that external goods 1lke wealth,
friends, children, etc, cannot be on a par with his primary Intrinsic
gocd, happlness, one has to wonder about the cogency in attrlbutling
Intrinsic value to external goods by making some of their absences
apparent critical mitigating conditions for a happy life.

I take the problem to be as follows.
1. An object, situation, or condition has intrinsic value {f its loss
is a bad thing to have happen.
2. An object, situation, or condition has instrumental value if its
loss causes something bad to happen.
Annas claims that Aristotle at times seems committed to 1 for some
external goods, but that his view must subsume all external goods under
2 and thus the tension or Iinstability in the view. This commitment
comes about because Aristotle must wultimately advocate the position
that what makes a loss bad lIs that without the glven object, sltuatlion,
or condition someone could not be happy.

One type of defense for Aristotle here is to reduce, as John
Cooper#** does, the value of external goods to Instrumental value.
Ultimately, the reason why low birth, ugliness, chlildlessness and belng
on the rack are bad Is because they impede our ability to perform
virtuous actions. I suppose we are to imagine that being of low birth
and ugly will mean that we will be subject to certain prejudices which
will hinder our abllity to function in a fully virtuous manner within

the community. Being childless means we are limited in the scope of our
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virtuous actions; we cannot spread our goodness around as much as
someone with many children, nor enjoy the virtues of being a good
parent. And, of course, the man on the rack cannot do anything
virtuous. The rationale behind the proposed reduction is
straightforward. External goods have *intrinsic* value only In the very
weak Sense that one could not fulfill the happlness definltion as *“a
[ifetime of virtuous activity®™ 1f one were not supplled with some
measure of external goods. The "intrinsic® value stems not from what
the goods are, but rather from the necessary role they perform in the
formulation of happiness. I think the view IS cogent and defensible.
Food, water, alr, etc. are necessary conditlons for happiness, at least
In the minimal sense that one would have no llfe without them, and thus
a lifetime of virtuous activity would be Impossible. And 1t Is simply
*as necessary conditions" that the goods have "intrinsic" value,

Nonetheless, the view still leaves us with some counter
intuitive problems. Annas cites the following passage from Cooper.
Aristotle does not count the failure of the
virtuous man to have good children who grow to
maturity as disfiguring his happiness because it
frugstrates plangs conceived and acted on precisely
‘ag’ a virtuous man. The fallure to have good
children only affects his happiness Insofar as it
prevents the sgubsequent activites he might have
engaged in together with them; it does not affect
[t by rendering his earlier actions aimed at
producing and educating his chlldren
Ineffective.22
Annas finds this passage both ™"intuitively outrageous® and
flawed as a legitimate Interpretation of Aristotlie’s position. The

"*outrageous Intultion® 1s her contention that the Interpretation gets

the value-loss of these kinds of occurrences backwards. It would
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certainly make gsome sense to claim that losing a child or being broken

on the rack mars our happiness hmm these things are bad. But |t
seems to make no 9gense to claim that hecaume I will not be able to
accomplish certain things In the future these events, e.g. belng
childless or broken on the rack, which would overwige be neutral, turn
out to be bad. The Intultion is that even If my children are scoundrels
who will never do a single good thing, or {f I myself am one who will
also never do a single virtuous act, the death of a chlild or my belng
broken on the rack are bad things to have happen. And that has to be
the reason why their occurrence spolls my happiness.
The Interpretation problem which Annas cites stems from the

following passage where Aristotle says,

There are also certain advantages, such as good

ancestry or good children, or personal beauty, the

lack of which mars our felicity; for a man is

gcarcely happy If he is ugly to look at, or of low

birth, or solitary and chlilidless; and presumably

even less so If he has children or friends who are

quite worthless, or if he has had good ones who are

now dead.==
The problem here Is that If we reduce the value of external goods to
instrumental value for performing virtuous action, then it has to be
worse to have no children and/or no friends than to have some who die
or turn out bad because In the latter case we can still exercise our
virtuous dispositions trying to remedy the situation while In the
former case we are denled from the start any such opportunity. And
gince Aristotlie gseems to opt for the latter as the above passage

gtates, he cannot hold the reductive view. If losing a child is worse

than not having one, then the child has more than mere instrumental
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value.
Annas draws three conclusions from this situation. The first

conclusion is that the reductive view cannot be right because it is

"Intuitively outrageous* and secondly It cannot be Aristotle’s view.
Her conclusion Is that because Aristotle does not adegquately, If at
all, address the dilemma, his view becomes unstable in the sense that
Aristotle claims that external goods are valuable for two reasons and
then falls to show how the two reasons can peacefully co-exist. If
friends and chlldren have Intrinsic value, then thelr loss cannot be
bad solely because it Impedes my instrumental means to attaining
happiness. But 1If it is not solely because of thelr instrumental value
that the loss Is bad, then the whole teleological framework Is
threatened because there would be substantlal incommensurable answers
to the question, *"What do all men desire?* And thus on Annas’ view the
ingtrumental reduction falls.

A second’ way of defending Aristotle’s poslition on the role of
external goods Iis what Annas calls the "external-use view*. On thils
type of defense, the attempt I[s made to synthesize the two types of
values by representing them as two different elements which combine to
form a single component. The instrumental role does not change from the
way It is represented in the reductive model; in order to perform
certaln virtuous actions we need some external goods. However, rather
than reduce all value of external goods to Instrumental value and face
the dilemmas clited above, these views emphasize Aristotle’s claim that
the mere possession of certain external goods "adorns" happliness and

certaln external goods when lost "ruln® it.
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The notion of deriving intrinsic value from the ‘adorning’ and
‘ruining’ features of certaln external goods has plausibllity within

the framework of Aristotle’s conception of happiness. And this lssue Is
probably one place where Aristotle’s conception of happiness Is
probably much closer to what we would call ‘well-being’.2¢ It just
does not make sense to Aristotle that the ugly person could be happy.
The physical reality, one’s appearance and what other good virtuous
people think of us, is probably much more important to Aristotle than
it Is to us, - witness hls portrait of the Great Souled Man and this
man‘’s dependency wupon conforming to a certain socially admired
pattern.(cf NE 4-3) Some examples of the adorning function would be
wealth, or health which Annas uses. Functionally speaking, it is better
to be wealthy than poor even if one never does any virtuous deeds with
one‘’s wealth. The same goes for health. It Is certainly better, no
matter how unvirtuous one may be, to be healthy than to be i11.

However, even granting this superficial plausibllity, there
may be problems here for Aristotle. Annas belleves that thls
*external-use® view falls because It Is still Internally Inconsistent.
The first criticism which Annas makes about this position Is that
Aristotle geems to have a problem here about the mimimum level of
external goods necessary to fulfill the adorning function. She quotes
the passage at NE 1097b9-14 where Aristotle acknowledges the problem
and promises to return to it, and then states:

But Aristotle never does(return to the problem);
and we are left with the wunhappy result that
happiness on his view presupposes quite a high
level of external goods, but no obvious means of

getting any minimum level.?® {Note that the
parenthetlical remark In the quote Is my addition.)}
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I belleve that she Is wrong In this. First he does later address the
Issue directly In NE 9-10 when dealing with the amount of frlends one
needs. Secondly, and more important philosophically, I would interpret
the entire spirlit of the mean argument as a clear attempt to cope with
Just this Iissue - Aristotle gives no minimum because there cannot be
one., It 1is different for everyone. The internal error would be for
Aristotle to try to set a minimum.

She then says that even I[f we suppose that Aristotie could
deliver her alleged "needed minimum®, there 1Iis still an internal
Inconsistency for the obvious reason that more has to be better.

I[f, for example, good health is required to make me

happy, surely excellent health will make me even

happier. If 1 need wealth to exercise virtues such

as generosity, surely more wealth will make me able

to exercise even larger-scale virtues, such as

paying for public festivalg?2<
There are two Important points here. The first polnt is that glven the
tenor of her example she Is qulte correct that the criterla of
self-sufficlency and completeness are In trouble 1f thls type of
rebuttal could be attributed to Aristotle. However, the second point Is
that the examples are not examples which fit Aristotle’s scheme.
Judging the value of goods quantitatively, e.g. more Is better, is just
not Aristotle. It is the mean, the perfccted individual balance, which
determines how much of something is best for us. And this value will
actually decrease If we have more than we need to be happy. Also the

health example {3 Just wrong. Setting the minimum at "mere* good when

excellent 1Is still avallable as something "better® would entall that
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one had not attained one’s perfected mean and thus could not be happy.

Remember the mean is an extreme in terms of value.
Finally she seals the lssue when she states:
It looks as |f Aristotle ls faced with an awkward
choice. Either he has to say that external goods
are required to make a person happy, but cannot
make him happiler by being increased. But this is
deeply mysterious. Or he has to say that happiness
Is not complete, since it can be increased by the
addition of further goods. But this would go back
on a fundamental point of his ethical
structure.??
Since I do not think he has to say the flrst thing, then there Is no
need for hlm to take the second option. The theory may have problems,
and [ think it does with the role of external goods {n the happy |lfe,
but it Is not Annas’ internal problem.

The final dilemma which Annas cites for Aristotlie on this
issue of reconciling the roles which external goods play in the life of
the happy man is the troubling passages cited above where Aristotle
claims that loss of external goods is a genuine loss, but that the
happy man cannot ever become miserable. She claims that there are only
two ways to make these theses sit well together and that nelther way.
will succeed. The first [s to make happiness not directly dependent
upon the mere possession or loss of external goods and posit some other
condition which Is so dependent. The other would be to postulate kinds
or levels of happiness. The virtuous person [s always happy, but the
virtuous person with an adequate, or even abundant, supply of external
goods Is happler. Perhaps one even claims that this Is the work which

Aristotle Intends “‘blessed’, 1i.e. ‘makarios’, to do. And Annas

correctly cites the flaws in both attempts. HNeither will work and
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neither comports with what Aristotle says. The loss of certaln critical
externals does spoil one’s happiness and there ultimately cannot be

anything better than happinegs despite Aristotle’s claim at NE1178a%-10

that non-contemplative virtuous activity Is "happlness In a secondary

sense". Prom this situatlon she concludes that when Arlstotle makes the

two critlical comments cited above where he claims that loss of
externals spolls one’s happiness and also that the happy person cannot
ever become miserable he Is *[...) struggling with the problem rather
than finding a solutlon.®#4 And because he cannot find a solution

she concludes that the these arguments again show us that Aristotle’s
view is internally unstable.

Again, I belleve she Is wrong here and the two conflicting
passages can be reconciled. The issue, which Annas belleves Aristotle
never satlsfactorily resolves, emphasizes his assertion to three
seemingly lIrreconcilable claims -~ 1 the loss of critical externals
spoils one’s happiness; 2 the happy person could never be miserable; 3
nobody who met Priam’s fate could be happy. The passage which I belleve
will save Aristotle here s curlously ommitted by Annas. I say
*curlously" because she sgpends so much of her argument, as I have
noted, being critical of Aristotle for either not setting the minimum,
l.e. not giving us the conceptual resources to do so, or forcing us to
make the flawed ‘ad hoc’ distinctions which marred the saving arguments
of the last few paragraphs. This important passage is as follows.

Now goods have been classified under three heads,
ag (a) external, (b) of the soul, and (c) of the
body. Of these we say that goods of the soul are
good Iin the strictest and fullest sense, and we

rank actlons and actlivites of the soul! as goods of
the soul; so that according to this view, which Is
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of long standing and accepted by phllosophers, our

definition will be correct. We are right, too, In

saying that the end consists In certaln actlons and

activities, because this puts It among goods of the

soul and not among external goods.=®
I would Interpret this passage as a clear attempt to solve Annas’
problem. The happy person has the full repertoir of virtues, all the
goods of the soul needed to qualify for a happy life. By using these
virtues on my adequate mean supply of external goods, I can tune my
life to perfection. However, to tune my life perfectly, some external
goods are needed. Losing some of these causes the tuning to become
unharmon{zed. But since [ have all the necessary virtues, there Is
still actlivity I can perform to re-establish the harmony. The loss does
not make me miserable although it does push me off my mean and I cannot
be happy until I am re-tuned to my mean. Now the proper measure of my
successful ré—tuning if priorftlzed cor;ectly will not be determined by
the re-establishing of the previous condition in relation to the
external goods. The prlority is to re-establish happlness which is In
fact the virtuous activity of my soul and as a person possessing the
full repertoire of virtues I can still do this. The loss disfigures my
happiness but my virtuous abllities trump the disfigurement. My bow
string has broken. I can get a new one or take up a sword, stick or
rock and still fight perfectly. Even if the replacement Is far Inferlior
to the 1loss, this situation will not prevent the virtuous person from

performing perfectly in the new situation and that is all Aristotle

needs to mend the problem created from 1 and 2.

Does this not return us to the instrumental reduction? I

believe that it does unless someone could £ind a non-instrumental way
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to fulfill the "adorning" function which I believe cannot be done. And
If 1t does return us the reductive view, are there not the problems of
the loss of the child being worse than no child at all? This is a bit
gtickier, but the answer fits better with the next problem as its
answer needs some prior clarification of the next dilemma.

How about reconciling 2 and 3? Of course, there are losses
like Priam’s which wilil prevent all further virtuous actions. But on
the other hand from Priam’s perspective though his life may In the end
not be a vliable candidate for being considered a happy life, he would
not, technically sgpeaking, be miserable. And this 1is really all
Aristotle says. "[...] the happy person could never become miserable -
but he Is not blessed either, if he mcets an end like Priam’s.*2°
Even granting Annas the point she makes that ‘blessed’, ‘makarios’, and
‘happiness’, ‘eudaimonia’, are basically referring to the same
condition and are only stylistically different®!, the point still
holds.

Finally [f the argument in the preceding paragraph seems a bit
weak, the following is offered to strengthen the point. We know that
goods of the soul are ranked as superior to externals and even health.
Now the primary good of the soul Is happiness which was defined as *an
activity In accordance with virtue’. We also know that the problematic
passage occurs right after the instrumental necessity of some external
goods |s announced at NE 1099a32-b6 when Arlstotfe claims that "the
logga of some things mars our felicity". Annas translates this passage
with “*rulns our happiness®®2, but the more common transiation Is

the former. I think the reply here is still fairly obvious. Surely, If
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happiness Is an activity In accordance with excellence or virtue, then
one’s happiness would certainly be marred or ruined lf the activity
requlred certaln external goods which were now lost. And Prlam has most
definitely, permaneﬂn!y lost an irreplacible external good for the
performance of any virtuous activity. For most other losses, it would
certainly be true that 1if our excellent activity was dependent upon
some external good, our happiness would be marred by the loss. But
given the announced prioritizing, there is no reason to conclude any
permanent ruining here short of the "bad" death which might be right.

The final point on this lssue is to make sense of the claim
that losing the child Is worse than not having one because this
situation does seem to hinder the pure instrumental reading. What I
would claim is that this situation is not as strange as Annas makes it
out to be. There certainly is a sense In which it does, for example,
seem to be true that being born blind is not as bad as being bllnded
say at age fifteen. In the latter case, no performance of excellent
gslght-seelng actlivity would have been developed upon which our present
excellent performances would be based. In the latter case we lose
something; while In the former we just never have it. Nelther condlitlon
Is optimal. And in Aristotle’s teleological and perfectionist universe
neither situation is very good, but we can still understand how one
might be Inclined to view the loss as worse than the "never having'. As
far as Annas’ claim that the loss should be better than the "not
having" because the loss enables us to engage in virtuous reparations,
the point Iis rather hollow. Unless one wants to attribute to Aristotle

the position that It would be good to deprive oneself of things in
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order to be able to engage In the virtuous activity of fixing the
deprivation, there Is only a temporal difference between the two cases.
In the loss case you do the virtuous fixing later than you do In the
“*never having" case. As far as the loss of the child being worse than
never having one, I think a reply can still be made. Since ‘happiness’
Is an activity In accordance with virtue having a child and being happy
would require a dependency relation between my happiness and my
parenting activites. Losing the child disrupts this relationship. A
significant fully developed virtuous disposition can no longer be
actively engaged while In the ®"not having" case no such dependency
relation would be developed.

I hope this Iis sufficient to lay claim to my position that
Aristotle’s view of the role of external goods as far as happiness Is
concerned Iis Instrumental. It is surely true that he has problems when
it comes to friends and children and their sole value beling
instrumental. But I suspect the problem lies in the egoism and not in
any internal instability. Perhaps, Aristotle needs some addition to his
gystem to soften the blows which the egoism thrust wupon us. But
ultimately there is no place for any such thing in Aristotle’s
universe, Just as glven his prloritizing there Is no place for external
goods having value beyond the minimal ‘“necessary conditions* for
happiness.

The answer to our question is also evident from our

account [of happinessl. For we have sald it is a

certain sort of activity of the soul expressing

virtue, [(and hence not a product of fortunel; and

some of the other goods are necessary conditlions

(of happiness], others are naturally wuseful and

cooperative as Iinstruments (but are not parts of
ftl.2s
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According to Annas the following Is the dilemma. If X’s loss is bad
because [t mars my happiness, then X has instrumental value, but in
order for X’s loss to mar my happiness X must have Intrinsic value,
i.e. its loss must be bad because X is a good thing and losing good
things is bad. Thus X must have intrinsic value but Aristotle cannot
give It any. In the spirit of the last cited passage I offer the
folowing defense of the Instrumental view. Annas is claiming that it
cannot be explalned how a loss could mar happliness unless the loss had
some value [ndependent of It Instrumental role. Being broken on the
rack must be bad and that is why it disturbs my happiness. However I
think we can still explain this situation in Aristotle’s framework.
Happiness ls an activity. Anything which disrupts this activity is bad.
Thus it Is the "loss" as a disruption of my virtuous activity which

causgses the judgment that this loss Is bad.

4. Morality and Happliness
The place of morallity In Arlstotle’s view of happlness Is qulite clear.
Morality is a necessary condition for happlness, but not a sufficlent
one. By a ‘necessary condition’, it is meant that for Aristotle the
immoral®* person could not be happy. And by ‘not sufficlent’ Lt is
meant that morallty as the mere possession of the virtues wlll not make
one a candidate for happiness. We need more than just moral virtues; we
need to show and use them.

My inclination on this Issue is to avold as much moral theory
as (s reasonably posgsible. My objective here s to examine ‘happlness’

ags this Ifdea 1s used iIn these anclient theories. The content of the
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moral theory thus becomes secondary and would move the project beyond
my Intended scope. What 1s Important is the function which morallity
fulfilis and not morallty per se. In this way I think I can respect the
moral, cultural distance which separates us from Aristotle while still
determining whether his Insights into the role of morallty In the happy
I1fe harmonize with our ordinary Intultions about the role morallty
ought to play in an explanation of ‘happiness’.

One glaring difference between us and Aristotle |3 contained
in the questions, "Is Bob a good man?* and "Is Bob a happy man?". For
Aristotle, If the answer to the flrst question Is “No", then the answer
to the second question cannot be "Yes". For many of us, this situation
I3 not necessarily the case. We can clearly understand how the
gyndicate crime-lord could stlll be a happy man despite his lack of
moral goodness. Perhaps, we could specify why this could not be the
case. But on the surface any such move would seem to requlre a major
tightening of the ordinary notion of ‘happiness’ that would demand
strong premises which would In turn need substantial arguments to
establish them.

What drives Aristotle to adopt this view? It is most likely
the teleological background from which he operates. If happlness is the
end which all persons sgeek, then the theorist needs to make moral
action harmonize with happiness. Otherwise, the possibility of getting
the ‘"pay-off" by the most expedient, but perhaps rather immoral, means
becomes a genulne viable option. The tactic of building moral goodness
into happlness may be admirable, but there 18 a confusion between

‘Justified In being happy’ and simply ‘belng happy’. This IS one of the
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places where we may find the ordinary conception of happiness pulling
away from Arlstotle’s view.

The bad man gets great pleasure from doing the bad thing,
feels no remorse, thoroughly enjoys what he is doing, but clearly by
Aristotle’s standards 13 not a happy person. By contrast the
weak-willed man gets pleasure from dolng the bad thing, feels remorse,
does not thoroughly enJoy the activity, and is also not a happy man.
The latter case 13 clear and we would fully agree with Aristotle that
this kind of 1llfe Is not a viable candldate for happliness. But In the
former case, we are perplexed to find something wrong. After all, what
makes Aristotle’s bad man so difficult to deal with is that it is the
bad thing that is making him happy. What Aristotle needs to claim here
is that the bad man is wrong. But it seems hard to make that assessment
since by Aristotle’s view, the bad man can never be brought to reallize
this. Even In our more sophisticated contemporary lliterature, the
critical linchpin in these kinds of situations Is that the additlion of
missing Information would ~cause the ©person to alter thelr
agsessment,®® but thls option 1is not open to Arlistotle. On his
view, nothing can help the bad man change his perspective. And we are
left having to tell him he ls wrong, but there !s no way he can ever
come to see this. The bad man is simply not happy no matter how his
|i1fe seems to him.

Now, of course, Aristotle has a sound ratlionale for his
position on this Issue. He defines ‘happlness’ as "an actlvlity In
accordance with virtue". And obviously since the bad man is not engaged

In virtuous activity, his condition cannot be one of happiness. And If
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we add to this situation the fact that the bpd man’s dlspositlions are
so miserably distorted by his poorly developed responses to the rlight
kinds of pleasure, It 13 no wonder that Aristotle views him as such a
hopeless case.

Hence there 1Is a chasm between the way Aristotle views this
Issue and the way common sense might be inclined to operate. And there
may be no way to bridge this chasm. Por Aristotle it makes no sense to
attribute success to the bad man. The bad man is simply not a viable
candidate for successful 1iving. There can be no doubt that Aristotle’s
conception of happiness includes the thread that "a happy life Is a
successful life.* He tells us that ®*... the happy man lives and fares
well; because what we have descrlbed Is virtually a kind of good 1lfe
or prosperity.*®¢ But the success analogy will only take us so far.
Though Aristotle takes great palns to demonstrate that there Is no good
way In which to commit certain Inherently bad actions(cf NE 2-6), the
success metaphor may break down. A thlef may not be a morally admirable
person. However, as long as the thief Is not caught, it does seem that
the thief Is a success. There may be no way to be a good (morally good)
thief, but this does not preclude that one could be a good (successful)
thief.

What Aristotle would want us to show Is that though one might
be a successful thlef, this kind of 1llfe, animated as It ls by
unvirtuous dispositions, Is not a suitable example for successful
living. Successful Aristotelian activity must be virtuous activity. But
the functional definition of the virtues as excellent dispositions(cf

NE 2-4), which enable us to perform our actlvities well, only keeps
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immoral successes from counting as excellences by the stipulation that
the success makes one a *"good man*2?. However, this move undermines
the spirit of the functional argument which is intended to gain our
assent by Its descriptive backbone while the normative clalim about the
“good man" s a Jjudgment which the functional argument cannot make 1f
it Is to remaln purely functlonal. Describing a success Is one thing
while evaluating the success’s moral worth ls somethlng else. Arlstotle
could be accused of wanting the best of both worlds - the empirical
power of functlonal explanation and the prescriptlve direction of the
ethical claim. However, It seems clear that the functlonal definition
will only establish that the happy man 1s the successful man, but it
cannot tell us anything about the moral quallity of the actlivity.

Another way to see this issue is that Aristotlie defines
‘happiness’ in terms of the virtues. In order to avold a viclous
circle, he must then define ‘virtues’ Iindependent of happlness.
Otherwise he is merely saying that virtuous actions are what give us
happiness and happiness Is what we get from doing virtuous actlons.
Breaking out of the circle s clearly the intent of the functlonal
argument. By bringing in the notions of excellence and success,
Aristotle I3 deflining the virtues Independent of happliness. "Let us
agsert, then, that any kind of excellence renders that of which Lt 1s
the excellence ‘good’, and makes [t perform Its function ‘well’. *=2@
However, by this argument the best we are entitled to Infer is the
weaker Interpretation which renders the happiness definition as
*happiness Iis an actlvity In accordance with excellence*. And we still

have no clear way to keep out Immoral successes unless we simply
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stipulate.

If one I3 inclined at this point to clalm that this situation
only shows us that ‘happlness’ 1Is not the best definltlon of
‘eudaimonia’ and we are better served by using ‘well-being’ or ‘human
flourishing’, the problem remains. The Intultlon which supports this
move [s that It seems pretty clear that we ought to be able to claim
that the morally depraved are not welli-off. But we still need to claim
that the lavishly successful crime-lord is not "well-off® and this
situation strains our Intultions Just as much. The crime-lord may not
be a good person, but he is doing well at what he does; he is in his
way flourishing and probably, if we asked, him quite happy.

My conclusion here is to keep morallity and happiness separate
until we are forced to connect them. This "forcing the connectlon®, I
contend Aristotle does not succeed In accomplishing. His definitlion of
‘happiness’ In the weakened form as "an activity ln accordance with
excellence" may still have great value. But the human excellence which
Aristotle 1is pursuing would only be Incompatible with lmmorallty If the
immoral actlon functionally prevented happlness. Sometimes It certainly
does, but it does not always seem to have thls effect unless we
stipulate the connection between moral behaviour and happiness which
seems to assume what needs to be proven.

One final problem here seems to be that the only way to make
the needed connection between ‘happlness’ and morality is to use some
version of the Instrumental argument found Iin the prior section.
However, the cost of making the connection in this manner may be too

steep as It gseems to relegate the value of others to mere Instrumental
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means for attalning my happiness. What happens with this type of move
Is that we get the needed connection but at the cost of devaluling
morality. Others count as moral objects only In the sense that their
well-being enhances mine. The egoism which arlges from this type of
move offends more than It helps, but It Is part of Aristotle’s view.
Some thinkers belleve that Arlstotle I3 not necessarlly commlitted to
this strong form of egolsm. Bernard Willlams epltomlizes the

non-egoistic interpretation.

But neither Plato nor Aristotle thought of the
ethlcal 1llfe as a device that Increased selfish
satlisfactions. Thelr outlook is formally egoistic,
In the sense that they suppose that they have to
show each person that he has good reason to live
ethically; and the reason has to appeal to that
person In terms of something about himself, how and
what he will be If he is a person with that sort of
character. But their outlook Is not egoistic In the
senge that they try to show that the ethical life
serves gome 3Set of Individual satisfactlons which
Is well-defined before ethical consideratlons
appear. Thelr alm 1is not, glven an account of the
self and 1ts satisfaction, to show how the ethical
(luckily) fits them. It 1Is to give an account of
the self into which that life fits.=2®

I think Willlams Ig partlally right in his claim. Aristotle certainly
does want his project to emerge in the kind of “harmless’ egolsm for
which Willlams wants to make a case. However, I also believe that
Aristotle Is well-aware of the problems lurking here. Witness his
machinations about friendship.(cf NE 8 & 9) To generate a truly
non-egoistic morallty, we have to glve Intrinsic value to persons, |.e.
other persons. But [f we give Intrinsic value to persons, the telos of
happiness 1is threatened because I then have a genuine reason for doing

things which do not aim solely at my happiness. To opt at this point
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for the so-called ‘inclusive’ type of position where we subsume
compcnents, e.g. external goods, morallty, etc., into one final grand
end may palllate the problem, but sooner or later we will have to make
the hard choice. Despite Ackrill’s claim that:

If I find It necessary to undergo privation or

suffering In order to do my duty I shall have to

recognize that my llfe will fall short of

‘eudalmonia’. But what I ‘renounce’ is comfort in

favor of right action, not ‘eudaimonia’ In favor of

right action... Comfort and prosperity may be

goalis to be secured by action, but ‘eudaimonia’ is

precisely not such a goal. It is doing well, not

the result of doing well, a life, not the reward of

a life.s°
It Just seems wrong to me that If I ‘renounce’ a necessary condition
for a type of life, I am not tacltly renouncing that kind of life., If I
recognize that doing my duty will cause my 1life to fall short of
‘eudaimonia‘, then doing my duty iIs more Important than ‘eudaimonia‘.
Some thinkers would certainly agree with Ackrill here, but [t Jjust
seems wrong to think Aristotle would. It would be like claiming that
the person who comm!ts adultery 18 not choosing pleasure over the ‘best
possible marrlage’, but pleasure over fldellty. “Eudalmonia’ may be the
activity of successfully hitting certain targets and not technlcally a
target, but suitable targets are necessary. And it seems hard to deny
that Aristotle’s sultabllity test does not Include highly significant
reference to my well-being, my happiness, or my best possible life. It
Is certainly true that Aristotle tells us (cf 1173b25-27) that we ought
to renounce wealth over betrayal and health were it to requlre

gluttony. But the context here concerns pleasure not happiness. In fact

the way [ would read Aristotle in the Ackrill case is that if I do not
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undergo the privation or suffering, then I would be falllng short of
‘eudalmonia’ because I would not be acting correctly, and It Is
precisely because of this fact, e.g. the possibiility of falllng short
of ‘eudaimonia‘, that I would undergo them.

The splrit of the Williams/Ackrill position is certalinly
admirable, but [t just does not seem to me to be Aristotle. Even If we
charitably use the ‘well-being” or ‘best possible 1ife’
interpretations, as each would respectively prefer, the only reason
anyone would take on Aristotellan training in the first place is not
because they have an account of the self into which the moral llife
fits, but instead because they are alming at ‘happlness’, ‘well-belng’,
or the ‘best possible 1ife’ and have an inkling that behaving morally
might be a Judiclous adjunct towards hltting that target. It ls
Important to always keep In mind that Aristotle goads us with a reward,
l.e. “‘eudaimonla’, and wultimately on his vliew the only reason why one
would engage In the training Is because It was going to be good for
‘Me’.

It seems to me that the problem here is priorities. 1f one
prioritizes as Aristotle does and places ‘happiness’ at the top of the
scale, then morallty has to be accounted for within the framework of
being conducive to that end. If one then wants to avold the ‘problem’
of having Immoral actions pay-off in “happiness’, then self-interest
seems the simplest way to achieve that end. Excellent living,
happiness, requlires excellent behavior, virtues. Some of these virtues
are soclal virtues which concern the well-being of others. The argument

Is rather simple. Excellent moral behavior 1S necessary for happiness.
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Soclal virtues are forms of excellent behavior, therefore, perform them
when necessary. I[s the argument sound? Obviously, I do not belleve so
as I contend that the first premise is false. Is thls Arisototle’s
view? In my opinion the answer is "yes". On Aristotle’s view,
performing virtuously is necessary for happiness; virtuous, l.e. moral,

behavior bears an Instrumental relationship to happlness.

S. Pleasure

Arlistotle’s view on the relatlionship between pleasure and happiness Is
rather conservative. He takes a common-sensical stance which Is pliable
and generic enough not to need very much analysis. The most complex
part of the doctrine concerns ‘akrasia‘’, weakness of will, and as such
Is somewhat beyond the scope of my main theme. The concern here s the
role that pleasure plays In Aristotie’s conception of happiness, not
the role that pleasure plays in Aristotle’s psychological analysis of
why we fail or succeed in attaining or leading happy lives. In my view,
the positions of both Epicurus and the Stoics are the better places to
explore the more Interesting aspects of the relationshlp between
pleasure and happiness. Hence, Aristotle’s view on this issue will not
occupy us for long.

As 1s often his policy Aristotle will tread the fine line on
this lssue. He rejects views which claim that pleasure Is not good, but
he 1is also cautious and wary of pleasure’s power to lead us astray.
Pleasure Is both the benevolent teacher and the stern task-master. It
Is both the means by which we cultivate the virtues and the temptress

which undermines their full and proper development. Pleasure is llike a
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tuning fork by which we perfect our actlvitles. However, It Is also.a
tuning fork whlich requlires a highly tralned ear. It resonates sweetly
on multiple levels, and the untrained ear is easlly led astay.

[Pleasures and pains are approprliately taken as

signs] because virtue of character 1s concerned

with pleasures and pains. For it Is pleasure that

causes us to do base actlons, and paln causes us to

abstaln from flne ones. Hence we need to have had

appropriate unbringling - right from early youth, as

Plato says - to make us find enjoyment or paln in

the right things, for thls 18 correct

education.*?
The Intuition which Is molding Arcistotie’s position on this lssue s
the bellef that the happy llfe would be a pleasant llfe. The good 1ife
does not equal the most pleasant 1life, but the good life has the
attribute of belng pleasant. Aristotle’s intent ls falrly clear. Since
nelther extreme view Is Intellectually satisfylng and since nelther
extreme slts well with our common sense, some middle ground must be
found. Arlistotle refutes the extreme views a number of times wlth
numerous arguments.(cf NE Bks 7 & 10) What Arlistotle does In these
arguments |8 demonstrate that nelther extreme view succeeds. The
arguments need not detain us. What is of Importance for Aristotle Is
that a place for pleasure be found in a satisfactory account of
happiness or the best possible life.

Aristotle 18 sometimes criticlzed for his account of pleasure
becaugse It |s alleged that he glves pleasure two dlifferent definltlons.
In NE Bk 7 he ldentiflies pleasure with "an unimpeded activity of our
natural state"42, And In NE Bk 10, he claims that pleasure Is that

which completes and perfects our activities.4® However, I do not

view the positions as problematic. I take the Bk 7 position as

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



43
descriptive and the Bk 10 position as giving the descriptive content-a .
functional place In Aristotie’s teleological universe, Pleasure results
from engaging In unimpeded activity and lts function 13 to teach us how
to know when we have succeeded. Of course, things are not always this
simple. The problem Is that because pleasure is not a process, but
Ingtead the result of successfully completing a process, we can
Inappropriately “succeed® at gettling pleasure, and thus the importance
of Plato’s warning. We need to come to see that though pleasure is a
necessary conditlon for successful llving, for happlness, pleasure per
se Is not sufficlent. Pleasure needs assessing and the whole sphere of
pleasure 1s fraught with danger. Though he does acknowledge the dangers
and seems to be Inclined to near aversion when at NE {109b8~11 he
states the following, he Is too much a man of common sense to eschew

pleasure totally.

And in everything we must beware above all of
pleasure and lts sources; for we are already blased
In its favor when we come to Judge it. Hence we
must react to It as the elders reacted to Helen,
and on each occasion repeat what they salid; for if
we do thls, and send it off, we shall be less In

error.**
Fron my perspective, It is really the "bias® and hence the magnitude of
the danger with which he Is concerned. We will certainly make fewer
ecrors by golng the way of the elders, but ultlmgtely the happy llfe
will be a llfe upon which the bloom of pleasure supervenes. It 13 In my
view that many of Aristotle’s greatest insights Into human nature lle
in his handling of this lssue. Too much a common-sense man to deny
pleasure a place In the happy 1lfe, and too much the pragmatist to

fully embrace 1t unchecked, he acknowledges the need for its presence
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while wisely warning about the charms and deception attached to lts
lure. Llving the rlght kind of life will bring us pleasure, but the
life of pleasure seeking Is not the right kind of life. Living the
right kind of 1life Is not something to be sought because It Is
pleasurable; rather one of the sians that we are llving the right kind
of life Is that the well-trained person will find this kind of life
highly pleasing. Perhaps, this Is merely a fantasy. Perhaps It 1s more
than we ought to expect and simple decency serves us much better, but
it is Aristotle’s conception of how we account for the role of pleasure
In the 1lfe of the good person. The good 1ife Is pleasurable to the
good person, a vacuous claim for sure. Yet the deeper Insight may still
be Aristotle’s Insight. Expecting decency for decency’s sake may

ultimately be expecting more of us than we are really capable of doing.

6. Contemplation and Perfection

No lssue rankles readers of Arlstotle more than the Book 10 conclusion
that the best life, the most happy life, is the 1lfe of contemplation.
If the end which we all wultimately seek 1s merely to slt In
contemplation of eternal truths, why the moral training? What was the
point of the first nine books? Some writers, e.g. Ackrili<®, A.O.
Rorty#¢, have tried to defend Aristotle by showing that the two
apparently diverse projects could be synthesized into a coherent whole,
e.g. Rorty, or could at least be made to avoid outright incoherence,
e.g. Ackrill. Other writers, e.g. B. Willlams*”, T. Nagel<“e,

have seen Aristotle as clearly wrong in presuming that he could
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reasonably mesh the two projects together. The principle objection is
that Aristotle simply cannot dellver the needed essentlal descriptlon
of persons which Williams views as a flawed "psychologlcal
essentialism®* and Nagel as an inability to justify the dominant role
given to ‘theoria’ over other possible final ends.

For my purposes the substance of this debate 1s secondary. I
take Aristotle’s conception of happiness as the perfection of the
activity of human lliving to be the most pertinent issue for my project.
Aristotle’s functional teleology forces him to locate and select a
crowning excellence. I charlitably assume that he must have belleved
that he could dellver the needed lnstrumental Justificatlon for the
role of the other virtues within the grander overall scheme. I take the
role of ‘theoria’, as contemplation of eternal truths, to be the
perfection of the flinal excellence. ‘Theoria’ Is not the same thing as
‘happiness’, but a 1life animated by contempiation is clearly the best
pogssible Instantiation of the concept of happiness. ‘*Theoria’ is the
culmination of a gradual assent by which we progressively master the
sundry activities that are Involved In human living. Success In the
process Is determined by developing the necessary dispositions which
will enable us to perform the activities perfectly. Clearly some
activities cannot be perfected until others have been perfected. We
cannot be couragous warriors until we have learned the physlical art of
warfare. And from Aristotle’s viewpolnt, we cannot be successful
statesmen until we master the art of rulling. We cannot master the art
of human 1living unless and until we have mastered the art of

contemplation which cannot be done until! we have mastered all of the
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other virctues.

It may be true that once we get to Book 10 It appears that we
n0 longer need everything that has gone before; i.e. the virtues we
have cultivated. However, I think we can give some rationale for this
appearance. One explanation mlight be that once we get to where we are
going we no longer need the road that took us there, but we still had
to travel that road to get there. Another explanation, perhaps even
better, might be that we do need all the work that went before. The
rationale here would be that one could not engage In the arduous
activity of successfully contemplating "eternal truths*® without a
congiderable cache of reference material.

Ackrill cites as primary to Aristotle’s project the question,
*What 1Is the best life for a man to lead?* He then addresses the lssue
which Is the primary concern here.

The difficulty with the second question(this
question) Iis not that he falls to discuss it - it
Is after all the center of hlis target - or that he
falls to answer 1t, but that he seems to glve two
answers. Most of the _Ethics implies that good
action lIs -~ or Is a major element In - man’s best
1ife, but eventually In Book 10 purely
contemplative actlvity Is sald to be perfect
‘eudaimonla’; and Aristotle does not tell us how to
combine or relate these two ldeas.*® (the

parenthetical remark is my addition}

As we have also seen In section 2 above Annas makes a slmilar c¢laim in
her dlssgtlsfactlon with the notlion of "kinds of Happlness'. &nd in
general the llterature tends to support the view that reconclling the
two posltlions does pregent Aristotle’s view with an unresolved dilemma.

As stated I am not terribly pressed by any need to solve this problem.

For my concerns the problem IS not a major Issue. The major lssue for
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me Is Arlistotie’s flnal expllicatlon of what constitutes the best kind
of life, the best example of happy 1lving. Noting the dilemma and
having offered my own solution, I will leave this lssue by glving
Aristotle the last word.

The 1ife expressing the other kind of virtue(i.e.

the kind concerned with action) is (happiest) in a

gecondary way because the activites expressing this

virtue are human.=°
On my view the most Interesting point about Aristotle’s view of
‘happiness’ 1s that the primary identification of ‘happiness’ consists
in its being an activity. ‘Happiness’ ig not a state of mind, not a
condition solely dependent upon belief content. It 1s a synthesized
condition In which belief, actlon, excellence and success all mesh
together to produce the highest quality of human llved experience. We
might wuse the analogy of playing a perfectly tuned instrument.
‘Happiness’ as ‘eudaimonia’ simply designates the perfect performance
along with the conditions necessary to bring it about. Of course,
unlike the musical performance, the scope of the temporal dimensions
which the happy life encompasses are qulte wide. And very much like the
musical performance, the sour note at the wrong time can have the
effect of ruining the whole performance. Finally, the training, the
condition of the Iinstrument, the Instrument’s tuning and the state of
mind of the player all must be in perfect harmony.

Something in this description harmonizes and resonates with
lived experience. Whenever we are enaged In successfully doing
something we consider to be Important and slaniflcant, there 18 a

certain charm In our Ilves. It Is like riding the bike of 11fe. The
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distance between the experience and the performer is lost and only the
performance remains. These are the genuine magical moments of 1ife. And
I belleve that It Is these magical moments which Aristotle belleves
ought to be strung along the thread which we will call the happy life.
This deplction captures much of what Arlstotle wanted to capture, It
merges the Iinner and outer. Success and significance blend with
performance, the excellence of our dispositions and an attentive lnner
ear to syntheslze obJective condition with subjective viewpoint., The
need for morallty arlses from the need for a harmonlous environment
without which the focused attention and concentration needed for
excellence would distract and impede the performance. Finally, there s
the need for the Inner mover to be as well equipped as possible -
excellence of performance depends upon the intellectual skills and know
how of the performer.

The view Is enticing and Its charm has had a reslllency which
keeps It still viable. One polint which especlally charms Is that the
successful Aristotellan person would meet most descriptions of a happy
person. The view may be too stringent, as I will argue below, but Lt Is
not Inaccurate In the sense that the view does seem to capture most of
the ordinary Intultions about successful llving. If someone actually
concluded the Aristotellan projJect by thoroughly enjoylng thelr success
at excellence, one would be hard pressed to honestly claim that they
were not happy.

Still, for me, a problem remains. The perfection and
gtringency turn a good lidea sour. The external grounding of the

perfectionist requirement erects an edifice that becomes insurmountable
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as well as highly unrealistic. If we assume the tuning metaphor has
reasonable cogency, and I belleve that It does, somethlng breaks down.
Why does the Instrument have to be perfect In ocder for lt, the
Instrument, to sound Its own perfect note? If happiness is just ®an
activity In accordance with excellence®, why would it not be possible
for the plumber to plumb perfectiy, live morally, and thus be happy
because of his excellent performances? To perform one’s activities
excellently and have one’s Iinternal dispositions mesh perfectly with
the excellence of the performance Is certalnly a viable, Insightful and
reasonable explanation of happliness. However, In his attempt to
incorporate tﬁe externalist Intuition and the morallty requirement,
Aristotle Is forced to demand perfection of the instrument which leads
ultimately to the Inclusion of the *rulning losses", the intellectual
elitism and a good idea has gone baaly astray. Perhaps, what Aristotle
should have done 13 to have gone back to the doctrine of the mean and
remembered the lesson he had tried to Impart.

If, e.q., ten are many and two are few, we take slx
as Intermedlate In the obJect since It exceeds
(twol and Is exceeded [by ten] by an equal amount,

{four]l; this |s what is Intermedlate by numerical
proportion. But that Is not how we must take the
Intermediate relative to us. PFor [f, e.qg., ten
pounds [of foodl] are a lot for someone to eat, and
two pounds a little, It does not follow that the
tralner will prescribe six, since this might also
be elther a 1little or a lot for the person who s
to take [t - for Milo [the athletel a little,, but
for the beglnner in gymnastics a lot; and the same
ls true for running and wrestling. In this way
every sclentific expert avolds excess and
deficiency and seeks and chooses what Is
Intermediate - but intermediate relative to us, not
In the object.%*(my underlining}

It, thus, seems that Aristotle had the resources to say what needed to
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be said, but was driven by the intellectual and perfectionist penchant
In his thouaht to push the view to excess. The happy llfe might be
appropriately described as a life llved and anlimated by excellent
performances. External considerations and virtuous criteria could be
brought Into play. But the objective criterla by which the excellence
of the performances at lssue are Judged have to be determined from the
perspective of the performer. This clalm does not mean that more
Information about what constitutes an "excellent performance® might not
make someone change thelr assessment, but It does mean that this
assessment must be made by the person performing. It may be objectively
true that the performance could have been better glven a superlor
Instrument or better training. However, in his attempt to objectify his
*happiness" criteria via the functional argument Aristotle deflates the
critical value of the particlpant perspective and devalues the
legitimacy of the subjective perspective. And on the *happlness" lssue
how llife seems to the participant has to have far deeper signiflcance
than Aristotle’s objectivism {s willing to give it. Whether the
particpant viewpoint 1is all that matters is, of course, another story,
but it has to be a major part of the story. Thus we turn to Epicurus

who will try to show exactly how much of the story it ought to be.
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Chapter 3  ‘Ataraxia‘: Epicurean Tranquillity of Mind

1. “Ataraxia’

One possible reaction to the Aristotelian project and its necessary
training might be simply to leave Aristotle’s lecture hall. Bewildered,
confused, and perhaps overwhelmed, the happiness aspirant might wonder
how it would ever be possible to synthesize the entire edifice Into a
coherent and viable life plan. It seems llke a huge undertaking and one
could certainly, honestly, question whether one had the "stuff" of
which Aristotelian success is made. One cannot even be quite certain
what one 1Is pursuing given the problems of deciphering ‘eudaimonia’.
The lengths to which Aristotle goes to specify what we need to do, the
necessity of the culminating virtue, l.e. Intellectual excellence, and
the general tenor of the perfectionist rigor might Incline those of
more modest sStock to seek a less taxlng, more ‘“user frlendliy®,
approach. And for those inclined in this dicrection, Eplcurus offers a
reasonable alternative.

If one wanted to know what kind of life has the best chance to
be a happy life and if the complexity of Aristotle’s ‘eudaimonla’
seemed more than one could handle, Epicurean ‘ataraxla’, wusually
translated as tranqullility of mind, might be Just what such a person
needs. From the perspective of my central question, 1.e. whose
conception of a happy life is best, the Epicurean option certalinly does
offer a reasonable alternative to the most pressing objection in
Aristotle. This objection I take to be the elitism - the need to have a

perfect Instrument. Glven the more modest nature of what most people
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have with which to work, the scope of possible candidates for genuine
Aristotelian success ranges over a very limted fleld. Even If one were
to take the weaker position defended in the previous chapter, clte
Aristotle’s stated priorities, and work only to perfect the "goods of
one‘s soul", It still seems difficult to avold the conclusion that a
person lacking the necessary Intellectual acumen to perfect their
contemplatory skills has, on Aristotie’s vlew, an Insurmountable
problem.

In Its baslics, the Epicurean project is rather simple. Paln is
bad, pleasure iIs good. Anyone who can get thelr life In order as far as
pleasure and pain are concerned wiil find tranquillity of mind and this
Just Is happiness. However, to actually find Epicurus clearly stating
his position I[s another story. At times it seems that pleasure is
simply an Instrumental means to tranquillity and at other times
pleasure Is clearly Identified with tranquillity. In places
tranquillity 1s designated as a kind of pleasure and in other places is
appears that tranquillity causes pleasure. At times [t seems that
having no pain Is the final goal which seems to make happliness the
absence of paln. While In other places, even when one has no pain
disturbing states of mind can still be generated which undermine
happinegs. The desire management program Is designed to minimize
physical paln. But a cruclal polnt of the management project Is
directed at quelling desires which are unnatural, unnecessary or both,
and these desires, 1.e. unnatural and/or unnecessary, are ldentifled as
those desires which do not lead to a feeling of paln if not fulfllled.

There is a perpetual tension in the view in which it is
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difficult for the reader to be certaln whether the end to be achleved
Is a state of mind or a condltion of the body. The body clearly has the
pover to disturb our state of mind while the death-bed recomendation to
recall past pleasures in order to avoid the painful physical condition
appears to push the view towards a state of mind account.

In order to solve these problems a number of options seem to
be available. The first would be to reduce tranquillity of mind to a
form of pleasure; thus making the end goal pleasure. The more
sophlsticated version of the reductlive view collapses the body/mind
distinction, cites pleasure as the end objective, tempers the view by
noting that there are dlifferent kinds of pleasure, and then presents
‘ataraxfa’ as the speclfic kind of pleasure to be sought. A third
option would be to claim that there 1s a conjunctive end to the
Epicurean proJect which Includes both pleasure and tranquilllty; the
goal becomes physical pleasure and mental tranquillity. Finally there
is the possibility of viewing tranquilllity of mind as the goal, using
pleasure as an instrumental means to tranqulilllity, and acknowledging
that pain can be a tranquillity mitigating condition. In this section I
want to try to examine this problem by attempting to decipher how best.
to understand the goal towards which the Eplcurean project Is directed.
In order words, exactly what 1s the Eplcurean person who properly
understands Eplicurus supposed to be pursuing?

The first difflculty one finds 13 that even In the
contemporary literture consensus on thlis Issue Is hard to flnd. Glsela
Striker makes the following assessment of Greek theorlies of happlness:

For Plato and Aristotle(and In fact for the
Hellenistic philosophers too, Including the
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hedonist Epicurus) the happy life certainly had to
be pleasant or enJoyable, but they did not think
that happlness Itself consisted [n being pleased
with one’s life... Greek theorles of happiness from
Plato to Eplcurus were attempts to spell out what
sort of 1Illfe one would have to lead in order to
have good reasons for feeling tranquil or
contented: they were not reclpes for reaching a
certain state of mind.?
Thus If Striker is correct one would read Eplcurus as claiming that the
attainment of the rlight kind of pleasure glves one sufficlent reasons
to be happy, and It Is these reasons and not the state of mind they
produce which makes one happy. ‘Happlness’ s a pleasurable 1ife In
which the 'plegsurable feeling" comes about for the rlaght reasons.
Martha Nussbaum views the problem differently. She sees the
goal of Eplcurean llving as *(tJhe continued undlsturbed and unimpeded
functioning of the whole creature."? And she defines ‘ataraxia’ and
explains Epicurean success in the following manner.
“*Ataraxlia’ (freedom from dlsturbance and anxiety)
In the soul and freedom from pain in the body:
these are the uncorrupted creature’s goals. We
should not, however, conceive these goals 1in a
purely negative way. What the healthy creature goes
for, according to the texts, appears to be not a

zero state, a state of stagnant Inactivity, such a
state would, indeed, be death to the organism.®

On thlis depliction we find a dual obJectlve. ‘Ataraxia’ and ‘aponla’,
the absence of palin In the body, are poslited as the goals and the mark
of success, In contrast to Striker, ls not a Judgment but the condltlon
of unimpeded, uncorrupted functloning of the healthy creature.

Finally Julila Annas cites the Eplcurean end as *[alchleving
the state that results from fulflliling only the rleht kind of

desires.** “Ataraxia’ is thus the kind of pleasure which resuits
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from living by Epicurean standards. Yet on Annas’ view, therg is-a
paradoxical sense about the flnal end In that what ultimately matters
Is not what one does but one’s attltude towards those *doings®. Thus in
constrast to Striker, Annas views the culmination of the Eplcurean
project as the attainment of a partlcular state of mind.

So happiness is, on reflection, radlically
Internalized. It depends on what one does - one
cannot achieve Epicurean happiness by engaging in
any old course of action - but happlness itself ls

not consistituted by one‘s activities, but by what
could be called one’s attitude to or point of view

on those activites.=

From this perspective, Eplcurean success amounts to having a tranquil
attitude towards one’s 1lfe. ‘Happiness’ consists In having the
tranquil attltude and not having good reason for having this tranqull
attitude. It micht seem that thls view Is not really that different
from Striker, but I view Annas’ Intepretation as qulte dlfferent. On
Striker’s vlew happlness Is not a matter of being pleased with one’s
life, but Instead having a llfe about which good reasoning would be
pleagsed. On Annas’ view, belng pleased with one’s 1ife makes that 1ife
a good llfe. In value terms, Striker could be read as clalming that for
Epicurus having the right kind of life, [.e. a 11fe based upon good
reasons; glves one the rlght kind of pleasure; whlle Annas ls saylng
that the presence of the right kind of pleasure makes the rlght kind of
life.

The second problem one encounters is that it seems from the
small amount of flirst-hand material we have from Eplcurus, any of the
views could be supported and all of them could be refuted. Some

examples might help to make this claim clear. Starting with the
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pleasure thesis, one can cite numerous passages where Eplcurus claims
that the end to be sought 1s pleasure. There seems to be llttle doubt
that Eplcurus advocates the life of seeking pleasure. He tells us that
*{plleasure 1Is the starting point and goal! of living blessedly."+

He also states that "[wle recognlze this as our flirst Innate
good..."” And we recognize this "innate goodness" by the criterion

of feeling. However, he also tells us that beliefs cause great
disturbances in the soul and we need to use good reasoning *{wlhich
seaches out the reasons for every cholce and avoldance and drives out
the opinlons which are the sources of the greatest turmoll for men’s
souls."® However when we note that the reason why death 1s nothling

to us |s because we will feel no paln when we are dead and that what
causes no pain when present causes only unnecessary paln when not
present, one ls again swayed to the pleasure thesis. But then one reads
‘Kurial Doxai’ X (*Principle Opinions®, KD hereafter) and one is again

unsure.

If the things which produce the pleasures of
profllgate men dissolved the Intellect’s fears
about the phenomena of the heavens and about death
and pains and, moreover, if they taught us the
limit of our desires, then we should not have
reason to criticize them, since they would be
filled with pleasures from every source and would
contain no feeling of paln or distress from any
source - and that is what Is bad.®

If pleasure can and does produce dlsturbing states of mind, e.q.
desires which go "beyond the 1imit", then pleasure seems not to be the
only thing at stake In the Eplcurean project. And this passage 1s not

the only problematic one as we can also note KD XXX where the deslire

which does not produce a feeling of pain if unfulfilled leads to
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disturbance.
Among natural desires, those which do not lead to a
feeling of pain If not fulfilled and about which
there 1s an Intense effort, these are produced by
groundless opinion and they falil to be dissolved
not because of thelr own nature but because of the
groundless opinions of mankind,t®
Again we have the same problem. Opinions seem to have a power
which undermines the "lnnate goodness" of pleasure. Some readers might
find the absence of direct reference to pleasure In this passage
problematic, but we need to be aware that Eplcurus equates the absence
of pain with pleasure. The counter-intuitive nature of this equation
will be fully explored in Section 4 below. Here we need only note the
equation cited at KD III.
The removal of all feellng of pain is the limit of
the magnitude of pleasures. Wherever a pleasurable
feeling 1Is present, for as long as It {s present,

there 1s nelther a feeling of pain, nor a feeling
of distress, nor both,.!!

There thus appears to be a confllict between how one ought to understand
the final end towards which the Eplcurean project Is directed. And the
conflict stems primarlly from two competing Interpretation of Eplcurus.
One Interpretation 1Is the pleasure theslis whereby one concelves the
final end of the project as pleasure and the other 13 the state of mind
account in which the flinal end is depicted In terms of tranquillity.
One means of solving this dilemma Is to reduce tranquillity of mind to
form of pleasure. Annas offers a version of this tactic.
‘Ataraxia’ and ‘aponia’ are static pleasures

(Diogenes X 136). The end of the blessed life is
bodily health and ‘ataraxia’(EpMen 128); a few
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lines later [t 1Is sald that the beginning and end

of the blessed 11fe Is pleasure, s0 unless we have

a sudden switch of flnal ends, ‘ataraxla’ 1s Jjust a

specification of the kind of pleasure that can be

our final end. This is what we find at 131, where

Eplcurus sgays when we call pleasure the end we mean

not profligate pleasure but absence of bodily pain

and mental ‘tarachai’ or troubles: this is, the

kind of pleasure which Is elsewhere sald to be

static rather than kinetic.:2
The gtatic/kinetic distinction and its Justification will be covered in
section 4. For my purposes here all! we need note is that Epicurus makes
a distinction between two kinds of pleasures; the static pleasures
being the ones worthy of pursult and the kinetic pleasures not so
worthy. To keep things clear at this point, some definition of this
distinction ought to be noted. ‘Kinetic pleasure’ 13 restorative; the
pleasure one feels as paln 13 beling removed. ‘Statlic pleasure’ Is
somewhat homeostatlic; it I3 what one feels after paln has been removed,
the pleasure of being in our "natural state". On Annas’ Interpretation
‘ataraxia’ becomes a candidate for the final end because {t is a kind
of static pleasure. Pleasure thus remains critical In determining the
final end and ‘ataraxia’ thus becomes a legitimate goal because [t Is
reducible to static pleasure.

I want to make one technlical note before I move on to explaln
why I believe this Iinterpretation of Eplcurus is not correct. This
technical point concerns the depiction of ‘aponia‘, the absence of
pain, and ‘ataraxia’ as static pleasures, I am aware that this
characterization I3 quite common in the literature. However, 1t seems

problematic to me. According to the KD III equatlon, "pleasure® and the

*absence of pain* are the same thing. I assume that the pleasure of KD
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III is static pleasure; I bellieve this assumption has to be correct
since klinetic pleasure would make no sense In the context of KD III.
Thus, 1t would appear to me that It Is a mischaracterizatlion to
designate ‘aponia’ as a "kind" of static pleasure because KD III
identifles ‘aponia’ as static pleasure. Perhaps a case could be made
for ‘aponla’ having two uses - one belng related to the absence of
physical paln and thus representing a specific token in the class of
static pleasures while the other use would be the general term to cover
the entire rubric. However, Eplcurus gives us little reason to belleve
this to be his Intent although he does discuss mental pleasures and
some support for such a distinction could be found, but the distinctlon
should be made quite clear and it is generally not.

If one Interpretes Eplcurus using the thesls that statlc
pleasure s the final end of the Eplcurean project, then the presence
of static pleasure ought to be necessary, sufficlent or both for
happiness. However according to the formal flrst-hand doctrline there
are problems for all of these conditions. The first problem is that
static pleasure as ‘aponia‘, and this is what It is by definition, Is
not necessary for happliness. Nelther Eplcurus on his death-bed, nor the
wise man on the rack "feel* no pain. What they are able to experlence
Is a lack of troubledness by the presence of paln. Thus the presence of
gtatic pleasure Is not a necessary condition for Eplcurean happliness.
As far as the sufficliency condition is concerned, there Is no doubt
that ‘aponia’ can be sufficient for happiness. However, notice how weak
the claim becomes. ‘Aponlia’ can only be sufficient for happiness when

coupled with the presence of ‘ataraxia’ otherwlise the troubling desires
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of KD XXX, as we will see below, could not be problem. Finally since
the weaker dlsjunctive deslignatlions fall, It Is obvlious that stronger
conjunctive speciflication will not work elther. If ‘aponla’ 1S not
necessary and weakly sufficient for happiness, then It cannot possibly
be necessary and sufficlent.

Another point on this Issue which deserves attention Is
Epicurus’ notion of "empty desires*. "Empty desires" are desires based
upon false bellefs. The critical nature of these false bellefs Is that
Implicit in their content is some allusion to one of two notions. The
first notion is that if the desire Is not fulfilled pain will result.
The second notion is that since this desire Is not at present fulfllled
one I3 In pain. And the desires are called "empty" If one of these
notions is false.

One, I[f not the, primary obJective of the Epicurean project Is
to rid ourselves of pain. One of the ldentifylng threads by which we
recognize the ‘empty deslires’ is that they "do not lead to a feeling of
pain If not fulfllled."*® If empty desires do not lead to paln,
then static pleasure must be present!“. However, 1f statlc pleasure
is the end which the Epicurean is seeking, then empty desires cannot be
a problem because static pleasure [s present. But the empty desires are
a huge problem in the Epicurean scheme of things and this ls because
they disturb our ‘ataraxia‘. It, thus, seems that the pleasure theslis
has to be wrong and we ought to try another approach because the
presence of even the right kind of pleasure is not sufficient for
happiness.

One way to try to avoid this dilemma [s to collapse the
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body/mind distinction and claim that mental states have “feels". There
Is some support for this kind of position In the literature. Nussbaum
offers the following explanation.

Unlike Aristotle and the Stoics, he(Epicurus) does

not make the distinction between emotlons(fear,

anger, love, garlef, envey, gratlitude, etc.) and

appetitles(hunger, thirst, sexual desire, desire

for warmth and shelter) a central theoretical

distinction; his own distinctlons between "natural®

and ‘"empty" and between bodily and mental cut

across It. For many appetltes have a ‘“mental®

component, while many emotions have a close

connection to a bodily condition. And many

appetites are ‘"empty", resting on false bellefs

about 1ltems that are nelther necegsary nor even

important for well-belng; and at least some

emotlons may be based on bellefs that are not faise

but true.!S
The defense of the pleasure theslis which would follow from this
depiction would be to clalm that mental states have accompanying bodlly
*feels* and that mental disturbances, e.g. ‘tarachal’, are "painful",
One might Iimagine here getting a stress migraln. However, this cannot
be the proper explanation of Epicurus’ vliew because the problems of XD
XXX still remaln. If I am troubled by my desire for a pay-ralse and my
obstinate bogs’s refusal to grant one, then I could have "pain" as the
bodily correlate of my mental state. And, of course, Eplcurus would
have the perfect remedy by polnting out that I am causing myself
unnecessary pain by my mental anguish over this issue. But this only
solves half of the dilemma as the problem with the desires that do not
lead to a feeling of pain remalns. Perhaps, some defenders of the
body/mind collapse might be Inclined to claim that there cannot be any
such things as "troubling desires which do not lead to a feeling of

pain® and that the message of the passage {3 really about unnecessary
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paln. However, this move would render critical parts of the doctrine
vacuous as all unfulfllled desires would then lead to a feeling of
paln. But clearly on Eplcurus’ view some do not and the result of
pushing the body/mind collapse to the extreme makes it impossible to
tell the difference.

The next approach would be to take the declared end In the
*Letter to Menoeceus® seriously. While addressing Menoeceus about his
desire management program Eplcurus states his conception of the final
goal.

The unwavering contemplation of these (the kinds of

desires) enables one to refer every cholce and

avoidance to the health of the body and the freedom

of the soul from dlsturbance, since this Is the

goal of the blessed life.*“(Note bracketed

phrase added for clarity and contextual setting)
Here we have a dual final end. *Health of the body" and "the freedom of
soul from dlisturbance", pleasure and tranquillity of mind, are the
cited ends. This Is the passage to which Annas refers In the above
quotationt”., However, rather than read the passage In the reductlve
manner, the next line of explanation would be to take Eplcurus at face
value. Eplicurus 1Is offering a prescription for good 1lving, a
conception of happiness, which contains two threads both of which need
to be present in order to attain the blessed end. The problem with this
reading of Epicurus is that ‘aponia’, as we have seen, is not needed to
achieve Epicurean happiness. A good use of reason has the power to
overwhelm the presence of pain. Nussbaum puts the problematic polint in

perfect perspective. In her discussion of Epicurean therapy and

Epicurus’ desire management program she notes a significant consequence
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of the entire project in regard to bodily pains.
A tutored use of reason can help the adult to avold
these pains: by providing sources of food, drink,

and shelter, by finding medical treatment, by
forming friendships that provide further support,

gven by using happy memories to counteract bodily
pain. !®(My underlining added.)

The clalm here seems to be that reason has two powers. First,
reason can linstrumentally aid In the process of properly deciphering
the correct kinds of pleasure-producing actlvlites that we ought to
pursue. But It also appears to have a sgecond power which might
undermine the dual ends theslis. If reason can “counteract" paln, one of
two things must be happening. The first occurrence would be a sort of
‘distracting’ or palllative effect. I might *forget® my toothache whlle
recelving an Important telephone call. The occurrence Is falrly common.
Some readers mlight be Inclined to suspect "unfelt® feelings lurklng In
the background here, but the happening 1s common enough to be somewhat
cogent. And I Just thlnk It has to be wrong to argue that when the
phone call ends and the pain returns that I now have a “"dlfferent®
pain.*” However, I do not want to belabor this point as lt does not
really help the defender of the dual position elther way. Whether the
pain goes away or |s suppressed, reasoning has shown ltself to be more
powerful than the paln. Unless one wants to clalm that health ls also
restored in thegse types of cases, it seems pretty clear that only one
of the two ends Is satisfled and thus a dual perspectlve cannot be
right. And, of course, we still have the previously noted dilemma where
paln does not disturb tranquilllity.

This wlll bring us to a final conception of Epicurus’ vision
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of happiness. Tranquillity of mind is the end of the pursuit.
Tranqulllity of mind Is pleasurable. Pleasure Is an attribute of
tranquillity; speclifically the kind of pleasure Eplcurus called
*static*. But it Is not tranquillity’s status as a static pleasure
which makes 1t speclal. What makes 1t speclal ls the power that It
bestows upon [ts possessor.

As soon as the feeling of paln produced by want is

removed, pleasure In the flesh wlll not Increase

but is only varied. But the 1limit of mental

pleasures s produced by a reasoning out of these

very pleasures(of the flesh] and of things related

to these, which used to cause the greatest fear In

the intellect.2°
‘Ataraxia’ s the 1limit of mental pleasures. "Mental pleasure" Is
superior to
the pleasures of the flesh because It can manage, control and even
usurp their ramifications. Thus it Is my contention that the Eplcurean
end s a tranquil state of mind; not because the tranquil state of mind
Is pleasurable, which of course It is, but because tranquillity of mind
best meets the criterla which Eplcurus’ view demands of a happy llfe,
And, In fact, If one factors In the criterla for happlness as the flnal
end which Epicurus shares with his competitors, e.g. self-sufficlency
and completeness, ‘ataraxia’ would be the only form of pleasure that
could fulflll the task as the other forms of static pleasure are
dependent upon external, objective conditions beyond the autonomous
control of the subject.
2. Desires and the External World

The role which external goods play In Eplcuruean theory |s weaker than

that of Aristotle. The externalism in Aristotle Is mlild while In
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Epicurus it 1Is weak. By mild externallism I mean that for Aristotle the
absence of certaln external goods spolls one happiness, but the mere
pregsence of certain external goods is not sufficlent for happlness.
Strong externalism is any view which maintains that the presence of
certain external goods is sufficient for happiness, as some “objective
list* accounts maintain. On the strong externalist view, the happlness
of a person is determined independent of their mind state. Thus,
Aristotle would be a mild externallist because his view maintains that
though certaln external goods are necessary for happlness, thelr
presence Is not sufficlent. The person must also be in possession of
the full complement of virtues and these do require anlmation by
certain Internal conditions. The weak externallst would temper the
dependence even further. On the weak externalist view, objectlve
conditions play only a causal role and the slgnificant causal effect ls
only the manner In which the presence or absence of the relevant
external goods affects the internal conditlon of the person. In simple
terms, for Epicurus If the absence does not cause paln and disturb
tranquillity, then the absence cannot be bad.

On Epicurus’ view It Is a fact of nature that paln Is
something which we all Instinctively avold and dislike while pleasure
s the natural opposite of paln being something we Instinctlvely
pursue. However, we also find that this Instinct If always followed
will lead us to problems.

So every pleasure 1s a good thing, since It has a
nature congenial ([to wusl], but not every one is to
be chosen. Just as every palin too Is a bad thing,
but not every one Is such as to always be avolded.

It 1s, however, appropriate to make all these
declisions by comparative measurement and an
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examination of the advantages and disadvantages.

For at some times we treat the good things as bad

and conversely, the bad things as good.=!
Epicurus should not be confused with any kind of Utilitarian
quantification of pleasure over pain. On Epicurus’ view the absence of
pain Is pleasure. An Eplcurean does not go Jogging because flve
measures of paln will translate Into elght measures of pleasure. The
Eplcurean goes Jogging because |f she does not she I8 Inviting future
pain which may In turn disturb her tranquillity. Nelther "statlc
pleasure® nor tranqulllity are the kinds of things which can be
quantified, a person elther has them or does not. This point will be
elaborated upon In section 4. The Eplcurean "comparative measurement®
is essentially a type of "what [f" pragmatic question: "What if I llve
a long life as my austere Epicurean lifestyle will probably, given good
fortune, cause to happen?" Then, I would certainly take the approprlate
‘measures*” concerning my future existence. There Is possibly a temporal
problem for Eplcurus regarding the nature of pleasure which will be
examined In Section 4, but at this point [t 1s only the role of
external goods which concerns us.

External goods are thus purely Instrumental In the Eplcurean
scheme of things. We eat, drink and need shelter only to avoid the
possibility of the pain which their deprivation would bring. The goods
have no value in themselves. They are good or bad because of the
pleasure or paln which they bring us. Epicurus Is an external
minimalist. One ought to pursue only those goods that are necessary to
avoid pain and pursue these only If the pain will disturb tranquillity.

Any positive pursuit of pleasure Is a misreading of Eplicurus’ message.
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I take thls message to be: I[f one has no paln, then pleasure Is
present, and If one has no paln, there can be no sound, e.g.
"non-empty", reason to have one‘s tranquilliity dlisturbed. The
relationship which Eplcurus tries to explain in the desire management
program s between pain, tranquillity and external goods. Since the
disturbance of tranqulllity Is the primary concern for Epicurus and
since pain Is sole legitimate reason to have one’s tranquillity
disturbed, the only external goods with which we ought to be concerned
are those whose absence produces pain which disturbs tranquilllity.
These goods are represented In the theory as the desires which are
*natural and necessary*. And the critical feature which Identifles
these goods is that the desire to pursue them is based upon a
*non-empty", e.g. true, belief. Without food, water and shelter, I most
llkely will experience tranquillity-disturbing paln.

There are two other types of desires which need speclal
attention that are classifled as negative - desires to be avolded
because they will unnecessarily disturb our tranquilillty. The flrst of
the negative desires are those that are "natural but not necessary®,
and they are defined in KD XXX as those desires "which do not lead to a
feeling of palin If not fulfilled".2=
The most common desires subsumed under this rubric are appetites for
gpeciflc objects. The appetite Is natural but there Is no need to have
the specific object. If one is hungry and thirsty, bread and water will
suffice. But |[f the person believes that only steak and champagne will
do the trick, then though the appetite 1Is natural the demand is

unnecessary In the sense that the pain could be eliminated by the bread
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and water. Though there may be definitlional problems with ‘natural’
here, the splrit of the distinction I would malntain I8 best understood
In the ordinary sense that basic survival appetltes are *natural® while
specific appetite-satisfying tokens are not necessary. One critical
manner to ldentify these desires is that they contained an element of
truth and an element of falsehood. If the appetite is not fulfilled
pain will result, but the specific object desired if not necessary
makes the bellef partially false. The thing to keep In mind here is
that expedlient ellimination of paln Is the central objectlve and falllng
prey to restrictions on the means of allevlation by llmiting oneself to
a sgpecific object or type of object 1s sublecting oneself to
unnecessary pain.

The second type of negative desires are those that are
‘neither natural nor necessary". These are the desires for *objects*
whose absence produces no pain but disturbs our tranquillity. These
desires essentially represent what we might call the "social desires".
They occur as a result of the "(glroundliess oplnons of mankind*.22
Unlike the “"natural but not necessary desires*, there ls no truth
involved in the beliefs from which these desires are derived. They are
based completely on “empty beliefs". An “empty beliefs" Is a bellef
which unjustifliably disturbs tranquillity. And an ‘“unjustified
disturbance" of tranquillity Is a disturbance that 1s not caused by
pain. An example here might be someone who thought they could not be
happy unless they had a favorable public reputation. Since the absence
of public respect causes no necessary pain, the belief is "empty® and

any disturbance it caugses is not necessary.
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Though these desires, i.e. neither natural nor necessary, tend
to be social in nature, I belleve that It is wrong to construe Epicurus
as placing all soclal desires In this category. The thing to note about
these desires is that the designation is conjunctive. The tendency lIs
to read Epicurus as having no conceptual tool In hls system to advocate
any kind of political/social concerns.®** However, glven that
Epicurus does advocate certaln soclal concerns when a *natural good*,
e.g security, 18 at stake, there does seem to be some room [n the
system for soclal/political action. Eplicurus thinks that certaln
emotional reactions are natural and call for approprlate responses.
There 1is, for Eplcurus, a "natural anger". Eplcureans can react and
take soclial contingencles Into conslideratlion If they have the right
kind of reasons for doing so. And Epicurus makes this quite clear at KD
VII.
Some men want to become famous and respected,
belleving that this Is the way to acqulre security
against (other] men. Thus, If the 1ife of such men
Is secure, they acquire the natural good; but If |t
Is not secure, they do not have that for the sake
of which they strove from the beglnning according
to what is naturally congenial .==
I think thls passage does glve one the conceptual resources to see how
Epicurus can, within hls prioritized scheme, soclally react. One elther
reads the reactlon as a natural emotional response for the sake of what
is naturally genlal to us. Or one views the reaction as a purely
pragmatic necessity in order to avold potential future pain. What makes
a soclial desire "neither natural nor necessary* Is not its soclal

status, but what Is at stake. And {f paln Is at stake, then the bellef

which animates the desire 138 not empty in the Eplcurean sense. Thus
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though technically a soclal desire may not be natural, if a natural
good I8 at stake the desire would not be *not necessary" and thus would
not fall into the negative category.

What comes out of this picture of Eplcurean desire management

Is the vliew that for Epicurus external goods possess only Instrumental
value. He does not Iin Stolc fashion shun the world. He has great
regspect for the world’s power to cause us pain. Any apparent hedonic
tenor is toned down by the speciflication that "pleasure simply 1s the
absence of pain*. There 1is only one reason an Epicurean would seek
pleasure and that reason 18 because of pain. In fact, |f one takes
Eplcurus to the radical extreme even paln has only an lnstrumental
value,

For we do everything for the sake of being neither

in pain nor In terror. As soon as we achleve this

state every storm [n the soul Is dispelled, since

the animal Is not In a passion to go after some

need nor to seek anything else to complete the good

of the body and the soul. For we are in need of

pleasure only when we are in paln because of the

absence of pleasure, and when we are not in paln,

then we no longer need pleasure.2¢
"As soon as we achleve this state every storm In the soul ls
dispelled.” It thus seems clear to me that what Eplicurus proposes is an
account which elevates tranquillity of mind to the highest point. The
primary source of motivation is the attainment of this state. Paln can
be a legitimate impediment to this state and thus our only interest in
pain and pleasure 18 Instrumental. The external world is slanificant
only In the weak sense that 1t can cause us paln. Managing matters to

minimize tranqullllity mitlgating conditlons means approachling the world

in a cautious, concerned manner In which facts and Information are
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gythesized to motivate one to produce a life of tranquillity.

3. Eplcurus’ Ethical Problem
The Eplicurean morallty dilemma Is rather simple In form: How can a
theory which advocates the kind of self-directed pursuit, be it for
pleasure or tranquillity, that Epicurus endorses find a legitimate
place for morality In the sense of genuine other concern? Where
Aristotle tried to tread the fine 1line and at tlimes even
vacillates®?, Epicurus seems to malntaln conceptual Integrity at
all cost as he claims that exercising the virtues Is fully compatlible
with the Epicurean end. And though he tries, as in the following
passage at KD V, to alleviate the problem by subsuming virtuous
behavior under the pleasure rubric, it remains hard to understand how
In actuallity such could be the case.
It Is Impossible to llve pleasantly without llving
prudently, honorably and Justly and impossible to
live prudently, honorably and Justly without living
pleasantly. And whoever lacks this cannot live
pleasantly.2®
The problem I[s not only that the passage Is counter-intultive, but It
does not even appear to be Internally conslstent with the general tenor
of Epicurus’ project. It seems very difficult to understand how
pleasure connects wlith Justlice and honor glven that the ‘pleasure’
worth Eplcurean pursuit Is Just the absense of pain. The mention of
honor in particular seems totally inappropriate given the Epicurean
“fact" that the only way the absence of honor could cause me paln would
be if I had some empty desire animating my mind state, i.e. I cared

what people thought about me. Justice might be somewhat more feasible,

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



75
but the kind of Justice at stake would not solve the self-interest
problem. Acting to secure Justice might prompt someone to help
eradicate an wunjust clvic environment, but then surely possible
personal pain would have to be at Issue since the only reason an
Eplcurean would act against an unjust government would be because 1t
might eventually victimize her. But behaving Justly for Justlce sake
could run seriously counter to my deeper Epicurean concerns. Taxes on
my Garden for the good of the poor could cause me to forfeit my Garden.
0f the three declared virtues only prudence seems to present no
internal problem as long as one reads “prudence" in the self-interested
spirit advocated by the desire management project. This reading of
prudence (s In the general spirit of the period, but it still leaves,
as we saw wlth Aristotle, a certaln basic form of egolsm which Is very
difflcult to wed to any kind of genulne benevolent Interests In the
well-being of others.

In the "Letter to Meneoceus", Eplcurus offers the same ad&ice
given In KD V and adds, "For the virtues are natural adjuncts of the
pleasant 1ife and the pleasant life Is Inseparable from them,®2°
Assuming a dispositional depiction of the virtues, it is understandable
how the virtues might produce pleasure. The problem is getting them to
produce the right kind of pleasure without redefining the basic content
of what we normally take certain virtues to be. Even accepting
Epicurus’ conception of Jjustice as mere "reciprocal usefulness*, it
would seem that no good Eplcurean would be willing to engage in an
unnecessary paln-producing quest In the name of Justice. Yet this is

exactly what we would normally expect the advocate of Justice to do. It
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Is true that Epicurus does tell us that sometimes we should be willing
to undergo palns when as a result we wlll get pleasure from them. But
In the sacrifice case, one has to wonder about this. Perhaps, thls
might be a case where Nussbaum’s claim of the collapse of the
emotional/physical distinction might come into play. If emotlonal
gtates can be literally *"palnful®, then my emotional attachment to the
well-being of others might cause me severe paln. Yet problems remaln.
Any emotlional attachment to the well-beling of others would fall into
the second negatlve category of desires. Also, It 1s not that we cannot
get the virtues to produce emotlive pleasure; It Is that thi, seems to
depict the wvirtues as an Instrumental means to the agent’s
pleasure/tranquillity and this methodology will only save the theory at
the cost of devaluing the virtues. If the real reason someone makes a
charitable contribution 1s because [t pleases her, we would be less
inclined to pralse the person’s virtuous spirit.
Perhaps, Eplcurus could use some type of ald at thls point. We
might point out the famous "Paradox of Hedonism®=°. Someone cannot
get pleasure from altruistic actions unless they really do care about
the welfare of others. Someone like Mandeville®! might claim that
the only reason the mother saves the child from falllng Into the flre
was because It would have dlsturbed her tranqulilllity to see It fall
into the fire and burn. The astute defender of the *Paradox* would then
point out that this position has to be wrong. The mother must really
care about the chlild because otherwise she could not have had her
tranquillity disturbed In the first place. This kind of explanation

might help Epicurus. He could claim that In order to experlence certaln
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normative human ‘“pleasures" and emotions, a real genulne affection for
others must be present. And since Eplcurus does place great stock In
friendship as he clearly states at KD XXVII, there mlght be some merit
In this approach. "0Of the things which wisdom provides for the
blessedness of one’s whole life, by far the greatest ls the possesslion
of frlendship."2*2 O0f course, Eplcurus nowhere advocates a defense
of his view based upon the ramifications of the alleged "Paradox of
Hedonism®, and such a defense does stlll seem to conflict with other
things he does directly say.

If you do not, on every occaslion, refer each of

your actions to the goal of nature, but instead

turn prematurely to some other (criterion) In

avoiding or pursuing (thingsl, your actions will

not be consistent with your reasoning.2®
Thus, since the goal of nature Is simply to avold paln, the mother
ought to let the child fall as otherwise her reasoning, e.g. avold
paln, would be 1In confllct with her actlon, e.g. possibly burning her
In hands in the flre. The problem seems difflcult to solve. Saving
passages can be found only later to confllict with other passages, and

no consistent explanation to syntheslze the two dichotomous goals seems

possible.

Further problems arise when we think about the precarious
pogition In which an Epicurean will be placed regarding other people.
As Annas®* observes, the Epicurean cannot be relied upon by others
as it will frequently happen that the Epicurean goal of pursuing
pleasure will fall Into direct conflict with the interests of others.
And If there are no external restralnts present which would result in

pain to the Eplcurean, given the choice between my pleasure and someone
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else’s pain, there seems no reason why any Eplcurean would deny
themself the pleasure even if It meant behaving unvirtuously. Annas
also notes In the same paragraph a curious dilemma for any fully avowed
Epicurean. The theory is not one that could be openly advocated. If 1
announce to the world that the goal of nature Is to pursue my own
pleasure, then other people will not trust me and this situatlion would
make [t more dlfficult to attaln my openly advocated goal. Thus, I
could not let others know my genulne Intent which seems to pose a
gerious problem for any acknowledgment on my part to the virtue of
truthfulness.

Annas summarizes the primary Eplcurean morallty problem as
follows In the same section. ®"All these obJectlons are almed at a
theory which “says’ that It gives the virtues Intrinsic value, but in
fact finds [t problematic to do so, glven that 1its final end 13
pleasure."®® And even if I am right and the flnal Epicurean erd is
‘ataraxia’, the difficulty remains. The problem Is simply that our
Intultions balk at the idea of the virtues having *intrinsic value® and
at the same time being means to our own pleasure or tranquilllty. Even
If we honestly discover that behaving virtuously from a genuine, noble
intent turns out to be pleasurable, once the discovery is made it will
be difficult to keep this information out of the motivational scheme.
And the more this Information seeps Into the scheme, the greater the
temptation to factor from the Instrumental value of the virtues. From a
pragmatic perspective this sltuation might not be a bad thing. If we
could teach people that behaving virtuously would always "pay-off" In

pleasure we might be willing to take the theoretical devalulng of the
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virtues as the cost of a more civil world. However, from Eplcurus’
theoretical perspective it does seem to cause problems for the theory
as well as the status of the virtues. If the virtues are instrumental
means to pleasure, they cannot have intrinsic value. And if they do not
have intrinsic value, the ©pleasure motive i3 necessary and
self-interest as the motivator seems inescapable.

The last sentence deserves some comment before moving on to
the next section. As noted with Aristotle and as we observe in Eplcurus
there is a certain form of egoism which seems to animate these views.
If self-interest Is a motivational factor, virtue for virtue’s sake is
in constant tension with any theory that makes virtue important but
stands on a framework which makes happiness the primary motivating
factor Iin life. It is my view that the problem cannot be solved within
these frameworks. If one Is going to construct a theory which is
intended to answer Socrates’ question, "How ought we to live our
lives?"* and one wants to give morality, as genuine other concern, a
central place Iin the theoretical answer, egoistic motivation must be
deflated first. Classical Western views tend to ignore this issue and
concentrate instead on trying to show how morality will In the end
result In enhancing one’s happiness. However, we will see later in this
work how on the approach of certain ego-deflating Eastern views, the

results might be very different.

4. Pleasure’s Limit
The role pleasure plays in Epicurus’ conception of happlness has been

in the forefront of our attention due to its cruclal lmportance to
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virtually every topic which Epicurus discusses. This being the case
many of the toplics which might have appeared in this section have been
addressed. Glven thls situatlon rather than rehash pleasure’s role, I
want to examine Eplcurus’ understanding of pleasure and in particular
pleasure’s limit. By ‘pleasure’s 1limit’, I mean speclfically the
Eplcurean problems which relate to pleasure’s magnitude and the
temporal 1lmlt which Eplcurus places upon the manlfestatlon of pleasure
in one’s 1life. The two principle theses which Eplcurus puts forth on
these points are as follows. The magnitude limit has already been
defined as given in KD III and the principle claim there is that *the
limit of the magnitude of pleasures Is the absence of palin." The
temporal problem concerns the thesis given in a number of places but
the main sgpirit of the position is best exemplified by KD XIX
*Unlimited time and limited time contain equal [amounts ofl pleasure,
if one measures its limits by reasoning."®* I will now examine each
of these theses.

Cicero in _de Finibug Book 1 reports the following position of

Epicurus.

So generally, the removal of pain causes pleasure
to take its place. Eplcurus consequently maintained
that there 1Is no such thing as a neutral state of
feeling intermediate between pleasure and pain; for
the state supposed by some thinkers to be neutral,
being characterized as it is by entire absence of
pain, 1is 1itself, he held, a pleasure, and, what is
more, a pleasure of the highest order. A man who ls
conscious of his condition at all must necessarily
feel elither pleasure or pain. But complete absence
of pain Epicurus considers to be the limit and
highest point of pleasure; beyond this point
pleasure may vary In kind, but it cannot vary in
intensity or degree.3”
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Though the view here comes from a second-hand source, there seems to be
little doubt that one must attribute this kind of position to Eplcurus
given the cited KD III "pleasure equals no pain" equation. There mlght
be a question-begging probl;ﬁ with the issue that ®one who is conscious
must necessarily feel either pleasure or pain" as this would only be
true if the “"pleasure equals no pain" equation is true and no other
support s given for the position. However, glven Eplcurus’ collapse of
the emotlional/physical distinction, he certalnly would have some
rationale for the view. Someone who had no pain and was consclous would
have some kind of positive emotlional response towards the condition,
even If it were only the tacit acknowiedgement of the condition. And If
emotions do have bodily correlates, then [t would seem that a case
could be made for this position. Thus If emotions count as pleasures
and palns, there does seem to be some argument embedded In thls view,
Another way to argue this position withln an Eplcurean framework would
be to note that unlike Aristotle, Socrates, Plato or the Stoics,
Eplcurus has no qualms about reducing the good to pleasure. Therefore,
if good equals pleasure and having no pain is good, it seems a trulsm
that having no pain must be a pleasure.

Cf course, these views are not uncontestable, but they do seem
to be the argued poslition of Eplcurus. The usual defense of the view
that “pleasure just is the absence of pain" takes its support from the
Epicurean position given by Cicero in _de Finibug where the
kinetic/static distinction 1Is cited and explained.®® On this view,
as noted above, there are two kinds of pleasure; one s the restoratlive

and the other a sort of homeostatic condition whereby we experlence the
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pleasure of Dbeing In our "natural state'. Kinetic pleasure I3
characterized by movement, for example the pleasure of satisfylng my
hunger. Static pleasure 1s not characterized by movement, for example
the pleasure of not being hungry. Annas defines static pleasure as
"*[tlhe pleasure you have when there is no pain or want to be
removed."®® Thig characterization of pleasure 18 a good example of
how Eplicurean pleasure cuts —rlght across the emotlional/mental
distinction. One Is not experlencing statlc pleasure If one has an
unfulfilled desire. Agitating bellef states, l.e. states of mind which
depend upon propostional content, 1lke anger, Joy, contempt or Jealousy
are subsumed along with toothache, sickness, hunger and burns under the
"palnful® rubric. The kinetic pleasures are the pleasures we feel as we
are being restored to our natural state. The intuition which seems to
be driving this view is that the pleasure one experiences in gratifying
one’s thirst |Is different from the pleasure one experiences when one’s
thirst 1Is satisfled, e.g. when thirst Is not present. Epicurus clearly
considers the latter type of pleasure to be the right one to pursue.
And on my reading of Epicurus, the rationale behind the advocacy of
pursuing static pleasure would be that ‘ataraxia’ is most easily
maintained under this condition. However, notice again how the collapse
makes theory-saving sense at one polnt, but then has the problem of
explaining how the empty desires, those which cause no pain |f not
fulfilled, can become a problem.

Given the nature of the homeostatic pleasure, It follows In a
sense that static pleasure is not something which can be Increased. And

[f ‘ataraxia’ I8 a kind of statlic pleasure, there is some sense to be
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drawn from the clalm that thls kind of pleasure cannot be Increased.
Tranquilllity of mind i3 not something which comes In quantities. We
either have It or we do not, and the idea of getting more of It could
only make sense in a temporal context which, as we will see below,
Epicurus denles.

The problems with the view that pleasure cannot be Increased
and is 1in fact merely the absence of pain are considerable. The flrst
dilemma 1Is that the view might certainly be saved If we could make the
‘ataraxia’ equals ‘pleasure’ equation work. However, the difflculty Is
that Eplcurus does not really say this and, as we have seen, too many
other theses make the direct identity improbable. The most one could
glean from the available texts is that ‘ataraxla’ |s pleasurable, but
8o are sex and food. ‘Pleasure’ has a much wider scope than ‘ataraxia’.
Some pleasures will spoll our ‘ataraxia’ as Eplcurus was well aware. If
the critical pleasure we are supposed to be seeklng and the one which
cannot be Increased Is ‘ataraxla’, why does Eplcurus In the cruclal KD
III passage use ‘hedone’ and not ‘ataraxia’ when he sets the llmlt of
‘pleasures’ magnitude at the absence of pain? One reason, noted by
Cicero, 1is that .the early Intuitions about pleasure’s innate goodness
are drawn from the fact that we all like physical pleasure and as long
as we sgstay physically grounded it 1Is hard to deny that pleasure is
good, e.g. pleasing. However, when Eplcurus talks about ‘pleasure’ as
the final end to be sought, the scope needs to be narrowed. The most he
Is entitled to Is that pleasure is good and ‘ataraxia’ Is the best kind
of pleasure, therefore pursue ‘ataraxia’. However, Just because the

right kind of pleasure 1Is not something which can be Increased does
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agsure us that the other kinds cannot be Iincreased and the above
passage, l.e. Clcero, clearly does refer to "kinds of pleasure".

Perhaps, we could charlitably attribute to Eplcurus the clalm
that only the right kinds of pleasure cannot be increased. This is the
approach taken by Annas and It is almed at the fallout from the Clcero
criticism. From Clcero’s perspective, Eplcurus equivocates when he usges
the physical pleasures to establish his claim about pleasure’s goodness
while, In fact, on Clcero’s reading it 18 only mental pleasures which
count as static. And Annas addresses the Issue with the following
rebuttal.

Eplcurus thinks of pleasure not as a unliform

gsensation that one could get more or less of from

dlifferent activites, but rather as what results

from fulflilling a desire. In seeking pleasure, what

matters is that we fulflll those desires which are

natural, and the Epicurean strategy for living the

best life I8 directed at finding and following

natural desires. Natural desires, however, do not

produce mental rather than bodily pleasures; rather

the natural/not natural distinction cuts right

across that of mental and bodily.<°
One technical point before I move on to the thrust of thls view. It Is
not only "natural desires® which we ought to fulflll., It i1s only the
natural and necessary desires that we ought to fulfill. The "natural
and necessary desires" are the ones which result in necessary paln if
not fulfilled. Thls point might seem petty as Annas Is well-aware of
this distinction and the omission Is probably only an overslght.
However, quite a few technical Issues are Involved with this polnt.
Technically any unfulfliled desire wlll disturb our ‘ataraxla’. What

needs managing are the unnecessary disturbances and these are the ones

which result in no pain if not fulfilled.
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The pleasure which Annas claims Epicurus is advising us to
pursue Is simply the pleasure of being In our natural state. It Is a
condition which synthesizes good health and peace of mind. I have used
homeostasis to describe this condition. Annas defines the conditlion as
"what results from fulfllling a desire.® When we fulflll a desire both
the mental aglitation and the physical paln which goaded us to seek out
the object of fulfillment are eliminated, and we are returned to the
natural condition, e.g. no paln and no agitation. This Is a condltlion
which obviously cannot be increased. It 1Is also the condition
represented by static pleasure. However, this |s a considerably weaker
claim than either KD III or Cicero’s above clted Eplcurean makes. If
Epicurus were only claiming that static pleasure cannot be increased or
that static pleasure Is the best, there would be no problem. However,
Clcero’s Eplcurean and KD III seem to be making a stronger clalm about
‘pleasure’ and not just about a speclfic kind of pleasure.

I belleve that thls stronger claim has to be wrong. In order
for the stronger position to be true, It would have to be shown that
unexpected and unwanted glfts of good fortune do not Increase the felt
quality of my life experlence. If the stronger claim is true, then
Eplcurus not only has to tell me that being In the natural condition Is
the most excellent form of pleasure, but also that LIf I deslre
something and belleve It to be more pleasurable than the natural
condition, I am wrong. For example, Iimagine that I am starving and
thirsty when 1 am presented with a hefty helping of bread and water.
The paln subsides and I am now basking In the pleasure of my natural

condition when much to my suprise my favorite dessert appears. On
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Epicurus’ view when I eat the dessert my pleasure does not increase but
Is only varled, but this still seems wrong. Given the option between a
dally dose of bread and water or the dally dose with the dessert
attached, [ choose the latter everytime, at least as long as I do not
have health problems relating to the dessert or its calories. And the
reason I choose the latter is because it tastes more pleasing. Eplcurus
would certainly be correct to tell me that I am unwise to develop this
dependency, but he also has to tell me that my belief and the feeling
which accompanles it, 1.e. that the latter is more pleasing than the
former, Is false because I am really only preferring a variation. But
If I prefer the varlatlon, there may be some reason why I prefer the
varlation and It might not be only because I have a false bellef. An
Interesting polint would be wine tasters or, ln fact, any well tralned
pleasure evaluator. On Epicurus’ view the wine taster does not prefer
the more pleasurable wine, she gimply prefers one variation of pleasure
to another, but we still have the same problem. Why the preference? And
the only possible answer has to be that the variation tastes better, is
more pleasurable.

Another puzzling problem on this topic is that pain does seem
to vary in intensity. Some pains are worse than others. ‘Worse’ and
‘more’/ are certalinly appropriate terms to use in describing painful
experiences. Our physical intuitions about pain’s intensity varliance
seem duite sound. In fact, these intuitions would form a major factor
in properly managing our lives according to Epicurus’ recommendatlons.
Yet, 1If BEplcurus Is rilght, the converse Intultlons we have about

pleasure are not rellable and actually all wrong even though by the
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criterion of feeling, Eplcurus’ avowed measuring stick, the information
they present compels us In the opposite direction. The problem is that
the physicallsm Is undermined by doctrine in the pleasure case while
the physicallism Is used to support and guide doctrine In the paln case,
but we flnd no principled ratlonale for the decision and it geems to be
a rather arbltrary cholce. In other words, I mlght clalm that anyone
who I8 consclous must necessarlly feel elther warm or cold. I might
then deflne ‘warmth’ as the absence of cold, But It would clearly be
wrong to clalm that though cold does come ln degrees warmth does not.
The 1imit of the magnitude of warmth could be described as the absence
of cold. But there Is no principled reason why I could not change my
description and clalm that ‘cold’ is the absence of warmth, then note
that the 1limit of cold’s magnitude Is the absence of heat. However,
since they both seem to come In degrees any such cholce would be purely
aribitrary and require strong backing to disengage the
counter-intuitions. And this Epicurus does not give us.

The point which needs to be noted on this topic Is a
distinction between two separate Issues. Eplcurus may be rlight about
what really Is the best kind of pleasure and lf he s right about this
point, then the best kind of pleasure 13 not something which can be
Increased. However, 1t remains problematic to extend the ldentlflable
qualities of static pleasure to all pleasures. But if these qualitles
cannot be extended to all "pleasures®, then it seems unfair to Justify
pleasure’‘s goodness by using the common attrlbutes shared by all
‘pleasures’ under the broad-scope of the term and then use the assent

gleaned from the broad-scope ugse to argue for his project on the basls
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of a quallty only found In the narrower case of statlic pleasure. In
other words, Eplcurus motivates his project with two critical premlses.
The first Is pleasure’s goodness and the second a lack of Intenslity
variance. If these are both true, then he has good reasons to endorse
his program. Both statements can be true. But in order for both to be
relevantly true, ‘pleasure’ needs to have the same scope in both
statements. All pleasures need to have the critical quallty of
intensity Invariance. And it is this point which I contend is suspect.
The 1imit of the magnitude of all pleasures 1s not the absence of paln.

A second issue on pleasure which Epicurus takes to be of great
importance to his project concerns pleasure’s temporal limit. According
to Eplcurus more pleasurable tlime does not mean more pleasure. In KD
XIX he states, "Unlimited time and limited time contaln equal [amounts
of] pleasure If one measures lts limits by reasoning."** Two things
are worth noting on this passage. The flrst is the allusion to
‘reasoning’ might tempt one to think that Clicero is right and Eplicurus
is, as argued In Section 1, offering a state of mind account. A second
point s that the advice here seems to run contra the avowed "criterion
of feeling" passage in the "Letter to Meneoceus". There we are
specifically told:

And this 1is why we say that pleasure 13 the
gstarting-point and goal of living blessedly. For we
recognize this as our first innate good, and this
Is our starting-point for every choice and
avoidance and we come to this by Jjudging every good
by the criterion of feeling.®Z
Some readers might be Inclined to note the refuting passages which

follow this statement where Eplcurus clearly advises Meneoceus not to
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indulge in certain pleasures and thus not find a contradiction on this
Issue. However, the refuting passages are all aimed at not indulging In
pleasures which will ultimately bring on more pain than they are worth.
And thus Eplcurus is still, in "The Letter to Meneoceus*, using the
criterion of feellng albelt modlfled by Eplcurean desire managment
concerns whlle In the KD XIX pagsage something beyond feellng ls
usurping the feellng criterion. The critical factor In KD XIX ls that
It 1s reasoning about pleasures and not pleasure per sSe which will
dellver the goal.

A defending Inclination to this point mlght come In the form
of some reference back to the collapse of the physical/mental pleasure
distinction. The argument would be that reasoning correctly is a form
of static pleasure. However, if this is the defending move it still In
a sense falls. "Good reasoning about pleasure” may be pleasurable. But
If good reasoning 1is pleasurable and thls Is why we ought to do lt,
then the role of "good reasoning"” is purely instrumental In relation to
pleasure. However, the tenor of KD XIX only makes sense in a Judgment
mode. “Reasoning about pleasure" clearly means making a judgment. We
are not being told to reason well in order to produce pleasure. We are
being told If we reason well, then we will discover something about
pleasure - namely that tlme Is not a relevant factor ln assessing
pleasure. In fact, the reason we are being told to reason about
pleasure is because the *“feel" of pleasure cannot always be trusted.
Thus, to note the physical/mental pleasure collapse here would be to
confuse a felt symmetry with a functional asymmetry.

One last problem on this Issue Is that there seems to be a
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pecullar asymmetry between pleasure and paln. Pains are clearly subject
to temporal conslderations. Eplcurus tells us at KD IV that,

The feeling of paln does not linger continuously In

the flesh, rather, the sharpest is present for the

shortest time, while what merely exceeds the

feeling of pleasure [n the flesh lasts only a few

days. And dlseases whlich last a long time lnvolve

feelings of pleasure which exceed feelings of

paln.*®
This passage seems very hard to reconcile with the non-temporal status
of pleasure. Since there is a tacit implication that the shortness of
the severe paln compensates for the intensity, one has to wonder about
the nature of the compensation which seems pretty clearly to Imply more
time spent In pleasure. A possible defense to this objection might be
that Eplcurus 1s only talking about the quantity of pleasure and that
this quantity Is not Increased temporally. However, even given thls
interpretation which is certainly in harmony with the spirlit of KD XIX,
once Epicurus announces at KD XX that wunderstanding the nature of
pleasure has the effect of ellminating the "inleed of wunlimlted
time"“*, we can see that more is at stake than "quantity". Llving a
longer 1life Is not more pleasurable than 1living a shorter llife.
Pleasure is a non-temporal phenomena, not only in the sense that its
quantity cannot be increased over time, but also in the sense that more
pleasurable time cannot be better than less. However, longer periods of
severe pain would be worse than shorter ones and nature provides the
natural remedy by making the longer pains less intense. But the absence
of pain 1Is Jjust pleasure, and if nature’s compensation ls to shorten
the intense pains then one has to wonder what is occurring during this

shortened period. And by definition it seems that we have to be in long
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periods of pleasure and this must be a good thing. In fact, by
Epicurus’ own admission It has to be better than high Intensity,
long-lasting pain which leaves one wondering what makes it better 1f
longer pleasures are not superior to shorter ones?

However, despite the crltlcism, there may be a way to make
sense of the non-temporal status of pleasure as well as the alleged
fact that it does not Iincrease. If I am right about Eplcurus’
conception of happlness belng a state of mind account, I think we can
see a way that the two counter-intultlve clalms of thls sectlon could
be true. The problems surrounding the two problematic clalms stem from
the difflculty one encounters trylng to get physical pleasures to
behave Iin the same manner as the mental ones. In simple terms, physical
pleasures do seem to be subject to both quantitative and temporal
variance. If we could reduce all physical pleasures to klnetic
pleasures, the problem could be solved by making mental pleasures the
only static pleasures, but this we cannot do because Eplcurus clearly
considers some physical pleasures, e.g. satisfied appetites, to be
static pleasures.

In KD XVIII Eplcurus does draw a distinction between *mental
pleasures® and the "pleasures of the flesh® as noted above in Sectlon
1.4 He also notes an attribute of "mental pleasures”; the "[1]limit
of mental pleasures 1s produced by a reasoning out of these pleasures
of the flesh and of the things related to these, which used to cause
the greatest fears In the Intellect."*“ There are thus at least
four kinds of pleasure In Eplcurus’ taxonomy of pleasures: kinetic

physical, static physical, kinetic mental and statlc mental. The
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physical breakdown of the pleasures should be obvious at this point. I
take ‘ataraxia’ to be the static mental pleasure and view this pleasure
as the obJect of KD XVIII. Kinetlc mental pleasures would probably
encompass ‘pleasures" which accompany the satisfaction of states of
mind llke greed, revenge, lust, etc. Glven that all these distinctions
are clearly present, there has to be a way to prloritize them.
Obviously the static pleasures are superlor to the klnetic which only
leaves the two types of static pleasureg as viable candidates. Since
the presence of mental pleasure is by definition dependent upon the
management of the physical pleasures, ‘ataraxia’ as mental pleasure has
to be the ultimate priority and the physical pleasures have to be
viewed as instrumental means to ‘ataraxia’.

If the objective Is then ‘ataraxia’ as a state of mind
Identified as tranquillity, 1t might, perhaps, be appropriate to take
some liberties with Epicurus’ ambiguous language. Epicurus talks of
pleasure In two velns and Is not careful in distinguishing between
them. He discusses ‘pleasure’ In a wide context as somethlng which we
can all feel and all find good. He also discusses ‘pleasure’ In a
narrower context as the end or goal of his projJect. In the narrow
context he Is discussing ‘ataraxia‘’ as a mental pleasure. If then this
is the end goal, it is clear why ‘pleasure’ in this context cannot be
Increased In Intensity. Mental pleasure, tranquiility of mind, is not
something subject to intensity increase.

The temporal! problem is more difficult as it still seems that
more tranquil time ought to be better than less. However, from a purely

technical perspective, anyone who had any concerns about the temporal
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duration of thelr tranqui! state of mind probably Is not In a state of
tranquillity as this thought itself would be one which disturbed one‘s

tranquillity. The present moment could only be a tranquil! moment, if

there were no future concerns present. This may not seem reallistic, but
It does at least glve an explanation, and If I am correct about the
radical nature of Eplcurus’ Internallsm It 138 a cogent explanatlon. If
one has a reason to be concerned about thelr future tranqullility, this
condition In [tself Indicates that tranquillity of mind IS not present.
Tranqulillity could then not be something about whlch talk of temporal
duration would be appropriate. This would be the case, not so much
because more tranquil time might not be better than less, but for the
reason that to the tranqull person no such thought can arise. In other
words, there 1S no conceptual role for the temporal thought to play In

the belief scheme of the tranquilly composed person.

5. Eplcurean Happiness

Epicurus’ conception of happiness presents problems for the Interpreter
because it is difficult to reconcile what he says about ‘pleasure’ with
a genuine hedonic account of The Good Life. He tells us that ‘pleasure’
is the end we ought to pursue, but when he actually describes the
content of the "pleasurable life" It does not look very pleasurable at
all. In fact, Epicurus is rather conservative about pleasure and
endorses a conservativism rather unbecoming for an alleged hedonist as
he clearly advocates passing on any pleasure If Its pursuit will
unnecssarlly disturb one’s tranquillity. And, In fact, glven that

‘pleasure’ 1Is nothing more than the absence of pain, the austere
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minimalism which emerges would be rather unappeallng to many, lf not
most, aspirants striving for happlness. The only motivation which an
educated Epicurean has for doing anything Is that if he does not do it,
pain will follow. And ultimately even paln can pale into insigniflcance
glven the right state of mind.

Happiness for Eplcurus Is a state of mind. Even the most
extreme paln can be neutralized by an astute use of reasonlng and
rational insight. Our intuitions balk at much of what Eplcurus says as
we enter a world that seems to mirror Robert Nozlck’s "Experlence
Machine®*<”?. In this essay Nozick postulates a hypothetical
"experience machine® run by very sophlsticated psychologists. By
properly stimulating points in the braln, the machine can make 1lfe
“*feel" as if one were undergoing one’s most pleasuable experlence. The
intuition which Nozick pumps in this essay is that most of us would not
be 1inclined to enter the machine. We want more than just to feel as |f
life were going well; we want it actually to be the case that this is
so. Thus, the Epicurean world where bellefs usurp objective conditions
and life seems to be, and In fact ls, going quite well simply because
one has a "pleasurable attitude* towards that life seems wrong.

I want to conclude this chapter by addressing two flnal
Issues. The first lssue Is whether my reading of Eplcurus s defenslble
and the second whether this characterization of Epicurus’ view Is a
credible candidate for the best kind of life. As far as the first Issue
is concerned given Epicurean priorities, I think there can be no doubt
that ‘ataraxia’ as *tranquillity of mind* 1Is the final end of the

Epicurean project. Even Iif one insists on maintaining the "pleasure*
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framework, the culminating pleasure ls "mental pleasure* whatever that
might mean. And Eplicurus does set the "limit of mental pleasure' as
reasoning about the pleasures of the flesh and not In the fulfiliment
of particular desires.*® It Is the state of mind of the Eplcurean
which most matters and *“desire fulfiliment®* only enters Into the
plcture If there Is paln Involved. However given the presence of the
tranquil attitude, even paln does not really matter. It ls In the end
one‘s attitude towards paln which controls and determines Eplcurean
success, and glven this "fact" about Eplcurean therapy the state of
mind depiction has to be correct.

As far as the plausibllity of the view Is concerned, there lIs
an element in Epicurus’ view that I take to be cruclal for any
explanation of happliness which Eplcurus does correctly ldentify. This
element Is the legltimate subjective component. If one were not
attitudinally “pleased® wlth the content of thelr first person
experience of life, [t seems difficult to claim that one could be
happy. And glven the presuppositions of the propositional content
composing the tranquil state of mind, the presence of ‘ataraxia’ by
virtual definition, e.g. the absence of troubles, when extrapolated by
Epicurean standards would suffice for a specification of the legitimate
subjective component In an explanation of happiness.

The weakness 1n the view is the attempt to find psychologlcal
immunity from pain. I take this "“psychological immunity" from pain, not
to be troubled in the presence of pain, to be the penultimate
endorsement of Eplcureanism. The defining moments of High Epicureanism

are the death-bed scene and the wise Eplicurean on the rack. Both have
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developed the proper Eplcurean attltude towards thelr pain. Not belng
troubled by thelr pain, l.e. properly reasoning about paln, Is
pleasurable not because there 1s no paln present but because In the
presence of pain the Epicurean is able to transcend the *feel® of the
pain. Yet, one has to wonder exactly what would be going on in the head
of the Eplcurean person performing this wonderous feat. If the pleasure
of reasoning about pain 13 present, then, by definltion, no paln can be
present, but I{f there I3 no paln present how can one generate the
pleasure of reasoning about 1t? There could be a temporal solutlon to
certain versions of thlis problem 1f the paln subsides followlng the
successful Eplcurean Intervention. However, {n the defining moments,
e.g. the death-bed scene and the rack, this s clearly not the case.
Unlike the previously clted *distracting effect", in these situations
successful Epicureanism depends upon recognition of the painful
situation and that seems, again by definition, to mean that pleasure
cannot be present. The problem Is that ‘pleasure’ as it Is used
throughout Eplicurus’ argument probably has two different senses. One of
these senses would be the ordinary physiological sense and the other
would be an attitudinal sense such as "being pleasure with one’s life."
And because Eplcurus does not clearly explicate this distinction, the
langauge of ‘“pleasure" causes the argument to rest upon a vacllatlon
between the two senses with nothing more than speculative Ingights and
disputable textual arguments to decide the lIssue of what role
"pleasure” is supposed to play, and what the right Eplcurean

gpecification of happiness ought to be.
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Epicurus had a Intultlon which Is compelllng, and that Intultlon Is
that tranquillity, peace of mind or a pleasant attitude towards one’s
life were cruclal to any explication of happiness. However, when he
tried to wed this compelling Intuition to the hedonic framework too
many problems arise and thus It might be frultful to turn to the Stolcs
who will take the compellling Internallist Intultion In a non-hedonic
dicrection.
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Chapter 4 ‘Apatheia’: Stoic Indifference

i. ‘Apatheia’
Trying to explain the Stolc view of happliness presents a number of
difficulties which the two previous views do not present. The major
problem Is the lack of a dominant volce. Aristotellan and Eplcurean
views are woven around the basic doctrine of thelr foundlng father
while the Stoic views tend to cluster around thematic issues. Among
these thematic 1issues there are certain foundational commitments. One
such critlcal commitment I3 that the successful Stole will be
Imperturbable. In the Stolc context ‘imperturbable’ refers to a state
of mind by which the Stolc sage comes to understand that nothing of
genuine value can be taken away from him. Seneca calls this condltlion
one Iin which the subject 18 *{ilnaccessible to impingement".:
Epictetus gives a simllar presentation and adds more Stolc doctrine to
the picture.

So |f you are averse only to what is agalnst nature

among the things that are up to you, then you will

never fall Into anything that you are averse to;

but 1If you are averse to lilness or death, you will

meet misfortune. So detach your aversion from

everything not up to us, and transfer it to what is

agalnst nature among the things that are up to

us.=2
If one I8 averse only to what Is against nature among the things which
are up to us, then one would never suffer because one cannot generate a

critical necessary condition for suffering. This critlical condition is

the emotive gtate of mind which could be called “psychologlical
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aversion®. ‘Suffering’ as psychological averslon can only come about
glven certaln bellefs. For technical purposes I want to Introduce a
distinction between ‘suffering’ and ‘paln’. ‘Paln’ ls somethlng we feel
In a physiological sense while ‘suffering’ (3 dependent upon the
pregence of a bellef. The distinction could, of course, ultlmately
collapse as Eplicurus perhaps thought it did, but from the common-sense
perspective there does seem to be a difference between the pain I feel
after spralning my ankle and the anguish I wundergo as the fact
"gettles-in* that I wlll not be able to do my jogglng for qulite a few
days. Whether the Stolcs actually make this distinction I will leave
for section 5, I am drawing the distinctlon simply to glve us a
principled means to distinguish between two apparently different
phenomena.

Unpacking Eplctetus and Seneca wlll give us a clear
understanding of the Stolc conception of a good 1lfe. Seneca advises us
to become “"lInaccessible to Impingeme=i®. He then goes on to explaln
that he takes thlis "lnaccessiblility to Impingement® to be akin to
‘tranqulllitas’ which he describes as ‘“stablllity of mind*® and
equates with the Greek ‘euthymia’ or ‘“well-belng of soul®.*
Eplctetus offers simllar advice. We are told to detach our averslon
from the things not up to us. And the *thlnas which are not up to us'
are the very same “Impingements® of which Seneca speaks. Worldly
impingements only have power to dlsturb us If we allow the dlsturbance
to happen. According to the Stolcs, It i3 in our power not to be
affected by the effects of pain, Injury, loss of wealth and even death.

The problem Iis not the Impingement. The problem i{s the averslon to the
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Impingement. The problem Is not the things which happen to us. The
problem 18 our Judaments about these happenlings.

What upsets people 1s not things themselves, but

their Judgments about the things. For example,

death 1Is nothing dreadful <(or else It would have

appeared dreadful to Socrates), but Instead the

Judgment about death is dreadful- ‘that/ is what is

dreadful. So when we are thwarted or upset or

distressed, let us never blame someone else but

rather ourselves, that Is, our own Judgments.=
Worldly palins, InjJury, etc, are not dreadful or bad. What is bad are
our psychological reactions to them In the form of value Judgments we
make about them which ln turn cause us to suffer. The mature Stolc view
as presented by Seneca and Eplctetus, as well as Clicero and Marcus
Aurellus, Is a form of cognltive detachment In which we rationallze
externals Into Insignlficance, and what {s Insignlflcant cannot cause
any suffering. ‘Suffering’ requires an attitude of attachment. Things
about which I do not care, things to which I am Indifferent, cannot
caugse me to suffer. The Stolc version of living the best kind of life
will be bullt around the subject’s ablllity to develop an attltude of
‘apathela’, 1l.e. emotional Indlfference or apathy, towards those things
over which we have no control. The way by which we become ®inaccessible
to Iimpingement® 1is to cognitively deflate the emotions which cause us
to be averse to those things which are not against nature. We take
control of our lives by ceasing to be concerned about those thlngs over
which we have no control. Marcus Aurelius advises us to contemplate two
truths.

[first, that things can never touch the soul, but

stand Inert outslide It, so that disqulet can arise

only from fancles within; and secondly, that atll
vigible objects change In a moment, and will be no
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more.*®

What causes *disqulet" to arlse are "fancles within®. And the fancles
are based upon fundamental errors In Judament; the chlef of which Is
our desire to have things be ags they are not and to be troubled by this
desire.

If the Inward power that rules us be true to

Nature, It wlll always adjust Itself readily to the

possibllitles and opportunities offered by

clrcumstance. It asks for no predeterminate

material; In the pursuance of Its alms It |Is

willing to compromlse; hlndrances to lts progress

are merely converted into matter for Its own use.

It is like a bonflre mastering a heap of rubblish,

which would have quenched a feeble glow; but its

flery blaze quickly agssimlilates the load, consumes

it, and flames the higher for it.”

The Stolc clalm Is a strong one. We cause our own misery. The
world has no power over our Souls. We glve 1t power by making a number
of cognitive errors. In the Aurellus deplctlon we seem to be making two
primary mistakes in Judagment. These errors I would call a "velilling* or
"*concealing® error and the second would be a "proJecting" error. The
true nature of our sSouls Is velled from us. We do not belleve Aurellius’
first truth that ®things can never touch our souls". This error In
Judgment appears to be somewhat unique to Aurellus as the other Stolcs
do not make this clalm directly. What Aurellus seems to be claiming s
that my soul Is always "untouched" by "things' and thus when I belleve
that my soul 13 "touched*, when I am sufferling, my soul’s true nature
Is velled or concealed from me.

I want to note that the Aurelius view could be problematic.

Any view which identifies the soul with reason, as all Stolcs do, will
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certainly not find It easy to explain how Aurellus’ basic problem
arlses. If Incorrect reasoning (3 my only problem, then my soul |s
obviously “*touched* when I reason Incorrectly. If I wish my chlld had
not dled, my soul Is obviously "touched". In fact, It would seem that
It 13 only because my soul ls touched with what I Judge to be negative
impingement that I would have any inclinatlon to become a Stolc. The
less extreme Stoic claim that the "sage cannot be hurt*® is the
more common depiction of the position. For most Stolcs the soul Is
*untouched", 1l.e. imperturbed, because of something [t does, e.g.
reasoning correctly about the value of "things", and not because of its
essential nature which seems to be what Aurellus Is claimlng. What gets
concealed when the fancles cause a dlsturbance In the soul Is the
soul’s ratlional power to overcome the affect of the impingement and
probably not an essential "untouched" essence; at least this seems to
be the more standard Stoic view.

The second or “*projecting® error Is standard Stolcism and a
foundational tenet. We project onto our souls a disturbed condition by
falling to properly declpher something about the objective facts which
Stolc common-sense would have us belleve. We are essentlally plnchling
ourselves and then wondering why It hurts so much. The impingement does
not cause the problem. The problem is caused by our Judgments about the
impingement. The critical mechanism by which the disturbance happens ls
some type of emotional attachment. To understand the Stolc claim, It is
necessary that we have a sense of how the Stoics view the emotlons.
Nussbaum gives an account of the Stolc positlon on the emotions in The

era of Desire. ” The gist of her interpretation is that the
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Stolcs hold the view that emotions are cognitively driven. The claim
would Involve a commitment to some verslon of the followlng view which
I take to be standard Stolclsm. Emotlons are distinguished from purely
physiological responses like appetites, e.g. hunger or thirst, and
physical pains. Emotlons requlre bellef content and understanding.
Bellef content and the ablllity to understand It are necessary
conditions for any emotional reaction. One cannot react from sadness,
anger, sympathy, etc. unless one first understands something about the
factual sltuatlon.*® There are strong and weak versions of thls
view. The Chrysipplan strong view lIdentifles the emotion with the
belief content whlle the weaker positlons view the bellef as causally
implicated In the production of the emotlon. For my purposes here,
elther view wlll sufflce for exploring the problem as both are
committed to the notlon that emotlons are tightly connected to false
bellefs.

From the background of the Stolc emotlonal theory, we can
better understand the central clalm of Stolcism regarding happlness, or
perhaps It would be better to say unhapplness or suffering. As noted
above, according to Stolicism, we make ourselves unhappy. We emotlively
react to things which Impinge upon us. One baslic emotive reaction which
we make 1s to wish that "things were not as they are". Thls bellef Is
central to most negative emotions In one way or another. In sadness, I
wish something had not happened. In anger I belleve that something
ought not to have happened. In sympathy, I view some event as a
misfortune. In all these cases, the trligger which sets off the emotion

is a belief about "how the world ought to be".
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On the Stoic position the wish or desire that "things were not

as they are' stems from a fallure to fully understand the ways of
nature. "Llving In agreement wlth nature* 18 a central theme for
Stoicism. Diogenes Laertius offers the following desciption of ‘nature’

from the Stolc perspectlve,

Now the term HNature 13 used by them to mean

sometlmes that which holds the world together,

sometimes that which causes terrestrial things to

spring up. Nature |s defined as a force moving of

ftself, producing and preserving In being lits

offspring In accordance with seminal principles

within definite periods, and effecting results

homogeneous with thelr source.!'!
This theme of *living in agreement with nature® is best understood from
a psychological perspective agalnst the backdrop of a physlcal
determinism. The wunlverse s viewed as a law governed realm of cause
and effect. Everything which happens happens because of prior causes.
If gomething happens, that [s the way It 1Is, and It s the
psychological revolt agalnst this "is*, the factual obJective reallty,
which the Stolcs view as not llving In accord with nature.

Eplctetus and Seneca glve us a clear view of the Stolc clalm
on thls 1Issue. The Stolc view S not one of passive indlfference In
which we simply accept things as they are. Stolc determinism does not
advocate 1inaction. What Stolcism advocates 1s a detachment from the
results of our actions. We choose our actions while nature determines
the result,

Remember that you are an actor In a play, which Is
as the playwright wants it to be: short if he wants
it short, long if he wants it long. 1f he wants you
to play a beggar, play even this part skillfully,

or a cripple, or a public official, or a private
citizen. What is yours is to play the assigned part
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well. But to choose It belongs to someone
elge.t2

There 1s no passive Indifference here as far as action is concerned.
And Seneca echoes the same theme. *If Fortune has removed you from the
first rank In public affairs, stand your ground anyhow and help with
the shouting"*® Nature wrlites the play and our natural role In
action |Is to play our part well using all the skills we have avallable.
However, 1t 1Is nature and not us which determines the result, the
outcome of the action, and to this result we need to hold £irm In our
attlitude of detachment, ‘apathela’. I am free to play the game, free to
try as hard as possible to win. But when the game Is over, the flnal
score determined, anythlng short of rational detachment to the result
means that I am now averse to one of those things which are agalnst
nature. The common-sense pragmatism contalned In thls advice ls strong
and compelling. If I have done all I could, trled as hard as possible,
then, In fact, thlngs could not have had a different outcome, at least
concerning that which is in my control. And any emotive reaction to the
contrary is a denial of nature’s facts.

The Impllications of the endorsement of ‘apatheia’ challenge
ordinary Intuitions, and understanding the ramiflcatlons of the
endorsement are crltical to understanding the Stolc view of llving
well. There Is no Insistence on passive Indifference, no blind
acceptance of fate’s hand. I am free to come back another day and flght
to win. The only thing which cannot be changed 1s what ‘is’, which ls,
of course, "what i3 agalnst nature®. But beyond this I am encouraged to

examine myself, re-evaluate, reassess optlons, and play on.
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A central tenet for both Eplctetus and Seneca Is
gelf-examination.
{llnspect your own nature and whether you can bear
[t. You want to do the pentathlon, or to wrestle?
Look at your arms, your thighs, ingpect your loins.
Different people are suited for different
things.!*
And Seneca advises us that "Our flrst duty will be to examine
ourselves..."*S In order to llve In accord with nature |t ls
necessary to comprehend nature’s ways. Astute observation will tell us
all we need know. Epictetus reminds us that *You are Invincible 1f you
do not enter any contest in which victory Is not up to you."t<
Stolc tralning Iinvolves nothing more than heeding Epictetus’
warning. The scope of the realm of the "Invincible" Is narrow. As we
tred further away from lt, we need caution and frank objective honesty.
If "you want to be invincible" stay grounded in only those things which
are "up to you". And what are those things which are exclusively "up to
us"? According to Epictetus these things are:
OQur opinilons are up to us, and our Iimpulses,
desires, aversions - |In short whatever [s ocur own
doing. Our bodies are not up to us, nor our
possessions, our reputations, or our publilc
offices, or, that 13, whatever I3 not our own
doing. The things that are up to us are by nature
free, unhindered, and unimpeded; the things that
are not up to us are weak, enslaved, hindered, not
our own.!*”
The line that separates the domain of the free from that of the
enslaved 18 pragmatic and not metaphysical. We are free wherever we

find ourselves to be invincible and we are enslaved wherever we are not

invincible.
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Like the Eplcurean view, the Stolc posltion Is radlcally
internallzed. However, unllke the Epicurean we are not trying to manage
our affalrs In the natural world to produce certaln effects. What we
are trying to do is understand the ways of the natural world’s effects
so as to minimize and ultimately eliminate emotive responses to the
effects, 1.e. responses based upon false beliefs. The connection to the
Stoic view on the emotions is the backbone of the theory. If we believe
that something ought be different from the way it Is, we are free to
try to change lt. But If In our efforts to change it, we venture out of
the domain of the free, fall and are troubled by our fallure, then the
bellef content of the emotion which causes the troubles is lrratlonal
because we are then wishing things *not up to us* to be "up to us*. And
this condition Is not 1lving according to nature. We become
psychologically contracted around an affective state of mind which is
based upon a  false bellef. To eliminate these contracted, suffering,
gtates of mind I8 the central goal of Stolc therapy. The spirlt behind
the therapy ls rather simple. One cannot have these "psychologlically
contracting" emotions unless one has a false belief. False bellefs are
trumped by true ones. Therefore, insight into nature’s ways will
eliminate the false bellief and the foundation upon which the emotlonal
contraction is based will crumble.

The reason why ‘apathela’ Is cruclal to the Stolc deplictlon of
the good 1ife 1Is that on the Stoic view all our troubles come from
emotive reactions to clrcumstances which are beyond our control.
Understanding nature’s ways will cognlitively detach one from worlidly

Impingement and produce a condition of indifference or ‘apatheia’. A
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mind attentively animated by an attitude of detachment possesses a
gsecond order bellef which will override any potentlal emotlve reaction
by undermining the false bellefs based upon worldly attachments. Thus,
the person who views the world from an attltude of ‘apatheia’ will have
defused the motivational power from which the false bellef that !s
regponsible for the emotion acquires its power. Of course, questlons
Immedlately arlise. Why then would a Stolc person act at all? And how ls
the Stolc person motlvated to act given that an apparent critlcal
element In normatlve motivational structure, l.e. caring about things,
geems to be gone from the Stolc’s action producing repertoire?

To these questions the Stolcs have a reply. We are to act from
reason and not from passion In the selectlon of what ls natural. The
reasons which we are to act wupon are those which stem from virtue.
‘Virtue’ to the Stoics Is the only intrinsic good. Good reasons for
action are thus Jjust those reasons which are motlivated by virtues. We
do what Is in accord with virtue. In a certaln way on the Stolc view
living a fully virtuous life Is the same as living according to nature.
What motlivates a Stolc Is the knowledge of the "fact" that virtue Is
sufficient for happiness. According to Diogenes Laertius a Stolc virtue

is,

(a] harmonious dispostion, cholce-worthy for (ts
own Sake and not from hope or fear or any external
motive. Moreover, It {8 In virtue that happlness
conslsts; for virtue 1s the state of mind which
tends to make the whole of life harmonlous.!®

Virtue has the power to transcend the sltuation. No matter what nature
may do to us, as Aurellus noted above, there I8 always a possible

virtuous response. Since virtue Is always good and good always beneflits
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us, any sltuation will present the rational soul wlth the possibliity
of good. *Another particular definltion of good which they give 13 ‘the
natural perfection of a rational belng qua rational’.**® And once I
am aware that my good lies in perfecting myself as a ratlional belng, 1
have all the motivation I need to drive me to be virtuous.

Virtuous dispositions are thus the result of reasoning well
about what accords with nature. The virtues are good because they lead
to our perfection and because they lead to our advantage.2° The
virtues represent the skillful means by which we can successfully
negotiate the road of life. The Stolc virtues are rather standard for
the Ancient World. Dlogenes Laertius lists them as *{plrudence,
Justice, courage, temperance and the rest."=:

One criticlsm often leveled agalnst this view is that there 1s
no motivation to follow this course of 1living unless one already
accepts baslc Stolc values. The criticlsm may have force, but It would
have force agalnst any view glven that before any view could be a
viable candidate for a happy 1lfe we would need to know how the end is
conceptualized. And the Stolc promise of a "harmonious llfe" seems as
good a place as any to start. In fact, Wittgenstein once characterlized
happiness In qulite simllar terms, *In order to live happily I must be
in agreement (accord or harmony: Ubereinstimmungl with the worlid. And
that is what ‘being happy’ means."22

We still mlght wonder why the virtuous life ls sufficlent for
happiness. And clearly the Stolc answer Is going to be that if belng In
harmony with nature Iis the same thing as happlness and since the

virtues by virtual definitlon are the motivational springs for
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harmonious 1living, the case seems sealed. However, there remains the
problem of why one has to accept the virtues as affectless and purely
cognitive phenomena. Surely Arlistotle did not accept thls view. And If
the Stolc case hangs on a major definitional polint of dispute, the
force of the argument and the case for a life anlmated by ‘apathela’
loses much of Its phllosophlc appeal.

What the Stolics will claim here is that emotions are infected
by Instabllity and false bellefs, and that something bullt on
Instabllity and false bellefs iIs not the rlght kind of thing upon which
virtue ought to be dependent. The Stolcs will appeal to the superiority
of their poslition over 1ts rlvals. The Instablllity of the emotlons
ariges from thelr very nature. The element of attachment necessary for
the anlmation of any positive emotion 13 the breeding-ground for

negativity and loss of rational control.

[slo the soul - If It hurls itself into anger,

love, and the other passions - is not allowed to

check 1Its Impetus: the very weight and the downward

nature of the vice must carry It away and take it

to the very bottom.==
What Seneca 1Is pointing out to us here is a certain kind of lnertla in
emotional attachments. The elatlon we felt In vyesterday’s loving
embrace {8 responsible for today’s Jealous rage. The Jjealous rage was
bred in yesterday’s love. And, of course, the elation of yesterday’s
loving embrace was animated by false bellefs. We thought this love was
all we needed. We thought the love would 1last. We denled the
possiblliity of the loved one’s death; we had to deny lt, otherwise, the
love could not have been glven the full commltment necessary for lts

presence. The Stolc lesson of life Is given declslively by Eplctetus:
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Let death and exlle and everything that is terrible

appear before your eyes every day, especlally

death; and you wlll never have anything

contemptible In your thoughts or crave anything

excessively.24

Trylng to control one’s emotions is llke trying to swim up-stream in a
raging river. And if the virtues depend upon our ability to merely
moderate and tame our emotions, the projJect Is doomed to fallure. Total
elimination Is the only possiblliity of success. Only when we come to
observe the realm of nature for what it is - a realm of Impermanence
and Instabllity - wlll our emotlonal attachment begin to attenuate. And
it 1s only the total attenuation of the emotlions which can secure for
us the ratlional stability and pure objectivity needed to ground the
sou! In harmony with nature.

‘Apathela’ thus becomes the central tool by which the Stolc
can surmount 1ife’s trepldations. The harmony is internal. We extract
ourselves from attachment and accept what nature presents. The measure
of our freedom ls In our abliity not to be emotlvely affected. The soul
has the power to reason 1ts way through any dilemma. In fact, glven Its
power to reason there cannot be any dllemmas. Nature presents, we
accept. .

Liberty 1s having a mind that rises superior to

InjJury, that makes Itself the only source from
which [ts pleasures spring, that separates ltself
from all external things In order that man may not

have to live his life In disquietude, fearing

everybody’s laughter, everybody’s tongue.2S
In the end the Stoic endorsement comes down to the Intultion that we

only have the power to manage our souls. Everything eise ls beyond our

control. Whatever attaches us to this "realm beyond our control® Is to
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be eschewed. The world does not make us unhappy. Our attachments to the
world bring wus unhappiness. To be free of sufferling-producing
attachments, 1l.e. all attachments, 1s the primary objective. The way to
achleve this objective Is to live a life of virtue. The virtues must
thus be rational dispositions animated by ‘apatheia’. And this explains
why, as Diogenes Laertius reports, the Stolcs claim that "(vlirtue as a
whole will be sufficlent In Itself for ‘eudaimonia’ - despising all
things that seem troublesome."2< Fully animated by ‘apathela’ and
thus without attachments, the fully virtuous person has no means to

become unhappy.

2. External ‘Apathela’ and the role of "preferred Indlfferents®
The role of external obJects In Stolc theory ls essentlally one of
passive Indifference. At times, however, the language used reflects
outright hostillty towards externals; witness Eplctetus exhorting us to
successful Stoiciam by "despising what Is not up to us*2?, This
could be a significant point which will require careful monitorling and
I will return to It In section S as attachment to one’s detachment
might be a strong psychological fetter which could undermine the view.
However, for now “passive Indifference* wiil be the position to be
examined because this seems to be the essentlal splirlt of ‘apathela’.
What we need to watch is whether ‘apathela’ turns Into hostlility
becauge if it does, there is a major internal problem.

Since virtue is sufflclent for happliness, the view is a strong
internalist view because on the Stolc account virtues are Just states

of mind as Indicated above. Things such as health, wealth, freedom from
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pain and social role have no Intrinsic value and are not even
considered to have Instrumental value as far as happlness or well-being
of the soul Is concerned. If one’s soul 13 animated by fully virtuous
dispostions then no matter what Is happening externally, one’s life is
as good as It can get; one possesses all that has real value. Our
intuitions balk at the extremeness of the view and two questions
immediately arise. Why do the Stolcs claim that only virtue has real
value? And how do they propose that we manage our affairs In the world,
If none of It ultimately matters?

The argument for virtue being the sole good s found in
Diogenes Laertius.?® The major thrust of the position Is that
*goods* such as health and wealth can be used for bad ends, and
anything which can be used for a bad end cannot be absolutely good.
Pleasure also has thls qualitatlve diversity; some pleasures lead to
good whlle others clearly do not. What makes virtue unlque here ls that
virtue, as the fully virtuous person, can produce only good and thus
always benefits us. Thus virtue Is Immune to negative results while
everything else can or could be used to achleve bad results. The thesls
I1s cogent on the surface but It does seem to depend upon a curlously
non-Stolc consequentlalist argument. What we might expect the Stolc to
point towards In regard to health, wealth and pleasure 13 that they are
potential breeding-grounds for attachments and emotions and thus false
beliefs. What we find instead In the report from Laertius Is a
consequentialist view which posits virtue’s goodness as being backed by
the fact that virtue never produces bad results.

If the Stolc balks at this criticiam and claims that it is not
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the external result but the internal state of mind of the agent which
Is the locus of the result, we still might find the Intrinslic value of
virtue threatened as this stlll seems llke an Instrumental argument.
Even If we go back to the earller section?® where ‘good’ |s deflined
In terms of benefit, the problem remains. *Beneflts® are consequences.
A possible defense might be to claim that real *beneflits® are only
measured on the soul level. The consequences which we ought to be
asgessing are Internal and not external. Virtue always beneflts our
soul by Its very nature because It keeps us living In accord with
nature and undermines external attachments since the fully virtuous
person would be animated by “apathela’. However, even 1f this seemed
feasible, It does not provide any Independent reason why only virtue is
suitable for being of value. It only tells us why a Stolc person would
belleve this as both the Aristotellan and Eplcurean will deflne
‘beneflt’/ very differently. Perhaps, here agaln we would find the Stolc
resorting to a “"flrst principles" argument and offer thelr starting
point as the obviously superlior one. Glving external objects Eplcurean
or Aristotellan value leaves one "accessible to impingement® while
giving them no value neatly solves the problem. Epictetus makes a move

in this direction when he offers:

Just as In walking about you pay attention so as
not to step on a nall or twlst your foot, pay
attention In the same way 8o as not harm your
ruling princlple. And If we are on guard about that
In every action, we shall set about It more
securely.=°

Views which allow external obJects any value In thelr explanatlon of

happiness wlll find thelr conception of happlness threatened by
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incompleteness and lack of self-sufficiency. Since the Stolc view of
virtue cuts all tles to externals, |t makes virtue alone fully complete
and self-sufflclent. Thus the Stolcs can clalm that thelr expllicatlion
of ‘virtue’ Is the best because It meets the opponent views on their
own criterla and comes out superlor by the opponent’s own standard -
only the Stolc account of virtue as a state of mind independent of
externals meets the completeness and self-sufficlency criterla.
Attachment to externals has the potential to harm one’s ruling
principle. But virtue ought never to be able to harm one’s ruling
principle. Therefore virtue demands that no value be given to
externals, otherwise attachment might arise in the executlion of virtue
and this would turn virtuous action into a source of evil,

If we are willing to accept this argument on the superiority
claim which seems to me to be its genulne strength, we still need some
account of how and why we would be willlng to accept the
counter-intuitive result of the argument which seems to entall the
total denlal of all worth to any external obJect. The Stolc move on
this 1ssue will be to try to invent a new vernacular for "external
object dlscourse”. External objects have at best a secondary type of
value, most of the time a neutral value, and at worst a disvalue.

Accordlng to baslc Stolc doctrine, we are born with certaln
natural Impulses towards certaln external obJects. Survival demands
that we pursue food, water, shelter and any other basic necesslitles of
life. These objects are considered "morally indifferent" but are called
also "things preferred". The thrust of the explanation on thls lssue ls

designed to account for basic survival pursuits as well as genuine
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benevolent clivic motivations within a theory which seems on the surface
to have no place for such conslderations.

The ratlional !mmunity of the Stolc sage from external
Impingement must be protected at all cost while common-sense intuitlons
about needed external obJects must be given some accounting. External
objects are consldered morally indlfferent because their successful or
unsuccessful acquisition carries no moral welght, since the
consequences of our actlons are among those things which are "not up to
us*. What matters morally Is how we Iinteract with externals.
Common-sense and survival needs drive wus by blind impulse to pursue
externals. The Impulse-driven bllind pursult of externals turns our
rullng faculty over to *what I3 not up to us". Virtuous actlons enable
us to assert our autonomy and restore our rullng faculty to its natural

freedom.

On the Stolc view the virtues are akin to skills. However,
they are speclial kinds of skills. "Skillful means of reasoning* would,
perhaps, best express the ldea, If I am faced with a slituation that
demands a Jjust or courageous response, my exercise of the virtuous
skill would be to reason well about my response and what virtue bids me
to do. Even if my efforts fail, I have still done the virtuous thing
because I have reasoned correctly, virtuously, about the given
circumstance. Perhaps, nature does not want Jjustice now as the world
needs to see more injustice before it will finally learn. Perhaps, I am
not seeing the bligger plicture; more fallen heros are needed to make the
world understand the true nature of injustice. The external here, the

outcome, is morally Indifferent from my perspective. I did the morally
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appropriate thing and [f the outcome seems not for the best, this Is
not mine to determine. Motlve, Intent and good virtuous reasoning are
the prime moral materlal. Consequences are morally lrrelevant from the
perspective of the agent, even though [t concerns the consequences
about which I am reasoning, and this 18 why they called externals
"*morally Indifferent.® In modern vernacular, we might say that it does
not matter whether you win or lose, but only how you play the game.

Just as certain medicines work by odor without
taste or touch, so Virtue, at a distance and

unseen, radlates usefulness. Whether she walks at

her ease and exerclises her rlghts, or whether her

appearances are on sufferance and she s forced to
shorten sall, whether she is lnactive and mute and
pent up within narrow bounds, or whether she Is
open to the world, whatever her state, Virtue does

useful service.?!

In order to meet the counter-intultive objJection that thelr
view on the value of externals cuts too strongly against common-sense
bellefs, the Stolcs try to produce a means of external accounting which
meets with common sense whlle at the same time aveids giving genuine
value to externals. Since thelr view of value 18 a rlgid Internalist
account, technlcally speaking externals have no value; this is the
rationale behind calling them ‘indifferents’/. Diogenes Laertius gives
two defintlons for the use of ‘indifferent’, but notes that It Is only
the following which possesses the genulne phllosophic polint at Issue.

The term "Indlfferent" has two meanlngs: in the

first 1t denotes the things which do not contribute
either to happliness or to misery, as wealth, fame,
health, strength and the llke; for 1t 18 posslible
to be happy wlthout having these, althouah, 1f they

are used In a certaln way, such use of them tends
to happliness or misery.22
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The "indifferents® thus have no real moral value but do seem to possess
a kind of secondary value which we might call *use value*. ‘Use value”
would represent the function which the external performs In the
executlon of the virtuous skill. Externals with "good use value' are
calied ‘"preferred® and those with negative or bad “"use value® are
reJected. The ‘preferred externals" lead to harmonius 1lving,
Indirectly contribute to 1living In accord with nature, and meet the
appralsal of the virtuous expert acquainted with the facts.®2
Nature, survival and the noble pursuit of civic justice will demand
that we “pursue" certain externals. These "naturally demanded objects"
are ‘“preferred Iindifferents*. What makes them preferred is that they
are the material upon which the virtuous skills must operate.
Ratlonally 1f we understand nature correctly we will be called upon to
pursue these obJjects. However, the objects have no value. The value
they get 1Is from the role they play in enabling us to act virtuously.
They are the appropriate targets at which we aim, but the reason we aim
at them Is functional In relatlon to virtue and not consequential. Our
objective s to reason well about the object which we are usling. We do
what we ought to do because good reasoning tells us that this ls the
objective we ought to pursue and not because the objective has any
value beyond belng materlal upon which good reasoning works. 1 Jog
around the track sixteen times not because my objective is " jogging
around the track sixteen times" but because good reasoning tells me
well-being requires fitness.
Initially the view seems to generate a pecullar allenatlon

between action and objective. The polnt of the position appears to be a
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kind of concession to practicallty. There are natural objects which we
ought to pursue. Yet, the person animated by a deep sense of ‘apatheia’
seems to have no reason to pursue these objects. This has to be wrong
because the appetites are natural, i.e. in accord with human nature
which 1s a part of Nature. However, lf the concession allows objects to
have "real* value, this would undermine the significance of detachment
and threaten the supermacy of virtue. Thus, we see the need for the
‘preferred" appellation. Objects matter to us not because of what they
are, but only because they are sometimes functlonal components In the
successful executlon of a virtue. Thus, we might pursue civlic harmony
or food not because clvic harmony or food are valued things, but
because virtue demands we pursue them. If we do not succeed In getting
our pursued obJjects, thls will not matter because accordlng to Stolc
doctrine we will still be quite happpy having done the virtuous thing,
l.e. virtue |s sufficlent for happlness. The only thing that would
hinder this would, of course, be some major fault 1lke attachment to
results which no Stolc sage would possess.

I believe that the view, despite the vigorous defense, still
has a strong counter-intuition as it gseems to deflate baslc
motivational structures In the effort to save the theoretical
underpinnings. The Stolcs are essentlally telllng us that common sense
is wrong here, but they do not seem to supply any explanation,
independent of Stolc values, to support thelr view. The strongest
support they provide Is the "superiority appeal® which does have some
theory-neutral backing In the sense that all partles to the dlspute

agree that emotions are problems to rationallty and ratlionallty ought
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to be our guiding force. But “use value* seems too flimsy to motlvate
someone to undertake something substantial. If virtue is sufficlient for
happiness, why would any Stolc sage ever step outside of her narrow
circle of friends and family where she had ample "use value* material
and engage in more "meaningful®, important and unliversal pursuits? The
Stoics have an answer to this question and it is embedded In their

moral theory to which I will now turn.

3. The Universal Viewpoint

Like the views of Aristotle and Epicurus, Stolcism works from a
‘eudaimonistic’ perspective. What this means ls that all of these views
start from a point of self-examination and ask the question, *What is
the best kind of life to lead?" And they all agree that the answer must
be directed towards “happiness’. As we have seen wlth Aristotlie and
Epicurus, thls perspective creates a problem for morality as It seems
difficult to reconciie the motivational selfishness (n the
‘eudalmonistic’ framework with what genuine morallty appears to demand,
l.e. a non-instrumental concern for the well-being of others In the
sense of recognizing other persons as having instrinsic value. The
problem may not be solvable within the a ‘eudaimonistic’ framework, but
the Stolcs do offer a reasonable solutlion. In order to llve happlly and
have a smooth flow of life, the individual must iive a fully virtuous
life, and the only way to do this ls to assume the universal viewpoint.
Stolc "Hollsm*, or the assumption of the unlversal viewpoint,
does two things. As we have seen, It positively allenates the

Individual from objective conditions which might otherwlise interfere
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with happiness by developing the cognitive detachment of the last two
sections. And It negatlively allenates the individual from contracting
her sphere of Interest around herself by expanding virtue’s domaln of
operation to the universal viewpoint.

There is a developmental story embedded in Stolc moral theory
which s Important to keep in mind. As we grow in life, the power of
reason gradually assumes dominance over the unreasoned responses which
we share with other 1lving things. From a 1lfe driven by self-love,
lmpulse and the desire for self-preservation, we come to appreclate the
higher powers that we possess such as ratlonality and understanding
which enable us more efficlently and more effectively to achleve the
ends to which blind impulse drives us.

At first we glean a measure of insight into the Instrumental
value which reason possesses. We come to see in the words of Diogenes

Laertius that

[Nlature’s rule 1Iis to follow the direction of

impulse. But when reason by way of a more perfect

leadership has been bestowed on beings we call

rational, for them life according to reason rightly

becomes the natural life. For reason supervenes to

shape impuise sclientifically.*24
For beings endowed with reason, the natural life is a life in which
reason controls Iimpulse and actlon. As this insight deepens, our sense
of appreciation for the powers of reason grows until we reach a polnt
at which reason comes to be valued for what it 18 and not merely for
what [t does. Reason becomes intrinsically valuable, a good in itself
as

*f1living virtuously Is equivalent to 1living in
accordance with experlience of the actual course of

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



124

nature; as Chrysippus says in the flrst book of De
Finibus; for our individual natures are parts of

the nature of the whole universe.®s
From groping creatures driven by impulse and the desire for
gelf-preservation, we come to view ourselves as “parts of the nature of
the whole universe*. And it is by reason that we transcend the ordlnary
viewpoint and come to appreciate the supreme value of virtue In the
universal sense.

And this very thing constitutes the virtue of the

happy man and the smooth current of life, when all

actions promote the harmony of the spirit dwelling

in the Individual man with the wlill of him who

orders the universe.?<
And with this statement the motivatlional problem Is supposed to solved.
The natural 1life of reason when properly developed will pull us away
from exclusive self-interest and contlinually expand our viewpolint of
concern until [t encompasses the whole of the universe.

There IS a gerles of definlng equations which link the scheme
to provide a basls for Stolc morallty. ‘Happlness’ Is a "life lived In
accord with nature". A "life lived In accord with nature" ls a *1ife of
victue*., A *life of virtue" is a *l1ife of reason". And flnally a "life
of reason" will be a 1ife *grounded In the universal perspective
appreciative of the harmonious nature of the whole". Though not all
Stoic writers®” are In complete technical accord with this
explication of the view, It I3 representative of the general genre and
is, I belleve, the most popular interpretation. The Stolc position

motivates us to virtue and thus to morality by producing arguments

intended to show that virtue sufflices for happliness and that complete
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virtue entails an extraction of oneself from the Individual perSpectIQe
into the unlversal or cosmic viewpoint.

The later Roman Stolcs develop an argument for why this view
has to be correct. The argument s basically a hollstic argument backed
by Stolc determinism. Marcus Aurelius describes the determinist
background and its all-embracing power as follows:

Whatever may happen to you was prepared for you in
advance from the beginning of time. In the woven
tapestry of causatlon, the thread of your belng had
been Intertwined from all time to your particular
Incident.®®
And In the next passage Marcus tles the thread which Intertwines the
determinism to the hollsm.
No matter whether the unlverse is a confusion of
atoms or a natural growth, let my flrst conviction
be that I am a part of a Whole which ls under
Nature’s governance; and my second, that a bond of
- kinship exists between myseif and all other similar

parts.=®
Nature on this view provides a hollsitc foundation for virtue by
embedding the Individual within a grander scheme and Intertwining the
individual to all others via the "tapestry of causatlion®, From this
background we deduce and fill-ln the content of virtue., On this reading
cosmic nature In the form of the universal viewpolnt provides a
foundation for moralfty.

Once the foundation §s In place, determining "right actlons®
becomes a matter of ‘part to whole relations® with "duties® belng
Imposed upon us by reason’s understanding of the natural relations,

Dlogenes Laertlius provides the following expllication of ‘duty’.

Furthermore, the term Duty Is appllied to that for
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which, when done, a reaconablie defengse can be
adduced, e.g. harmony In the tenor of llife’s
process, which Indeed pervades the arowth of plants
and animals.+°

Epictetus flills In more content to *Duty® by noting exactly how we
rationally deduce lt when he announces that "Approprlate actlons are in
general measured by relatlonships."“** The basic strategy adopted

here is the use of the holism argument to generate an alienation from
self-interest. The demands of ratlionality and virtue coupled with their
critical relation to happiness force the individual to reach out and
embrace as much of the “whole" of which one I8 a part as possible.
Dutles are functlonally determined by the Interconnectlons,
relationships, such as father/son, cltlzen/state, slave/master, etc.
Annas describes the culminating Stolc vision in the following terms.

Further, the Stolics hold that as one progresses in
rationallity, one comes to extend one’s concern
outward from oneself to other people, first to
one’s offspring and relatlves, then to other
indlviduals one cares about, then to groups whose
connection wlth one Is more and more remote,
finally to all human belngs. What enables one to do
this i3 a grasp of the distinctive kind of value
which virtuous activity has. For Just as
understanding thls put certaln constraints on the
kind of Importance goods like health and security
can have for the agent, so it puts certain
constraints on the Importance to the agent of the
fact that it is his own health or securlity that is
concerned, or his wife’s or father’s health or
gecurity. What matters 1is the agent’s virtuous
activity, not the fact that [t benefits him or
gomeone related or connected to him.4=

Genulne virtuous actlvity thus demands an authentlic measure of
benevolence. Egolstic motivation and the self-contracting emotlons are

eliminated In a gesture of Insight. On thls depiction the grasp of the
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moral viewpoint, and the motivation to maintaln it, ls derived from
developing human nature. Narrowing our sphere of Interest thwarts our
development. Self-interest in Its pursult of happiness narrowed lts
sphere of Influence and now It comes to see that the narrowing s no
longer In 1ts Interest. Happlness depends upon virtue and virtue
demands a wldening of one’s sphere of Interest. The ego |s caught In a
bind. In order to be happy It must develop virtues and In order to
develop virtues It must use the "materlal® that nature provides. This
entalls broadening 1ts sphere of Interest. And the only way to fully
widen the sphere and develop all of the virtues ls to assume the cosmic
or universal perspective. Seneca echoes thls Insight and Its
foundatlonal vision for Stolc cosmopolltanlsm.

The reason we Stolcs have hlgh-heartedly refused to
conflne ourselves within the walls of a single clty
but have sought relations with the whole earth and

- claimed the whole world for our fatherland was to
afford virtue a broader scope.*?

Unilke Aristotle and Eplcurus, the appeal to the unlversal
viewpoint does seem to allow plenty of room for genulne other-concern
in a view that s grounded In a ‘eudaimonistic’ prespective. In fact,
the view makes other-concern spread so wide that It could be argued
that the scope of Stoic other-concern conflicts with our Intultlions
about close personal relatlons and that as a result the price one has
to pay for "Stoic happiness® may be too hligh. Prom the unlversal
perspective, all persons are equal as ratlonal belngs and we cease to
regard those close to us as "speclal®. Given the ellmination of the
emotional 1inks which make the "speclalness® possible, the ratlonal

objectivism of the unlversal standpoint 1s all that remains. Nothing
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short of a pure pragmatics of harmony based upon ratlonal Insights into
the nature of virtue could possibly do the Job which the Stoic
metaphysical view demands.

From my perspective, the Stolc view does do the best Job, so
far, with this most difficult of problems. From the ‘eudaimonlstic’
perspective, there 13 probably no way to ellminate every trace of
gelf-interest. What the Stolcs provide iIs an attempt at metaphysically
undermining the egolstic Impulse. All three of the ‘eudalmonlstic’
views try to demonstrate that altruism and benevolence will *pay-off"
in happiness, and that the contrary will ultimately not. Eplicurus has,
as we have seen, numerous problems on thls issue which are brought to
the surface most strongly at KD XXXV where he advises that even lf we
do wrong and are not caught, we will always have to fear possible
detection. Arlistotle, as noted, also has a problem glving persons
intrinsic value and has difficulty avoiding the Instrumental use of
persons as a means to happiness. The Stolcs can avold these problems
because they do not operate withln a consequentlallst framework.

For the Stolcs, the Eplcurean problem simply does not arlse.
There !s no need to explaln how "good results*, l.,e. pleasure, might
turn sour since the goodness of the action lies solely In the agent’s
attltude - bad attltude, e.g. non-virtuous, equals bad act - perlod!
And In _On_ Duties citing the error of those who make pleasure "Life’s
Final End", Cicero definltively states the Stolc view that "[tlheir
view Is that everything which Is morally right is advantageous, and
there can be no advantage in anything that ls not rlght.*** Thus,

an Improper, e.g. selfish, attitude cannot possibly be compatible with
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living in agreement with nature. For Aristotle’s problems, the Stoics
also have answers. First, they can give intrinsic value to persons.
Rationality Is intrinsically good. The reason for this Iis that
‘rationality” 1Is, in a sense, the fountain from which the only thing of
real value, {.e. virtue, flows. And since persons are seats of
rationality, persons can, in theory, have intringsic value. And the
instrumental use of person as a means to ‘eudaimonia’ also cannot arise
within a Stoic framework as any actlion so motlivated would demonstrate a
fallure to understand the depth and nature of Stolc ‘eudaimonia’ which
Is clearly defined as *"living in accord with nature and virtue®*. Again
Cicero makes the critical point when he declares the fundamental
motivation which reason demands to reach the Stoic end.

So everyone ought to have the same purpose: to
Identify the interest of each with the interest of
all. Once men grab for themselves, human society
will completely collapse. But If nature prescribes
(as she does) that every human belng must help
every other human belng, whoever he 1ls, Jjust
preclsely because they are human belngs, then - by
the same authority - all men have 1identical
Interests.4S
Thus, the Stolc view attempts to provide a viable solution
within a ‘eudalimonistic’ framework to account for how and why the
Individual’s best I[nterests are best served by assuming the universal
perspective and that, In fact, sound ratlional reasoning will compel one
to the assumption of this perspective. The Stolcs motivate us to be
moral, as do their competlitors, by trying to demonstrate that being
moral Is In our real self-interest. They then deflate the egoism by

defining self-interest holistically. The strength of the view is that

short of complete ego elimination, the Stolc view offers the most
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attractive alternative. A benevolent ego which viewed its happiness as
dependent upon the conditions of the whole of which it Is a part seems
to me the best that can be done within the ‘eudaimonistic’ framework.

And given the deflation of the emotions and the lack of value in
externals, the Stolc character which emerges 1is left with nearly no

motivation to do anything immoral which might be the best we can get.

4. The Pleasure Problem

The Stoics are emphatic and quite clear where they stand on the
“pleasure" issue. There 1Is no relationship between happiness and
pleasure. Pleasure plays no role in the happy life. There are two
points, however, which merit attention. The first is that the Stoics do
view certain hedonic accounts of happiness as legitimate opponents and,
in particular, target Epicurus as advocating such a view. They, thus,
marshall a number of arguments to support the view that pleasure cannot
be a suitable candidate for the final end of human life. The second
point is that the Stoics give no positive value to pleasure, and thus
oppose any kind of Aristotelian view which relies on pleasure to
*perfect" virtuous activity. This eschewing of any positive value for
pleasure does seem counter-intuitive and deserves some examination.

The arguments which the Stoics present against the position
that pleasure 18 our final end run the gamut from highly insightful to
almost banal. But the consensus on this position is a common uniting
tactor in all Stoic writers. As we saw above, Diogenes Laertius reports
a simple Stoic example of why pleasure cannot be the "good". The "good"

can never lead to negative results and sometlimes the pursuit, or even

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



131

the acquisition, of pleasure does lead to unfavorable results. Cicero
gives a number of Stoic arguments why pleasure cannot be either “The
Good" or a even a good. In *"The Fallacy of Pleasure" from On Duties III,
he opens with a sStroke of rhetoric directed at Epicurus and derides
Epicurus for reducing wisdom to "the mere sorting out of pleasures and
pains*. Cicero then directly attacks the Epicurean position with a
number of arguments. He notes that Epicurus endorses such virtues as
wisdom, fortitude and self-control. Of Epicurus’ alleged respect for
fortitude he asks, “(wlhat place can fortitude logically occupy Iin a
system which identifies good with pleasure and evil with pain?*“< On
self-control he notes that, “[plleasure is served by the passions and
gelf-control 1is their adversary."*” And finally, he notes that
“*Integrity, generosity and courtesy, thesge and friendship too, cannot
exist if they are pursued, not because they are desirable in themselves,
but for the sake of pleasure and self-interest.*#® In each case the
force the argument is the same. Any view which posits pleasure its Final
End will find Itself internally incongistent with the open advocacy ot
the most noble of virtues.

Marcus Aurellus offers the followlng argument.

Repentance is remorse for the loss of some helpful

opportunity. HNow what s good ls always helpful, and

must be the concern of every good man; but an

opportunity of pleasure |s something no good man

would ever repent of having let pass. It follows,

therefore, that pleasure Is nelther good nor

helpful .**

We might find this argument question-begging and unconvincing, but again

it emphasizes the polnt that the Stoics form a united front on this
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issue. As far as the actual argument is concerned, no Epicurean would be
troubled by it on at least two counts. First, “repentance® would be
caused by an unnecessary desire by which no Epicurean worth his salt
would be troubled. And secondly the Epicurean is going to claim here
that Marcus is assuming what needs to be proven - namely that no good
man would let an opportunity for pleasure, i.e. real Epicurean pleasure,
pass.

Epictetus offers a couple of insightful arguments against
pleasure being the End of Life. One appears in The Discourges at Bk.
I11, Chpt. VII. The thrust of the argument follows Clicero’s lead but
expands the result. The value of the virtues is deflated by making
pleasure life‘s end as many times in life pursuing the virtuous course
of action will conflict with the aims of pleasure. And Epictetus cites
the Epicurean problems which arise if the only thing which holds us back
from performing actions like stealing, lying and adultery is the
possibility of detection and thus potential future pain. In the simplest
of terms, Iif the Epicurean is sure she will not be caught, there is no
theoretical reason why she would not perform an “unvirtuous* action
which would produce pleasure and this has to be wrong.

The second thesis regarding pleasure which is critical to
Stoicism is the counter-intuitive claim that pleasure has no value. In
the best case scenario, pleasure might seem at times to be a possible
“preferred Iindlifferent". However, Diogenes Laertius denies that the

Stolcs even consldered the desire for pleasure to be a natural impulse.
As for the assertion made by gome people that

pleasure 1g the object to which the flirst Impulge of
animals s directed, it is shown by the Stolcs to be
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false. For pleasure, If It 1is really felt, they

declare to be a by-product, which never comes until

nature by 1tself has sought and found the means

suitable to the animal’s exlstence or constitution;

It 1s an aftermath comparable to the condltlon of

animals thriving or plants in full bloom.=°
And later, he also notes that many Stoics, e.g. Hecato and Chrysippus,
“{dleny that pleasure is a good either; for some pleasures are
disgraceful, and nothing disgraceful can be good.*=! The argument
is, of course, weak as Aristotle had shown when he noted that just
because sSome pleasures are not good does not mean that all pleasures are
not good. However, the point embedded within this argument does show the
critical concern - the pursuit of pleasure is clearly problematic for
Stoic thinkers with the most important Issue being that the desire for
pleasure can lead to disgraceful action and thus embracing the doctrine
of pleasure undermines the centrality of virtue.

Perhaps, the most important Stolc reason why pleasure cannot be
good i3S because its pursuit breeds emotional attachments. It undermines
the will and interferes with the development of a strong sense of
‘apatheia’ by hindering the Stoic’s rational objectivism. The warning
which Epictetus gives in The Manual is right to the Stoic point.

Whenever you encounter some kind of apparent
pleasure, be on guard, as In the case of other
appearances, not to be carried away by it, but let
the thing walt for you and allow yourself delay.
Then bring before your mind two times, both the time
when you enjoy the pleasure and the time when after
enjoying it you later regret it and berate yourself;
and set against these the way you will be pleased
and will praise yourself 1f you refrain from it. But
if the right occasion appears for you to undertake
the action, pay attention so that you will not be

overcome by Its attractiveness and pleasantness and
seductiveness, and set against it how much better it
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is to be conscious of having won this victory
against it.==

The message in this passage is really the reason why the Stoic sees
pleasure as problematic and why it cannot be a good. In the simpiest of
terms, the potential danger to rationality and cool deiiberate judgment

1s just not worth the cost.

Whether the Stoics supply good enough reasons to accept their
main thesis is surely questionable, Perhaps, the most telling argument
against these theses is that they all seem to presuppose a Stoic value
system which, of course, neither the Aristotelian nor Epicurean opponent
would accept. Against Epicurus, I believe that Cicero and Epictetus do
provide strong claims as to why the life of Epicurean pleasure and its
pursuit cannot be a proper conception of a good or happy life. However,.
I am less convinced by the second problem and do believe that the
Aristotelian might have the more intuitively plausible position. To deny
pleasure any value goes to an extreme which makes a demand that none but
a convinced Stoic would accept. The better tactic seems to me to be to
find pleasure a role and fit the role into the theory rather than fight
and deny at all cost our ordinary intuitions, e.g. that pleasure is

pieasing and that sometimes that which pleases is good.
S. The Stoic Good life

Pechaps, the most remarkable claim about the Stoic sage is that she

cannot be hurt or injured. If the claim is true, Stoicism might present
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us with a very serlous competitor for the position to be occupled by
the best conception of happlness. After all, If Stolc happiness is so
powerful as really to be Imperturbable, it would then seem to fill-out
the critical criteria of finality and completeness in a way superior to
the two main rival views which also take these criteria very seriously.
And, In fact, |f the Stolc could dellver on the imperturbability claim,
it might even glve us a strong reason to pause and ponder whether the
price of accepting a counter-intuitive theory might not be worth the
cost.

Seneca and Epictetus offer detalled explanations and arguments
to substantiate the imperturbability claim. In "On The Firmness of the
Wise Man", Seneca presents the main doctrine. He notes in the flrst
paragraph the herolc and dazzlling goal towards which Stoicism directs
us by aqulding us "[tlo that lofty summit which rises so far beyond the
reach of any missle as to tower high above all fortune.*=® The soul
of the wise man Is llke an Impregnable fortress. "The wise man is safe
and no injury or Insult can touch him.*=4 The scope of the claim is
then clarifled and tempered. "The invulnerable thing is not that which
is not struck, but that which is not hurt; by this mark I will show you
the wise man."=® In fact, Seneca even points out that getting
struck and not belng hurt Is better than not being struck at all
because being struck allows the strength of the sage’s Stoicism to
shine forth. And Seneca then claims that "[tlhe power of wisdom is
better shown by a dlsplay of calmness In the midst of

provocatlion...">¢ And with this statement thisg plcture of the sage

becomes clear.
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Once we have the picture of the sage before us, we need then
to try to find out why we ought to belleve Seneca and the highly
counter-intultive thesis that the sage cannot be hurt or injured. A
number of arguments trying to prove the position follow. The power of
the arguments In support of the view ls at times questlionable. For
example, he uses a definltional argument based upon Injury and evll.
For 1f Injury is the experiencing of some evil, If,
moreover, the wise man can experience no evil, no
Injury affects the wise man.=?
This argument obviously begs the question unless Seneca can establlish
the second premise which Is precisely what the non-Stolc will dispute.
He does work at this problem by trylng to substantiate the connections
between ‘harm’ and ‘lnjury’ and then between ‘injury’ and ‘evlil’ or
‘wickedness’.
‘Injury’ presupposes ownership, but the wise man’s only
possession Is virtue and this no one nor thing can harm.
But {f InJury can do no harm to anything a wise man
owns, Since lf his virtue is safe his possessions
are safe, then no injury can happen to the wise
man.=e
What Seneca needs here Is to ‘“prove" that his radical thesis about
personal lidentity 1is correct and I take this claim to be that what we
actually are, our only actual possession, Is our ratlonal soul.
However, we do not get an argument. What we get is a story about
Stilbo, a successful Stolc, who managed to achieve the radical Stolc
identlty collapse and remain completely composed amidst the most

horrendous of clrcumstances. The Stolc moral of the tale culminates in

Stilbo’s reply to the butcher of his clty and family that "There 1s no
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reason for you to consider me vanquished and yourself the victor: your
fortune has vanqulished mine.*s® Thus, Seneca appeals to the virtues
of successful Stoliclsm and entices us by its charm: successful Stolcism
offers great rewards. Radical extraction of personal identity from the
material objective level to that of the imperturbable virtuous soul via
Stolc ‘apatheia’ makes one immune to the ravages of injury and harm.

There 1s some power In Seneca’s appeal to Stilbo. Given Stolc
theses about the essential equallity of rational beings, which does have
appeal, we could say that if Stilbo could muster this kind of soul
power, then there might be grounds, at least Stoic grounds, to assume
that we all could do it. Of course, we still have no argument that the
Stolc view on ldentlty is correct. However, If we lgnore for the time
being possible contemporary repliesg, Lt Is worth noting that the chief
Stolc rlvals, l.e. Aristotle and Eplcurus, are not going to be overly
troubled by the Stolc depiction of the rational soul and the importance
of rational autonomy as much as they are going to dispute what matters
to the soul. For Aristotle getting right results matters. For Eplcurus
getting desired and wultimately pleasurable results matters. While for
the Stolcs, there is no connection between results and the soul’s
well-being. And It Is on this polnt that one Stilbo who shows no
necessary connection between results and happiness makes a strong case
by providing a counter-example to the other views.

Seneca then returns to the heart of the argument. Not wanting
to leave the Iissue to be decided by the Stilbo story, he presents
another argument.

Again, that which InjJures must be more powerful
than that whlich 1Is Injured; but wickedness ls not
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stronger than righteousness; therefore, it s

impossible for the wise man to be injured.s°
This argument ls problematic. The first premise seems on the surface to
be false unless we again accept strong Stoic claims about personal
Identity. PFrom the ordlinary perspective there are many things which can
Injure me, e.g. my pen can plerce my flnger, which are not more
powerful than 1 am, unless I assume that I am not my body which might
be exactly what someone who desired to dispute this point might assume.
And since It does sometimes seem to happen that "good righteous*® people
get unjustly Injured, the second premise needs substantial argument
which we do not get unless one accepts the problematic first premise.
To cause Injury to something, I need not be more powerful than that
thing. I only need to be more powerful than the part which I have
Injured. And It seems to me that If I Injure a part then I have injured
the whole, even though I may not be "more powerful® than the whole.

It thus seems that If the Stolc position Is going to succeed
we need to unravel the Identity Issue as it is the underpinning on
which the critical premises stand. The cruclal point on this issue Is
not In what the essence of the soul consists, but rather in what powers
the soul possesses. The most Important powers of the soul are the
ability to extract itself from overly ldentifying with the body and the
power to view Itself Independent of the body as "ratlonal activity®.
Now It seems Iincontestable to me that *rational activity" could make
itself Inaccessible to Impingement. The proper use of the second power
could enable the second power to act as a foundation for the first

power. The way this s done Is by a careful scrutiny of what is, In
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fact, under my power. And Eplictetus tells us unequlvocably that the
gods put only one thing within our power and that this Ig "(tlhe power
to deal rlghtly with our impressions, but everything else they did not
put in our hands."<!

He later tells us to ask ourgelves the questions, "What Is
mine, and what 1Iis not mine? What may I do, what may I not do?"<=2
And then finishes the thought with reply and rebuttal which decisively,
for him, seals the ldentity issue.
I must dle. But must I die groaning? I must be
imprigoned. But must I whine as well? I must suffer
exile. Can anyone hinder me from going with a
smile, a good courage, and at peace?
‘Tell the secret!’
I refuse to tell, for this is in my power.
*But I will chain you.’
What say vyou, fellow? Chain me? My leg you will
chain - yes but my will - no, not even Zeus can
conquer that.
‘I will lmprison you.’
My blt of body you mean.<=
What Epictetus has done in this pasage, very much like what Seneca
does, Is point out something about our natures, but not necessarily
prove the radical extractlon of Ildentity from the body to be true.
However, this might be enough even [f the identity claim were not true.
After all, If I possess the power to extract myself from bodily
concerns and make myself Imperturbable, Stoicism might still have
gsomething to offer in the form of a psychologlical therapy.
One thing which Stoic therapy has to recommend is that It help
us become Immune to suffering. In section 1, I drew a distinction

between suffering and paln and promised to return to the Issue to see

If the Stolcs actually do draw such a distinction. Returning now to
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this point will allow us to see how the Stolcs can Jjustify their claim
that the sage cannot be Injured. The crux of the Stolc claim Is that as
a ratlonal belng one cannot be lnjured or harmed unless one ceases to
Identify solely with their nature as a rational being. The Stolc claim
Is not that the sage will not feel paln. The claim Is that the sage
will be unaffected by this feeling. The sage will feel palin but will
not suffer. It 1Is the Imperturbable state of mind of the sage that
remains calm and serene. Both Seneca and Eplictetus make this position
quite clear as nelther denies that there are pains and pleasures.
Seneca tells us that "There Is tranqulillity, for you, in the midst of
the storm...*** And Epictetus asks "Who then 1s a Stolc?" and
replles,

Show me one who is sick and happy, in peril and yet

happy, dylng and yet happy, in exile and happy, Iin

disgrace and happy.<=
The Stoic misslon is to wrench ldentity away from the those things,
llke our bodles, which are not up to us. All suffering mind states
result from cognitive errors. We can “unlearn' suffering through
cognitive Insgights into the working of the natural world. If we
understand thlings correctly, ‘apathela’ will animate our attitude, and
we will find Seneca’s “calm In the midst of the storm®. At least, we
will flnd It as long as we belleve the Stolc ldentity argument. And
this 18, In a manner, the problem with Stolcism - It wlll work whether
the clalms are true or false. Eplctetus even acknowledges the point
when he announces that

If one had to be deceived in order to learn that

nothing external or beyond our decision is anything
to us, I would welcome that deception, from which I
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could lead a well-flowing and undisturbed

life.%<
Do we want to be happy or do we want good reasons for belng happy?
There Iis a difference and It seems that Epicteus is ultimately willing
to clalm the difference does not matter. In fact, It would seem that by
his own admission, Eplctetus’ project though, perhaps, a lie would
still be a success If by belleving his therapeutic advice a deep sense
of ‘apathela’ were to anlmate us and we ceased to belleve that
externals really matter even though they still did matter. Of course,
most Stolcs would not endorse the ramifications of Epictetus’
declaration. The Stolc would clalm that any depiction of ‘happiness’
based upon false bellefs cannot be right because *happiness just is
living In agreement with nature® and false bellefs make this
impossibie.

We would thus read Epictetus’ declaration as rhetorical,
designed for affect and not to be taken llterally. Stolc happlness is
slmply So good that even [f It were based upon a false beilef, which of
course could never happen, It would still be worth the cost. However,
putting the rhetoric aside, we will find that happiness is Just a state
of mind which comes about from correctly understanding the natural
world and allowing the ‘apathela’ which arises from this understanding
to do its work. The path to happiness must follow the roads paved by
nature and virtue, but uniess the ratlional vehicle by which we travel
these roads Is fueled by ‘apathela’ the Journey cannot succeed. And
‘apathela’ can only genuinely arise from Stoic cognitive therapy.

Understanding devalues those *things not up to us" and thus deflates
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our attachments to them. Without attachment we cannot be perturbed by
anything beyond our control and cannot generate any means to be
anything but happy.

This 1s the cruclal point for the Stoic. The Stolc does have a
reason to be happy. The Imperturbabllilty Is cognitively driven; It
comes about because of reasoning about nature. The dictum of nature is
simple and clear. If something is in my control, I can control it and
this I8 acting In accord with nature. If something Is not in my control
there Is nothing I can do about it except accept it and this is acting
ratlonally accordlng to nature. Thus 1f I am not happy, I have done
something wrong and It Is clearly in my power to correct the unhappy
condition by elther acting or acknowledging that there is nothing I can
do. And elther way, by properly applying Stoic values to my life
situation no sufficient reason to be unhappy can come forth.

However, a theoretical problem may still remain in the sense
that Stolc ‘apathela’ will stil] work If I make a cognitive error. For
example, guppose I develop my ‘apatheia’ because I am told the
following story. All materlal obJects are the work of the devil. Some
may be necessary for survival, but none are really good as they all,
even our bodles, dlstract us from our ‘“pure soul essence". If I
believed thls story I would develop a semblance of Stoic ‘apatheia’ and
this semblance could do the Job Jjust as well as genuine Stoic
‘apatheia’. I would be Iin the right state of mind, e.g. I would be
Immune to externals and those things beyond my control. What the Stolc
would need to do at this point Is to show that eventually the

‘apathela’ produced by the false bellef will come into conflict with
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truth and fail to do its Job. However, In order to show thls, the Stoic
would have to produce an Independent argument which demonstrated that
the appeals to virtue and nature were not only superior to thelr
opponent’s views but were, in fact, correct. The Stoics to my knowledge
produce no such argument as their wusual tactlc is to take the
*superiority"® route.“” Hence the problem remains unsolved and
hlghly problematic In the sense that the Stolcs are committed to a
cognitive form of therapy as the means to bring us to happlness, but
their depiction of happiness as a state of mind Independent of
externals leaves the cognitive therapy without an Independent grounding
in truth to assure us that error does not lead to the right state of
mind.=<®

One flnal polnt before I conclude concerns the above mentlioned
Issue of “desplising those things not up to us". Eplctetus does use this
kind of langauge and [t is also found in Diogenes Laertius.<®
Seneca uses the term ‘indlifferent’”® and slince externals are
generally classifled by this designation, the stronger language might
be more for effect than representative of a technlcal position. This
Issue [s Important because if the "despising® connotation were used it
might undermine the possibliity of Stolc success. A constant
undercurrent of hostillity, or even mild aversion, towards potential
attachment-producing obJects would make Stolc success an impossibillity.
I belleve that the outright hostillity Is more for show than it is being
used for any serlous therapeutlic work. However, the question remains
whether any cognitive Internalist account of happliness which views

success as "“the absence of Inner disturbance” and posits something,
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e.g. attachment to externals, as an lmpediment to success can avold
Internal tension as long as the potential Impediment is present.

The term ‘detachment’ 1Is often used to describe Stolc
‘apathefa’. ‘Detachment’ as a theoretical "virtue® could be viewed as a
problem for any view which emphasizes positive *tranquillity*, e.g.
Seneca, and becomes even a larger dlilemma for views llke Epictetus’ and
Marcus Aurelius’ which emphasize the negative “absence of disturbance"
depiction. ‘Detachment’ as an attltude, no matter how mildly one reads
the term, Is a breeding ground for hostility. If one Is cognitively
detached from externals there s a ‘reason for* the detachment. If
there is a reason for the detachment in a theory of happiness, the
reason has to clte a happlness-mitigating condition. The Stolcs do
offer such a reason and it ls that attachment prevents happlness by
creating dependencles upon those things which are not "up to us®.

Attachments to things “not up to us* are problematic for the
Stolcs because they make our happiness dependent upon things beyond our
control and this situation will Inevitably lead to disturbances. The
obJective s to end disturbances and the means to attaining this
objective 18 by detaching from those things beyond our control. One of
the things beyond our control Is the appearance of potential
attachment-producing objects. In the presence of such an object, the
Stolc must assume the detached attitude. The Stoic position would be
that assuming the detached attitude was one of those things up to us.
However, Implicit in assuming the detached attitude is a judgment about
the object. This Judgment cannot be neutral as their use of the

language of "Indifferents' would have us belleve. If It were neutral
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then the Stolc has no reason to assume the detached attitude; true
neutrality would present no problem and thus no need for Intervention.
The Jjudgment about the objJect thus has to be negative or adversarial.
In a sense the Jjudgment Is actually a mix of positlve and negative.
Something about the object must charm the subject, or at least have the
potential to charm, while Stolc reasoning about the charming effect
comes In to overpower the object’s enticement. And It seems very
difficult to understand how this process would not itself be a source
of constant agltatlon.

Cognitive detachment Iis constantly engaged In the process of
pushing away attachment-producing objects and this internal struggle
geems to confllct with the obJective. One might imagine here the person
who {s detaching from a bad habit. There Is a continual struggle going
on In the presence of the habit’s object; otherwise there is no bad
habit. The hablit’s object only ceases to cause a disturbance when there
Is no affect, l.e. nelther attachment nor detachment, and not when the
affect is merely trumped by the application of the detached attltude.
In other words, 1f there is a reason to be detached, then there has to
be a disturbance. Since there wlll always be reasons to be detached
glven the Stolc way of categorizing things, e.g. those up to us and
those not, and the Stoic rationalization behind the categorization,
Stolc success ls Impossible.

Any therapy which advocates cognitive detaching depends upon
the recognition that the obJect towards which the detaching is directed
poses an actual or potential problem, l.e. that is the "reason® why the

detachlng 18 recommended. If there i3 no problem, there is no need for
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a solution. Thus, because there ls a need for a solution, there has to
be a vproblem. Since thls "problem", e.g. actual or potential
attachment, 1s the reason for the Stolc Intervention, the object of the
problem has to create a cognitive aversion. ‘Cognitive detachment’
means that one has a reason not to be attached. If one’s detachment ls
grounded In reason, there will always be a measure of aversion present,
and the Stolc subject will be in a perpetual psychological double-bind
because the Stolc method uses a means which undermines its success. The
necessary condition for success, aversion to attachment to things not
up to us, Is a sufficlent condition for fallure. And the sufficlient

condition for fallure I8 a necessary condition for success.

Thus If one I8 concerned to account for the legitimate internalist
Intultion, |t mlght be of value to turn to an Internalist view which is
not cognitively driven and It s to these kinds of views to which I

will now turn.
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Chapter S ‘Ananda‘: Nonrelational Happiness

1. ‘Ananda‘

The Vedantic conception of happiness is usually expressed by the term
*ananda‘. Although ‘Jjoy’ or ‘bliss’ capture the spirit of “ananda’
better than ‘happiness’, the Vedantic conception of the Iideal or
supremely happy life would be a life animated by a constant sense of
Joy. The Vedantlc conception of this ‘ananda’ 1Is the most radical
internalist conception of happiness that we have seen thus far. The
following passage from Ramana Maharshi captures the traditional view.

There is happiness when agreeable things are
presented to the mind. It [s the Happiness inherent
to the Self, and there is no other Happiness. And
it Is not allen and afar. You are diving into the
Self on those occasions which you consider
pleasurable; that diving results in self-existent
Bliss. But the association of ldeas is responsible
for foisting that Biiss on other things or
occurrences while, in fact, that Bliss is within
you. On these occasions you are plunging into the
Seif, though unconsciously. 1f you do sSo
consciously, with the conviction that comes of the
experience that you are ldentical with the
Happiness which is verily the Self, the one
Reality, you call it Realization. I want you to
dive consciously into the Self, l.e. Iinto the
heart.!

The position seems dogmatic In this depiction. The flirst problem is
that the equation of the *Self’ with ‘bliss’ needs explanation and
argument. And secondly, the "association of ideas being responsible for

foisting that Bliss on other things or occurrences" clearly depends on

the truth of the "Self/Bliss" equation.
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I want to make the Vedantic claim as clear as possible before
examining the supporting arguments. The main thrust of the position is
that persons posgess a ‘Self’. In Vedantlc vernacular the term used Is
‘Atman‘’. This ‘Atman’ or ‘Self’ Is depicted as the unchanging core of
each person and 1Is contrasted with the changing surface personallity,
ego or ‘self’. This “Atman’ IS also alleged to be one *in essence* with
‘Brahman‘. And ‘Brahman’ 1is the underlying substratum, the Godhead,
from which all emanates and of which all i3 made. Nozick describes the
pogition in the following terms.
It <(the Vedantic view) holds that Atman Is Brahman;
your underlying ldentity, what you fundamentally
are, ls Identical to the unlimited,
all-inclusiveness from which everything springs and
emanates.2(Bracketed phrase added for clarity.)
The theory then claims that ‘Brahman’ is essentially unknowable and can
only "be experienced* by direct contact through identification. The
Identiflcation comes about when we cease to identlfy with our changing
personalities, |.e. ego~sense, and reallze that we are, in essence, our
unchanglng ‘Atmanic’ core which 13 essentlally ‘Brahman’. In *The One
and the Many" William James accurately describes Vedantic methodology.
The method of Vedantism is the mystical method. You
do not reason, but after going through a certain
discipline you ‘see’, and having seen, you can
report truth.?
On the testimony of those *seers' or sages who have succeeded in
attaining this realization, 1.e. James’ "seeing", ‘Brahmanic’ essence

[s "characterlzed* as *Sat-Chit-Ananda®*. ‘Sat’ 1is "pure Being" or

exlstence. ‘Chlit’ 1s °®pure consclousness®, sometlmes referred to as
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‘pure awareness"; In contemporary Idiom, this ‘Chit’ aspect of
‘Brahman’ could be described as *consclousness without content." And
finally these "seers" noticed that the existence of this consclousness
was lnherently bllssful and In fact the source of happiness.®

Both James® and HNozick are critical of the metaphysical
baggage which the view appears to impose upon us. At this point, I want
to lgnore the possible metaphysical excesses. What I propose to do Is
to examlne the radical Internalization of “happiness® which Is
advocated by the theory. In other words, the approach I want to take
with the view Is to assume the truth of the primary metaphysical
premise and try to see If the above "association of ideas® dogma can be
supported by textual argument. I will, however, briefly outiine some of
the crucial arguments which are used to support the internalization of
Vedantic bilss. I wlll then examine the defense provided for the
conception of Vedantic Bliss as lnnate, unconditional and that most of
us are making a mistake when we belleve by an "association of [deas"
that “"happiness®" I3 being "folsted upon us by things or occurrences".
This attempted defense of the radical Internallization of "happliness®
will unfold by moving through the same schema which I have used for the
previously examined views.

My rationale for taking this method is three-fold. The first
is simply an appeal to valldity. If the Vedantic premises are true,
then the radical Internalization of happiness must be inescapable.
Since this aspect of the undertaking, I.e. Internallzatlion, ls more
important to my overall project than Vedantic metaphysics, it seems the

most economical method to follow. The second reason Is that 1f the
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argument cannot pass the first test there 13 no need to do the
metaphysical analysis as that analysis would then not be relevant to my
project. Finally, 1f the radical Internalization of happliness Is
cogent, then even If the Vedantic premises are as problematic as James
and Nozick belleve, there would be some grounds to try to find premises
which would dellver the needed support.

The flirst thing to note about the Vedantic view i3 that it Is
not cognitive. This contrasts quite nlcely with the Stoic position
which 1s ailso a radical Internal view but ls cognitively driven. The
technical term ‘non-cognitive’ should not be wused to convey the
Vedantic view. The view is not about verbal reports of one’s
*happiness” beling nelther true nor false. The view makes the claim that
bliss, ‘ananda‘, or supreme happlness, does not depend upon cognlitive
content; there Is no necessary connection between Vedantic bliss and
any act of cognition. Vedantic bllss Is prior to and independent of
obJective recognition and thus requlires no cognitive medliation.

The doctrine comes from a number of ancient *insights* which

appear In _The Upanishads. In _The Upanishads we often find a certain

structure. This structure consists of an appeal to Vedic revelation
followed by an attempt to justify the revelation by argument. In the
*Brihadaranyaka Upanishad® the maln doctrine at Issue and some of Its
supporting arguments are presented. The central claim is an identlity
claim. We can deduce that we have a Self from an examination of the
three ordinary states of consciousness.< These three states are the

waking, dreaming and deep sleep, l.e. dreamless, states of

consciousness. All other conditions of consciousness, excepting
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one”, are modlflications of these three. The argument ls that there
Is some “being" who moves through these states of consciousness and
this "being" must be the Self or Atman. The ldea is roughly as follows.
[ worked hard all morning, then took a nap, restlessly dreaming for a
while until I fell into a deep sound sleep. The Vedantic clalm is that
there has to be “something" which passed through these three
conditions, holds them together and acts as a stable reference point
without which there would be no way to attribute the diverse and sundry
experiences to the same person. There must be something behind the
three experiences which holds them together. Something must remain the
same around which the experiences cohere in order to say that they were
all experiences of the same person.
Which 1Is the Self? The person here who consists of
knowledge among the senses, the light within the
heart. He remaining the same, wanders along the two
worlds seeming to think, seeming to move about. He
on becoming asleep (getting into the dream
condition) transcends this world and the forms of
death.®
The passage needs some clarification. The "light within the
heart" is a constant refrain which appears conslistently; note the
reference to the ‘heart’ In the Ramana Maharshi passage above.
Technlically speaking, the locus of being, consciousness and bliss,
Sat-chit-ananda, (s supposed to be in the right side of the heart. A
rather banal argument 1S often given to support this doctrine which is
that when we refer to ourselves we usually point to the right side of

the heart. There 13 also a more sophisticated physliologlcal argument

which has more cogency.® This "more sophlsticated" argument
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cocrelates the presence of the "Self®, ‘Atman’, with the *intrinsic"
rhythm of the sinoatrlial node, l.e. the pacemaker node, In the right
atrium of the heart.'® The "two worlds® are the waking and dream
worlds. And the critical line Is *he remaining the same wanders along
the two worlds."

There Is also an eplstemologlcal argument which Is often used
to support the clalm of a "being" behind the flux of experlence. The
argument [s In the form of a dialetic whereby one progressively negates
as a possible Self anything which could appear as an epistemological
obJect of that Self. The maln doctrine I[s that the nature of any
epistemological relatlionship entalls that the “knower cannot ever be
the known".'* The process proceeds in the following manner. I
cannot be that tree because that tree is something of which "I* am
aware. [ cannot be this body because this body is something of which
*I* am aware. Whatever *I am"* It 1s something of the nature of
"awareness of this body", epistemologically "this body" must be
something other than that which Is aware of 1t. Also, I cannot be these
thoughts or emotlons because these thoughts and emotions are things of
which "I" am aware. Ultlmately "I" cannot even be this personallty who
I1s struggling through writing this essay because this *struggling
soul®, l.e. ego or “‘self’, ‘Jiva’ Iis the technical term, is also
something of which *"I" am aware. And we reach rock-bottom when we come
to the blissful existence of pure consclousness without any content.

The next critical polnt which needs some textual support is
the connection to bliss. In other words even if one accepts this sense

of ‘"consclous presence® as thelr Self or Atman, how is the move made
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from the existence of this "conscious presence* to the clalm that this
conscious presence |8 Inherently bllssful? The core idea behind the
doctrine 1s again based upon reflectlve self-observation. The Self’s
awareness of exlsting Is claimed to be inherently blissful. However,
unlike the epistemological problems of the last paragraph, the Self’s
existence cannot be epistemologlically objectified as something distinct
from the Self’s consclousness. Self-consclousness or awareness
possesses Self-existence In a way different from the way it *possesses”
other objects. ‘Self-existence’ must be a part of Self-conscliousness
and Self-consciousness must be a part of Self-existence. Otherwise we
could have one without the other and this would be a metaphysical
Impossibllity. According to Vedanta, Self-consciousness which did not
possess Self-existence would not exist.!? The Bliss aspect of the
view slmply follows from the common-sense Intultion noted above that
the awareness of existing is bllissful. Thus, the three threads are
Inherent and Innate and there s supposed to be no way to escape this
conclusion.

The core passage on the nature of Atmanic Bliss Is found in

the "Taittirlya Upanishad".

The Self Is the source of abliding Joy.

Our hearts are fllled with Joy In seeing him

Enshrined In the depths of our consclousness.

If he were not there, who would breathe, who 1lve?

He It Is who fllls every heart with joy.'?
‘He’, of course, Is ‘Brahman‘’ as ‘Atman‘ as conscious existence. And
desplte the surface appearance, there Is a Darwinlan argument In thls

passage. If mere existence dlid not contaln some basic Jjoy, who would
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struggle to survive, to breathe, to live? In fact, Thomas Nagel In his
"Death" essay'* defends a position which comes very close to
standing upon basic Vedantlc vélues. ‘Death’ Is bad, on Nagel‘’s view,
not because of what |t Is, but because of that of which it deprives us.
And that of which 1t deprives us is "conscious experience' of which
more s always better. Even when the bad experiences outwelgh the good
ones, the prospect of ‘"merely more life” holds out a goad to push us
on. Perhaps, an exception might be made for excrutlating paln with no
possibillity of remisslion, where there literally would be *no joy*. But
even here, the polnt would tend to support rather than refute the
primary point - Yconsclious life" without Joy 1s "no good* at all.

The situation Is roughly this: there are elements

which, |f added to one’s experience, make that life

better; there are other elements which, |f added to

one’s experience, make life worse. But what remalns

when thege are set aside Is not merely ‘neutral’:

it 1s emphatically positive. Therefore, life is

worth living even when the bad elements of

experience are plentiful, and the good ones too

meager to outweigh the bad ones on their own. The

additlional pogsitive welght is supplied by

experlience itself, rather than any of Its

contents.'=
What the Vedantic view does is to explain the what and why which Nagel
has left out of his explanation. "Consclous experience® in “ltself" has
positive value because It contains Inherent bliss. In a sense the
arqument simply asks a seemingly rhetorical question about our apparent
"Innate® love for llving. Were it not for this bliss of being why would
virtually everyone always want more of it?

There Is a second arqument which is used to support this view

of the Innate bllss of “consclous belng®. On the superflicial seemingly
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banal version of the argument, it is noted that when arising from deep
3leep we always note that “we slept bllissfully*. The core of the
doctrine goes back to the *Brlhadaranyaka Upanishad* and an extended
discussion that attempts to establish a physiological connection
between the heart and consclousness and which tries to establlish the
*heart" as the locus of consciousness and thus bliss.'¢ The
critical point however Is the clalm that as consciousness enters this
state of deep sleep It "reposes back® into the heart center and in deep
sleep experiences an “excess of bliss"*” which Is then recalled and
expressed upon awakening by the taclt acknowledgement that *I glept
blissfully.” As I said the argument could be seen as banal at worst and
perhaps, at best, a case of serious conceptual confusion. After all, is
not deep sleep the absence of consclousness? And l|f ‘deep sleep’ Just
s the absence of consciousness, it could be that we are "recognizing*
"deep sleep” Inferentlally from the absence of apy consciousness.

Shankara claims this is not the case and presents the

following argument in _Dakshinamurti Stotra. '® The following two

stanzas are directed at those Buddhists who deny the existence of a
permanent entity which moves through the various gtates of
consciousness, but the critical point 1Is how the "slept blissful ly*
claim allegedly runs deeper than the “banal® reading would have us
believe.

21. Even during deep gsleep, Atman is endowed with

being, consciousness and bliss, because

gelf-identity 1is recognized in the consciousness "I

slept blissfully®.

22. The expression "Atman Is recognized" Is In the
reflexive passive voice. Being self-luminous, Atman
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knows Himself by Himself.t®

Shankara Is claiming In these passages that ‘"self-identity Is
recognized® is the same as "Atman is recognized" and that the Identity
clalm lInvolved being In the passive reflexive voice is the same as
"Atman recognizes Himself* 1n the active volce. The *I slept
blissfully* clalm Is thus not an Inference, but a direct report on an
experience one has undergone. The Vedantic claim ls that the presgence
of the term "blissful® Indicates that the "experience* cannot be an
Inference. In order to note the critical polnt notice the difference
between the following two experiences. 1 awaken in the parking lot
lylng on the ground, get up, reach into my pocket for my car keys and
notlce that my wallet Is gone. I Infer that I must have been mugged and
robbed. 1 remember nothing about the event, but from the informatlon I
have [ can flgure out what probably happened and I say that "I must
have been robbed". ©Shankara’s clalm is that 1f I had used any
qualltatively descriptive terms to describe the experience, for example
*I was savagely attacked.", then 1t would not be an Inference but a
report based upon memory. And thus the person waking from deep sleep
ought only to say that she slept deeply, not blissfully. There are
numerous Issues which could be tracked down from all this not the least
of which Is the critical Vedantic clalm that consclousness can be
present In the absence of cognition. However, this Issue would take us
beyond my Intended scope. There should be no question though that the
Vedantic claim Is committed to a positlon that does advocate the

presence of consclousness In the absence of coanition and Shankara‘’s
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argument does offer a reasonable defense for the view.

The final move In the argument ties the ‘Atmanic’ bliss to
ordinary happliness or joy. The anclent clalm is essentlally the same as
Ramana Maharshl’s above quoted passage. The source of bliss |Is
Internal. “Happlness 1s Inherent® as Ramana Maharshl notes and as the
arguments of the last few pages have attempted to demonstrate.

Joy 1is of two kinds - relative and absolute. Of

thegse, relative Joy Is a certain expression of a

particle of Bllss through variation In the mental

mode due to contact with objects... Absolute Bliss

Is Brahman alone.=2°
The main contention of the position [s that neither objects nor
circumstances ‘“cause® happiness. *“Contact with objects*, be they
sensory, Intellectual or aesthetic, causes a "variation In the mental
mode* which allows a “particle® of the Innate Bliss to surface.
According to this theory, what happens when one experiences conditional
happiness, bllss or Joy is much llke the accessing of a computer flle.
The code-word which accesses the file Is a non-necessary, arbitrary
condition upon which access to the file is dependent. In the same
manner, obJects and clrcumstances become non-necessary, arblitrary
conditions upon which access to the bliss becomes dependent. And as no
particular code-word Is necessary and any code-word could be sufficient
to access the flle, so this lnnate ‘ananda‘’ becomes dependent upon
obJects and clircumstances by a certain "variation in the mental mode."

There 1Is a subtle argument embedded within this position which
needs to be noted.

With the acqulisition of the desired obJect the
Jiva(ego-sense) momentarily experiences calmness of
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mind and consequently consliderable Joy; and when

the object s actually enjoyed, the joy is great.

Even the prospect of acquiring it gives rise to

some happliness.?!
The argument here Iis really the core of the doctrine. The critical
psychological 1lnchpin 1is an observation of what happens in the moment
of desire fulfiliment. This passage Is claiming that there is no
positive addltion or embellishment in the moment of desire fulfillment.
What Is actually supposed to occur 1Is a certain relaxing of
psychological tenslon. When the psychological activity of desiring
gtops, be It through fulfillment or extirpation, a calmness descends
upon the psychological subject. And in that calmness the ®"innate bliss*
bleeds through. In the absence of desire, the absence of
psychologically contracting around a conceived need, what happens is
exactly the same as what happens In the moment of fulfiliment. When no
need s present, there Is happiness. And If this contentlon is true,
then ‘happliness’ Is not dependent upon objects or circumstances and
only appears to be so dependent because of a mere "assoclation of
Ideas.®* One reaches a polint in thls material where there Is no other
guide except to make the actual observation and examine one’s
experlences.

As noted, the metaphysical trappings in which the theory is
encased seem extravagant. The view Is making a strong claim and offer.
It Is clalming that ‘happlness’ does not depend upon objects and
circumgstances and it Is offering this uncondlitional happiness to all.
One objectlon that needs I[mmediate attention I[s that Vedantic

‘happiness’ does not resemble ordinary intultions about ‘happliness’ no
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matter which view one might hold. And the objection might be that what
we have are dlifferent concepts of happiness and not merely different
nuances of the same concept. However, this charge might be tempered
some by noticing certain similarities with the previous theorles. For
example, Aristotle®® struggles with the notion that the happy man
ought not to be able to lose his happiness. The Vedantic conception of
‘happiness’ 1s qulte simllar on this point and explalns why happlness,
l.e. *ananda‘’, 1s not contingent.

The Stolcs pursue a conception of ‘happliness’ which renders
one Immune to obJects and clrcumstances. The Vedantic conception also
strives for such Immunity and provides a better defense. The Stolcs
literally have to Invent a new vocabulary and then claim that our
common-sense Intuitions about the value of objects and clrcumstances
are wrong. The Vedantic conception makes no such "extreme® move. It
adnits that the ordinary means to happliness do produce it, l.e. the
“particle of bliss*, but then simply claims that the means were not
necessary. And given the difficulty of citing any necessary objective
conditions for happiness as well as the scope of possible sufficlent
conditions, the view does provide an internalist explanation of the
*objective problem" in a manner which seems to me superlor to the Stolc
view. No matter what obJective condition one Imagines, It would always
be possible for someone to be happy without it, and Vedanta tries to
explain why.

Eplcurus’ conception of ‘happiness’ shares the Vedantic notion
regarding the power of the "assoclation of l1deas.” The "death bed

scenario* and the "wise man on the rack feellng no pain" represent a
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clear simllarity to the notlon that happlness can be produced by a mere
*agsoclation of Ideas". There 138 also a methodologlical similarity
between Vedanta and Eplcurus. Both see mental disturbances and bodlly
paln as Impediments to elther ‘ataraxia’ or ‘ananda’. Yogic practices
and meditation techniques are designed with nothing else in mind;
dlsturbances of the body and mind must be transcended. It Is true that
the means and consequences of transcending these impediments are qulte
different In the two schools, but the recognition of them as
impediments Is a clear similarity between the two conceptlons of
‘happiness’. Finally all the ancient Western views see finallty and
completeness as cruclal criteria for thelr conceptions of ‘happliness’
and in the end Vedantic ‘ananda’ would meet these criteria.

It should be noted that I am well aware that these contentlions
are not Indlisputable. However, their Indisputabllity is not the issue.
What Is at |Issue here Is that there ls enough similarity between the
views to neutralize the "different concepts” charge. There are enough
famlly resemblances to make a case for a shared concept of happliness
and that 1Is all that 13 Intended. When the Vedantic man talks about
*supreme happiness" he is talking about an answer to the same questlion
focr whlich Aristotle, Eplcurus and the Stoics sought an answer: "What Is
the best expression of happliness?* And the answer of Vedantlc man Is a

11fe animated by ‘ananda’, unconditional bliss.
2. Vedantlic Internalism

A principal virtue of Vedanta is ‘vairagya’ which Is best translated as

‘non-attachment’.*2 In rather Stolc fashion, dependency upon
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obJects hinders the possibllity of happiness. However, aversion to
obJective dependency Is also problematic. Shunning objects In order to
produce a certaln state of mind misses the mark; "dependency on
objects" is present whether one 1is psychologically grasping or
avolding. The 1ideal Is not to be *affectless*, i.e. ‘apatheia’, but
rather to be unfettered by the affects. The critical gesture is not a
version of cognitive therapy. The critical gesture is a switch in the
locus of ldentity. *‘Mind’ In Vedanta [s part of the objective order of
things; thoughts, as noted above, are oblJects of consciousness.
Transcendence of the obJective order is to transcend the mind, and by
‘transcending the mind’ is meant the cessation of ldentiflication with
any thought construction. In a critical passage from The Bhagavad Gita
the ideal is described in the following terms.

Water flows continually 1Into the ocean but the

ocean ls never disturbed;

Desire flows contlinually into the mind of the seer

but he is never disturbed.

The seer knows peace...

He knows peace who has forgotten desire.

He llives without craving:

Free from ego, free from pride.24
The method and the goal here are very different from cognitive
Stolcism. There Is no problem-solving therapeutic Intervention.
Persplcaclous thinking does not enter the fray to devalue the objective
conditions and Impose an objective immunity through understanding and
Inslaght. The objectlve order of things does not impose a problem which
the cognating subject through the application of rational dellberation

then solves. The content of the problem {8 not the problem. The problem

is attention’s attachment to the Internal dialogue. ‘Non-attachment’ lIs
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the freeing of attention and ‘attachment’ is any condition in which
attention Is not free. ‘Free attention’ Is to notice the associative
nature of thinking. It, ‘free attention’, 1is preceded by the
observation of the way thinking proceeds without the consclous
attention of the subject. It ls argued that the ego-sense, or subject,
I1s a consequent of thought and not sométhlng prior to thought.
‘Attachments’ are the assocliative objects, in the broad Vedantlc sense,
to which attention Is compulsively drawn. In a certain sense the
primary internal objective could be seen as the collapse or inversion
of attentlion back upon itself. The problem and [ts solution are

depicted in the following passage from a highly technical meditation

manual.

If vyou Iinfer Iits eternal llight, then closely
Investigate whether the light is of itself or not.
Everybody falls in this investigation however
learned and proficient he may be, because his mind
is not bent Inward but restlessiy moves outward. As
long as thoughts crop up, so long has the turning
Inward of the mind not been accomp!lished. As long
as the mind Is not inward, so long the Self cannot
be realized., Turning inward means absence of
desire. How can the mind be fixed within 1f desires

are not given up?==
This passage |s followed a few pages later by an elaboration and
extended argument of the position. I assume the reader to be somewhat

unfamiliar with these views and thus belleve it best to Include the

following extended pagsage.

Even the learned are perplexed on this point,
External perceptions of the mind are dependent on

two conditions.
The flirst is the elimination of other

perceptions and the second 1ls flxatlon on the
particular Item of perception. If the mind IS
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simply turned away from other perceptions, the mind
Is In an Indlfferent state, where there Is the
absence of any kind of perception. Therefore,
concentration on a particular ltem Is necessary for
the perception of external things. But since
congsciousnegs Is the Self and not apart from the
mind, concentration on it is not necessary for its
realization. It Iis enough that other perceptions
(namely thoughtg) should be eliminated from the
mind and then the Self will be realized.

If a man wants to plck out one particular
Image among a series of images passing In front of
him as reflections on a mirror, he must turn his
attention away from the rest of the pictures and
fix It on that particular one.

If on the other hand, he wants to see the
space reflected it i3 enough that he turns away his
attention from the pictures and the space manifests
without any attention on his part, for, space is
{mmanent everywhere and is already reflected there.
However, 1t has remained unnoticed because the
Interspatial images dominate the scene.

Space being the supporter of all and
immanent {n all, becomes manifest If only the
attention is diverted from the panorama. In the
same way, consclousness [{s the supporter of all and
Is 1mmanent {n all and always remains perfect |like
the space pervading the mind also. Diversion of
attention from other items Is all that is necessary
for Self-Reallsation. Or do you say that the
Self-1lluminant can ever be absent from any nook
and corner?

There can Indeed be no moment or spot from
which consciousness is absent. Its absence means
their absence also. Therefore, consciousness of the
Self becomes manifest by mere dliversion of
attention from things or thoughts.

Realization of the Self requires absolute
purity only and no concentration of mind. For this
reason, the Self Is sald to be unknowable (not
obJectively knowable).

Therefore It was also said that the sole
necessity for Self-Realization 18 purlty of mind.
The only Impurity of mind is thought. To make it
thought-free is to keep It pure.2<

167

There are some technical points to notice here. The first polnt is the

nature of the mind. On the Vedantic conception of ‘mind’, It should be
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noted that the ‘mind’ does not "have thoughts". ‘Mind’ 1s Its content;
I1f there Is no content, there is no mind. Ramana Maharshi says, "Apart
from thoughts, there Is no such thing as mind. Therefore, thought is
the nature of mind.*2” Clearly on the Vedantic view, subconscious
regulatory braln processes would not be "mind* activity. I do not
belleve there [s a deep problem here. Even If one subscribes to a
version of physicalism or body/mind materialism, the Vedantic point
could be simply seen as using ‘mind’ to explain the verbal corrollary
of the braln processes. Another point Is that the metaphorlic analogy
between space and consclousness Is to be taken quite |iterally.
Consciousness is the ‘"space" In which mind, l.e. thoughts, appear.
Finally the problem presented In thls passage 1s not Descartes’
problem. On the Vedantic view the ‘cogito ergo sum’ would simply be
another thought, an object which appears in the “space* of
consclousness. Descartes Infers his existence from his thinking, the
Vedantin vlews this Inference as lllegitimate. Al]l one can legitimately
infer from the "I think" thought is an awareness of this thought. There
are, of courge, numerous lssues In phllosophy of mind embedded within
this material. However, thelr examinatlon Is beyond my Iintended scope.

As for the argument, the core is rather simple. When there are
no perceptions present, the awareness of the absence requires the
presence of consclousness. Since consclousness is claimed, as noted In
the last section, to be inherently blissful and the source of ordlnary
happiness, there can be no necessary conditlons for happliness. The
actual source of happliness ls consciousness and consciousness must, as

the above argument [s supposed to demonstrate, always be present.
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External objective dependency 1s eschewed and the source of Bliss is
direct and unmedlated.

If one follows the train of explanation, the rationale behind
the *association of ideas dogma® can now be clearly gleaned. Since we
often do become happy or blissful when our ideas are properly
assoclated with the objective conditlons that are present, happliness
can come about via the objective route. However, since [t i3 also
possible that consciousness, and thus happiness, is not necessarily
dependent upon any particular obJective condition, there remains a
legitimate subjective component for the presence of happlness. In fact,
even In the presence of our desired objective conditions, it can come
about that one 1s not happy simply because the legitimate subjective
component seems to be absent.®® The Vedantic view simply
synthesizes these Intultlons and Infers the Internal nature of
happiness or bllss. The argument is basically as follows. There Is a
legitimate subjective component Involved In first person claims of
happlness. The pregence or absence of this legitimate subjective
component can override the presence of mitigating conditions and
undermine the presence of apparent causal conditions. Since consclous
existence 1is claimed to be inherent blissfully, the Vedantin locates
the source of the legitimate sublJective component in this
consclousness. And we thus need nothing to be happy because, In a
sense, this legitimate subjective component is already present. Ramana
Maharshi explalns the lssue as follows:

We Imagine through our {ignorance that we derive

happiness from obJects. When the mind goes out, it
experlences misery. In truth, when its desires are
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fulfilled, It returns to lts own place and enjoys
the happliness that 1is the Self. Similarly, In the
gtates of sleep, samadhi~*, and falnting, and
when the object desired Is obtained, or the object
disliked removed, the mind becomes inward turned
and enjoys pure Self-Happiness. Thus, the mind
moves without rest, alternately golng out of the
Self and returning to It. Under the tree the shade
Is pleasant; out in the open the heat Is scorching.
A person who has been going about in the sun feels
cool when he reaches the shade. Some one who keeps
on going from the shade into the sun and then back
Into the sghade Is a fool. A wise man stays
permanently in the shade.?®

Probably the most ©pressing obJection to this kind of
internallist view of ‘happiness’ would be some version of Nozick’s
"Experlence Machine" agrument. There could be two possible ways the
objJection could have force. One would be pragmatic and the other
theoretical.

The pragmatic objection would attack the final claim in the
above passage that “some one who keeps on going from the shade into the
sun and then back into the shade Is a fool." We not only want to "feel
good" but we want to feel good because of the successful outcomes of
our chosen proJects. The man In the shade might cease enjoying the
shade after his satlation point and need to be scorched again. Some
pleasures are certainly like this. The "thrill of victory" could also
be a good example on thls point. The warm glow of winning the
champlionship only lasts for a relatlvely short period of time and
usually retlirement 13 not the route most champions take. They want the
experience again. And some champions will even report that It Is better
the *“second time around®, especlally after having lost the previously

*#% ‘Samadhi’/ Is a technical term for the culminating meditative condition.
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won champlonship. Vedantic happliness just does not look very much 1lke
the kind of happlness most people want, or at least not the kind of
life most people would choose to lead. And if Vedantic happiness comes
at the cost of living a life that most would find unattractive, there
could be a serious problem with the position.

I belleve that the Vedantin will simply stand firm on this
point and note the futility of the quest. The critical polint is whether
or not the person going from the shade and back again had what she was
pursulng before the pursult began. The Vedantic claim is that she did.
But even If she did, If she did not elther know it or feel it, why was
It foollsh to go to get It in the most readily avallable manner? The
pursult can then only be foollsh after we have received some Vedantic
instruction. The critical Instruction will come in the form of a
message about what [t I[s that we are pursuing. And the claim will be
that the pursult of obJectlve conditions as a “final end" is wrong.
Objective conditlons are all, at best, merely unnecessary instrumental
means to happiness. And dependency upon them makes the happiness we
attaln through them tentative, unstable and subject to constant
back-sliding.

The argument to support thig position Is a core teaching which

appears In _The Upanishads. *° And the doctrinal point which is
emphasized appears in the *"Brihadaranyaka Upanishad".

Then Yajnavalkya said: ®"Verily it is not for the
gsake of the husband, my dear, that the husband is
loved, but he is loved for the sake of the self.
Verily, it 1is not for the sake of the wife, my
dear, that the wife is loved, but she is loved for
the sake of the self.

Verily, It is not for the sake of sons, my dear,
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that sons are loved, but for the sake of the self.

Verily, It 13 not for the sake of wealth, my dear,

Is wealth loved, but for the sake of the

self.3!
This passage should not be read as a defense of psychological egoism.
The claim 1s that things are dear to us because they bring us joy; the
obJects clted are a means of contact with the Bilss of the Self. It Is
not the apple which we want. It 18 the sweetness contained in the
apple. It 1Is not the sex that we want. What we want [s the sweetness
contalned In the sex. If we could by-pass the objective mediating
conditions and acquire the sweetness directly, we would have no need
nor desire for the objJect. Of course, this is the critical polnt which
Nozick will dlspute. On his depliction, something I3 lost if the means
are by-passed. Ironlically, 1t wlll be at exactly this point that the
“flight of the mystic* will confront the hard-nosed philosopher on his
own terms. Observe what actually happens when one attains the object
desired or the successful outcome which Is followed by the declaration,
*I am now happy". Is some extra ®*something" infused Into the moment, or
Is It Instead that the psychology of seeking stops? The Vedantic view
Is not clalming that Nozicklan acquisition will not succeed. The claim
Is only that the attainment is not necessary. And if it is not
necessary, then the locus of happiness has to be internal.

From the theoretical perspective, the dilemma Is somewhat more
difficult. In "The Experience Machine" the critical theoretical problem
Is that this kind of radlcal Internalist view can lead to the odd
consequence that a false bellef about the objective facts could produce

real happlness, and Nozick belleves any view which allows this to
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happen has to be flawed. Following the epistemological methodology

recommended In his Phjlogophic Explanations, I would assume that Nozick
would advocate some kind of *"truth tracking"®2 mechanism to detect

and identify the right kind of happiness. If the discovery of the
falsehood in the causal bellef would alter the happy condition, then
the declaration of happiness is tainted. I may think and believe that I

am happy. However _the fact, that if I knew all the facts then I would

not be happy, means that it is not true that all that matters is how
life Is going Internally. The critical point Is that if a factual
correction alters the Iinternal condition, then the internal condition
cannot be all that matters. And if this is correct, radical internalism
is false.

In a footnote to the "Experience Machine" essay Nozick notes
that views that posit a contact with a transcendental reality which
yields "(Blliss or Nirvana"®*® have failed to distinguish this
experience of the transcendental reallty from a long, *very long®, run
on the experience machine. I bellieve that Nozick is wrong on this last
point, especially as far as the Vedantic "Bliss View" Is concerned. In
the first place, there is one rather large difference and this concerns
possible unplugging which would be a major problem for Nozick’s
subjJect, but would be no problem at all for one had made the “contact".
If this seems to miss the spirit of the argument, we could imagine some
permanent drug-induced state which most of us would be inclined to
relJect as a vlable means to happiness, but would seem, in Nozicklan
spirit, to be Indistinguishable from Vedantic Bliss. This makes the

question much more testing, but I do think we need to be careful and
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distinguish between “what Is the best explanation of ‘happliness’* and
*what we would prefer ‘happiness’ to be".

The core of the dispute will center around two differing
Intuitions. Nozick belleves that our explanation of ‘happiness’ as a
viable answer to the question, "What really matters?" must include some
recognition of obJective conditions playing a significant role In our
answer. The Vedantic view denies any such significance except as
possible unnecessary, sufficient access-means to something which is
already present. We then conduct the “Experience Machine* experiment in
Its most testing form and our Internalist Intultions are severely
challenged.

Suppose the Vedantin introduced an "Anti-Experience Machine".
This machine would produce the converse of Nozick’s machine. Rather
than falsely belleving that one’s most cherished project had come about
when [t had not, this machine would make one believe that one’s most
cherished project had not come about when in fact it had. The person In
the *Anti-Experience Machine" would belleve that they were unhappy.
However, since this person’s bellef would not be tracking the truth,
our Nozicklian Intuitions have to tell us that this person is not really
unhappy. She Just thinks she (8. The facts which are causing the
unhappy condition do not correspond to reallty. If we would not be
Iinclined to call the person in “Experlience Machine® happy, then we have
to be inclined to call the person in the "Anti-Experience Machine* not
unhappy. This situation also seems wrong.

There are many other similar conditions which could produce

the same problems. Fear, anger, and sadness all seem to behave in the

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



175
same manner. One can enter these conditions via the fallacious, i.e.
non-truthful, route and It just seems wrong to tell such a person that
they are not really fearful, angry or sad. What the Vedantin will claim
at this point is that the Nozickian objection s supported by a
cognitive underpinning, e.g. beliefs are doing all the work, and this
will only support, and not unobjectionably, a view of happiness or
Bliss which is cognitively driven. Nozick and those who sympathize with
him want to find a reason for their happiness and want this reason to
be accurately represented by objective facts. The Vedantin will reply
that there are plenty of reasons to be found; any one of which could be
sufficient given the right beliefs but none of them are necessary, and
that this fact tells us something about the nature of happiness. Nozick
believes that the radical internalist has falled to distinguish between
the “"Transcendental Bliss®* and the "very long" ride in the experlence
machine. The Vedantin might cite Leibniz’s "identity of indiscernibles*
and point out that the reason the person in the experience machine
cannot tell the difference IS because there is none. "Experience
Machine* happiness 1ike "Experience Machine® fear and anger is the real
thing, at least as long as it lasts. Of course, the Vedantin will also
note that I[f the happiness does not last, then It was only an
unnecessary, conditionally dependent “particle of bliss" not fhe ®"real*
thing. And then he will observe that in the case of the objectivist,
the happiness never does last.
Given the argument, It then becomes quite simple to see why
‘valragya’, or non-attachment, becomes a primary virtue. Attachments

create unecessary dependencies. Attachments make conditions upon that
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which Is clalmed to be unconditional. The objective sphere plays a
minor I[nsignificant role. Things and occurrences do not cause us to be
happy. What they cause iIs a certain relaxation of the mind which then
allows the bllss to be experienced. In this relaxed pose, attention Is
diverted from objective pursuits; desiring and the psychological
tendency to contract attention around concelved needs ceages, and that
"*relaxing of attention* just is happiness or bliss. In a certain sense
the claim seems to be that the absence of unhappiness is happiness and
given the supporting arguments this is, In fact, exactly what will be
claimed. In the Patanjall’s _Yoga Sutras, sutra II-42 claims that
*Superlative happiness comes from contentment®*®¢. Commenting upon
this sutra I.K. Taiminl notes the following.

It may be objected that the absence of unhappiness

does not mean the presence of happiness which is a

positive state of mind. There is a definite reason

why superliative happiness abides Iin a perfectly

calm and contented mind. A calm mind is able to

reflect within Itself the bliss which is inherent

in our real Divine nature. The constant surging of

desires prevents this bliss from manifesting [tself

in the mind. It 1is only when these desires are

eliminated and the mind becomes calm that we know

what true happiness is. This subtle and constant

Joy which is called Sukha and which comes from

within Is Iindependent of external circumstance and

I[s really a reflection of ‘Ananda‘’, one of the

three fundamental aspects of the Self.=3S
3. Moral Dissonance
No problem presents more philosophic troubles to Vedanta than does the
Issue of morality. Gliven the deflation of objective value, It seems
difflcult to make a positive case for having any genuine moral

concerns. Though the traditional views advocate rather lofty
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aspirations in the moral sphere, there seems no way to ground the
asplrations In theory. Once the connection between the Self and the
objective realm 1Is cut, bullding any kind of moral structure seems an
empty proJect. Though the llterature is packed full of parables, fables
and depictions of Vedantic heros trying to reconcile the "realm of
action* with the plnnacle teachings which abstract virtually every
ounce of moral motivation, astute readers more often than not receive
the distinct Iimpression that the theory cannot support the
recommendation. In _The Bhagavad Gita this impression will vividly jump
out at the reader as she reaches the concluding chapter. Much like the
dilemma of vreconciling Aristotle’s view in Books 1-9 of _The
Nichomachean Ethics and the view presented in Book 10, the reader of
The_ Bhagavad Gita is left with the question, "What was the point?® *Why
all the training if it all comes down to this?*

The Bhagavad Gita is intended to be a primary “reconciling”
manual. How does one motivate action given the non-attached aspirations
of the struggling aspirant? The problem can be best understood by using
Hume and Nlietzsche as a segue Into the issue. Hume’s claim about
personal ldentity Iis well-known. He claims that when he searches his
mind for “his self" he cannot find any such entity. "Self-identity*® for
Hume is a conceptual construct, an abstraction from Ideas and
impressions, and apart from these Ideas and Impressions there is no
self.3¢ Nietzsche®” elaborates the point further by using a
grammatical analogy. He points out the inferential nature of self and
further explains how the self Is nothing more than a conceptual posit.

He asks the reader to observe the grammar of the sentence "The
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lightning flashes* or "energy moves"'. The grammar will lead us to Infer
something called "lightning* dolng something called "flashing*. And
then Nletzsche points out the error. There is no lightning doing the
flashing; the ‘llghtning’ Just 1[s the flashing. In the same way and
keeping in accord with Hume’s claim, one iIs supposed to notlce that
there is no self dolng the thinking, feeling, moving, etc. There is
thinking, feeling and moving just like there is flashing, but there is
no thinker, feeler, or mover apart and distinct from the action. The
self, like the grammatical entlification of the lightning, is nothing
more than a conceptual posit. Vedanta would be in perfect agreement
with Nietzsche and Hume on this point. The empirical ego-sense is an
artiflcal construction. There Is no doer doing the action. In The
Bhagavad Gita, we find, "All work is performed by the forces of nature.
But he whose mind is deluded by egotism thinks, ‘I am the doer./*3®
Eastern thinkers take the ramifications of this Insight very seriously.
In a way, this Insight Is the linchpin which unites virtually all
distinctly Eastern forms of thinking. However, unlike Hume, they do not
go for a stroll and forget about 1it; they press the issue to its
fullest extent.

One point might need some clarifying. Vedanta does talk about
a "Self* and It would seem that Hume, In particular, is denying any
such entity. Buddha, and Buddhism in general, will agree with Hume on
this point and the point 1s one of the critical differences between
Vedanta and Buddhism. In fact, the doctrine of *No Atman", No Self,
represents one of the foundational reformations which cause Buddha to

abandon his Hindu heritage and begin his radical reconstructive

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



179
movement. However, from the perspective at issue here, the ‘self’ which
Vedanta considers illusory and a mere conceptual construct is the
empirical ego. "The Self", e.g. ‘Atman’, is the underlying ground upon
which the empirical ego-construction geems to move. "The Self* In
Vedanta does nothing. It 1is not an actor, mover or doer. It is the
silent witness, the awareness or consciousness, behind the changing
experiences of llfe. To see this difference between the two views note
that Hume claims that his self ceases to exist in deep sleep. "When my
perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound sleep; so long am I
Insensible to ‘myself’, and may truly be sald not to exist.*2® And,
of course, as we have seen Vedanta will not agree with Hume on this
point. Something must remain, even in deep sleep, in order to be able
to clalm that I did sleep soundly, and this "something® which remains,
according to Vedanta, is ‘Atman’, The Self.

Returning now to the main issue, if one accepts that there is
no doer behind the actlon, no substantial empirical ego, how does
morallty become an issue? When we make a case for behaving morally, to
whom i{s our case directed, and to "whom" are we recommending that "he"
behave in a certain other regarding manner? The Bhagavad Gjta is a
curious mix which seems to try to mesh Stolc-looking ldeals with
Aristotellan objJectives. The early stages of the text are devoted to a
teaching which advocates action with a non-attached attitude. *You have
a rlight to actlon, but never to its fruit"<® is the core message.

But we must also act, we must do our duty and cannot withdraw from the
world and its responsibilities simply because we have heard the

teaching about the Insubstantial nature of the ego. The same passage
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continues, "Nelther let your motive be the frult of action; nor let
your attachment be to non-action.*<* And the perplexed warrior is
then ordered to fight the battle of battles from which he is recolling,
a civil war against his friends and family, because it is a warrior’s
duty to fight for noble causes.

Throughout the early stages of the text, we read this message
again and again. The Insubstantlal self Is told to use this
Insubstantial self, to elevate 1t, to raise it up, while at the same
time being continually reminded that this insubstantial self is not the
doer of the actlon.*2 And then in the culminat!ng passages of the
filnal chapter we find the doctrine reach its rather perplexing and
seemingly paradoxlical conclusion.

If, Indulgling in self-conceit, you say to yourself,

"1 will not fight,* vain Is your resoiution. Your

nature will compel you.

Bound by your karma, O son of Kunt!, which is8 born

in your very nature, what through your delusion you

gseek not to do, you shall do even against your

will,

The Lord dwells In the hearts of all beings, O

ArJuna, and by his power causes them to revolve as

though mounted upon a machine.<*2
The astute reader is totally perplexed. Orders to act, to fight, to do
one’s duty, all cuiminating in a declaration that he would have done it
anyway and that the universe ls merely a machine driven by what seems
to be a deterministic Law. Much like the Stoic attempt to reconcile the
two apparently lrreconciiable poles of the paradox of "doing one’s duty

In a determined realm of action,* The Bhagavad Gita leaves the reader

pondering and dissatisfied. And in almost Aristotleian fashion, we
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wonder, *"Why the training, what was the point?"

To wunderstand any semblance of reason here, one needs to note
the genesis of the view. In an earller chapter, there appears a lofty
description of the sage’s virtues.

Feariessness, purity of heart, steadfastness in
knowledge and yoga; charity, seli-control, and
sacrifice; study of scriptures, austerity, and
uprlightness;

Nonviolence, truth, and freedom from anger;
renunclation, tranquillity, and aversion to
slander; compassion to beings and freedom from
covetousness; gentleness, modesty, and absence of
fickleness;

Courage, forglveness, and fortitude; purity, and
freedom from malice and pride - these are the

wealth of the man born into Divine nature.<<
We need to trace further back to find how this "birth into Divine
nature* comes about. There 1s [nstruction and training. The instruction
consists in an elaborate explanation in Chapters 13 and 14 about the
“forces of nature®. These "forces of nature* are called the three
‘gunas’. The ‘gunas’ represent the three primary forms of movement
which are the bullding blocks of the material unlverse.4® Since
mind I8 considered part of the objective side of things, “these forces
of nature" are alleged to be what moves our minds. Egos, l.e.
personallty types, are cast as belng predominantly of a certaln nature,
[.e. ‘gquna’. The three primary forces are categorized as lnertia,
activity and harmony, ‘tamas’, ‘rajas’, and ‘sattva’. Transmutation of
the personallity takes place by a progressive ascent in one’s dominate

‘quna‘. From the Inertla of ‘tamas’ through the activity of ‘rajas’ to

the harmony of ‘sattva’, the ego I8 transformed from an inertia to
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harmony . And then flnally when the ‘sattvic’, harmonlous,
transformatlion has taken place, the benign ego is then transcended in a
grand gesture of Insight. The basic training Involved is somewhat
similar to Aristotellan training In that the aspirant must develop
higher hablts In order to move beyond the baser ones. Yet in the end
one still wonders how this fictitous entity manages to do the Job. And
the culminating reallzation Is to notice that we have ultimately done
nothing; the machine of nature was doing it all.

There I3 a sense In which the doctrine seems to be claiming
that we use the ego to transcend the ego. On the charitable side, it
can make sense while from the critical prespective the explanation does
not seem sSound. The sense-making side of the Issue Is that If ego
transcendance 1s the crucial lssue, then clearly a benign ego would be
easler to escape than one composed of selfish and gratification-seeking
tendencies. On the negative side, it Jjust seems wrong to bellieve that
anything done by a fabrication, and the life of the ego here is usually
explained as llittle different from the 1lfe of the dream-self, can
cause one to awaken from the false Identification. And thus all
motivation for morality appears to be based upon beliefs that are
Inherently wrong. "I* seem to be being moral because my falge-self is
easler to transcend when It behaves well. Even if the taming story
makes moral sense, a kind of “Aesop Fable" to appease the ignorant
masses, 1t does not make metaphysical sense as we are taming something
that does not really exist,

I belleve that on this Issue, perhaps, more than anywhere else

In the doctrine, James’ criticism of the "mystical Inslght" does have
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much force. The Illterature does not ever seem to leave the reader
gatisfled with the explanation. The usual explanation“# s to use
the ego to transcend the ego. Aurobindo offers the following

explanation.

To attain to divine birth - a divinizing new birth
of the soul into a higher conscliousness - and to do
divine works both as a means towards that before it
is attained and as an expression of It after it is
attalned, Is then all the Karmayoga of the Gita.
The Gita does not try to define works by any
outward slans through which they can be
recognizable to an external gaze, measurable by the
criticism of the world; It dellberately renounces
ordinary ethical distinctions by which men seek to
gulde themselves In the 1lght of human reason. The
gigns by which it distinguishes divine works are
all profoundly Intimate and subjective; the stamp
by which they are known is Invisible, spiritual,
supra-ethical. They are recognizable only by the
light of the soul from which they come.%”

The doctrine upon which the Aurobindo passage is a commentary is as

follows.

Even the wise are perplexed as to what is action
and what 1Is Inaction. Therefore I will tell you
what action ig, that you may know and be freed from
evil.

For verily, one has to understand what action
really 1is, and llikewise what forbidden action is,

and also what Inaction 1Is. Hard to understand Is
the way of actlon.

He who sees Inactlion in action, and actlion in
inaction, he Is wise among men, he is a yogl, and
he has performed all actlon.<®
Some commentators add the following to the last passage, but It does

not appear In the Sanskrit text. °Their conscliousness is unified and

every act 1s done with complete awareness."4® The argument offered
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as explanation of the doctrine is as Aurobindo notes and James
criticizes, an Internal observation and then a report on that
observation. The real action is not "an action®. It is an *observation
of* the ego’s activity. The ego is driven by the forces of nature. It
does not {nitiate any action. There is no "action® In the ego’s action
in the sense that there 1Is no Inner actor behind the activity.
Observing this situation deflates the ego.S° This deflation is the
*secret"., Ethical action and the motivation to be moral are brought in
through the back door. Acting In conscious awareness of the action
leaves the actor no reason to be immoral because the basic motivational
machinary behind Immoral action Is self-interest which egoistic
deflation eliminates. We still seem to have no doctrinally legitimate
reagson to be moral and the docrine leaves us with no other explanation
than that the forces of nature will drive us to it.

However, there is a positive side to this dilemma. If we
reflect back to the primary Western problem on this issue, we should
remember that the most pressing problem for the Western ancients was
how to make one behave morally in a manner that was not ultimately
driven by self-interest. It seemed, particularly for Aristotle and
Epicurus, that their metaphysical structure could not accomodate
genuine other concern. Morallty always "palid-off® in some good to the
subject. Tracing the motivational apparatus back to lts source always
seemed to result In a "pay-off" for the moral agent. In simple terms,
the reason for the moral action always contained a measure of
self-interest which seemed to undermine truly benevolent action.

From the Vedantic perspective, the problem Is glven a
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different undercoat. Self-interest 1is clearly not a problem on this
view. Self-interest ought never to be the source of one’s motivation,
even in the difficult to reconcile training stage where we are taming
our egos. Where the egolsm problem of Aristotle and Epicurus was the
inability to find a reason to be moral without any self-interest, the
Vedantin has no reason to be immoral and thus good actions, moral and
benevolent ones, flow out of her like rain from the clouds.

In a certaln sense the Vedantic view is not so far from our
ordinary intuitions despite the highly exotlc metaphysical
machinations. Good people are Just those people who do good things
because they are driven to them and that is exactly why we call them
*good people". If Hume and Nietzsche, along with Vedanta, are right
about the ego, then there may be no really good answer to the questlon,
“*Why should I be moral?*. He who asks the questlion has already made the
fundamental mistake. "Ordinary morallity*, as Aurobindo notes, is Jjust
not the Issue. The question simply does not arise. "Ordinary morality*
Is strictly a preliminary.* As the virtue of ‘vairagya’, the
non-attachment, begins to take hold and the deeper ego-transcending
insights are experlienced, the person has literally no motivation to be
immoral. And we can, at least, glimpse how some measure of genulne
benevolence might bleed through. In fact, In a rather odd twist, we
could see some primltve behaviorism making Its presence felt. If
happlness really ls as radically Internallized as the Vedantin clalms It
ls, then all the relnforcers of Immoral behavior would gradually be
attenuated. Immoral behavior cannot lead to happiness because |t

depends upon attachments and reinforcing the ego which are happiness
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mitigating conditlons. Insight into Vedantic happiness tells us that it
comes unconditlonally and the critical springs behind Immoral behavior
are attachments and self-lnterest.

Thus the Vedantin Inverts Arlstotle and Eplcurus and leaves us
with no reason to be Immoral. Good actions flow from us simply because
that 1is all that Is left, and as long as we live the forces of nature
will compel us to act. "Even to maintain your body, Arjuna, you are
obliged to act. Selflsh action Imprisons the world. Act selflessly,
without any thought of personal proflt"S2 Anything else would make
us obJectively dependent. Does the egolsm return? If it does then the
core message has been missed. One does not detach themselves in order
to become happy. To make this reading Is to misread the message. One
simply becomes non-attached because there Is nothing to be gained by
any attachment. If one believes that by being detached one will become
happy, then the egoism does return, but then, of course, the malor
Inslght has been lost.

But those who realize the Self are always
satlisfled. Having found the source of Joy and
fulflilliment, they no longer seek happiness from the
external world. They have nothing to gain or lose
by any action, neither people nor things can affect
their security.=?
4. Pleasure and Pain: a non-issue.
There 1s 1llittle to be sald on the lssue of pleasure and paln from the
Vedantic perspective. Nelther pleasure nor paln play any significant
role in Vedantlic theory beyond their ability to create attachments. The

Vedantlc sage I[s as Immune from pain as the enlightened Stolic or

Epicurean. The Vedantlic sage has no Interest in pleasure. The traditlon
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as a whole 1Is rather dogmnatic on this Issue. We find no legitimate
advocates, llke Calllcles or Aristippus, to defend *The Pleasure
Thesis*. It ls almost taken as a glven that one who pursues pleasure Is
doing something rather silly and futile. Pain Is given tacit
acknowledgment, but paln‘s sufferer 1s usually described as a flawed
and falled character who has not *seen the truth". Extreme and rather
exotic forms of asceticism are common practice and the practice of
‘pratyahara’, suspension of attentlion to the sensory faculties, Is an
acknowledged skill and the methodology can be found In many yoga
manuals.®* The basic methodology Is one by which the yogi comes to
master the movement of attention. What we all do uncongcliously when we
*fall to hear* the words spoken to us because we were attending too
carefully to somethling else, the yogl "learns" to do consclously. Many
of the "hlgher"' practitloners do debunk most of the extreme versions of
these practices, Inslightfully pointing out how the practice itself is
rooted In attachment and thus misses the mark.

Moderation coupled with (Indifference geems to be the more
phllosophlcally secure position. _ The Bhagavad Gita in numerous
places®™ claims that the sage will be indifferent to pleasure and
pain. And Ramana Maharshi advocates moderation in *“food and
sleep".®¢ The central focus of the less extreme view is a tempered
austerity. The doctrine Is very straight-forward as to why pleasure
cannot be the end of life and why 1Its pursuit leads to problems.
Pleasure Is a conditional experience. The search for pleasure is based
upon attachment and dependency. Pleasure does not last and when It

leaves [t tends to set desires and discontent into motion. What one
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acquires in the pleasurable experlience is a brief pause In the pursuit;
a gllmpse of the unconditioned, "a particle of bliss bleeds through®,
as the mind’s restless pursult is quelled by the satlsfaction of the
pause.

The Joy of the Atman ever abides,

But not what gseems pleasant to the senses.
Both these, differing In thelr purpose, prompt
Man to action. All is well for those who choose
The Joy of Atman, but they miss

The goal of life who prefer the pleasant.
Perennial Joy or passing pleasure?

This is the choice one is to make always.

The wise recognize these two, but not

The ignorant. The first welcome what leads

To abiding Joy, though painful at the time.
The latter run, goaded by thelir senses,

After what seems immediate pleasure.=”

From the strong anti-pleasure tirades of Tripura Rahasya where we read,
*Fie on human beings who appraise the foulest part of the body as most
delightful.*®® to the Tantric Tradition which embraces sensuality
to the satlation point Iin order to break free of it, the message lis
clear and direct: pleasure cannot be and is not worth the pursuit. The
argument, of course, will only succeed if the Atmanic doctrine, or at
least the radical Iinternallism, about the inherent nature of the bliss
holds up to careful scrutiny. However, given the objective of the
Vedantic project, i.e. wunconditional happiness, the anti-pleasure
position is certainly internally consistent.

In the secret cave of the heart, two are seated

By life’s fountain. The separate ego

Drinks of the sweet and bitter stuff,

Liking the sweet, disliking the bitter,

While the supreme Self drinks sweet and bitter

Neither liking this not disliking that.

The ego gropes In darkness, while the Self
Lives in light.5®
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The "light® and *darkness" here do not refer to metaphysical, relliglious
postulates. They refer to discriminative insight into the futility of
seeking pleasure as a means to happiness. The best one gets is a
temporal respite followed by loss, dejection and further pursuit. The
message, rather Stoic in tenor, is about running down blind alleys, not
about *Seelng the Light" as the following passage from the same section
makes definltively clear.

Know the Self as the Lord of the chariot,

Know the body as the chariot itself,

The discriminating intellect as the charlioteer,

aAnd the mind as reins.

The senses, say the wise, are the horses;

Selfish desires are the roads they travel.

When the Self |s confused with the body,

Mind and senses, they point out, he seems

To enJoy pleasure and suffer sorrow.

When one lacks discrimination

And his mind [s undisciplined, the senses

Run hither and tither like wild horses.

But they obey the reins llke well-trained horses

When one has discrimination and has made

The mind one-pointed.<°
Sharp, perceptive 1insight coupled with discrimination and examination
ought to tell us that [t 1[s unnecessary to make what comes
unconditlionally dependent and conditional. It Just seems Intultively
obvious to Vedanta that pleasure seeking has no place in happiness. The
hedonist 18 taclitly dismissed as almost not worthy of reply. The
negative polemics from the Impermanence of pleasure, the futility of
geeking what does not last, the Inevitabllity of its loss, and the web
of dliscontent upon which {ts quest depends are stock-in-trade rhetoric

used to quickly shelve the issue. And palin is also simply not a problem

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



190
uniess one has failed to reach Atmanic bliss.

The *Katha" pasages above, as well as _The Bhagavad Gjta,
appear to have a Stoic tenor. However the claim is much stronger than
the Stolc claim. If we reflect back on the other views for a moment, we
will glean the scope of the claim. Arlistotle uses pleasure and pain as
teaching devices. He respects the ordinary intuition that the happy
life must be a pleasurable life and tries to mold us Into happy
creatures by a Judicious use of pleasure and pain. For Aristotle
‘pleasure’, properly used, is instrumentally valuable. For Epicurus
pleasure is more Important. It 1Is clearly a good that ought to be
pursued for what It is as well as for the tranquillity which it brings.
Eplcurus uses pleasure, e.g. pleasurable memories, as a positive means
to eschew paln. The Stolc Is aware of pleasure and pain but remains
unaffected by them. Cognitive detachment undermines giving them any
power to affect the well-being of the subject. The Vedantic position
takes the Stolc view a step further. The Vedantic sage gives them no
attentlion because they are merely obJective phenomena affecting an
object of awareness, e.qg. the ego-sense, which the sage knows he cannot
be. In other words any affect by pleasure or pain indicates that the
person has not yet discovered his true ldentlity.

The main doctrine stems from The Taittiriva Upanishad where it
Is claimed, not argued, that pleasure, delight, ordinary happiness and
Joy are simply temporal glimpses or contact with the Atmanic
bliss.t One of the core doctrinal arguments supporting the view

appears In Sankara‘s _A Thougand Teachings. The following passages

present a clear version of the argument.
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6. The Self [1lumines, without effort, the
intellect In the form of sound etc. present before
it; 1llke a stationary lamp devoid of any effort
which illumines everything within its reach.
7. Pleasure etc. qualify the intellect identifying
itgelf with the combination of the body and the
gsenses and Illumined by the eternal Light of the
Self.
8. For one considers oneself to be distressed by
pain in the head etc. The Seer is different from
the seen, l.e. that(the Iintellect) which feels
pain. The Self is free from paln as It is the
See-er of the pain.
9. One becomes unhappy when one ‘ldentifies’
onegelf with the Intellect which has assumed the
form of ‘unhappiness’ but not by merely ‘seeling’
it. The Witness(The Self) of the pain in the body,
which [s a combination of the 1imbs and the senses,
does not feel pain.*2
Again we see core Vedantic ideas used to undermine common-gense
Intuitions. Yet, the doctrine and its argument are not ultimately much
more radical than either the Eplicurean or the Stoic. The Epicurean
manipulates the palnful state by embracing the pleasurable memory. The
Stolc talks herself out of the painful condition by using cognitive
insight. And both are claiming that their method will enable the
practitloner to transcend the pain. The Vedantic view tries to do the
same thing by wundermining consclous Identity with the paln’s
experiencer. Though all three views are counter-intuitive, In my
opinion the Vedantlic view has the most pollished argument because it is
at least internaily consistent.
All three views try to abstract attention from the pain. The
Eplcurean diverts attention, but one has to wonder If It is this easy

why does the Eplcurean not do it all the time and by-pass the stringent
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desire management program? If pain is the only legtimate reason to have
one’s tranqullllity disturbed and if pain Is this easy to manage, then
the whole austere Epicurean project seems vacuous. One simply ought to
attaln as much pleasure as possible and then when the hurt sets in
attend to the pleasure one recelved prior to the hurt. Yet this
methodology 13 one of the main views that Eplcurus does not want to
advocate, but glven the “"goodness" of pleasure and the High Eplcurean
paln-avodance techniques there Is some internal tension in the
position. The Stolc position turns attention away from the paln
cognitively. However, one seriously has to wonder why the Stoic applies
her methods to the "pain* 1f [t does not hurt? There is cognitive
dlssonance here which cannot be lgnored. Cognitive recognition of the
pain requires that the experience hurt. But ‘pain’ does not ‘hurt’ the
Stolc because application of the Stoic method to the pain will tell the
Stolc that the ‘pain’ 1s one of those things beyond Stoic control.
Perhaps, the Stolc only means that the ‘pain’ will not trouble her. But
It still seems hard to believe that the Stolc would use the method on
something which did not trouble her, i.e. hurt.

The method of Shankara will not lead to these types of
Internal Inconsistencies. Llke most of the other Vedantic issues, the
problem is one of identity. Attention is abstracted from the pain by
noticing palin’s obJective nature, noticing the "objective" nature of
the sufferer, and realizing that I cannot be elther the pain or its
sufferer. The abstraction Is subtle and effortless. Like noticing the
space between the objects, the abstraction of attention [s not

something one does. It 13 something that happens when the pull of
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objective reality ceases to cause conciousness to ldentify with any
obJect. Thus, pleasure and paln are clearly Iimpediments, not because of
what they are, but because they can only be relevant 1f the locus of
Identity Is lost. The sage becomes Immune to pleasure and pain not
because the feeling stops, but because the “feeler' must be something
other than he.

The doctrlne, of course, does not seem believable, but then no
Internalist doctrine whlich clalms that we can actually transcend the
effects of pain will seem truly believable. And yet, as noted earlier,
I do stop feeling the pain of my toothache when the important phone
call dlistracts my attention. Diversion of attention can do what the
internalist needs and it Is the method used by all three Internalist
views. And at this point, as least as far as this issue is concerned,
It seems to me that the Vedantic view diverts attention In the least

problematic manner.

S. Vedanta and Happliness

The obvious criticism to the Vedantic conception of supreme happliness
Is that [t seems that most of us are making a radical mistake in what
we take ‘happliness’ to be. On the Vedantic view, supreme bliss Is
always present but we simply do not realize it. We are subscriblng to
some kind of collective error when we express any version of the
ordinary notion on how to become happy. We belleve that we have to do
things, acquire things, have experiences, and attain at least
moderately fulfilling and meaningful 1lves; and Vedanta seems to be

telling us that all this wrong. However, It should be noted that all
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the ancient views examined here are claliming that most of us are in
error about ‘happliness’. Even Aristotle makes the following stunning
and rather Vedantic comment In Book 7 Chapter XIII of The Nichomachean
Ethijcs when discussing the *common conception" that ‘happiness’ ought
to include some kind of pleasure since everyone pursues pleasure to
some extent.

But since the natural and best state neither ig,

nor 1is thought to be, the same for all, they do not

all pursue the same pleasure, although it {s

pleasure that they all pursue. In fact they

probably ‘do’ all pursue the same pleasure, and not

that which they think, and would assert, that they

pursue; because everything contains by nature

something dlvine. But since the pleasures that are

most commonly encountered and are within everyone’s

experience are the pleasures of the body, these

have appropriated the right to the name; and so

people think that they are the only pleasures,

because they are the famillar ones.s®
*Everything contains by nature something divine*, *"they probably ‘do’
all pursue the same pieasure®, and finally the claim at the end of the
passage that there may be an error Iinvolved in the common conceptlons,
are all basic Vedantic theses. There is also in The Nichomachean Ethics
the Book 10 claims about contemplation being the highest form of
happiness, the reaffirmation of the need for any conception of
happinegss to meet to ‘“self-sufficiency* criteria, and the radical
internatization of ultimate happiness. What Vedanta does is essentially
the same but it avoids the elitism by deflating the need for cognitive
activity. Vedanta makes the experience one of identity which leaves the

door open to all to find that °“"divine something® which "by nature

everything contains." The reference to thege similarities should not be
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congtrued by the reader as an effort on my part to turn Aristotle into
a Vedantic philosopher. The point of the connection is simply to make
note of a strong internalist penchant in all the ancient views examined
as in the end Aristotle, Epicurus and the Stoics, like thelr Vedantic
counterparts, radically Iinternalize their conceptions of ‘happiness’.
And thus to this point, it does seem that for these ancient thinkers
some internalist position was inescapable.

I want to conclude this chapter with an explanation and
defense of how the Vedantic view might be plausible and then address
one critical contemporary criticism of Vedanta. I will contend that if
one eschews Vedantic metaphysics and looks at the core doctrine from a
different perspective the theory does make a substantial claim which is
cogent. The first thing to keep in mind IS that most of the ancient
theories are metaphysically flawed. What we are usually looking for In
these theories are philosophic intuitions which have some plausibility
Iin spite of their metaphysical inadequacies. If one observed the
manifestation of happliness [n the lives of persons one would note the
following. Different people become happy in different ways. And the
same person can become happy In different ways. Some experlences of
persons depend upon conceptualization about objective circumstances and
some do not. For example, belng a success, a good friend, or a kind
person are experiences of the former kind, while being allive, awake,
alert or 1in pain are not conceptually dependent experiences though we
can become aware of them via numerous conceptual routes. The latter
experiences are bodily experiences and not conceptual. These

experiences are physiological and not conceptually dependent. They are
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“feeling" experiences in the bodily, and not in the emotive, sense,
l.e. they are not dependent upon cognitive content.

The essential claim of Vedanta is that ‘ananda’, supreme
bliss, Jjoy or happiness, is more |ike being alive or awake than it Is
like any conceptually dependent experience. It is more like a bodily
feeling rather than a state of mind or any other condition based upon
bellef content. Vedantic ‘ananda’ literally flows in our veins, i.e.
the bliss of being*®. Just as we can become aware of being alive in
many ways, or be awakened in numerous manners, so Vedanta clalms we can
become aware of 1ife’s "Inherent® joy in an endless variety of ways;
none of them being necessary and virtually any being sufficient. For
Vedanta when the body/mind complex Is In a condition of equanimity, (f
one looks and observes, one will notlce that there is a certain *feel®
to this experience. This “feel”’ Is ‘ananda’.

It is what one "feels" when one Jjust "feelg" good for no
reason at all. It Is what Is not felt on those occasions when success
fails to bring happiness. And it is what one "feels" when the agitating
desire Is fulfilled and the condition of body/mind equanimity restored.
It Is what Aristotle tries to account for when he makes pleasure
supervene upon sSuccessful activity,<® but there is no need for any
magical supervening effect. The body/mind agitation stirred by the need
or desire simply ceases. It 1Is what Epicurus tries to capture with
*static pleasure". And It is that for which the Stolcs are groping In
thelr search to be *lnaccessible to Impingement®. Restoration of
equanimity to the body/mind complex is to "feel® or be In a condition

of harmony. And on the Vedantic view, this "feelling" Is both necessary
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and sufficlent for happiness which to me in a sort of minimallst manner
seems to be correct. In a certaln sense, the Vedantin In looking for an
explanation of ‘happlness’ acknowledges the need for any view of
‘happlness’ to account for the legitimate subjective component in any
conception of ‘happlness’. He then tries to find it. He observes that
conscious exlstence I3 Inherently blissful, and thus concludes that
nothing else is needed as long as the blissful feeling is present.

I want to make one last note before moving on. There s a
certain sense of lrony to the final claim. The most metaphysically
extravagant view turns out to be compatible with body/mind materiallism.
If one reduces mind states to braln states, then the evaluatlon that
‘this mind state" s a good mind state, a happy mind state, or a
blissful mind state would turn out to be a report upon a conditlion of
the body. Like other quallitative reports on conditlons of the body, the
primary materlal of the Judgment would be a "feel". Unhappiness would
then be a condition of the body, a sort of brain agitation. When the
agitation ends and brain equanimity is restored this condition would
have a certain "feel". Vedanta is simply claiming that this *feel® is
the legitimate subjective component In explaining the presence of
happiness and that this *bodily feeling” is in the end the feellng of
bliss Inherent In conscious existence. “Ananda’ or supreme ‘happlness’
Is on the Vedantic view a non-relational predicate. Saying "I am happy"
is like saying "I am alive, aware or awake."

From the contemporary perspective, I think the criticisms of
Nozick on Vedanta deserve some attention. Of the main stream thinkers

In the Western Tradltlon, he ls the one whom I have found to be most
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versed In the doctrine. The most significant criticism of the view
concerns the Issue of how It can be that we have apparently "forgotten*
or falled to notice our inherent biissfulness. In simple terms and the
language of my depiction, if happiness is just a bodily feeling, why do
we not feel 1t all the time since it must be present at least as long
as we are allve? Nozlck couches hls query in the more metaphysical
vernacular, but the point is still the same.

However, the Importance the theory ascribes to

coming to know vyour own true nature, since in any

case you already have It, IS left obscure. Nor do

such theories find it easy to explain why the

perfect and all-inclusive underlyling substance is

undergoing the process of coming to compliete

self-knowledge, or why it is temporarily ignorant -

If it’s 8o rich, how come it Is 1isn’t so

smart?<<
In a footnote to this passage he notes that this dilemma seems to be a
real problem for any theory of this type, citing Aurobindo*? and
*Samkhya Yoga"“® |In general as fallures at grappling with the
problem.

I think this problem Is serious and does present Vedanta with
a great metaphysical challenge. The allusion to Aurobindo and the
‘Samkhya’ system allow Nozick to make easy prey of the doctrine. Both
defengses use the notlon of the infinite coming to know itself through
negation of the finite; the infinte all-knowlng consciousness assumes
finite limitations In order to know itself because it Is alleged that
only by negating these limitations can the Infinite realize Its

infinteness. And, of course, the argument undercuts the *inherent®

greatness of the Infinite by shackling It with a limitation.
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However, there 1s another defense of the position which might
offer an explanation of the position which is more cogent. The language
Nozick uses poses the problem in espistemological terms. However, the
ignorance with which Vedanta is concerned is not an epistemic problem.
The Vedantic problem is an ldentity problem. It is not question of
*talled smarts*, anymore than losing the thread of one‘s identity in a
dream Is a question of an epistemic deficiency. The issue Is not "How
dld ‘Atman’ forget Its true ldentity?* The question Is "How does ego
fall to remember its Insubstantial nature?" And the answer, of course,
Is *That 1Is exactly what an ego s - an obJect of consciousness with a
falled realization of its insubstantial nature'. From the perspective
of Hlgh Vedanta,“® asking Nozlck’s question Is 1lke asking why one
*forgets*, or 1is lIgnorant of, one’s true ldentity in the dream. It
happens, [s lInexplicable, and has nothing to do with any epistemic
deficiency In the dreaming subject. And the instant the dreaming
subJect becomes aware of the I[nsubstantial dream-self *object® the
dream ends. There 1Is no question of how the dream came about or what
purpose it served, unless, of course, one belleves in ‘“dream
interpretation therapy”.

Thus Vedanta will not try to answer Nozick’s problem. It will
readily admit there 1S no "answer®" In the sense which Nozick demands,
but 1t wlll also note that the question 13 wrongly put. The literature
ls replete with warnings that the use of metaphors to explain
metaphysical problems is only pedagogical?® and should not be taken
literally. Posing the problem in terms of an epistemic deficliency

generated by an Inexplicable metaphyslical tack of reflectlve
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self-awareness ignores these warnings. Asking why or how the Infinite,
all-inclusive, perfect absolute consclousness *forgets* itself and then
trying to bring the language of “purpose® and *discovery" into the
conversation is to misunderstand Vedanta. Consciousness in Vedanta
neither remembers nor forgets. It slimply illuminates objects in the
fleld of thought. And asking why it assumes any particular form, or
“Iimitation",”* 1s Ilke asking why the light from lamp assumes the

form of plcture upon which it falls.

In conclusion I note that what Vedanta does provide Is a vigilant
defense of the radical internallist view. It takes the respect for the
legltimate Internalist Intuition to its limit, but leaves us with too
much metaphysical baggage and too many unanswered questions. James’
criticism Is never really answered. The defense offered Is always that
we need to stop thinking and simply "Look". And this Is, in a sense,

exactly what the Buddhist will try to do without the metaphysical

clutter.

NOTES
1. Ramana Maharshi, The Spiritual Teachings of Ramana Maharshl (Boston:

Shambhala Publicatlions, Inc., 1972), 83.

2. Robert Nozick, Phllogsophic Explanationg (Cambridge: The Belknap
Press of Harvard Unlversity, 1981), 606.

3. William James,"The One and the Many", in The Writings of Willlam
James, ed. John J. McDermott (Chlicago: The University of Chicago

Press,1977), 414.

4, The doctrine of ‘Sat’, ‘Chit’ and ‘Ananda’ Is an "essentialist"
doctrine. According to Vedanta exlstence, conscliousness and bliss are
esgentlal threads of each person’s ‘Atmanic’ core and these three
threads represent the essence of human divinity; l.e. the agpect of
human beings which they share with the Godhead and by which they
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transcend human limitations through a process of identifying with that
divine core.

5. cf. Wililam James, "The One and the Many®". I would note one point of
criticlsm. James attacks Swaml Vivekananda in this essay. Vivekananda
was more |lke a minister than a "great Vedantic philosopher”. The
attack Is akin to Quine attacking Jimmy Swaggart. I mention the point
because the great, though obscure, Vedantic philosopher Rama Tirtha did
tour many major US colleges In 1905-06 and if James really wanted a
genuine challenge this I8 where he should have looked, i.e. the
academic rather than the secular community.

6. The three states of consclousness are characterized by change. They
represent descriptive modifications of consciousness and thus
*consciousness’ itself is alleged to be something beyond its three
primary forms of modification.

7. ‘Turlya’ Is the technical term for thls fourth "state® of
congsciousness and ls transliated and designated as "the fourth®. It is
that which is the substratum of the three other states.

8. "Brihadaranyaka Upanishad*, in The Principal Upanishads, ed. and
trans. S. Radhakrishnan (New York: Humanities Press Inc., 1974), IV.
3.7.

9. The llterature contains numerous descriptions of how the life force
clrculates through the body and Vedanta views the *heart center* as
being the critlical point of emanation from which the 1ife force goes
forth. The doctrine has some similaritlies with certain Chinese
acupuncture and acupressure meridians, and it is grounded in a
physiological explanation of how the arterial system carries and
clrculates the blood and thug the 1ife force throughout the body. cf.
*Bridaranayaka* IV.2.3, IV.3.20, II.1.19; "Chandogya" VIII.6.1; and
"Katha" VI.16.in The Principal Upanishads.

10. According to Mosby’s Medical, Nursing and Allled Health Bictionary
4th Edition, the “sinoatrlal node’ is deflned: "a cluster of hundreds
of cells located in the right atrlal wall of the heart, near the
opening of the superior vena cava. It comprises a knot of modiflied
heart muscle that generates impulses that travel swiftly throughout the
muscle fibres of both atria, causing them to contract. Specialized
pacemakers cells In the node have an intrinsic rhythm that Is
Independent of any stimulation by nerve impulses from the brain or
spinal cord." From the Vedantic perspective, the interesting point
which Is often used to defend the position of the heart as the locus of
*existence, consciousness and bliss" is the *fact® that this node
possesses an “intrinsic rhythm* and that this *intrinsic rhythm" being
innately Independent of bodily systems could literally be viewed as the
source of existence. And since the technical "Upanishadic* explanations
of the previous note correlate quite well with this "fact*, the
positlion does have some grounding beyond mere speculative metaphysical
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analysis.

1{. This progressive negation of anything that can appear as an
eplstemological object is often referred to as the ‘netl neti’
doctrine, "not this, not this". It represents a meditatlve practice and
is a primary device used in Jnana Yoga, the yoga of knowledge.

12. It ought to be noted that this point is in direct conflict with the
Buddhist doctrine of "dependent origination" and does represent a
foundational doctrinal difference between the two schools of thought.
‘Atman/ s self-existing, permanent and not of dependent origination;
‘Atman’ is ‘Brahman‘. The Buddhist objections to this view will be
explained in chapter 6.

13. "Talttiriya Upanishad*, in The Principal Upanishads, I1.7.1.

14. cf. Thomas Nagel, *"Death”, In Applied Ethics: ed. Peter Singer (New
York: Oxford Unliversity Press, 1986).

15. Ibid., 10.
16. cf. "Kaushitaki Upanishad*, in The Principal Upanishads, IV.19.

17. Ibld., II.I.9.

18. Shankara: Dakshinamurt! Stotra, ed. and trans. Alladi Mahadeva
Sastry (Madras: Samata Books, 1978).

19. Ibld., VI.21-22.

20. Vedanta-paribhasa, ed. M. Ananatakrsna (Calcutta: University of
Calcutta), VIII.

21. Panchadash|{, trans. Hari Prasad Shastri! (London: Shanti Sadhan,
1965>, Xv-17.

22. cf. Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, 1100b30-35.

23. It cannot be emphasized enough that "detachment" is not the
appropriate translation for ‘valiragya’. Any *detaching® connotation
will create an Internal tension, as noted in the previous chapter, and
any internal tension undermines the Vedantic objective. Thus, a
critical virtue cannot contain any element which would work against the
final end.

24. The Bhagavad Glita, trans. Swam! Nikhilananda (New York:
Ramakrishna-Vivekananda Center, 1979), XI.70-71.

25. Tripura Rahasya, trans. Swam! Srl Ramanananda Saraswath! (Madras:
The Juplter Press Private. Ltd., 1980), XV-85.
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26. Ibid., XVI.34-38.

27. Ramana Maharshl, The Spiritual Teachings of Ramana Maharshi, 5.

28. Some readers might find this notion problematic in the sense that
If someone had everything they truly wanted and still claimed not to be
happy, then what they were calling ‘happiness’ would resemble the
normative notion of ‘happiness’ so little as to render the term unless.
In other words, [f someone claimed to have everything they wanted and
still claimed to be unhappy, we might say that this person did not know
what ‘happiness’ means. The charge is philosophically cogent. As
Philippa Foot has shown we might say that someone who was not fearful
In the face of great danger did not know what ‘fear’ meant. But the
fact remains that for ‘happiness’ such a state of affairs can and does
come about. The person may have a psychological problem, but then this
would simply support the internalist view. There is nothing logically,
nor practically, impossible about such a condition in the sense that
the person claiming not to be happy in the presence of their fulfilled
desires does not understand ‘happiness’. cf. Philippa Foot, "Moral
Bellefs", In Theorieg of Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press,
1990).

29. Ramana Maharshi, The Spiritual Teachings of Ramana Maharshi, 13.

30. cf. "Chandogya Upanishad" III.1.5, and "Taittiriya Upanishad" II.
31. *Brihadaranyaka Upanishad®, II.IV.S.

32. cf. Robert Nozick, Philogsophic Explanations, Chpt. 3.

33. Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (New York: Basic Books,
1974),43.

34. Patanjall, The Yoga Sutras of Patanjalj, ed. and trans. I.K. Taimni
(Wheaton: Quest Books, 1981), II.42.

35. Ibld., 249.

36. cf. David Hume, A Treatjse of Human Nature (New York: Penguin
Books, 1987),Book I, sec. V.

37. Friedrich Nletzche, A Geneology of Morals, trans. Francis Golffing
(New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1956), Chpt. i3.

38. The Bhagavad Gita, III.27.

39. David Hume, A Treatlise of Human Nature, 300.

40._The Bhagavad Glta, II.47.

41. Ibld,
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42. cf. Ibid., VI.5-6 and III.27-30.
43- Ibld-' 18'59-61-
44. Ibid., 16.1-3.

45. Vedanta uses a unifled fleld theory in which all things objective
are classified as modifications of one primary substance, ‘prakriti‘.
The theory is consistent with quantum mechanics’ reductivism whereby
all objective phenomena are reduced to movements of energy and the
kinds of movement are then categorized as being primarily of three
distinct types. The analogy of the three states of H/2/0, e.g. solid,
lloguid and gaseous, i3 often used to explain the claim.

46. cf. The Bhagavad Gita, VI.5-6.

47. Sci Aurobindo, The Message of Gita (Pondicherry: Sri Aurobindo
Ashram Publication Dept., 1977), 74.

48. The Bhagavad Gita, IV.16-18.

49. The Bhagavad Gita, trans. Eknath Eswaran (Tomales: Nilgir! Press,
1987>, 87.

50. In a technlcal sense as long as one llves there isS some element of
an ego present. The body cannot survive without it. However, the ego is
relatively benign at this point. Yet, it does remain philosophically
problematic as the picture presented is often one of merely
role~-playing and this does seem to deflate the ultimate value of
morality which, of course, Vedanta can never really escape.

51. Most of the technical manuais, especially the more elevated ones,
seem to down-play ordinary morality. The best recommendation it is
glven appears as a sort of necessary preliminary which is usually
explained in terms of a needed preparation stage for the virtue of
*non-attachment*. Essentially, the ‘yamas’, self-restraints in action,
and the ‘niyamas’, vows of abstention In attitudes, are akin to our
ordinary moral precepts, but here are mere "warm-up exercises* before
the real contest.

52. The Bhagavad Gita, III.8-9.

53. Ibid., III.17-18.
S4. ‘Pratyahara’ Is a technical skili which the Yogi or Sage develops.

It 18 alleged to consist In the voluntary abstraction of attentlion from
the sensory fleld. cf. Patanjall, The Yoga Sutras, II.54-55,

S5. cf. The Bhagavad Glta, II.14; V.20-22; V.14-24.
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S56. Ramana Maharshi, The Spiritual Teachings of Ramana Maharshi, 30.

57. "Katha Upanishad*, I1.1-2,
58. Tripura Rahasya, IV-75.

59. *Katha Upanishad*, III.1.
60. Ibid., I[II.3-7.
61. "Talttiriya Upanishad®, II-5.

62. Shankara, Upadesa Sahasri, trans. Swami Jagadananda (Madras: Sri
Ramakrishna Math, 1979), XVI.6-9.

63. Arlstotle, Nichomachean Ethlics, 1153b20-35.

64. I do believe that the physicalism should be taken very seriously
and would even argue not only that it has to be the right reading, but
that it might even be ultimately plausible.

65. cf. Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, Bk. 10. chpt.IV.

66. Robert Nozick, Philosophic Explanations (Cambridge:
Belknap/Harvard, 1981), 606.

67. The Aurobindo reference is to The Life Divine Bk. II-i
(Pondicherry: Sri Aurobindo Ashram Publications Department, 1980). I
would only comment that wrestiing with the perfection problem as
Aurobindo does is a second rate tactic that will fall to all of
Nozick’s criticisms. I would also note that in my experience, at least
from the Indian perspective, the highly educated and technically astute
Aurobindo is not considered a *realized being®, and that thinkers such
as Ramana Maharshi and Rama Tirtha are considered far more significant
voices within the tradition by the tradition.

68. "Samkhya Yoga" is technically not the same thing as Vedanta though
it does possess many Vedic roots and the system mirrors much of the
core doctrine. However, it ls a different system with critical
doctrinal differences. And it does usually advoate the kind of position
Nozick criticizes, but I would also argue that Nozick’s problem is one
of the points where the two schools do diverge.

69. see Rama Tirtha, "Maya or the When and the Why of the World", In
Practical Vedanta (Honesdale: The Himalayan Institute of Yoga Science
and Philosophy, 1978), 138-157.

70. see "Kena Upanishad" II, and "Brihadarayaka Upanishad" 4.14, in The
Principal Upanishads.

71. cf. Robert Nozick, Philosophic Explanation, 607-608. Nozick does
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consistently use the language of the "Infinite, perfect conscliousness

assuming 1imitations* and this tactic according to my understanding of
Vedanta Is to misunderstand the doctrine.
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Chapter 6 *Nirvana’: Transconceptual Happiness

1. *Nirvana’
It has always struck me as somewhat strange that mainstream 20th
century Western Phllosophy has not been more inclined to examine and
evaluate basic Buddhist doctrine. The core of the original Buddhist
doctrine Is anti-metaphysical, anti-essentialist, anti-conceptual and
deeply interested In the *bewitching power of language*. The Buddhist,
however, is not content merely to answer questions about language and
f[ts power. Buddhism, much Illke the picture Nussbaum paints of
Seneca', sees philosophic analysis as a worthless activity unless
It changes the way one lives and experiences life. For example, suppose
one read Richard Rorty’s *The contingency of selfhood"# or Derek
Parfit® on the insubstantial nature of personal identity and
believed what one had read. From the Buddhist perspective, this
experience would be fundamentally worthless unless the radical [nsights
which the new belief brought changed the way life was experienced. In
fact, from the Buddhist perspective, unless these kinds of "deep
truths" cause a major “*turning about in the deepest seat of
consclousness”®, one has merely “*word knowledge" which to the
Buddhist is worth about as much as the paper upon which one can print
It.

Once I was In a seminar i{n which Hume’s theory of "no-seif*
was being discussed. The professor asked if anyone could explain the
argument and one sStudent offered an explanation of the argument. The

professor then commented that the student was convincing and asked the
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student if he believed that Hume was correct in that one’s empirical
ego-sense was a mere thought construction and that the ego-sense was a
based upon a false bellef. The student repllied that he did. The
professor then complimented the student for his display of philosophic
acumen. The student then turned to a friend, and in a gesture of great
pride smiled and pointed his thumb at himself. From the Buddhist
perspective this Is a clear case of much learning and no insight
because anyone who really _believed that the ego-sense was a false
belief could not, if they really believed it, be proud of what his
fictitious ego had done,

As I noted in the last chapter, virtually all of Eastern
thought pivots around the ego issue. However, the perspectives of
Vedanta and Buddhism are very different. From the Vedantic viewpoint,
the objective Iis to Iidentify with that which inherently transcends
egoistic life. From the Buddhist perspective the Vedantic view is
problematic because it requires the truth of the metaphysical
hypothesis that there Is “something” which “inherentiy transcends*
egoistic life. For the Buddhist, the metaphysical hypothesis is not
necessary and the objJjective is simply the transcendence of egoistic
life. This position should not be construed to imply that no Buddhist
does any metaphysics. There Is a developmental problem within Buddhism
and many versions of Buddhism do contain metaphysical doctrines.=®
For my purposes, I will take the conservative route and use primarily
sources which represent and maintaln the radical anti-metaphysical
approach found in the early original material. I will assume in the

spirit of the early doctrine that "the house is on fire®, l.e. egoistic

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



209
life 1Is full of suffering, and that It does one little good to
speculate on who desligned the bullding or of what material It is made.

The culminating depiction of the supremely happy life is
usually designated by some use of the term ‘Nirvana’. Since Buddhism in
lts purest form eschews conceptual analysis, expllicating ‘Nirvana’ Is a
problem.

But Nirvana has no tangible form¢(‘nimitta’) and it

neither comes Iinto existence nor ceases from

working. To attain Nirvana, therefore, is to see

into the truth of things, ‘yathabhutam’, that is,

as unborn, as not affected by categories of

Intellectual construction.*
The term ‘Nirvana’ Iliterally means ‘to extinguish’ or ‘to blow out’.
And what the attainment of ‘Nirvana’ extinguishes or blows out is the
psychological suffering Inherent I[n egoistic life. The notion of
egoistic life as ‘inherent suffering’ stems from some simple
obgervatlons. These observations represent foundational “truths® In
Buddhist doctrine. One observation 1Is that suffering in the form of
psychological discomfort exists. Another observation is the "truth® of
impermanence. The "truth of Impermanence* is the fact that all
phenomenal objects, be they states of mind or objective "facts®, do not
last. And In rather Stoic fashion when the two observations are wedded
together, we reach the heart of the doctrine. Psychological suffering
Is causally related to the denlal of the truth of impermanence; the
cause of thls suffering 1S some kind of elther acknowledged or taclt
denial of the truth of impermanence.

The superficial explanation of these observations and the

remedy for the problem Is wusually couched in terms of the ordinary
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conceptions of happiness and their dependence upon attachments to
obJects, be they things or states of mind. What happens next in the
*ordinary® Buddhist argument Is that it Is noted that glven the great
truth of impermanence, the life of attachment and desire fulfillment as
a means to happliness is doomed to fallure. Whatever one wants or
desires In order to be happy will not last and in the end all that one
will find Iis suffering. In fact, the whole life of "seeking to fulfill
one’s desires", even one’s significant desires, is simply a life which
presupposes unhapplness. And thus the ordinary Buddhist strategy ls to
extinguish the impetus which moves one to conceive of one’s happiness
as in any way causally related to the fulfilliment of any desire. Much
llke the other anclent theorles, the Buddhist will claim that our
ordinary Intultions about happiness are wrong. What Is somewhat unique
about the Buddhist view Is that rather than presuppose unhappliness and
then try to find out how to alleviate it, the Buddhist presupposes
happiness and then looks to find what we are doing to undermine It.

On the surface, the simliarities between the ordinary Buddhist
story and Stoiclsm seem quite close. However, when one moves from the
common secular versions of the Buddhist doctrine to its philosophic
core, we flnd a position that has a vision which radlically departs from
the Stolc view. The critical difference between the Buddhist position
and that of the Stolcs will plvot around the role of cognition. In the
"ordinary" Buddhist doctrine, cognitive Insight Into the nature of
psychological suffering acts as a preliminary motivator to minimize
one’s attachments. However, High Buddhlst doctrine will not use any

kind of cognitive detaching. The Buddhist will ultimately not "detach"
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but rather glean a measure of insight, i.e. "the turning about in the
deepest seat of consciousness", which eradicates any attaching pull on
attentlon from the threads woven by the process of conceptuallzation.
In thls verslon of the Buddhist argument, the "doctrine of emptiness*
will be used to anchor the argument. The truth of emptiness,
*shunyata’, entalls that all concepts are empty, l.e. vold of essentlal
threads.

I wlll use a Western analogy to try to present a semblance of
the basic 1idea behind the doctrine of emptiness. Suppose that some
version of Quline’s or Wittgenstein’s anti-essentiallism about concepts
were true; our concepts about reality do not represent or correspond to
any ‘"glven" obJective facts. Our Interpretation of the facts always
contains concepts derived from *cultural posits®” and thus Quine’s
position that from an epistemological perspective Homer’s gods and the
truths of sclence are on the same footing is the logical result which
must follow. There [s always some element of contingent, 1.e.
non-binding, subjectivity lnvolved In any conceptual analysis of
factual reallty. Our concepts about reallty cannot mirror reallty
because the very nature of conceptual analysis .contains an Inherent
blas. [ want to make one note about this "doctrinal® comparison between
Quine/Wittgenstein and Buddhism. Both Quine and Wittgenstein take the
ramifications of theilr “"antl-conceptualism" in very different
directions both from each other and from the Buddhist position. My
point In wusing them In this context is only to introduce the doctrine
and not to claim that either Western philosopher has hidden Buddhist

tendencles. Buddhist doctrine has little similarity to Quine’s
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pragmatism, nor Wittgenstein’s “"ordinary language® position. The only
point of Interest from my perspective is that both Western philosophers
support some type of “anti-essentialist® viewpoint in the sense that
our concepts about the world cannot do "essentialist® representational
work.

Something akin to this plcture Is the starting point of
Buddhlist reflection on llfe. In a certaln way, the Buddhist pushes this
doctrine In much the same manner as I had the Vedantin push Hume. If
the philosophic position is correct, what happens to the way one lives
one‘’s 1ife? One possible answer would be to try the Rorty method®
which might be described In the following terms. Since
antl-essentlalism Is true and all concepts are contingent by-products
of ways of talking, and since ‘human belngs’ are essentlally language
ugers, then the best kind of human 1ife would be one in which we each
uniquely create our own self-descriptions. I bring Rorty Into play at
this point because there 1is a point in Rorty’s depiction of the best
kind of life which needs addressing and will set the stage for the
Buddhist view.

If someone ‘"really" belleved Rorty’s premises, and then
actually engaged in the process that he is advocatling, their 1ife would
possess a measure of cognitive dissonance which would border on
complete Internal incoherence. Faced with the pinnacle
antl-esgsentlallst conumdrum of living out one’s life in a vacuous world
of contingent fabrication, Rorty opts to be the best fabricator
possible. One’s 1ife becomes a sort of novel-writing activity In which

the writer gets to play whatever role sultes her best. I do not want to
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deny that the activity might not be enjoyable. But what I would deny ls
that anyone could avold massive coanitive dissonance and believe both
of Rorty’s premises at the same time. No one except someone who
belleved Rorty’s second premise that "human beings® are egsentially
language users would opt for Rorty’s vision of the ‘Summum Bonum*, but
this 18 exactly one of the beliefs Rorty cannot belleve due to the
content of first premise. It makes for a nice Zen Koan®, but I
doubt that I[s what Rorty Intended. The more Iinteresting problem will
lead us to the kind of problem the Buddhist wants to confront. If the
anti-essentlalist 1s right, what happens when one sees the "truth® of
non-egssentialism; even the concept that we are essentially language
users? If we are really trapped by the pictures our use of language
paints, then what does one who literally sees the ®"picture trapping®
experlence? The Buddhist clalms the answer to be a unique liberating
experience whereby the psychological suffering generated from
conceptually drlven experience 138 extinguished. And this condition of
living they call ‘Nirvana‘.

In _The Lankavatara Sutra the error involved in taking what
one’s concepts represent to be what factually is the case 18 called
*false~imaginations".

False-imaginations rise from the consideration of
appearances: things are discriminated as to form,
signs, and shape; as to having colors, warmth,
humidity, motility or rigidity. False-imagination
consists in becoming attached to these appearances
and thelr names. By attachment to objects is meant,
the getting attached to inner and outer things as
[f they were real. By attachment to names is meant,
the recognltlon In these Inner and outer things of

the characteristic marks of Indlividuations and
generality, and to regard them as definitely
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belonging to the names and objects.®

The Iimportant point to note on this passage Is that the scope of
*false-imagination®* s quite broad. It Is not Just our interpretations
of "the world" which fall under the rubric but any use of conceptual
analysis which posits *characterisitc marks of Iindividuations and
generallty, and to regard them as definitely belonging to names and
objects'. And, ultimately on this view, In a sort of Berkeleyian*®
fashion the "obJects" about which we talk are alleged to be just names
with conceptual ramifications.

I offer the following example to help clarify this point.
‘Unhappiness’ Is a name. Let us say that it designates a certain state
of mind. We can deflne thls state of mind any way we like. All that
matters Is that It could refer to a state of mind and that the person
using It knows what It means. The claim will then be that this state of
mind represents a condition which is connected to a whole serles of
conceptualizations, none of which contain any essential components. The
state of mind ls thus based upon false-imaginatlion because there would
be some conceptual, e.g. discriminatory, content Iinvolved in the
assessment. For example, 1t would be very difficult to be unhappy
unless one belleved some fact to be the case. However If the
anti-essentlalist premise 1is true, then this fact which one must
believe and all the facts which support it, l.e. the whole network or
web In which this fact Is embedded, cannot be essentlal truths. In
other words, the Buddhist Is clalming that some essentialist bellief

content, 1.e. "these bellefs represent the facts*, 1|3 a necessary
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condition for suffering. And even at this point if one opts for an
Internallst view and claims that one could be unhappy simply because
one did not "feel good" internally, there would remaln a Judgment about
the *“feelling" which depended upon some kind of conceptual underpinning.
Thus, the whole grip of the picture loses its subjective sting because
without some bellef in the truth of the conceptual content there is no
way for the conceptual content to agltate. And without the subjective
sting, e.g. psychological agitation, there Is no way in which one could
enter the conditlion, i.e. state of mind, called "unhappiness”.

What the Buddhist Is claiming Is that ‘unhappliness’ as
psychologlical suffering Is a conceptual phenomenon which sprouts from
three roots. These roots are denlals of the great "truths', e.g.
egolessness, Impermanence and emptiness. When one stops this denlal
there 1s the “turning about in deepest seat of consciousness®. When one
stops the activity of conceptualizing about the Impermanent and the
Indeterminate as [f they contained something essentlial, lasting and
determinate, something happens and this something Is the indescribable
experience or condition called “Nirvana’. In a certain sense the
Buddhist is making a rather simple and almost trivial claim. If the
antl-essentlallst view Is correct, one cannot generate any reason to be
unhappy and thlis absence of unhappiness Just is happlness. Call *that*
*‘Nirvana’ and *this" conceptuallzing about the Inessential and
Impermanent. When one stops doing "this" what Is left Is “that" and
“that" Just 1Is what It Is - namely the absence of “this”. And In the
absence of "this" one cannot produce suffering.

The Tathagata‘s Nirvana 1is where It IS recognlzed

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



216

that there 13 nothing but what is seen of the mind
Itself; is where, recognizing the nature of
self-mind, one no longer cherishes the duallsms of
discrimination; 1s where there 1S no more thirst
nor grasping; Is where there is no more attachment
to external things. Nirvana Is where the
thinking-mind with ali its discriminations,
attachments, aversions and egoism is forever put
away; Is where logical measures, as they are seen
to be 1Iinert, are no longer siezed upon; is where
even the notlon of truth is treated with
Indlfference because it I3 causing bewi!derment; iIs
where getting rld of the four propositions, there
Is Insight Into the abode of Reality. Nirvana is
where the twofold passions have subsided and the
twofold hinderances are cleared away and twofold
egolegsness is patiently accepted; is where by the
attalnment of the "turning-about" in the deepest
gseat of consclousness, self-reallzation of Noble
Wisdom Is fully entered into - that is the Nirvana
of the Tathagatas.t'2

The description of ‘Nirvana’ in thls passage s given in
purely negative terms. It Iis explained as the absence of certain
activites. And the most Important activity which Is absent is the
activity of conceptuallzing. In stark contrast to the Rorty Method, the
Buddhist does not Identify a bogus activity and then advocate its use
as a type of "best we can do® palliative. If the anti-essentliallst
doctrine Is  true, there I[s something somewhat unconvincing Iin
Ideallizing the pragmatlic turn. On the Buddhist view there comes a polnt
where the “essentlally" vacuous process simply cannot be used to
palllate. The metaphors which we call our lives, and the clrcumstances
in which they unfold, have to be calied into question. And the Buddhlst
will argue that "calling them into question" radically alters the way
one lives within the sphere of conceptually-driven experience.

What the Buddhlist Is going to claim at this polnt Is that any
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condition produced by a conceptually-driven thought construction is
empty and vold of binding content. Psychological suffering depends upon
the presence of a bellef about some experience. And It also depends
upon a second order bellef about the first belief. This second order
belief is a "value Judgment” about the content of the first belief. The
filrst bellef conceptuallzes the experlence and the second belief
evaluates the conception. The first bellef 1s a conceptual
Interpretation of an experience and the second belief an evaluation of
the lInterpretation. However, the content of the first belief has no
essentlal threads. It Is ‘shunya’ or essentially empty. In order for
the second order bellef to produce any kind of psychologlical agitation,
the empty nature of the first bellef must be subjectlively denied. And
when one ceases to deny the empty nature of all conceptual
Interpretation, no reason not to be happy can be generated and the
absence of that activity, l.e. generating conceptual reasons not to be
happy, Just Is ‘Nirvana‘.

Everything changes, everythlng passes,

Things appearing, things disappearing.

But when all Is over - everything having appeared

and having disappeared,

Being and extinction both transcended. -

Still the basic emptiness and silence abides,

And that is bllssful Peace.!®

One of the points to notice Is that there is nothing here
which precludes the forming and even acting upon second order bellefs.
What happens s that a certain subjective circuit is defused. The

connection between the experlence of living and the conceptual reality

In which It unfolds loses Its pull. There is no tension between a
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subjective Iideallsm and a realist perspectlive on life. The world Is not
denled, what s denied is that ‘world’
represents anything with essential content. In contemporary language
what ‘world’ represents, or that to which it refers, is essentially
empty. This does mean that there is nothing there except an idea. It
does not mean that the world vanishes when no one is perceiving it.

It Is llke a wheel of flre made by a revolving

firebrand which Is no wheel but which is imagined

to be one by the ignorant. Nor is [t not-a-wheel

because it has not been seen by some.*'<
What this passage is supposed to make clear is that no conceptual
content can do any essentlal representational or referential work. It
cannot be sald that it is a wheel because no essentlal correspondence
between the concept and the appearance exists, nor can it be said that
It Is "not-a-wheel® because It has not been percelved as that would
presuppose that there was "something" to which ‘wheel’ did correspond.
The argument is making no claim about the nature of factual reallity. It
Is only clalming that we have no adequate bridge by which to contact
It. It cannot be sald that it is a ‘wheel’ nor that it is ‘not-a-wheel”
not because of anything about what jt is, but because of what ‘wheel”
Is. And what ‘wheel’ is Is essentlally empty; something beyond both
affirmation and negation. D.T. Suzuki states the view in the following
terms.

For him the world Is perceived ‘yathabhutam’

stripped of all its logical predicates and also its

so-called objective trappings; the world thus

appearing in 1ts nakedness has been designated

empty(sunya) by the Mahayanists. It Is In this

sense, therefore, that it can be sald there is
nothing substantial In the world, nothing which has
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Individuality(atman), nothing which can be grasped;
and it slips through the hands, one predicate
disappearing after another, so It cannot be
designated as being(sat), nor by Its opposite,
not-being(asat). No term that admits of antithesis
can be applled to the world, as It Is beyond
logical opposites.'s
*‘Nirvana’ Is simply the reallzation of the empty nature of
conceptual analysis. Nothing changes. There is no-thing to change. The
world does not disappear. What never was cannot no longer be. Does the
ghost to which ‘ghost’ referred no longer exist when the child reaches
the age of reason and Insight? What no longer exists is a certain
subjective pull which belief in the concept’s imagined referent imposed
upon the chlld’s attentlon. Extend the analogy to its limit and what is
left is a glimpse of ‘Nirvana’. The ghost is gone and what is left is
Just the howl of the wind clanging the chimney flew. Nothing really
changes, but [t 1s all very different. One fixes the flew instead of
hiding from the ghost. ‘Ghost-sound’ produced fear, ‘flew-noise’
produced annoyance. The obJector wants to say there is a difference.
‘Flew-nolse’ corresponds to or represents reality. It “tracks truth® or
passes rellablllity tests. It has pragmatic value. ‘Ghost-sound’ does
none of these. The discomfort of being awakened from the flew-noise Is
legitimate while the fear produced by the ghost-sound is all imagined.
Perhaps one replies, "Call |t whatever one likes. ‘Flew-noige’
or ‘ghost-sound’, ‘chimney-whistle’ or ‘wind-song’, of course, we all
hear It and what we all hear is the same thing. It makes the child

afraid. It makes the sleeper annoyed. It makes the reader angry and the

thinker disturbed.* And how does the sound do all this? How does the
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sound alter one’s psychological state? How did the child move from
playful tranquilllty to the condition of fear, or the thinker from deep
concentration to agltated disturbance? We want to say the sound did it.
But then one has to ask which sound? Responding cleverly we say, "That
sound! That sound disturbed my concentration." And the question is then
asked, "Did sound disturb concentration, or did ‘sound’ disturb
‘concentration’?" The former cannot happen without the latter and the
latter cannot happen at all. Quallitative subjective states cannot be
produced from purely objective referents without conceptual mediation.
And when one flashes Into that reallzatlon by seeing the emptiness of
concepts, thelr lack of causal efficacy without essentialist beliefs,
the Buddhist will claim the experience to be a glimpse of something

very special and this they call ‘Nirvana‘.

2. External Problems

The role objective conditions play In the Buddhist theory Is quite
different from any we have seen. On the surface the Buddhist project
has certaln similarities to both the Epicurean and Stoic views. Desire
management is clearly critical to the Buddhist agenda and there appears
to be a rather Stolc stance which Is assumed in the ‘Nirvanic’
condition. Nonetheless, the Buddhist position is quite different from
either of these views. The role external objective conditions play is a
curious mix. Buddha acknowledges that pain and the suffering it causes
are in a sense "problems". The Four Noble Truths*< are framed in a
quest to overcome and move beyond the suffering he views as inherent in

ordinary ego-bound living. However from the Buddhist perspective it is
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not technically obJective conditions which ‘“produce' or "cause® the
suffering. Objective conditions are Indeterminate, i.e. “empty", and
thus neither their presence nor absence are relevant for genuine
Buddhist happiness. As far as ‘Nirvana’ 1Is concerned, objective
conditions neither embellish nor diminish its presence. Suffering is
caused by a certaln psychological pose towards objective conditions,
and the Buddhist projJect consists in *“uncausing® the suffering by
deflating this pose.

From the Buddhist perspective there is no relationship between
‘Nirvana’, supreme happlness, and any objective condition. The
rationale behind this position has nothing to do with objective facts
or the experiences derived from objective facts. The problem Is not
anything about the "world". The problem Is a subjective dependency
which arises from a certaln psychological posture or pose. The inner
life of the ego, l.e. the sense of separateness and Individuallty, Is
viewed as not much different than the "self" which appears in a dream.
The ‘self’ or ego-sense, e.g the sufferer, (s an idea constructed from
conceptual Interpretations of experlence. The notion of *"self-image*
might be one way to explain the issue. From the ordinary common-sense
perspective "self-images" can "get hurt". When a "self-image" gets hurt
from the ramifications of objective experience, there Is suffering.
However, a "self-image" is merely a psychological pose. What exactly is
1t that *gets hurt*? The "self-image" [s an idea. It is a psychological
posture towards experience which adds something to the experience that
Is not part of the obJective conditlons. From the Buddhist perspective,

the problem of suffering or unhappiness is causally rcelated to
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objective conditions not because of anything about objectlve
conditions, but rather because the "subject* of the experlience must
tacitly assume a certain psychological framework.

What the Buddhist will claim needs to be done is to challenge
and undermine thls framework rather than successfully manipulate its
content. By successfully challenging the framework, the experience’s
subject, [.e. the self-image or ego-sense, disappears and what remalns
Is objective ‘“reallty" void of the causal means to produce
psychological affects,

It would be better for the unlearned worldling to

regard this body, built up of the four elements, as

his Ego, rather than the mind. For it [s evident

that this body may last for a year, for two years,

for three, four, five, or ten years, or even for a

hundred years and more; but that which is called

thought or mind, or mind-conscliousness, is

continuously, during day and night, arising as one

thing and passing away as another thing.!”
The “psychological pose* 1s to assume an identification with thought,
or mind or mind-consciousness and evaluate from that perspective. And
the passage cltes the magnitude of the error by advising that one would
be better served by ldentifying with only the body. Unlike Vedanta
there 1s no essentlal core which I8 concealed by this process. The
process does not conceal an Inner egsence; it merely generates the
Ilmpression of an ablding subject, e.g. the self-image, behind the flow
of experlence.

As noted, Buddhist "therapy® has a certain similarity with

Epicurus’ deslire management program. For Eplcurus false bellefs are the

critical factors In the process of deciding upon which desires one
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ought to act. The false bellefs of concern for Eplcurus are identlifled
as those bellefs which support desires whose non-fulfillment will not
result In paln. Buddhist doctrine takes a very similar approach, but
Instead of focusing the Iissue on paln the Buddhist will examine
suffering. And what the Buddhist will claim is that suffering is always
produced by empty bellefs because objective conditions are conceptually
Indeterminate, e.g. beyond affirmation and negation, and the subject of
the experience, e.g. the ego-sense or self-image, Is a fabrlication.
Thus, rather than control and temper desires, the Buddhist will
undermine the framework which produces the suffering.

In relation to obJective conditions, ‘suffering’ 1s best
defined as the condition of not having what one wants and being
troubled by this situation. By being ‘troubled by this situation’ s
meant the presence of some propositional evaluation about this
sltuation which creates a subjectlve dependency. For example, take the
obJective fact that 1 do not have a certain Job and add to this fact
the belief that I cannot be happy unless I get this job. Since I do not
have thls Job but do have the subjective bellief about the job’s causal
relationship towards my happiness, I will psychologically suffer. And
what the Buddhlist will clalm is that the most efficatious route to take
here Is to eliminate the belief rather than struggle with the
circumstances. This need not mean that I need no longer want the job,
nor that I stop pursulng [t. All It means iIs that the subjective
dependency relationship between the Job and my happiness is empty.

An argument could be produced to substantiate the preliminary

spirit of the clalm. There (3 no necessary relationship between the
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*Job-deslire", In fact any desire, and happiness. Since it is also
possible for someone to have unfulfilled desires and still be happy,
then the bellef that one cannot be happy without this job, or the
object of any desire, Iis empty. As I said this would only be a
preliminary goad, but [t does capture the message of Buddha‘s early
polemic. Suffering can be alleviated through understanding and Insight.
However, the project does not stop here. Suffering can also be
eliminated by radically undermining the framework rather than simply
becoming adept at its manipulation.

An examination of ‘suffering’ will reveal the presence of
certain factors all of which the Buddhist claims are essentially empty.
Two critical factors which must be present for suffering are the bellef
In an ablding ego-sense and some bellief in a correspondence relatlion
between the propositional content and the state of affairs It
deslignates, be It an objective or sublective condition. These two
factors are the foundation for any psychological framework. And what
the Buddhist 1Is claiming is that suffering can be eradicated by simply
notlcing that at least one of these foundations of the psychological
framework 1s empty. When this inslght occurs, suffering can no longer
come about because the mechanism which produces it can no longer
function.

Then sald Mahamat! to the Blessed One: Why is it
that the ignornant are given up to discrimination
and the wise are not?

The Blessed One replied: It Is because the ignorant
cling to names, signs and ldeas; as their minds
move along these channels they feed on

multiplicities of objJjects and fall into the notion
of an ego-soul and what belongs to it; they make
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discriminations of good and bad among appearances
and cling to the agreeable...

Because of folly they do not understand that all
things are 1llke maya, 1lke the reflection of the
moon in water, that there is no self-substance to
be Imagined as an ego-soul and lts belongings, and
that all thelr definite Ideas rise from their false
discriminations of what exists only as [t is seen
of the mind itself. They do not realize that things
have nothing to do with qualified and quallifying,
nor with the course of birth, abliding and
destruction, and Instead they assert that they are
born of a creator, of ¢time, of atoms, of some
celestial spirit. It 1s because the ignorant are
glven up to discrimination that they move along the
gtream of appearances, but It is not so with the
wise.t®
ObJective reallty does not directly cause suffering. The cause
of suffering s always based upon a conceptual interpretation. The
delusion, |.e. the Ignorance, is not Platonic. There is no trading of a
lower grade of reality for a higher one. The "objective problem® i3 one
of bellefs. ObJective reallty can only "cause” suffering when certain
beliefs are present. The Buddhist 1is making a rather modest claim.
‘*Suffering® by definition Is a psychological conditlon and without
certaln subjectlve bellefs suffering cannot occur. I cannot be lonely,
sad, fearful, or angry unless I have certaln beliefs. And once the
empty nature of these beliefs is seen, there is no way for the *normal*
pyschologlical mechanlsm to produce disturbing mind states. The doctrine
simply points out a methodological flaw. The two components whlich
constitute the framework that produces suffering are empty. Both the
belief in a correspondence relationship between concepts and the
objects of experience, and the conceptuallzed "self-image" or ego-sense

lack essentlial threads; and wlithout any essential threads, the
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mechanism which produces suffering s defused. We cannot generate
unhappiness once we glean the insight, i.e. "the turning about in the
depths of consciousness", that the bellefs which are necessary to
generate it are empty.

There is a sense in which the Buddhist seems quite close to
the Stolc view here as both views seem to be down-playing objective
value for a reason; both views seem to be seeking the transcendence of
objective conditlons because of something about objectlive conditions
which makes them unable to affect the psychological status of the
person. However, there is one major difference between the two methods.
The Stolc attempts to ratlonalize the disvaluing of objective
conditions while the Buddhist devalues the constitution of the
rationalization. In the former case, one uses a cognitive process to
correct a cognitive flaw. Conceptual error ls corrected by conceptual
clarification; a "proper® understanding of the objective world produces
a detaching effect. For example, the Stolc might reason along the
following 1ines. Since virtue Is the only thing of real value and since
the presence of hunger in my life bears no relationship to my behaving

virtuously, hunger can have no value and thus there 1s no reason to be

disturbed by It. The _fact that hunger has no "real® value trumps its
felt affect.

In the Buddhist case, the insight into the alleged vacuous
nature of rationality’s components discredits the data gathered from
the process. No evaluation about the fictitious inner entity’s
condition derived from the Indeterminate obJective conditions can be

psychologically binding. In order for any psychologically binding
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condition to be produced, one must belleve that the information about
the objective conditions is accurate and that this information applies
to a subject of the experience. And the Buddhist wlll, of course, claim
that his "lInslght" has demonstrated that neither of these conditions
can be the case. In a certain sense, the Buddhist is claiming that if
one stops belleving In the framework’s foundation, nothing the
framework generates can have psychological force.

From the Buddhist perspective, ‘Nirvana’ is the optimal
condition of human living. It is a condition whose primary indicator is
an Insight Into the conceptual nature of lived experience by which the
subjective sting of lived experience [s "blown-out". Neither the
presence nor absence of any objects of experience can make any
difference here. A certain psychological pose is defused. Nothing
outward changes but everything Iis different. Perception may still
present us wlth an *obJective world"!®. We may even continue to
make objective evaluations about this "world". But what the Buddhist
claims cannot be done is to bring that "world® into conceptual space,
make evaluations, and then legitimately psychologize about the status
of the subject unless we have not had the "insight* into the empty

nature of the foundation.

Looking at the objective world, Aristotle actively sought the
successful navigation of its I11 effects. Epicurus sought to manage and
minimize them. The Stolc tried to deny them and the Vedantin refused to
feel them. The Iideal was always the same - by therapeutically

Intervening one could overcome the world’s i1l effects and positively
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embellish the quality of one’s life. In each cagse the "objective-world*
Issue 13 posed In the form of a problem to be solved. The Buddhist does
not find a glven "obJective worlid". ‘OblJectlve world’ ls a
participatory fluid experience. *Objective world" can only be Judged
within a certain framework. Frameworks are non-binding, contingent,
particlipatory experliences. They, l.e. frameworks, are claimed to be
nothing more than an extension of semantic possibilities.

Some of thegse possibilities subjectively soothe us and some
sting. The possibility called ‘the objective world’ does both. When
this possibility s present the framework will dictate the response.
But since the framework Is contingent upon the semantic possibliiity,
there s now a flfth option for how we might handle the *objective
world*.

On the contrary my teaching [s based upon the

recognition that the objective world, like a

vislon, I8 a manlfestation of the mind itself; [t

teaches the cessation of Ignorance, desire, deed

and causallity; It teaches the cessation of

suffering that arises from the discriminations of

the triple world.?° (‘Triple world’ 1is the

sphere of desire, form and no-form, ‘kama’, ‘rupa’‘,

and ‘arupa‘’, and simply denotes the realm of

phenomenal, psychological experience.)
This passage should not be read as a thesis about perception.
Perception 1Is not the problem. The "problem" is the belief that the
sense-mind’s conception of an objective world galvanizes the semantic
framework and presents the subject with objective data which can then
be extrapolated via discriminatory functions and perform legitimate and

causally efflcacious roles in the psychological context. In the same

text we find,
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By the cessation of the sense-minds is meant, not
the cessation of their perceiving functions, but
the cessation of their discriminating and naming
activities which are centralized in the
discriminating mortal-mind.=*
(*Sense-minds’ Is correct In thls context. From the
pergpective of this text there is a "seeing mind",
a "feeling mind*, etc. for each of the senses and a
sixth mind(manovijnana) which particularizes and
coordinates the functions of the five
*senge-minds*.)
The allusion to *llke a vision" needs to be read in the context of the
discriminatory faculty’s ability to produce suffering from its primary
functions. These functions are Ignorance, desire, action and reading
objective causal relations in a manner which seems to produce binding,
non-contingent psychological effects, e.g. greed, hatred, attachments.
The obJective world and its relationship to Supreme Happiness
or ‘Nirvana’ becomes a moot point; not because of anything about the
objective world, but because everything *that world" does to us hinges
upon a prlor conception which from the ‘Nirvanic’ viewpoint, i.e.
non-conceptual, cannot have any bilinding psychological effect. The
Ildealism In the above passage should not be viewed in the manner of
reducing the "world® to an "idea". The Buddhist can no more say that
the objectlive world is only an iIdea than he can say anything else about
"it*. The heart of the clalm is that "conceptual interaction*, e.g.
psychologizing, wlith the world 18 the same as conceptualizing In a
vision.
The only change is that the conceptual fuse which links

*objective wor 1d® to the ego-sense’s psychological machinery Iis

blown-out. The presence or absence of objective conditions can only
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quallitatively affect any experlence when the experlience Is processed
through the conceptual web. Llke Eplcurus, desires are problematic
because their mismanagement will produce suffering. Unlike Epicurus,
the scope of problematic desires Is much wider for the Buddhist. Any
desire driven by selfish craving will cause further suffering by
deepening the dependency upon psychological processing. Buddhism is not
antl-emplirical, It I8 antl-psychologlical In the sense that the pursult
of positive affectlve psychological states via objective dependency is
an activity constructed upon empty beliefs. The fetter is not objective
need, but subjective craving, neediness, clinging and dependency.

Obviously an objectivist will disagree with this position. The
simplest obJjection would involve death or pain. Objectively speaking it
seems that both of these conditions do deserve serious psychological
attention and that anyone being psychologically disturbed by their
presence would certainly be justified. Thus, much like the Stolcs the
Buddhist view seems to force an extreme counter-intuitive position upon
us. I belleve that this is one of the most difficult dilemmas for the
Buddhist. They are commltted to two theses which make the resolution
tenuous. In the first place, they are not inclined to deny the presence
of paln but they do want to clalm that psychologlical agitation about
pain can be avoided. The realist strand in Buddhist thought readily
admits the presence of pain and it admits that pain hurts. Much of
Buddha‘s original polemic is directed primarily at the presence of pain
in the body and the problems22, i.e. suffering, which arise from
It. On the other hand, the core of the teachings 1s focused on

‘uncausing® the unnecessary suffering produced by the pain. Thus, [t is
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best [f I switch the topical order at this point and move directly into

the pleasure/pain issue leaving morality’s role for section 4.

3. Pleasure, Pain and Transcendence
Undermining the discriminatory functions hasg the effect of loosening
certain ties to the objective world. The doctrine has a clearly cogent
side from which [t acquires the plausible side of the intuition.
Following the thunder-storm as the sun is breaking through the clouds,
I clearly "see* rainbow-like colors reflected on the surface of a
puddle as I Jog by it. Knowing full-well that the colors I see are not
"really" representations of "colored-water" but simply reflections on
the water‘s surface caused by the sunlight striking the water, I do not
belfeve that the “"colored-water" which I "see® 1Iis really colored.
Perceptual 1llusion s overpowered by Insight into the nature of the
event. The psychological insight which the Buddhist gleans from the
“turning about 1in the depth of his consclousness* tries to push the
analogy further and is not very different from the above case In which
the “"ghost-sound" is transformed by the *"flew-noise". If one can change
the nature of the “objective® framework, one can cause changes in the
psychological reponse mechanism.
The Buddhist at times appears to want to push the analogy to

the limit.

The mental habit of looking outward by the

discriminating-mind wupon an external objective

world must be glven up, and a new habit of

reallzing Truth within the Intulitive-mind by

becoming one with Truth itself must be established.

Until this Intuitive gelf-realization of HNoble
Wisdom Is attained, this evolving mind-system will
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go on. But when an Insight Into the five Dharmas,

the three self-natures, and the two-fold

egolessness |Is attained, then the way will be

opened for thls *turning about® to take place. With

the ending of pleasure and pain, of conflicting

ideas, of the disturbing Iinterests of egoism, a

gtate of tranquillization will be attalned in which

the truths of emancipation will be fully understood

and there will be no further evil out-flowings of

the mind-system to Iinterfere with the perfect

self-reallization of Noble Wisdom.23
In passages 1llke this one, what one might call the ®*soft truth® of
perceptual error 1Is stretched to a limit which seems to strain common
gense. [t easy to understand how perceptual "corrections® can cause
psychological changes, but the magnitude of the framework alterations
In these kinds of passages pushes things to a point which common sense
may find beyond bellef.

There 18 a sense, as the above passage demonstrates, in which
the Buddhist does clalm that paln, as well as pleasure, can be
transcended. The sohlisticated Buddhist will not be inclined, as the
Stolc was, to deny that pain hurts, nor will she clalm that pain can
*not-be-felt". The presence of palin, like the presence of most
common-sense reallst perceptions, [s not the problem. And this
situation only seems to deepen the dilemma. Pain does not appear to be
necessarily connected to conceptualization. However from the Buddhist
perspective, this appearance that pain is not necessarily related to
conceptualization 1is somewhat deceptive. Pain 1Is a psycho-physical
experience. To get from pain to aversion requires more than a mere

physical response. The Buddhist simply sees pain as a kind of knee-jerk

reaction wlth no necessary psychological reactlon attached to It. In
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fact, the Buddhist sees no problem at all here. The problem is not
paln, rather the problem ls the suffering caused by pain.

This issue may be one in which the radically different
frameworks create an unbridgable gulf. The Western inclination is to
objectify ‘paln’ as an adjective applied to a subject. The Buddhist
tends to frame the Issue as an adverb applied to an experience. The
former reads the objective condition from the personal subjective
perspective whlle the latter reads the situation from the Impersonal
objJective viewpolnt. FProm the viewpoint of the subject, there ig a
problem with the presence of pain, but from the impersonal viewpoint
there are only different kinds of experiences and these can only be
personally "psychologlized" by changing the framework.

There 18 an Iinteresting asymmetry between the Stoic and
Buddhist regarding the issue of pain which will perhaps make the depth
of this dilemma clear. The Stolc would claim that pain is a
dispreferred(read bad) Indifferent, but also claim that pain does not
hurt. The Buddhist claims that paln does hurt but is not bad. From the
common-sense perspective, the Buddhist seems committed to a bizarre
thesis: paln hurts but Is not bad. Suzuki puts the point in the
followlng terms.

When you are to suffer a pain for one reason or
another, you Just suffer [t, and have no other
thoughts about it. When you are to enjoy a pleasure
you Just enjoy it, and have no other thoughts about
it. By thus experiencing what comes to you, you
experience ‘shunyata’ In which there 1Is neither
dualism nor monism nor transcendentalism. This is
what 1Is meant by the statement which makes up the
basic teaching of the ‘Prajnaparamita’ that "when I

thus talk to you, there s no talk, nor any
hearing; nor 1Is there any talker, and no audience
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either® - which Is ‘shunyata’.=<

And as Westerners we recoll from the verblage. Suzuki’s framework is
conceptually empty and with no occupant, l.e. the concept of paln, In
the “conceptual" space, there I[s no way evaluative discourse can get
started. Perhaps an example would make this "clear®. The feeling of
pain or hurt Is one thing. The concepts of ‘paln’ or ‘hurt’ are
something else. ‘Bad’ Is a conceptual term. In order to apply ‘bad’ to
the feeling of hurt or paln, I have to bring the feeling into
conceptual space. This I do by conceptualizing the experience and this,
of course, Is preclsely what Suzuki’s framework will not allow him to
do because for Suzuki conceptual space is essentially empty,
‘shunyata’. This should not be taken to mean that Suzuki will not ever
conceptuallize. All it Implies is that the ‘shunyata’ Insight will trump
the conceptual explication and thus deflate any psychological effect.
Notice the difference between the Stoic and the Buddhist. In the Stolc
framework, reasonlng about the paln causes a judgment which renders the
pain value-neutral and thus overrides the normative "felt" disvalue
that Is wusually attached to the experience - reason overwhelms
physiology and the pain no longer hurts the Sage. For the Buddhist, the
framework 1is very dlfferent. The pain hurts; there might even be
avoidance behavior, but there is no judgment about the paln being bad.
Both frameworks seem to be denying an objective fact - namely that pain
is often a bad thing to undergo or that it hurts, and both frameworks
seem to be denying something most of us find normative about the

ordinary use of ‘pain‘.
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It might be of interest to examine if both of the two possible
abuses of langauge are as problematic as they appear to be. One
standard method used In evaluating the abuse of ordinary language Is to
use a criterion based upon "ordinary® recognition. If the alteration in
normal use results In a fallure to be able to recognize that about
which we are talking, then the argument can legitimately be accused of
staking its claim on purely definitional criteria and in essence merely
changing the meaning of the terms at issue. The Issue here would be an
example of Philippa Foot’s®*® argument that not to be fearful, or at
least apprehensive, In the pregsence of danger would Imply that the
person at Issue had changed the meaning of ‘danger’. Clearly the Stolc
does have this problem. Anything which did not hurt would no longer be
considered a ‘pain’, and calling the ‘pain’ a dispreferred indlfferent
does seem to be an attempt to save the theory by use of a change in
meaning. “Hurt® pretty clearly seems to be a necessary condition for
the presence of pailn and one might seriously wonder what it Is which
does not hurt or injure the sage.

On the other side of the Issue, [t does seem possible to
describe a ‘pain’ as not being bad and still be able to recognize and
respond to the paln as a paln. A case could made for there being no
necessary connection between ‘pain’ as ordinarily used and ‘bad’. Some
pains could be evaluated as ‘good’, e.g. vigorous exercise, some diets,
with no problem to the uses of ordinary language. The objection might
be made that [t 1Is not the pain which is being called ‘good’ but the
effects which the pain will bring about and that in the absence of

these effects, or the primary Intention behind the actlivity, the paln
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would not be called ‘good’. There are two possible replies to this
obJection., One reply Is from the Western perspective and the other is a
more Buddhist-llke answer. The flirst would be that the value attributed
to pain has to be Instrumental. The Judgments we make about the good or
bad value of a paln are always based upon what the pain does to us. For
the obJection to have force, one would have to clalm that ‘pain’ is
Intringsically bad, but can loge its *intrinsic" badness when it leads
to favorable results which, of course, leads to a logical
contradiction. Thus "pain®* cannot be intrinsically bad. The Buddhist
reply to thlis objJectlon would be to reject the instrumental framework
itself. ‘Paln’ in the Buddhist framework is nelther good or bad; 1t
Just Is. And [f this skews ordlinary usage of language the Buddhlst will
reply "so much the worse for ordinary language.* In fact, one of the
primary obJectives of the whole Buddhist project Is to go beyond the
semantic and conceptual limits which the ordinary use of language
Impose upon our psychological condition,

There are four kinds of word discrimination, all of
which are to be avolded because they are allke
unreal. First there are the words indicating
individual marks which rise from discriminating
forms and signs as being real in themselves and,
then, becoming attached to them. There are
memory-words which rise from unreal surroundings
which come before the mind when it recalls some
previous experience. Then there are words growing
out of attachment to the erroneous distinctions and
speculations of the mental processes. And finally,
there are words growing out of inherited prejudices
as seeds of habit-energy have accumulated since
beginningless time, or which had their origin in

some long forgotten clinging to false-imagination
and erroneous speculations.2¢

The Buddhist makes a distinction between the experlience and
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the conceptualization of that experience. The conceptualization of an
experience requires the use of words. Certain words have a perfuming
effect; ‘vasana’ 1s the technical Sanskrit term used to describe this
effect. Conceptualizing pleasant experiences tends to produce positive
‘vasanas’ whlile conceptualizing painful experiences tends to generate
negative ‘vasanas’. ‘Pleasure’/ and ‘pain’ are packed with particularly
powerful ‘vasanas’. The ‘vasana’ produced by words ls like the
conceptual wake or tracks which the experience leaves behind;
‘habit-energy’ 1s the translation used in the above passage. As the
ingight Into the ‘shunya’, e.g. empty, nature of conceptual reality
takes its hold, the power of the ‘vasanags’ is defused and one is left
confronting the pain experience free of conceptual limitations which
simply means that it may hurt but it does not have to be bad.

Disciples should be on thelr guard against the
seductlon of words and sentences and their illusive
meanings, for by them the ignorant and dull-witted
become entangled and helpless as an elephant
floundering about in the mud.2?

I want to make one final note. None of this precludes a
common-sense pragmatic approach to 1life. Neither pain’s hurt nor any
ensulng avoldance behavior need disappear. The Buddhist 1Is simply
clalming that the psychological baggage attached to the experience is
not necessary. I may be hungry and try to find some food, but I can

find a way to undergo that experlience and not psychologically suffer by

transcending the conceptual ramifications of that experience.

4. The Amoral! D!lemma
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The role of morality and the relationship between the ‘Nirvanic’
condition and morality poses problems In Buddhist "thought”. Once the
radical anti-conceptual doctrine of High Buddhism is fully understood,
It seems that the only ethical optlon left Is an "amoral" one and there
can be no relationship between ﬁorallty and ‘Nirvana‘’. Though *The
Precepts*2® represent a code of moral behavior, there seems to be
no sound "theoretical® way in which the radical anti-conceptualism can
ultlmately accomodate a genuine moral theory. Moral discrimination
always contains an element of conceptual understanding which has to be
theoretically empty, ‘shunya’. The student or novice may be encouraged
to be moral at the preliminary stages2® as a "means* towards the
tough ego-crushing work which must be done In order to transcend the
ordinary conceptual framework, but in the final stages of the
confrontation with the conceptual mind the transcendence of *all"
framework-bound Judgments appears to shatter any possible binding moral
foundation.
Some theorists®® propose a hollistic, interrelational view
In which mutual beneficence acts as a kind of “fall-out" from the
ego-shattering ‘Nirvanic’ extinction of selfish motivation. Others, the
tradition In general, offer a depiction which finds the sage engulfed
In a flood of compassion, similar to Humean sympathy, which holds the
freed personality In check.®! Some opt out of the ad-hoc attempts
and try to explain the unique amoral position of the enlightened sage
by noting, as was done in the last chapter, that in the absence of
groping egolstic desires, the sage has no motivation to be immoral.

Thus even though technically there I3 no right or wrong, the sage
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cannot do anythling “wrong" because this would require a selfish motive.
Flnally there 1Is the view of Dogen expressed by Hee-Jin Kim which
claims that "Morallty and enllightenment* are lnseparably related to
one another so much so that one without the other is not authentic as
far as Dogen ls concerned.*3=2

Whichever explanation one prefers, the claim seems to me to be
that there Is no tenslon between morality and the radical
antl-conceptual Insights which the sage comes to possess. ‘Nirvanic’
realization precludes the normative motivational structure, e.g.
ego-clinging and selfish desires, which immoral actions appear to
require. The general tenor of the moral doctrines seems to be
attlitudinal, but there are consequentialist views®?, and the nature
of moral value simply does not ever receive the kind of attention one
finds In Western texts. The best defense for morality that is found in
the traditional 1lliterature is In texts like The Diamond Sutra where it
is shown that morality is not imcompatible with Nirvana, but no real
argument is given as to why immorality is not unless one accepts the
view that all immoral! action has to be selfishly driven. In a sense the
lack of consensus Is reflective of the general anti-conceptual
*framework" which supports the core doctrine. However, the scope of
this issue ls generally beyond my present intents.

There are two points which do matter to the topic of happiness
or ‘Nirvana’. The first concerns the absence of any positive connection
between doing morally correct actions and reaching the ‘Nirvanic’
condition. There 1Is no reward for behaving morally from the ‘Nirvanic’

¥ “Enlightenment’ should be read as equal to the ‘Nirvanic’ condition.
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pergpective. The best one acquires is the diminishing of one’s ‘karmlc’
dept, but even this is nebulous as the action cannot be motivated from
any design upon reward. One of the genuine problems with assessing the
doctrine 1s that the texts speak to us from the egoless position while
most of us have to read these texts as ego-bound individuals. From the
theoretical viewpocint this makes Interpretation at best very difficult
and at worst Impossible. One cannot, as the texts often admit,
understand the radical Insights untlil one has had the radical insight,
but once one has the radical insight there is no longer any need for
the text. And then to compound the problem, we are often told that the
texts cannot glive one the Insight.

On the positive side there does seem to be a genuine attempt
at arguing that there is something wrong with benevolent action which
ugses the actlon as means to self-reward. In other words, the Buddhist,
like the Vedantin, is very sensitive to the problem which haunts the
views of Eplcurus and Aristotle, e.g. the instrumental use of persons
as a means to one’s happiness. _The Diamond_Sutra contains numerous
pasages which strongly criticize the "instrumental use® problem.

Subutl, 1f a Bodhisattva-Mahasattva, In practicing
charity conceives within his mind any of these
arbltrary conceptions discriminating himseif from
other selves, he will be 1llke a man walking in
darkness and seeing nothing. But if the
Bodhlsattva-Mahasattva, 1in his practice of charity,
has no arbltrary conceptions of the attalnment of
the blessing or merit which he will attain by such
practice, he will be like a person with good eyes,

seeing all things clearly as in bright
sunlight.2®

The passage here 13 clearly the antithesis of the anclent Greek
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dilemma. Where Arlistotle and Eplcurus struggle to find a place for
genulne benevolence within what appears to be an egocentric framework,
the Buddhist devalues any benevolence done from an egoistlc
perspective.

And what is the root of demerit? Greed is a root of

demerit; Anger 1S a root of demerit; Delusion is a

root of demerit...

And what Is the Root of Merit? Absence of greed |s

a root of merit; absence of anger is a root of

merit; absence of delusion is a root of

merit...?%
The "Root of Merit® Is thus read in a sense which demands the deflation
of all egoistic Intents. The sage enters the moral realm, the sphere of
conceptual Interactions with others, with nothing to gain and
everything to lose. No egolstic action regardless of intents or
consequences produces any merlt. Rather than attempt to establish a
relationship between happiness and morality which makes immorality
Interfere with the possibllity of happiness and then strugglie with the
problem of genuine benevolence whereby ultimately selflsh intents may
produce morally good results, the Buddhist frames the issue in such a
way that allows no moral merit for selfish intents. Thus meritorlious
consequences are Just appropriate actions done from non-egoistic
intents and the Intent/consequence distinction collapses. From the
perspective of moral merit *good consequences” are just those results
which come about when one acts appropriately to the objective
circumstance [n the absence of any of the egolstic faults. And what the

sage gains 1s not any positive embellishment of the quality of her

experience. Any such ‘"positive embellishment* would presuppose a
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conceptuallzed ego-sense. Thus the sage has no reason to be moral and
no means to be immoral.

However, despite the benevolent sounding veneer, the view is
quickly tested when the amoral undercore s exposed. "Actlng
appropriately" |s Intended to be read in a mild and benign manner, but
from the radical antl—conceptual perspective ‘appropriate action’
cannot be explicated with enough, In fact with any, specific content to
do any genuine moral work. Since the ultimate success of the ‘Nirvanic’
project depends upon the transcendance of the egoistic conceptual mind,
and since morality, at least ordinary morality, appears highly
problematic to frame In a non-conceptual framework, we seem to be left
with no way to criticize an apparent, at least from the ordinary
viewpoint, Immoral sage. Where the Aristotelian and Epicurean appeared
to advocate the instrumental use of persons as a means to one’s
happiness because of their egoistic frameworks, the Buddhist conversely
geems unable to be critical of apparent normative "Iinapppropriate®
actlons done from the non-egolistic perspective. The problem Is very
real In contemporary Buddhism. The current lliterature finds itself
engulfed In the debate about the "wrongness® of HIV infected "masters”
engaging in compromising Tantric sexual practices with students.=<
Some contend that these "masters® can coherently be criticized within
the traditlon while others taking the radical antl-conceptual "high
ground*® simply claim that those who criticize have just not *"seen® the
truth of conceptual emptiness as in the end there can be "no right or
wrong* .

The late Chogyam Trungpa, an advocate of the *no right, no
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wrong doctrine® poses the problem In the following terms.

Sanlty lles somewhere between the inhibitions of
conventlonal morality and the looseness of extreme
Impulse, but the area in-between is very fuzzy. The
bodhisattva delights in the play Dbetween
hegstitation and extreme impulsiveness - it is
beautiful to look at - so delight in itself is the
approach to sanlity. Dellight is to open our eyes to
the totallty of the situation rather than siding
with this or that point of view. The bodhisattva
does not side with rejecting convention, mockling
everything out of sheer frustration, trying to get
the world to acknowledge him. Nor does he side with
blind dooma, holding back out of fear, trying to
moid the world to conform to rigid ideas and rules.
The bodhisattva takes delight in polarities but
does not side with either extreme. He accepts what
Is there as the message and explores it further and
further, and the conflict between the polarities
becomes his Ingplration. In order to be a
communist, you must have a model of what not to be,
which means you must understand capltalism, so
capltalism ls your model.2”

The message In this passage is a sharp, dual-edged sword which in one
stroke can cut the knots that tie the psychologically suffering soul to
the source of unhappiness whlile at the same It frees that same soul
from the normative parameters which check and constrain the *extreme
Impulses®. The Bodhisattva delights In the freedom, but we may not
delight In the Bodhisattva. Like the rest of us, the Bodhisattva
frolics In the dance of sanity between the polarities of the mallcious
and the benevolent; wunlike the rest of us the steps of the
Bodhisattva’s “sanity-dance" demand a level of Improvisation which
gseems to us not to be ‘sanity’ at all. Then to make matters worse
should we not approve, the Bodhisattva will fall back onto the doctrine
of emptiness and demand that we supply the essential definltlion of

‘sanity’. We mlight try the "family resemblances route® and then tell
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the Bodhisattva that hls dance does not at all resemble ours. But at
this point, he will only smile and tell us that this ability to
improvise ls exactly what [t means to be ‘sane’.

From my perspective this particular problem, i.e. relating
morality to happlness, Is the most difficult problem for the Buddhlst
to solve within our framework. On the one hand, It seems to me that
there can be no way to produce any non-stipulative doctrine which can
formulate any necessary, or even sufficient, conditionality upon the
presence of moral behavior and the manifestation of happiness in a
person‘s 1llfe. On the other hand, l|f we do not restrict Immorality by
at least making It result In unhappiness, something seems intuitively
wrong and reason will be Inclined to reject the results as being
unworkable in practice. The Buddhist tries to "reign things In* by the
use of the prellminary moral structure, the radical ego-shattering and
Its defusing of selfish motivation. However, when push comes to shove
and we reach that "high" ground where the sage embraces ‘shunyata’, a
leap of falth is demanded which might make many very uncomfortable. And
the reply we get wlll only be “so much the worse for your

‘*discomfort’.*

In the flnal stanza of "The Heart Sutra*, we find the following famous

Buddhist mantra.

Listen to the Mantra, the Great Mysterious Mantra:
‘Gate’, ‘“gate’, ‘paragate’, ‘parasamgate’, ‘bodhl‘,
‘gvaha’! Gone, gone, gone to that other shore;
gafely passed to that other shore, 0
Prajna-paramita! So may [t be.2®

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



245
The ‘PrajJna-Paramita’ 1s best understood as the crowning virtue of
Buddhist Wisdom. ‘Paramita’ represents a perfection or supreme virtue
and ‘prajna’ denotes wisdom of the highest order connoting a type of
synthesis between the highest knowledge and limitless compassion. On
the Buddhist view one cannot have real wisdom unless one has this
limitless compassion towards all others, and one could not possibly
have this limlitless compassion unless one were truly wise. Perhaps,
this needed and intimate connection between supreme Buddhist knowledge
and limltless compassion 1s the drlving insight for those who clalm
that morality and ‘Nirvana‘ are Inseparably connected though it may not
at times seem so obvious to those who examine the position from a
different conceptual framework. The Buddhist needs compassion in order
to account for any moral commitment by the enlighten sage, but it
remains questionable from my perspective as to whether or not he is

entitled to [t.

S. The Other Shore

‘Nirvana‘ 1Is often characterized as arriving at the other
shore. It 1is a conceptually harmless characterization meant only to be
read In a metaphorical descriptive manner. There literally Is no "other
shore*, only an absence of activites, e.g. egoistic actions, selfish
desires, conceptualization, essentialist beliefs, etc., which keep one
bound to living within the suffering-producing framework. This
framework 18 the metaphorical shore from which one needs to move.
"Leaving thls shore' is not a movement from one place to another, it Is

an Insight Into the psychologically binding nature of lived conceptual
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experlence. And thus the *Other Shore" called ‘Nirvana’ ls nothing more
than what happens when the activites which generate the blinding
framework cease.

Since no positive depiction of ‘Nirvana’ can be given, nor is
any appropriate, It seems that in assessing the Buddhist view of what
constitutes the best possible kind of 1life, we are left in a most
difficult situation - one cannot say what 1t 1s. However, we can
clearly see what [t Is not. It Is not Aristotellan. Successful llving
within a teleologlical framework does not get one to the "Other Shore*;
success Is Irrelevant. It Is not Epicurean. Appropriately negotlating
the pleasure/pain framework does not take one to the "Other Shore*®.
Paln Is not relevant. It I3 not Stolc - cognltive detachment from the
deterministic framework does not bring one to the "Other Shore®. Nor
can [t be Vedantic as there Is no essential core to be reached and thus
the *Other Shore" cannot be reached by flinding one’s unchanging
essence. It |[s not a state of mind and It 1s not a state of the world;
yet it Is not "not a state of mind", nor not "not a state of the
world."®® The culminating insight Is expressed in the famous
Buddhist equation which declares that *‘samsara‘(this world) and
*‘Nirvana’ are the same". Perhaps, it might be expressed, or at least
hinted at, as the transcedence of the binding nature of the semantic
framework embodied in "the world® and embedded in *the mind®.

"The Other Shore*, ‘Nirvana’, is not some other realm. There
Is no barrler which separates one from ‘Nirvana’ other than the
"conceptual wall®* which has been erected in the Imaginary place one

might call “*conceptual space". Still, metaphors cannot be taken
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literally. There 1is no *conceptual space" which needs to be “*cleared'.
And the mistake of reading the metaphor literally is noted and refuted
by Hul HNeng when he compares his insight with the understanding of Wo
Lun a famous "“space clearer".

Wo Lun has ways and means

To insulate the mind from all thoughts.
When circumstances do not react on the mind
The Bodh! tree will grow steadily.

Hul Neng has no ways and means

To Insulate the mind from all thoughts.

Circumstances often react on my mind,
And I wonder how can the Bodhl tree grow?4°

‘Bodhi’ as noted denotes the knowledge aspect of the ‘Prajna-Paramlita®
and Hul Neng Is pointing out the conceptual nature of Wo Lun’s
understanding. ‘Bodhl’ cannot grow; once the insight Into the
conceptual nature of lived experience has arisgen, that is it. The shine
of the diamond remains In spite of the dust which collects upon [t. If
one belleves that removing the dust enhances the shine, then one does
not understand the nature of the diamond. From this side of clouds the
sun s obscured, from the other gide of the clouds the sun always
shines. The claim 1is that looking out one sees the clouds, i.e.
concepts and the world, and then hears the teaching about "emptiness"
and trles to push the clouds away. But the very effort of pushing only
creates more clouds, e.g. concepts. The culminating Buddhist notion is
paradoxical. The ‘Other Shore’ 1is prlor to and immanent. It is not
"something” to be wuncovered. It I[s simply what Is left when the
activites which conceal it cease. ‘The Other Shore’ is an inslight into

the nature of the experliences of the conceptual mind, not an
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understanding of the conceptual mind. The difference ls subtle, but
clear. Although I am not deeply versed In Wittgensteln’s "therapeutic*
approach to solving philosophic problems, I want to use one of his
“therapeutic Insights® to bring out the difference between
‘understanding’ and the “insight experience’.

I can know what someone else is thinking, not what

I am thinking.

It Is correct to say "I know what you are

thinking®*, and wrong to say * I know what I am

thinking.*

(A whole cloud of philosophy condensed into a drop

of grammar.>4:
If one wunderstands this passage, they “see" the technlical dilemma: the
use of relational grammar in the case of a first person utterance turns
a process |[nto an entlty and creates a duallistic framework quite
similar to Nietzsche’s insight regarding the *lightning flashing". It
Is clever and Impressive and "seeing" and "analyzing® the flaw means
one has ‘“understood". However, from the perspectlve of "lnsight*®,
gomething very dlfferent happens. A critical fuse In the psychological
machlnery 1s blown. The thinking process does not stop. Perceptlion does
not come to an end. Pain stlll hurts. Circumstances continue to react
upon the mind. But they lose all power because the grammatical entity
upon which they previously 1it has disappeared. ‘Understanding’ is
geelng why this must be true while ‘insight’, according to the
Buddhist, Is living one’s life in that "truth*.

There is no positive explication for ‘Nirvana’ because the

*Nirvanic’ experience deflates the framework upon which positive

description of experience rests. The answer ls sure to dissatisfy and
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that [s also clearly its Intent. The very notion of wanting conceptual
analytical “satisfaction* from a Buddhist explanation indicates that
one has no "insight". Neither conceptual analysis nor its quality solve
the problem; the problem from the Buddhist position is the subtle
affects which conceptual analysis leave behind; e.g. the need to be
conceptually satisfled. These subtle affects are the threads from which
suffering i3 sewn. When one "sees' the empty and impermanent nature of
the threads, the warp and woof, e.g. ego-sense, of the fabric begins to
unravel. As the core unravels, the means to produce suffering, e.g.
unhappiness, vanishes and from the Buddhist perspective that just is

*Nirvana‘.

[ want to end on two notes. One Is a reply to what might appear to be
an unrealistic and nihilist undertone which makes the view seem
far-fetched and wunappealing. The other note (s a more positive
possibillity which might be worth consideration.

On the negative slide, I am sure that some readers will find
the Buddhist depliction of ‘Nirvana’ as pushing the concept of happiness
beyond recognition. This kind of life does not look like the kind of
life most people would want to 1live. The elimination of suffering
certainly has appeal, but the lack of any positive embelllishment by the
successful outcome of our undertakings leaves the view In a
motivational vold. The dilemma seems to be explaining motivated action
that [s not attached to the result, explaining the desire to act in the
absence of the desire to succeed, or In an even weaker sense

reconciling the desire to act with the relatlonal Irrelevance of one’s
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happiness to the outcome.

The normative deplction of happiness is one In which the
circumstantial outcomes of one’s undertaking wusually matter greatly
when assgessing whether or not one (s happy. Certainly there are
exceptional people who In spite of fallure and unfulfilled significant
desires still manage to lead happy lives. However, these kinds of cases
are Just what I called them, "exceptional®. The normative framework for
human beings is one In which actlons matter and the actions matter in a
way which tightly connects the results of the actions to the evaluative
assessment about the quality of one’s life. The Buddhist denies that
this [s the case. The Buddhist view, as well as most Eastern views,
will not relent on this Issue. If one is unhappy, e.g. suffering, it is
always because of the presence of a selfish desire based upon the
conceptual ramlfications of denying at least one of the Great Buddhist
*Truths". And this basic tenet would seem to exclude all circumstantial
embelllshments given the 3cope of the doctrines of emptiness and
impermanence . %2

There 1s no doubt that the view can appear unattractive to our
ordinary framework. The Buddhist view, like the other four views,
challenges the ordinary notlon of happiness. The depiction of suffering
as always being a condition animated by a selfish desire might, on a
rlgld and narrow construal of ‘selfish’, be technically true, but a
case could be made for a "less narrow" construal of ‘selfish’ which
made a distinction between *ratlonal needs" and "unnecessary wants".
The Buddhist, of course, will not allow any compromise position. The

“ratlonal need" may result in hurt or pain and we may even engage |n
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behavior to alleviate the sltuation. However glven the Buddhist’s
commitment to the doctrines of "emptiness® and "no-self®, neither pain
nor hurt can be legitimate sufficient reasons to be unhappy or suffer.
And from a technical perspective, if there are no legitimate reasons
for suffering there can be no role for positive embellishment to play
because glving any role to positive embellishment would In turn
legitimize some suffering. If some readers are Inclined to say at this
point that [t Is possible to have a desire for a better condition and
not suffer, then those readers would not be attached to their desires
and would be advocating a version of the Buddhist position. Anyone
making such a claim would also have to be saying that the absence of
that desire’s fulfillment was not sufficient for unhappiness as that ls
what "not being attached to one’s desires" means.

There might be some Inclination to belleve that we are really
talking about two different concepts of ‘happlness’, but I am
convinced, as was the case for Vedanta, to note that there are enough
similarities, at 1least In the ancient literature, to believe that the
notion of the ‘supremely happy life’ is recognizable as a shared
concept. The problem is not that the parties to the dispute understand
‘supremely happy |life’ differently. The problem is, again, the kind of
life which each party thinks fills the bill. The kind of life which the
Buddhlst belleves "fllls the bill® s a life in which the mechanism
which produces suffering Is *“blown out®. And unless one can find
something wrong with the core doctrines of emptiness, impermanence and
no-ego, the “unattractlveness® generated by the loss of positive

embellishment may be something which the ordinary viewpolnt cannot
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accept but remalns theoretically sound.

One last possible objection to the insignificance of positive
embel|ishment might concern the rigid happiness/unhappiness polarity.
It could seem that the argument depends upon there being only two
possible options: elther one 1s happy or one Is unhappy. If there ls an
Intermedlate condition, e.g. nelther happy nor unhappy, between
happiness and unhapplness, then the notion of positive embelllshment
has a legitimate role to play. For example, If It Is possible for
someone to be nelther happy nor unhappy, then this person could
legltimately argue that they need something to make them happy. What
the Buddhist wants to claim here 1s that there cannot be a neutral
condition, or that the "neutral condition" just is happiness. Now, in
the example, the presence of the embellishing desire undermines
happlness the Instant the subjective relationship between the desire’s
fulfiliment and happiness arises. Thus, any neutral condition must be
one of happlness because ‘happiness’ [s by definition the absence of
this subjective relationship, 1.e. selfish desire and its resultant
suffering. There can thus be no neutral condltion, or at least no
neutral condition which supports the idea of “poslitive embellishment"
because the moment a notlon of “"positive embellishment" arises the
condition lacks something and Iis no longer neutral. If the neutral
condition needs embelllshing then the neutral conditlon ls deflclent,
and once a deficiency arises the psychological machinery of suffering
will be set In motion. If this were not the case, the person would be
in the precarious position of claiming that there is nothing wrong with

her condition but it could be better.
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A case mlght be made for a neutral condition by citing a
distinction between "not happy" and "unhappy®. It does seem cogent for
someone to claim that she is not happy and still also claim that she lIs
not unhappy. The Buddhist cculd be accused of conflating the two
notions. However this would only be sustainable as long as the person
did not mind "not being happy". And again it would seem very difflicult
to explain how this person could avoid sliding into the suffering
condition. The neutral condition would be by definition a "not happy*
condition. The person would then have to be aware of a possible
*better* condition, e.g. happy, and this would immediately nullify
neutrality. If the “neutral condition" is something the person would

prefer to have improved, then It {8 not a neutral condition.

On the positlve side, I belleve that the Buddhist view offers a unique
solution to one of our major problems. This problem has been finding an
explanation of the legltimate subjective component. All of anclent
views examined here envision happiness as an end which ought to be
final, self-sufficient and complete. However actually connecting these
criteria to the legitimate subjective component has been highly
problematic. Specifying exactly what Internal conditions must be
present In order to be happy seems from the ordinary perspective an
Incredibly difflcult undertaking. And from the theoretical perspectlve,
1f the antl-essentlallst Is correct, it Is an Impossible task.

The Buddhist characterizes this component as "the absence of
the psychological actlivity of suffering®. This approach evades the

problem of trying to establish causal relations from Indeterminate
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data. Even (if it is disputable whether or not the objective conditions
are |indeterminate, it cannot be disputed that one treads on very
unstable ground when trying to make subjective conditions determinate.
And on the issue of happiness, it is the subjective element which
causes the most difficult dilemmas. The virtue of the Buddhist position
Is that by not stipulating what must be present and only noting what
cannot be present the view can work a legitimate causal argument. It
identifies the causally mitigating conditions and then says eliminate
these and the problem is solved. This approach enables one to work with
the data present and find the causal relationship by examining an
actual present condition, 1.e. wunhappiness. Instead of asking, "What
will make me happy?* one asks, *What is causing me to be unhappy?* The
former method requires speculation while the latter only
observation.*3

The Buddhist view of happiness has a paradoxical look. It
Intentionally strains the ordinary intuitions about happiness and at
times uses language designed to disturb and upset the logic of "good"
reason. Even the life of the "happy" Buddhist sage defies and strains
what we take happy people to be as there is no connection between the
affalrs of his 1ife and the value ascrlibed to that life. Yet when one
peels away the dull and drab appearance, there is, ironically, right on
the surface a rather austere, empirical, logically sound argument upon
which the doctrine stands. One is either happy or not happy. If one |s
happy then this person does not need any help. If one is not happy, the
Buddhist tries to supply a causal method which is grounded in actual

observation to alleviate this condition. Nonetheless, the Buddhist will
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never be able to satisfy those who come to the argument with a prlor
conception of happlness. If one wants to find a theory which meets
their conception of happiness, the Buddhist cannot supply it. The
Buddhist can only tell us why we are not happy and if more is needed
Buddhism will be found sadly deficient.

NOTES

1. cf. Martha Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1994), 317.

2. Richard Rorty, Contingency, irony and solldarity (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), Chapter 2.
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4. The Lankavatara Sutra, in A Buddhist Bible, ed. Dwight Goddard
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throughout The Lankavatara Sutra and is the core message of the text.
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In a person’s life. The *"turning about® rattles the very foundation of
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that is used as a mediation device In which the student ponders the
non-cognitively answerable riddle; e.g. What did your face look like
before you were born? And [f the exercise is successful the student
will glean a measure of insight into the transcendence of the
conceptual mind. The use of Koan practice is often depicted as a means
of delliberately undermining the cognitive faculty. There is
disagreement on this last point and some commentators explain the
Koan’s role differently, although the explanation given here is more
commonly used. cf. Hee-Jin Kim, Dogen Kigen Mystical Reallist (Tuscon:
University of Arlzona Press, 1978).

10. The Lankavatara Sutra, 289.
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12. The Lankavatara Sutra, 355. The following are rough
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nor is not, it both is and Is not. ‘The Twofold Passions’~ two kinds of
evil passions classified as primary and secondary and usually couched
in extended explanations. The ‘Twofold Hinderances’- wrong judgments
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16. The Four Noble Truths form the backbone of Buddha‘s original
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Compassionate Buddha, ed. E.A. Burtt (New York: New American Library,
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defends an Interpretation of Buddha‘s vlew which advocates some measure
of compatibllity for ordinary soclial and economic welfare with the
radical "High* Buddhlst ideals. The Interpretation uses an
*instrumental use® view to reconclile some kinds of worldly desire
fulfillment and the radical anti-conceptual Interpretations. However,
it is my view that any reconciliation can only be a preliminary crutch
and ultimately the radical view must be either completely accepted or
totally rejected.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion: The Best Chance of Success

One thing which emerges from this study is the tension and conflicting
Iintuitions which surround the major themes. The conflict between
internalism and externalism, the role of morality, and the place for
pleasure and pain in an explanation of ‘happiness’ are not easy issues
to decide. And, of course, finding a defining explication for the kind
of life which best exemplifies ‘happiness’ is the most difficult task
of all.

Each of these Iissues presents a dilemma In which the
common-sense perspective clashes with the theoretical viewpoint and one
Is left having to make a "cholce" that cannot completely satisfy both
sides of the tension. For example, common sense tells us that the
objective conditions of one’s life have to matter to some degree. But
then there 1Is no way to create any necessary connection between any
particular obJective conditions and the manifestation of happiness in
one’s life. Common sense would prefer that morality have some
significant role In the life of the happy person. Yet it Jjust has to be
wrong to claim that immoral people cannot be happy because there ls no
logical relation between morallity and happiness that would make the
latter impossible in the absence of the former. Finally, the person
undergoing extreme unnecessary paln does not appear to be a very
promising candldate for a happy life, but agaln formulating the
speclfics of the relational connectlon [s full of counter-factual

possibilities. Common sense will tell us that objective deprivation,
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immorallty, and extreme pain ought to be conditions that deprive one of
a happy llfe, but theory shows us that it Iis difficult, if not
impossible, to make the needed connections, If this is correct, and I
believe it 1Is, then none of these views can satisfy us completely
because each makes a choice on these Issues and thus leaves the door
oren to cogent obJection. Perhaps, the best one can do Is to find the
view which best characterizes the happy life and then offer the best
defense possible.

Before offering what I take to be the most defensible view, I
would llke to reflect back on the major thematic Issues to see what we
have learned from this study, attempt to locate any common threads
which run through ail the views, and note the significant places where
the views differ.

On the external/internal Issue, 1t seems that in the end all
these anclent vlews opt for some version of Internalism. Even Eplcurus
and Aristotle, who give the most relevance to external considerations,
are ultimately driven to an Internalist conception of ‘happiness’.
Eplcurean ‘ataraxia’ and Aristotle’s final explication of ‘eudaimonia’
as contemplation In the end simply placate the externalist Intultlons
and opt for a flnal conceptlion of happy llving which ls internally
grounded, The other three views have no use at all for externals and
will outright eschew, rather than try to vell or temper, thelr
opposition to external dependency. Now, of course, some defenders of
externalism will not view Aristotle as offering an internalist account
of happiness as some scholars do prefer the Aristotelian view which

deplcts happlness as a "kind of llfe". However given what Aristotle
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does say In NE Book X, I belleve there can be no question about the
kind of life which Aristotle thinks ls best, and that life Is a life of
contemplating Divine Truths. Hence, I would claim that all of thege
views make Internalist turns.

It 1Is certainly true that the degree of the internalism will
vary, but all these views do try to exploit what I would call the
"Internalist advantage®. I take this advantage to have quite a few
theoretical assets. The first asset is that the internallst can always
explain fallure without the possibility of theoretical refutation.
Since the mastery to be assessed is not objectively assessable, fallure
can always be explained by the lack of internalist mastery. Another
internaligt advantage Is that no externalist view can supply a finite
list of necessary and sufficlent conditions for happiness. And any
effort to do so could be refuted and, in all likellhood, would be
refuted by at least one of our five Internalists. Finally the
internalist has on his side what I have called "the legltimate
subjective component*. I belleve this element to be the only thing
close to a necessary condition for happiness and the internalist by
glving It priority palllates the most compellling Intuition on this
issue. If one‘s life does not “feel right" on the inside it Just seems
wrong to belleve that anyone could be happy. Thus, I would add that not
only were these anclents Internalists but that they were quite clever
to be such from the theoretical perspective.

On the Iissue of morality things do not work out quite as well
for our anclient thinkers. None of the them want it to be the case that

the I[mmoral person becomes a viable candldate for happlness, but they
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all have problems In showing why this must be true. Eplcurus cannot
possibly make any connection between morallty and happiness given his
gtated prlorities. The pursult of "pleasure* is simply not compatlble
with any genuine ‘"other concern". Aristotle tries to make the
connection but cannot avoid the "instrumental use of persons problem*
and thus could be accused of devaluing morallity for the sake of theory.
0f the Western views, the Stoics do the best job here, but finding a
place for morality within thelr theoretical structure requires the
assumption of strong metaphysical premises, e.g. Stolc Hollsm, the

Identity thesls, and a change of language which leaves much to desired.

The Eastern views avold the self-Interest problem of
Acistotle, the language problem of Stolcs and the pleasure problem of
Epicurus by deflating the ego and undermining the ordinary conceptual
framework. They thus leave us with no reason to be Immoral and no
motivational structure in which Immorallity can result in happlness
because immorality gets tled to selfishness and the prerequisite for
Eastern happiness 1s no selfishness. However, though the Eastern vlews
do avold the problems which undermine the Western views, they are not
without their own dlfflculties. Both views want to advocate an ethlc
grounded In the absence of selflshness. However once the radical nature
of thelr ego-shattering polemic s exposed, there seems little room
lett for morality belng anything more than a crutch which the

enlightened sage has no reason to use.
What 18 most Interesting here Is the different directions

taken by the two persgpectives., The Western views attempt to connect
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morality to happiness by making moral behavior causally efficacious in
the production of happiness while the Eastern views concentrate on
making limmorality causally efficaclous In producing unhapplness.
Nelther attempt, In my opinlion, succeeds and It just may be the case
that morality, though we might prefer 1t to be, cannot be causally
connected to happiness in a thoroughly satlisfying manner.

When we come to the issue of pleasure and pain, we find an
interesting alllance as there I[s a clear break within the sectlional
ranks in which the Stoics side with the Eastern viewpoints. Both
Eplcurus and Aristotle think that the happy Iife ought to be a
pleasurable 1life. Though the technical roles which pleasure plays In
these two views are quite different, their actual approaches to
pleasure are not that different. Both view pleasure as good,
gignificant and Important In thelr conceptions of happiness. Both are
cautious in the presence of pleasure; austere Epicureanism is not that
different from moderate Arlistotellanism Iin practice. And the crucial
simllarity I3 that they both belleve that a 1lfe not animated by
pleasure s an unworthy candidate for a good life.' What is most
Interesting about this somewhat wunusual alllance ls that on soc many
other 1ssues Aristotle and Eplcurus have no qualms about bucking common
gense but here they are unrelenting in their need to conform to It. In
fact It mioht even be argued that this issue Is the only place where
any of these views shows real respect for the "ordinary common-sense
viewpolnt".

The other three views clearly share the common thread that

pleagsure 18 not a good to be pursued and that paln is not a mitigating
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condition for a happy life. These three views share a cluster of theses
on this Igsue. Pleasure and 1ts pursuit are problematic in that the
actlvitles assoclated with pleasure and its pursult tend to make one
dependent upon contingent conditions. All three positions posit
happiness as not belng dependent upon empirical outcomes and thus
glving any positive value to pleasure would run counter to the core of
these doctrines. Another point of agreement centers around the
congensus in these views that pain has no relational role to play In
assessing happiness. Though there are pragmatic methodological
differences amongst the three positions, they all share the notion of
devalulng emotlve reactions and thus advocate viewpolints which endorse
viewing pleasure and pain from a stance of indifference. They thus all
take the counter-intuitive stance that disassocliates pleasure from
happiness and does not consider pain to be a happiness-mitigating
condlitlion.

Filnally the last major thematic Issue concerns the final
conceptions of happlness. Each view Is very different on this Issue
though there are simlilarities which are shared in varying degrees. All
the views seem to agree that some measure of internalism has to play a
majoc role in any conception of happiness. The disagreements stem from
the amount of external influence that is allowed to come into play in
the flnal acccounting. The central confllct stems from prioritizing
flrst princlples. In particular, the five animating conditions, e.g.
‘ataraxia’, ‘ananda’, etc., are the source of the problem. Comparing a
life to a symphony, one might view the conditions represented by these

flve terms as the proposed dominant theme of a 1lfe. Thus, the best
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final conception of happiness would be that animating condition which
best represented the conditlon whose absence from the dominant position
would make happlness Impossible. In other words, 13 one of these
conditions clearly Important enough that we would be inclined to say
that its absence excludes the possibility of happliness?

Though I will contend below that ‘Joy’ best represents this
conditlon, there 18 probably no way to decide this lissue In a
completely satisfactory manner. Before one could answer the question,
one would first have to define ‘happiness’. And given the definition
which each participant offers, the relevant condition is going to meet
the stipulations and criteria which the view advocates. Thus, In order
to actually accomplish the task In a manner which does not assume what
needs to be proven, one would need a theory-neutral definition of
‘happiness’. The question is where would one find such a definition?

My proposal 1is to Introduce a sixth theory which is, perhaps,
as theory-neutral as one [s golng to find and would have been available
to all our particlpants. I would call this sixth view “the ordinary
notlon of happlness®". I take the following to be a falr representation
of this view. From the ordinary perspectlve ‘happliness’ Is a state of
mind that Is causally related to external conditions and might be
defined as "being pleased with one’s life". The view accomodates
ldlosyncracles while at the same time being committed to most
common-sense lintultions. The view has flexibility while remaining
anchored around a stable core. Personalities can differ about the
causal relevance of many, if not most, of life’s experiences, but there

Is a cluster of conditlons which are “*virtually® necessary for
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happiness. A rough outline of these conditlons would include, food,
water, shelter, companionship, a means to make a llving, and some
degree of autonomy and freedom. AsS one moves away from this core,
significance will vary although one could prioritize. Perhaps one could
draw a flgure with concentric circles to represent the viewpoint. Core
Items or experlences are those which have very high correlations with
happiness across the population. The further one moves from the center
or core, the less llkely It would be to find consensus.

As far as the major Issues are concerned, the view would claim
that certaln externals do generally matter, but there could surely be
people for whom this might not be true. And the further removed from
the center a particular [tem might be, the more llkely disagreement
will happen. However, the view remains an externallist view as on the
ordinary conception of happliness someone starving In poverty 1s not a
llkely candldate for happlness. On the Issue of morallty, the view
would be pragmatic. The ordinary view would not deny that the
successful crime-lord could be happy. But it would in most cases not
advocate such a llifestyle. The possibility of being caught, punished,
imprisioned, etc., would not be worth the risk and thus being moral
would be viewed as a pragmatic means towards a happy life. The ordinary
view would embrace pleasure, at least “"wholesome® ones and quite
probably a moderate degree of ‘unwholesome" pleasures. Pain would
clearly be viewed as an impediment to happiness with the degree of the
impediment being correlated to the length of time and Intensity of the
pain. And, of course, the ordinary view would recognize the possibility

of trade-offs In this area. For example, It would make sense for
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someone who believed the ordinary view to attend "palnfully dull*®
philosophy classes for the sake of one’s degree and thus a better Jjob,
or to engage in vigorous "palnful® exercise for the sake of health.
Finally as a final explication of the kind of life with which one Is
most llkely to be "pleased*, the view would offer some version of a
‘satisfaction view of happiness® In which Important and signiflcant
desires and needs are fulflilled. And ‘fulflliment’ would be construed
here In both the sense of "feeling good about what came about*, 1.e.
emotive, and It actually being the case that the need or desire was
met.

All of our anclent theorists would have disagreed with this
view and would, In fact, tell anyone living a life based upon these
bellefs that she was Incorrect about ‘happiness’. On at least some
points, and for some of the ancient views on many points, the ordinary
view Is In dlirect conflict with the ancient theorists. This
circumstance also represents a major difference between those who hold
the ordlinary viewpoint and the ancients. The ordlinary viewpoint is more
pliable than our ancient theorists. Though those who hold the ordinary
view polnt may dispute the kind of life which would be the happy life,
they are not as Inclined as the ancients to belleve that those with
whom they dlsagree in thelr conceptions of happiness cannot be happy.
Some may think a particular conception of happliness to be odd or
pecul far, but the ordinary tendency IS to glve great respect to the old
Latin dictum "de gustibus nondisputandum est", i.e. In matters of taste
let there be no dlispute.

The criteria for instantiation of the ordinary view are so
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non-speclfic that It allows consliderable flexibility. If a person
remalns within the broad bounds of common sense, there Is from the
ordinary perspectlve an Incorrigibllity about thelr testlmony to the
presence or absence of happliness In their life. One could say that for
the ordinary view it Is not absolutely necessary to be completely
*right® or In accord about ‘happiness’ in order to be happy. While from
the viewpolnt of our ancient theorists, the specifics of ‘happiness’
must be completely clear before the assessment can be beyond dispute. I
know that there are gray areas here and characterizing *what the
ordinary person belleves" I3, of course, to venture into an area that
is both treacherous and disputable. However, I think it ls defensible
to claim that the ordinary view of happiness is quite eclectic, highly
tolerant of difference, and reasonably comfortable in not demanding
strong speclifylng crlteria. And 1In thls sense, the view Is In direct
confllct with these ancient positions. On all of our ancient views, not
having a completely <clear and correct conception of happiness
undermines the possibllity of flnding happiness no matter how
"reasonable” one’s common-sense defense might be.=

The ‘"weakness® of the ordinary view is that It cannot
withstand the assault of philosophic rigor with which the anclent
theorists will assault it. The view does not sort out necessary and
sufficlent conditions very well. Success often depends upon
clrcumstances over which the Indlvidual has little or no control. And
it sets such an ill-defined course that we cannot really be sure what
the objective is and how one is supposed to go about attaining it as

the end seems to differ and bend depending upon the
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impossible-to-categorize ldiosyncratic whims of the individual.

The question we might pose to bring this all to a close is the
following. Suppose someone In anclent times belleved the ordlnary
intuitions but had failed miserably living by the criteria of the
ordinary view. This person suspects that something might be wrong with
the ordinary view, but deep-seated bellefs cannot be pushed too far
from one‘s core intultions. This person Is willing to bend but not
break the foundation upon which his life has been bullt. This person
chooses to enter an eclectic Middle-Eastern school In which all five of
these doctrines are taught.

Initially, the Aristotellan view has great charm. Successful
living In which a sufficient supply of significant external goods is
Important does not shake the ordinary foundation very much. Viewlng
morality as Instrumentally helpful also agrees with the ordinary
viewpolnt. The ldea that a happy life must be a pleasurable life Is
also appealing. Our pilgrim might at this point think that perhaps the
ordinary view was correct and that he was just not properly trained In
executing It. And, of course, he will find the needed training in
Aristotle. Some of the training Is rather rigorous and some basic value
bellefs require adjustment, but he had suspected such a situation to
arise. He 1llkes Arlstotle’s common-sense approach and, ln particular,
the way the system "corrects® his beliefs without forcing radical
alterations. However, eventually our pligrim reaches NE Book X and the
foundation Is severely rattled. The ldea of spending one’s 1life
contemplating the eternal truths simply does not comport at all with

the ordinary deep-seated bellefs which our pligrim cannot stop
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belleving. And then to compound the problem our plligrim remembers that
he was merely a *C" student and honestly wonders how he could possibly
"Succeed".

Dissatisfled with Aristotle, our pilgrim approaches Epicurean
texts. Agaln, Inlitlally there Is a certaln measure of enticement. A
Ilfe of pleasure and tranqullllty does not shake the foundation at all.
The training seems less stressful and the road is open to all
regardless of thelr "linnate" abillities. The desire management project
gseems llke good common sense and a life without paln has great appeal.
However, as our plligrim plumbs deeper he notlices the austere nature of
Epicurean pleasure. The Idea of retreat Into the garden had a certaln
charm. But once the full ramifications of this lifestyle are taken Into
account and the gloss of the surface pierced, the magic begins to wane.
Eplcurus writes about frlendship, but given his commitment to pleasure
It seems difficult to really care about anyone else. Eplcurus ideallzes
pleasure, but dlgging beneath the surface Epicurean pleasure Is very
btand. The ordinary Iintultions fit quite nlcely wlith the ideas of
mental tranqulllity and the absence of pain. However, he then reads the
death argument and the story about the happy Eplcurean on the rack and
things become unsettled. The reason the Eplcurean view had so
completely charmed him was the ordinary appeal to tranquilllity and
pleasure. But once he unpacks Eplcurus’ view of good living, the
tranqulilliity only comes at the cost of all his ordinary intultions
about the pleasures which he thought he would be getting. What Eplicurus
calls ‘"pleasurable" simply does not look very pleasant to him and he

rejects the Eplcurean view.
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Our pllgrim next examines some Stolc texts. Initlally these
have some real power. After all, hls ordinary method had failed and the
Stoics are clearly opposed to most of the criteria he thought were
needed for happiness. The Stoics are strong internalists. Perhaps, this
is where he had gone wrong. He thought happiness, as the ordinary view
would have It, came from without. He thought pleasure mattered and pain
was something which the happy person had to avoid. He thought that
virtue was a means to an end, though this was not something openly
admitted. He even gets a bonus as the Stoics soothe the deep velled
fear that Arlstotle’s elltism might be right and that he was doomed to
fallure. Anyone can become truly happy here. Our pllgrim reallzes, of
course, that the position will require a major revision in his belliefs,
but he had sensed that for some time now. However as he observes
successful Stolcs, he does not 1lke what he sees. They do not look Ilke
happy people. ‘Apatheia’ sounded great on papyrus, but 1t does not
*feel" very good. He Is told It [s not supposed to feel good. The
*negative" Stoiclsm of Epictetus and Marcus Aurellius begins to resemble
the life of a llving corpse. However before quitting the project he
stumbles onto some of Seneca’s more "positive* views and reads about
belng "well-affected*, e.g. ‘eupathelai’®. Yet much 1lke Epicurus
what Seneca calls being “well-affected" does not appear very
pleasurable to him. And he concludes that the price one must pay for
Stolc success |s not worth the result. Stolc ‘apathela’, though giving
him the agreat power of belng Imperturbable, takes away much of life’s
ordinary sweetness. At thlis polint, he is willing to sacrifice many of

his ordinary Intultions about ‘happliness’ but simply cannot let go of
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the notion that there must be some genuine positive "feel® to the
experlence and thls the Stolcs cannot provide.

He then turns to the Eastern texts. The Buddhlsts have some
Interesting things to say. They seem to hit many of the correct points.
The Four Noble Truths strike him as very appealing. The Intultlons
which they demand he release are ones he can sacrifice. Life Is full of
suffering and 1f the cause of thig suffering is just selflsh desires,
there [s some possibility here. The doctrine of "Impermanence" also has
some appeal and reminds him of gome of the worthwhile points he had
found In Stolcism. Though initlally a staunch externalist, his belief
In externalism Is beginning to wane given the consistent opposition to
It he has been finding, and thus Buddhist internalism does not disturb
him very much. The preliminary Buddhist moral view also seems qulte
sound. You simply do the right thing and since selfish desires cause
suffering there seems to be no reason to do anything wrong. And the
crownlng Buddhist virtue of compassion gives him something of genuine
worth towards which to strive. The neutral stance towards pleasure and
pain Is also somewhat acceptable. Pleasure still pleases and pain still
hurts, but he need not radically alter his language and he sees some
real possibility of weaning himself away from his deep bellef that
pleagsure is connected to happliness. If the pursuit of pleasure comes
from a selfish desire then unhappiness will follow. However, as our
pilgrim digs deeper he comes upon this strange doctrine of "emptiness*.
All of his bellefs are essentially empty. The Buddhist Is not just
shaking his ordinary foundation; the Buddhist iIs demanding that the

whole structure of hlis bellefs crumble. The Buddhist is demanding
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something which nelther Aristotelian rigor nor Stolc extremes demanded;
the Buddhist I[s ultimately claiming that he must give up not only some
of his questioned beliefs but his entire ordinary framework. The things
he had found so charming about the view are simply crutches, rafts, to
take him this “other shore", but in order to reach this *"other shore"
he must first burn the raft itself. And thus our pilgrim closes the
boock on Buddhism. Too much of a pragmatlist to take the final leap and
too sincerely involved at this polnt to opt for the secular gloss, he
rejects the Buddhist position.

Rather somber and somewhat dejected our pilgrim pulls himself
together and enters the room where Vedanta Is taught. The toplc ls
about a strange word he has never heard before. The word is ‘ananda’
and he 1s told It means supreme Joy or bliss. This sounds somewhat
Inspiring to him and Inltlally does not shake his foundatlion at all. In
this system the happy life is a 1ife animated by a feeling of joy. This
sounds very Interesting. The view 13 a strong internalist position.
Happiness comes from within; externals do not matter. This kind of view
still does not sit perfectly well with him, but it does seem to contain
one message Wwhich his foray into self-improvement continues to present
to him. And then he notices something which strikes him as a reasonable
compromise to his Intuitive trepidations. The view does not actually
clalm that Joy or bliss cannot come from externals, it only claims that
this 18 not necessary. As far as external conditlons are concerned,
none are necessary and any could be sufficlent. He Is told that these

relationships are very Important because they lead to an Internalist

explanation of Joy.
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He wonders how and why these explanations must lead to an
Internalist explanation of ‘happiness’. The answer he finds is that joy
or bliss comes from within. He wonders from where it might come. The
texts Indicate the bliss or Jjoy is connected to the body; it is a
bodily *feeling". And the texts clalm that any experience anlmated by
this feellng Is a happy experlience and that a happy life would be a
life animated by this feeling, a 1ife whose dominant theme was one of
Joy. The texts tell him the feeling Is always present. He wonders how
this could be true since he does not always feel this feellng. The
texts clalm that his thoughts prevent him from feellng this feeling by
imposing conditions upon its access. He notices that when he feels joy
It 13 usually because the dependent conditions that his thoughts impose
have been met. He also notices that sometimes he just feels Joy for no
reason at all. He |s told that the only way these two occurrences can
be explalned 1s by the hypothesis that the Jjoy must already be there,
and since |t cannot be correlated to any particluar external experience
It must come from within.

Though the Ilure of this strange Eastern system is great, our
pllgrim rejects It. There Is Just too much that is unexplained, and he
cannot accept the ldea that he |s already happy, falls to notice this,
and s somehow responsible for hls apparent unhappiness. Though he
finds the ldea of happliness being connected to Joy quite compelling,
this system seems to stress and strain the foundation of his bellef
system beyond recognition.

Convinced that none of these methods of happiness will fully

satisfy him, our pllgrim decides to leave the school and continue his
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gsearch on his own. However, he does not cast aside all he has learned

and while walklng away he beglns to complle a list of those Insights he
considers to be of most value and which might be helpful. The list
represents what could be called those intuitions which might offer "the
best chance of success". He is convinced that externallsm cannot be the
answer. MNo matter what he has or does, if life does not “feel right" on
the inside, one cannot be happy. He also finds Aristotie’s early ldeas
about ‘happliness’ being an actlivity quite convincing. He thinks the
happy 1life ought to be like a dance in which the Internal and external
are synthesized so completely that the subjective distance between the
dancer and dance dissolves. He believes that this “perfect dancing® can
only come about by alleviating psychological conflict which he thinks
requires careful attention to externals, morality, pleasure and paln,
and he notes that the schoolling on these issues alone may require a
lifetime of monitoring. By ‘careful attention’ he means that though
there seems to be no logical connection between these three aspects of
life and happlness, he cannot accept that these three areas of llving
do not matter at all. However, he Is also aware that the more involved
he becomes In these aspects of life, the more difficult it becomes to
remain free of Internal conflict. Caring about externals, morality, and
pleasure and pain makes him dependent and leaves him prey to the whims
of circumstance while not caring seems impossible. He concludes that an
austere minimalism would be the best policy and that, at least at
times, some Internal confllct cannot be avolded. He senses that
contentment, tranqulillity of mind, has to be present, but he also

believes that tranqulllity alone |8 probably not sufficient for
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happiness. Something else must preseat and he is certain that this
*something else* must be joy or bllss because no life without it could
possibly make him happy. In other words, something 1lke Vedanatlic blliss
must be a major animating force in the happy life. In fact, he views
this *blissful Joy of 1living" as a clearly necessary and sufficlent
condition for hls conception of a happy life. He wonders if he might be
accused of nalvely deflning ‘happiness’ as a 1lfe full of blliss or Joy.
He accepts the charge, but demands the accuser produce a better

definition.

NOTES

1. Some readers might object to this characterization by citing the
Eplcurean on the rack. However, on my reading of Epicurus, the mind
state of the Epicurean on the rack would be animated not by rack’s
paln-producing clrcumstance, but Instead by, for example, some fond
memory of past pleasures.

2. There are numerous Interesting philosophic problems which arise from
this dilemma. For example, to what extent is it legitimate to question
first person reports on happiness? Does the concept function llike
‘pain’ and possess an appropriate measure of incorrigiblliity? Or is |t
more llke “‘fear’ (n that it has some Justifiable subjective elements,
but the concept remains at least minimally tied to a consensual fabric
by some shared threads? The latter seems the more reasconable position,
but we then have to be willing to tell the drug addict or the Nazi
guard that they are not really happy when indulging their favorite
pastime. It seems that I can tell someone that he is incorrect in his
conception of happiness, but it ig difficult to tell him that he is not
happy. However, If a "correct* conception of happiness 1S necessary for
happiness, then someone without a “correct® conception cannot be happy.
Thus 1t may be that In a signiflicant sense, the ancients were correct.
The ability to correctly identify happiness precedes any possibliiity of
finding 1it. Ultimately solving this problem is beyond my scope here as
the only point I want to make in the above section is that the ordinary
view and the ancients disagree on this issue - the ordinary view allows
much more latitude here than any of the our ancient views allow. One
source of lInteresting reading on this topic is found in Willlam James’,
“On a Certain Blindness {n Human Beings®, in The Writings of William
James, ed. John J. McDermott (Chlcago: The Chlicago Unlversity Press,
1978, 1 take the heart of James’ message to be that we are all blind
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In this area. His argument claims that it may Jjust be a "fact" of human
psychology that due to the extreme subjective nature of *"what makes
l1fe slanificant® other’s claims to be happy are beyond dispute. For
James, the concept of  happiness has a legitimate measure of
indeterminacy across persons and thus the "blindness*®.

3. cf. Seneca, "The Happy Life* in The Stoic Philosophy of Seneca,
trans. and ed. Moses Hades (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith Publishers,
1965). In this text the sage does appear to glean a measure of
*pogitive affect" from his life of virtue.
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