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[bookmark: _Int_5HZvozS6][bookmark: _Int_Oywg9pRY][bookmark: _Int_YQHV6UPc]This body of work will attempt to critically assess the claim that ‘It is only pleasure and pain that has any intrinsic value.’ The aim is to look at various philosophical angles on the subject, through history, to get a clearer idea about what this claim could mean in different ways, thereby obtaining a clearer understanding. Personal opinion will be unavoidable in this context, as one has to understand a concept, and what better way with which to measure the truth of a subject than to align it next to personal reasoned experience, to convey what one means to demonstrate in proving that one's understanding can answer the question asked of by the assignments criteria. I will select examples from different era’s and not always in any order in relation to date. The examples will follow the flow of thought as it leaps from angle to point. The conclusion will consist of a summing up of the angles and points provided and will inevitably land on a reasonable answer to the above question. So, sit back and enjoy your coffee hit because you will need it.
A brief understanding of the word ‘Hedonism’ stems from the Greek word for ‘pleasure’ and it is this ethical philosophical approach which this essay is concerned with. An early and basic description of the pleasure and pain principle is stated by Aristippus (c.435-356 B.C.E) in his claims that;
A. Only pleasure has any intrinsic value.
B. The goal of our actions is pleasure.
C. An emphasis on the sensual pleasures.
D. A drive towards the short-term pleasures over the long-term pleasures.

Here, as a good start, are four points with which to argue against and for the main topic of this work. Each of these points after the first still relate to the original. Firstly, as a means by which to gauge what we mean by ‘pleasure’ let us have a look at the claims of Epicurus (c.341-270 B.C.E) in which he states that ‘the goal of life is peace of mind and tranquillity and that pleasure and pain is the root of all evil’. This could be a good statement of fact, and we can see these claims being proved in our current times, especially in relation to addiction problems, either to instant gratifications such as alcoholism, drug addiction, sex addiction, gambling or long-term gratification by power hungry tyrants who wish to inflict harm upon other human beings. We could indeed agree with Epicurus in his tenets upon this subject from our own individual experiences, whereas that of the experiences reported to us by the television news or word of mouth, which can instil fear within us, can be brought into questions of validation if they were to be used as reasonable proofs in this work. A simple understanding is that we all seem to run towards those things that make us happy or euphoric and away from the horrible, unpleasant painful things in our lives, unless of course one is addicted to the horrible and unpleasant things in life, in which case he/she would still be getting some perverted pleasure from them. It could be stated that Epicurus also hints by claiming ‘peace of mind and tranquillity are the main goals’ that he comes from a state of goodness as opposed to evil. Unless one derives those attributes by committing evil actions. Nevertheless, this basic understanding is a good place to start.
Desire, as stated by Luce Irigaray (1932-), has a relation to madness. The angle she takes for her claim comes from a feminist viewpoint, in that, firstly, most philosophies stem from a historically male viewpoint but that also even the most ‘sober and objective sounding philosophies by any sex can be underpinned by desire’ and that desires can lead to all manner ‘irrational impulses’. She further argues that each sex has different behaviours in relation to their nature and desires and therefore, also to madness. In this brief description of her statement, we can see how if desire does equate with pleasure, then perhaps the intrinsic value of pleasure will be flawed by the possible negative actions of irrational impulses, and that even though pleasure may be intrinsic to our natures, that acting upon irrational impulses that lead us to think or feel that we may receive pleasure may not lead to pleasurable outcomes. Addictions can fall into this category such as gambling. It can still stand to reason that the statement ‘It is only pleasure and pain that has any intrinsic value’ is correct because we are still motivated by those baseline values. We have looked at an example to highlight an angle on pleasure as an intrinsic value, so what can we understand by now looking at the angle of pain? We certainly know that they are both linked as opposites. If one was to accidentally harm oneself in an accident, then one would be drawn to ‘get better’ by visiting the doctor, who in turn would prescribe a cure for the ailment, thereby making the patient feel better, but is better another word for pleasure, and indeed, does that really matter in this argument in that it is intrinsic in our natures to desire to be cured of painful things but is the pleasure and pain principle the only motivational force in our genetic make-up.
Maybe using an example of, understanding our place in the universe as a species, as an intrinsic driving force that interests many an individual, could be seen as a driving force separate from being driven only by pleasure and pain. In this example one may be seeking to ascend baser instincts to broaden one's perception of one's actual place in a much larger picture, an evolved sense of self perhaps. Of course, this driving force to evolve could also be understood as a desire to escape the pain of our base instincts which we, through our experience have known to give us pain and no end of trouble. The desire to transcend and expand our consciousness is no guarantee of any pleasure though and it may only be through a rational scientific understanding of what is involved in feeling connected to the universe on an intrinsic level that would give this example any credence that may be able to answer the assignment’s question as no. Therefore, this above example would be insufficient to provide rational proof that would justifiably argue against the assignments question. Unless somewhere, someone has already evolved but forgot to leave the proven scientific findings. He or she, it would seem, could not wait to get away.
We can see further examples of the intrinsic cores of our natures in relation to the pleasure and pain principle in the works of Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) in which he argues that ‘all social and political decisions should be made with the aim of achieving the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people’ he goes on to propose a ‘felicific calculus’ that mathematically demonstrates the degree of happiness of each individual. Using this calculus, he proposes that we can work out the degrees of happiness in an individual. Bentham also argues that pleasure is the same for all individuals regardless of what their pleasure is, however, this is not true for the pleasure gained through drinking alcohol and the pleasure of achieving, each pleasure could be argued to have its own unique signature, or internal feeling of pleasure that differs from others.
[bookmark: _Int_XWX4H6LG]Short term pleasure gain is certainly an angle that holds true in most addictions, and we know that like a figure of eight, that the addictive behaviour of short-term pleasure seekers can also lead back lead back to pain, so this is the most primitive of the examples to use as a model for the argument that ‘It is only pleasure and pain that has any intrinsic value’ could be correct. We definately, without any doubts are seeing the results of this to be the case, at large today. By looking honestly at ourselves in this examination we could probably identify a number of scenarios where we are driven towards pleasure and away from pain, yet if I was to ask myself, “are these my only intrinsic motivations” I feel inclined to say no. For example, I feel my eyes looking at this word document, as two slightly squinting seeing devices that I need in order, on a day-to-day basis to survive and do very menial tasks that involve no noticeable or feelable sense of pleasure or pain, indeed just sitting here feeling how my eyes feel is in essence a true sense of the silent observer, who in stillness sits as a controller in my body and witnesses. How does it feel to simply witness using the physical feeling of the act of witnessing and is that an intrinsic value. It is the observer who witnesses and feels the pleasure or the pain and the observer who knows that, indeed, pleasure and pain are definite unavoidable aspects of life as it is the observer who decides to run away or buy a pack of Strongbow. Maybe the most basic intrinsic and valuable nature is of the substance of that within us which observes and makes decisions regarding whether to run or play because without the controller behind our eyes there is no awareness to be able to distinguish whether the assignment exists in the first place. Of course, this cannot be used either to completely rationally argue against the assignments question because Buddha, as our new model of the unhindered evolved intrinsic awareness, initially desired to escape suffering, yet again who is to say that he actually did not regress, rather than evolve to a more intrinsic and valuable baser place after being disillusioned by the unavoidable pleasure and pain principles in life. As evolving, in the case of Buddha, involves freedom from pain to a more acceptable state of being, therefore answering the assignments question as a yes, and regressing means going back to a state before the pleasure and pain principle began, therefore proving that the tenet of ‘It is only pleasure and pain that has any intrinsic value’ is not true. The only intrinsic value lies in the pure awareness of being. The pleasure and pain aspects come next with our experiences through life. 
It may be good to ask what is meant by value in this argument because the value placed on pure awareness is of the upmost importance because we are basically being alive and not dead or ceasing to exist, whereas the value of making decisions in political arenas and the value of the pleasure one will gain from a good old bevvy down the pub are not the same. This angle certainly puts the values into perspective to demonstrate the point that Aristippus, bless his soul, maybe wrong. It is interesting to look at the pleasurable arts and feelings involved in the creation of a fresh newborn human awareness as a genetic broadcaster of some of the earliest feelings of pleasure a new awareness may feel, with the smells of the newborn process transmitting un-philosophised but cognitive experience to the newborn, indeed a mix of joyful innocent bewilderment, and uncomfortableness can be seen when a baby is born, so perhaps, in this sense, Aristippus, bless his soul, is completely right.


[bookmark: _Int_HktxlPFc]To conclude this work, we have looked at a selection of angles with which to ascertain the different natures of pleasure and pain by which to come to the valid conclusion that Aristippus was probably right. We have attempted to outline a few arguments for and against his tenet, to try to get a clearer understanding of the means by which we can answer this question satisfactorily using his tenet in politics briefly and the more basic elements of the pleasure and pain principle with examples such as addiction. All these angles have certainly helped my understanding, and I hope that I have managed to convey, at least the possibility of Aristippus being wrong, even though he was probably right.
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