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INTRODUCTION Strange(r) Altruism


Most people I know are moved by news of tragedy. A terrible earthquake, a drought, a famine, a flood, wildfires, displaced people, innocent victims of military aggression—we feel pity for those pointlessly suffering and a desire, even an obligation, to help. So we donate to disaster relief; we organize a collection for food, water, or first aid; possibly we volunteer. Almost never do we know the people in need: they are complete strangers, often in far-off lands, people we will never meet and possibly wouldn’t like if we did. Yet we—at least most of us—want to help.

This sense of moral obligation to strangers in need is not written into the human DNA.1 Nor was it found in the ancient roots of our cultural heritage in the West. Philosophers in the Greek and Roman worlds enthusiastically agreed that helping others was appropriate and often obligatory, but altruistic acts were focused almost exclusively on close genetic and social relations—family, friends, and, less frequently, others “like us” in the same community. The sense that anyone should help anonymous strangers in far-away places was simply not part of the moral equation.

Why then is it part of the equation today? Why does this urge to provide assistance—for some of us quite intense, for others admittedly faint—seem like moral “common sense,” not just among religious folks but agnostics and atheists as well, a common sense that affects not only our individual psyches but also our views of social agenda and governmental priorities?2 My argument in this book is that the impulse to help strangers in need is embedded in our Western moral conscience because of the teachings of Jesus. As Christianity spread throughout the ancient world, it revolutionized the understanding of ethical obligation, leading to a fundamental transformation in the moral conscience of the West.

I realize this is a bold claim, but the chapters that follow will provide the evidence.3

It is not that Jesus invented this kind altruism out of whole cloth. On the contrary, he based his teachings on his understanding of the Hebrew Bible, and similar views can be found among other Jewish teachers of his day. Unlike other religious traditions at the foundation of Western culture, Judaism had long emphasized the obligation to care for the poor, the needy, the outcast, and the oppressed. But, and this is an important “but,” these obligations for the most part extended only to those who belonged to the Israelite community, either by birth, conversion, or immigration. Jesus universalized this obligation. Since it was the followers of Jesus—rather than adherents of other Jewish teachers—that converted millions of gentiles and eventually became the religion of the West, the shift in ethical concerns and practices is ultimately based on Jesus’s own distinctive teachings.

The Christian church that emerged in Jesus’s wake was never a monolith, advancing a single code of ethics, any more than it endorsed a single set of doctrinal teachings or ritual practices. On the contrary, “the” early church was startlingly diverse in nearly every way.4 Very few Christians, even at the beginning, adopted the strict ethical injunctions of Jesus himself. Moreover, as soon as Christianity began to spread outside his native land, Christian converts faced new situations in unexpected contexts, completely different from those of their founder, an itinerant Jewish preacher in the sparsely populated hinterlands of rural Galilee. Christian leaders adjusted Jesus’s teachings accordingly, often altering and almost always softening them for public consumption. Still, by the end of the fourth century, when Christianity became the state religion of the Roman Empire, the basic core of his teachings had begun to make a significant difference in the lives of thousands on the margins of society. Prior to the spread of Christianity, there were no public hospitals in the Roman world; no orphanages, poorhouses, or old persons’ homes; no government assistance to help those in need or private charities to minister to the poor, homeless, and hungry.5 These are Christian innovations that evolved from Christian understandings of what it meant to be a good person.

Would these values and institutions have arisen without Christianity? There is no way to know. It is possible, of course, that the religions and cultures of, say, Southeast Asia or China would eventually have influenced Western mores. But the developments in moral thinking I will be exploring arose internally in the West, not under Eastern influences.6 Ultimately they derived from Jesus’s distinctive teachings about what it means to love others. This kind of love is not strictly (or even necessarily) a feeling or emotion; it is directed toward the good of others, even at a cost to oneself. One very concrete expression of active love involves sharing material resources, for example through charitable giving; another, less often considered, involves nonmaterial kindness in personal relationships, graphically exemplified in acts of pure forgiveness extended to those who have harmed us (a different kind of “charity”). These are the issues we will be considering in the chapters that follow: the Christian revolution in ethics based on love, charitable giving, and forgiveness.

There can hardly be a more important time to reflect on these Christian moral principles. We live in a world of heightened hatred and hostility toward the “other.” Much of the animosity is directed toward those who are not like us, and often our personal grievances lead to violent social action and governmental policy. In these times of power and dominance, it may be useful for all of us, whatever our religious commitments (or noncommitments), to consider the ethical principles that lay at the root of our civilization, and to consider what it would mean to love a neighbor, even if the neighbor is a stranger.

Before plunging into the matter, I need to explain some of the key terms and concepts I will be using throughout my study, and consider one key question in particular: Does altruism actually exist?






Chapter One DOES ALTRUISM EXIST?


One might think that “altruism” is a straightforward term. It comes from the Latin word alter, which means “other,” and so refers broadly to actions that benefit someone other than oneself.1 That stands in contrast with “egoism,” based on the Latin word ego, meaning “I” or “myself,” and therefore referring to actions that benefit oneself.

This all seems simple enough. But as is so often noticed, in practice and in principle it is extremely difficult—maybe impossible—to establish clear boundaries between altruistic and egoistic acts.2 Let me illustrate the problem by telling a strange personal anecdote. I’ll leave you to judge whether it involved an act of altruism, egoism, or, somehow, both.

It happened in 1974, when I was a first-year student at Moody Bible Institute in downtown Chicago. On a late afternoon in February, while walking along Chicago Avenue, I heard a car horn persistently honking up the street. I didn’t think much of it; it was rush hour. But looking up, I saw a car that was heading my direction run a red light and almost hit a pedestrian. As the car moved toward me, I saw a woman behind the wheel frantically screaming. When it came nearer, she looked straight at me and screamed for help.

My immediate reaction was to look away. What in the world could I do? Then I thought: No, I’ve got to help her. So I started running after the car.

I wasn’t sure what I would do once I caught up to it. You can’t exactly jump in front of a moving vehicle like Superman and stop it in its tracks. After a block or so, when I caught up to the car, I had a vague thought that I would—what? Grab the door handle? But the woman solved the problem for me. She threw the driver’s-side door open. And I jumped in.

Whenever I tell this story I pause at this point to say: This really happened.

On the passenger seat next to the woman was a young boy. Her son? To make room for me, she jumped on him. He wrapped his arms around her from behind as she kept screaming and flailing her arms, and I immediately realized what the problem was. There were no brakes.

I tried the emergency brake. No good. I tried ramming the shift into park. Nothing. The car was in neutral, so at least it wasn’t gaining speed. But cars were coming at us and I was weaving to avoid them as we approached State Street, a major intersection. I had a red light and I thought: I’m dead.

Given my other problems, I didn’t notice something even more bizarre happening across the street. Another fellow had watched me run after a car and jump in, and now he saw a screaming woman and a child, and… he thought I was kidnapping them. As I was weaving the car in and out of traffic, he sprinted up to the passenger side, yanked the door open, and tried, on the run, to pull the child out.

Just then we came to the red light and I made a split-second decision. If we kept coasting straight ahead, we would hit crazily busy Michigan Avenue, and then, as we used to say, we would be toast. So I jerked the wheel to turn onto State Street.

Back then, next to the stoplight on the corner of Chicago and State, stood one of those large blue mail-collection boxes. The fellow who was trying to yank the child out of the car was not, rather obviously, watching where he was going. As a result, as I later found out, I ran him straight into the mailbox (and ran over his foot), thereby taking him rather decisively out of the equation.

The traffic was not as bad on State Street, but we were still in danger: coasting along with no brakes. Then our salvation appeared. Looking up the block, I saw a police paddy wagon parked on our side of the street, and I thought to myself: I know how I’m going to stop this car. And I did. I rammed it into the paddy wagon.

Unfortunately, there were two police officers in the paddy wagon, and, to put it mildly, they were not pleased that someone had just plowed into their vehicle. They burst out, cursing and screaming and ready to haul me off. I was out of breath, but eventually explained what had happened. By that time a crowd had gathered. One of the police officers took notes; the woman was in tears and incredibly grateful; the fellow I had run into the mailbox came limping up and was excited when he learned what he had been involved with; and I headed back to my dorm with my head spinning.

When I got there, I told a few guys in the floor lounge what had happened, and they didn’t believe me. But the next day the story made the front page of the Chicago Tribune. It was a crazily mangled account. It said that the other fellow (the one I ran into the mailbox) and I were walking along Chicago Avenue when we saw the car out of control and we both sprinted after it and jumped in. I steered in and out of traffic while he was in the back seat shielding the child from injury. Up ahead, police officer so-and-so, detecting our distress, skillfully maneuvered his paddy wagon into our path to stop the car and prevent us from coasting all the way onto Michigan Avenue.

That’s eyewitness testimony for you.

For a while I puzzled over where that bizarre account came from. But soon I realized: it must have been from the police officer, who had “skillfully maneuvered his paddy wagon” to save us all.

Once the report hit the paper, things went a bit crazy. My school found out about it and sent out a press release; over the next few days, talk shows on Chicago radio discussed the event and explained what to do if your brakes fail; my home newspaper in Lawrence, Kansas, got ahold of the story and ran it with my picture; my congressional representative read it and put the story in the U.S. Congressional Record; and a month later the Chicago Police Department held a ceremony to give me and the other fellow (no longer limping) placards for heroism, plus a commendation to valiant police officer so-and-so, who skillfully maneuvered his paddy wagon.

For fifty years, whenever I’ve thought about it, I’ve often wondered why I did what I did. Was it an act of genuine altruism? Obviously, I did something that benefited someone else. That’s altruism, right? Or was it more complicated than that?

At the time I was a deeply committed Christian studying at a fundamentalist Bible college. I had devoted my entire life to God and was willing to give up everything in his service. Is it possible that I chased the car not only, or even mainly, to help a desperate woman but to please God? So that God would approve of me? Or perhaps because I wanted to be the kind of person who would do such a thing? Or maybe so I would be known to be the kind of person who did such a thing? Is it possible (I often think it is) that I did it mainly because, in the split second before I started running, I knew that if I didn’t try to do something, I would feel horribly guilty afterward? Did I prefer doing something risky to playing it safe with a certainty of self-loathing later? If so, wasn’t it really all about me? Wasn’t it egoistic? But if that’s true, can any action be considered purely altruistic?

In reflecting on these questions over the years, I have come to realize they involve three different but related issues: our actions (what we do), our motivations (why we do them), and our sense of obligation (why we think we should do them). The first two issues are widely debated among philosophers and psychologists, the third less commonly so. But it is the key to understanding the revolutionary effect of Jesus’s teachings on the conscience of the West.

Let’s consider the issues in turn.


Do people behave in altruistic ways beneficial to others and sometimes at a cost to themselves?

The obvious answer is yes, of course they do. But if I do something that benefits another, what if I also do it, in part, with myself in mind?

Here is where philosophers and psychologists love to propose thought experiments. Suppose the apartment I share with two others is cold and they both want me to turn up the heat. I’m the one who pays the utility bills and prefer to keep it cool. After a while, though, I start thinking it really is too cold, even for me, and so adjust the thermostat. In that case, I’m doing what benefits others, but I’m doing it mainly for myself. Is it an altruistic act? Or an egoistic act with altruistic results? Or should we simply consider it value-neutral?

Answers in this particular case could go any direction. The bigger problem is imagining any action that is entirely altruistic without any element of egoism. Take a commonly cited act of extreme self-sacrifice: a soldier who throws himself on a hand grenade to save his comrades. This is about as selfless as one can imagine, and one might consider it a purely altruistic act. Even so, one can also think of non-altruistic reasons for his split-second decision to sacrifice himself, for example, if he wanted to be the kind of person who would do such a thing or if in the moment he instantaneously and intuitively knew he would not be able to live with the guilt of not having done so.

These, though, are questions of motivation, and for this first issue I’m interested in actions. Some philosophers and psychologists maintain there is no conceivable action we can take only for others with no benefit (mental, emotional, or physical) for ourselves. If so, then “pure altruism” is not even theoretically possible. Many others, however, believe that any act that does benefit others—especially if it comes at some cost to the self—should still be considered altruistic, at least on some level.

Moreover, evolutionary biologists have maintained that whatever we might know, imagine, or suspect our motivations to be, we are programmed to behave in certain ways. The inclinations to act on behalf of others at a cost to ourselves is rooted deeply in our DNA.3

The biological issues have puzzled specialists at least since the nineteenth century. Natural selection necessarily entails the idea (or, rather, the reality) that those who perpetuate their genes are more evolutionarily successful than those who do not. That would suggest that selfless behavior benefiting only others, especially at a cost to the self, would be bred out of the gene pool. If members of a species had genes that led them to do that, they would eventually all die and not pass along their genes.

Yet people do behave this way. Darwin (who was not yet aware of genes) thought long and hard about the problem, for example, in connection with the honeybee that stings an invader to protect the nest, even though it will lead to its death. Why doesn’t it simply fend for itself? Darwin’s answers continue to be debated over a century and a half after the publication of On the Origin of Species, but there are indeed compelling explanations for this kind of self-sacrifice, even within a system that focuses on survival. As Darwin recognized, the individual bee dies, but its death benefits the community—that is, it makes possible the ongoing lives of others that share its genes.4

In more recent times, many readers have objected to Richard Dawkins’s term “selfish gene,” but usually because of a misunderstanding.5 The term is a self-consciously anthropomorphic metaphor that explains why some genes manage to survive and outnumber other genes. Dawkins does not claim that selfish genes are “thinking selfishly” or necessarily create selfish people. On the contrary, selfless people often enable their genes to thrive, sometimes precisely by sacrificing themselves. If a mother saves her three children from a burning building but dies in the process, more of her genes will survive than if she had chosen not to do so, since each of her three offspring has 50 percent of her genes. It is not that she’s thinking about things that way (“Oh, I have to save my genes!”); it is that within the history of a species, those individuals inclined to this pattern of behavior have passed on more of their genes to their descendants than those who did not.

There is no need to delve deeply into the complexities of evolutionary biology to make a basic point, that altruistic behavior on some level is indeed written into our DNA. It is part of what it is to be biologically human.

Even so, that does not address my ultimate concern of how to explain the ethical impulse found among people today to help strangers in need. Honeybees do not throw away their lives for nests other than their own. And throughout history very few people have felt a moral obligation to help strangers at a cost to themselves, let alone at the cost of their lives. That takes us to the question of motivation.




Do people ever have purely altruistic motives? That is, do they ever have reasons for wanting to help others with no thought for themselves?

Most of us probably already have an opinion about this. My view is that we do not and cannot know what motivates others, no matter how certain we are about it, since we can never crawl into their minds. Most of the time we can’t even know our own minds fully. It is dead easy to deceive ourselves about why we did or did not do something.

Even so, my personal (cynical? realistic?) sense is that when all is said and done, there is always some kind of egoistic motivation for whatever we do. Sometimes I wonder if that is simply my (realistic? cynical?) reaction to the myriad excuses invoked for the awful political, military, social, and cultural activities we see all around us. Or possibly I’ve inherited and assimilated it from the age-old Christian claim that humans are born sinful and so remain incurably self-centered, even when born “again.” Either way, it is a common view that came to philosophical expression in the decidedly rationalist world of the Enlightenment. Thus, we have the great English philosopher Thomas Hobbes in his 1651 classic, Leviathan:


No man giveth but with intention of good to himself, because gift is voluntary; and of all voluntary acts, the object is to every man his own good; of which, if men see they shall be frustrated, there will be no beginning of benevolence or trust, nor consequently of mutual help.6



In other words, there is no genuine altruism; our motivations are egoistic all the way down. That seventeenth-century view has lived on in academic circles. The summary account of altruism in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy states that it was: “The dominant view about human motivation in the social sciences of much of the twentieth century.”7

At the same time, philosophers and psychologists have considered the flip side of the motivational coin, pointing out that many actions also cannot be readily explained apart from some kind of altruistic motivations. Volunteers who risk their lives providing humanitarian aid in war zones; physicians who abandon swanky lifestyles to work in poverty-stricken regions of the globe; good-hearted people who take refugees into their own homes; those who serve meals at the local soup kitchen or give their weekends to construct affordable housing: there are millions of people in our world who act in ways that do not primarily benefit themselves, even if they do receive personal satisfaction from what they do as well. Surely these benefactors of humanity—may their tribe increase—engage in acts of altruism, even if their motivations are mixed. It makes no sense to say altruism does not exist unless one’s motivations are purely altruistic, any more than to say that egoism does not exist if any part of one’s motivation is a concern for the other.

Which leads us to our third question.




If people sometimes engage in altruistic behavior (acts) and do so because they want to do so (motivations), why do they sometimes want to do so for complete strangers?

This is the issue we will explore in the next eight chapters.








Chapter Two THE ANCIENT QUEST FOR HAPPINESS


The question of how to live ethically became particularly urgent for me when I experienced a crisis of faith some thirty years ago. I was born a Christian, baptized a Christian, and confirmed a Christian. I was active in the Episcopal church as a child and teen. My entire higher education was in Christian settings, starting with the aforementioned Moody Bible Institute, followed by a bachelor’s degree from Wheaton (an evangelical liberal arts college), and then a master of divinity and a PhD from Princeton Theological Seminary. That was twelve years in Christian environments. After leaving high school, the first time I even set foot in a secular classroom was the day I started teaching at Rutgers University.1

Years later I began having serious doubts about my Christian commitments. Leaving the faith was a daunting prospect, and I did not go eagerly or even willingly, in no small part because I had no clear idea of what life “on the outside” would be like. I was anxious about abandoning my beliefs and particularly anxious about the ultimate fate of my soul. (What if I had been right all along?) But I also had very practical worries. If I left the faith, how would I know how to behave? Without any direction from above, would I have no moral compass? Would I fall into meaninglessness, nihilism, anarchy, and despair? Would it be drunken revelry every night?

Despite these concerns, I felt driven to follow where I thought the truth led, and in the end, I didn’t see an alternative. For reasons unconnected with my biblical scholarship, I began to recognize that I had become an agnostic.2 One of my biggest surprises was that my deconversion had almost zero effect on my daily life. Anarchy and wild living never did arrive. Today, all these years later, I’m no less ethical than I was before. I’m not much more ethical, either, as it turns out, but I do seem to have a more refined sense of what it means to be a moral person, and I do work hard (often without much success) to do what is right both for myself and for others.

Some evangelical Christians tell me this makes no sense, that unlike believers in God, I have no reason to be moral. They think I’m deceived when I insist I feel a deep commitment to other members of a species that originated through time, matter, and chance. Without divine guidance, they say, I have no grounds for deciding what is right and wrong and no incentive to behave well.

What almost none of them realizes is that this notion that ethical behavior is or should be directed by one’s faith is a relative latecomer in the history of the human race. It certainly would have seemed very odd in the ancient Greek and Roman cultures at the foundation of Western civilization.


Ethics and Ancient Religion

It is very difficult for most people today to imagine a religion not focused largely on how people should treat one another, but the idea that a divine being would care much about daily behavior would have made little sense to most people for most of human history. To explain, let me give a quick overview of how religion worked in antiquity.

There were countless religions in ancient Greece and Rome.3 Scholars normally group them together as “pagan,” not using the term in a derogatory sense, but simply to differentiate them from Judaism and then Christianity.4 There were enormous differences among these various religions, but nearly all of them accepted the existence of numerous gods (“polytheism”) and virtually none of them insisted it alone was the one true religion or that only its god should be worshipped everywhere.

On the whole, the gods were cooperative with one another. It may not seem that way from the ancient Greek and Roman myths we know today, but these tales were not Scriptural “authorities” the way the Torah was for Jews, or the Old and New Testaments for Christians. Myths were entertaining stories about the gods, and they could provide thoughtful material for reflection. Rarely were they taken as historical narratives or theological guidelines for what to believe, and they played only a distant role in ancient pagan religious practices. Outside of mythology, the gods were very much involved with human everyday life. They could be found in every place and were connected with nearly every human experience. There were gods of mountains, oceans, forests, streams, crossroads, homes, and hearths. There were gods of war, healing, weather, crops, childbirth, fortune, and love. In that context it made no sense to worship just one of the gods. You needed a whole lot of them, and the gods knew that as well as the humans who worshipped them.

Throughout Greek and Roman antiquity, nearly everyone worshipped the gods, but not to secure a good afterlife or avoid eternal punishment.5 Ancient religions were consistently concerned about life in the here and now. Gods were worshipped because they could provide humans with what they needed in a brutal world where it was difficult to survive, let alone thrive. The vast majority of people then, even more than now, lived very much on the edge. In antiquity, a simple tooth abscess was often a death sentence. Many women died in childbirth and many babies died within months of being born. There were no modern agricultural technologies, no sustained methods of irrigation, no mass transportation systems: a drought in a village this year meant crop failure and starvation the next. No one could predict natural disasters or control even such quotidian matters as finding work and having happy relationships.

The gods, however, could provide what was needed and desired. Gods could ensure safety in childbirth; they could bring rain and sunshine, make the crops grow and the livestock reproduce; they could provide victory in war and success in business; they could procure the affections of the boy or girl of your dreams. And throughout antiquity, the gods were not understood to be particularly demanding. They mainly wanted to be acknowledged and worshipped. When they were, they would be inclined to provide their worshippers with the benefits they needed. When they were neglected, they could make life miserable.

The worship of the gods was not overly complicated. It principally involved saying prayers and making offerings. Pagans prayed much as Jews and Christians did and still do: praising the god for their greatness; thanking them for their assistance; asking them for what was needed. Offerings could include sacrifices of animals either at large communal festivals or with a small group of family and friends. These sacrifices were to honor the god, giving them what they desired by burning parts of the animal they preferred (the fat and bones). The rest of the animal would be cooked and served up at a festal meal in the god’s honor. These were not the only kinds of offerings to the gods: more common were inexpensive and easily accessible items, such as flowers, grain, or wine given to show one’s devotion and commitment.

To the surprise of many moderns—and particularly significant for our discussion—ethics did not play a large role in ancient pagan religions. If someone had neglected the god, then an apology or confession might be in order. But the gods were not focused on how humans treated one another, not all that concerned about whether you insulted your neighbor, stole their lamp, or slept with their spouse. There were a few exceptions: as a rule, gods did not approve of oath-breaking or patricide, for example. But by and large, ethics was not their principal interest, and the gods did not hand down codes of law to prescribe moral behavior. They were more concerned about whether you worshipped them properly.

That is not to say that the pagan world lacked ethical standards or that pagans were lawless and licentious. On the contrary, most ancient pagans were just as ethical as Jews and then Christians. They loved their families, took care of their kids, helped neighbors in need, and worked to promote the social well-being of their villages, towns, and cities. The human race had always been like that—but for biological and cultural reasons, not religious ones.6 Then, as now, there was a “common sense” about right and wrong, without which human societies would not have survived. Dominant social structures had always served to enforce proper behavior within a community: “Do not murder,” “Do not commit adultery,” and “Do not steal” are not distinctively Jewish or Christian ideas, but sensible regulations that allow humans to live together and thrive in a hostile world filled with predators, enemies, and other dangers.

In addition, ethical ideas were widely discussed and moral practices well-defined in the pagan world—just not in the context of religion. Ethical thinking lay within the realm of philosophy. That may seem odd today when, in our far more educated world, the number of people you know who have carefully read, say, Plato, Aristotle, Hume, or Kant is likely to be precisely none. But ancient philosophy was not important because people actually read it. For one thing, the vast majority of the population could not read. Those who could read were rarely digging into heady intellectual treatises. That does not mean, though, that philosophical discourse made little impact.

Think of an analogous situation today, in the realm of Christian thought. How many people in the pew have read the heady intellectual stuff produced by the world’s leading academic theologians? It’s been a long time since I met a nonacademic who has studied, or even just read, the books of Augustine, Anselm, or Aquinas (just to start with some of the A’s). Yet, Christian ethical views as developed by theologians and other thinkers over the centuries have certainly seeped into the conscience of the broader religious community. Consider it a trickle-down effect. That happened in antiquity too—particularly when it came to the ethical views developed by Greek and Roman philosophers, both in general and in relation to the key issues that we will be exploring: altruistic love, its material manifestation in charitable giving, and its important interpersonal expression in personal forgiveness.7




Ethics among Greek and Roman Philosophers

I begin our investigation with the great Greek philosopher Aristotle (384–322 BCE), almost certainly the most influential ethical thinker in the Western tradition.8 There were, of course, important Greek moral philosophers before him; he himself was famously the student of Plato, who was in turn a follower of Socrates, before whom were others, most of them known today only by name or not at all. But it was Aristotle who made the greatest impact on ethical thinking. He continues to be read by ethicists today, over 2,300 years after his death.

Aristotle’s best-known book is the Nicomachean Ethics.9 He begins this ten-volume work with some essential questions that remain remarkably apt. What does it mean to live a good life, and how do we do it? All of us certainly want to enjoy what is good, and many of us want to be good. But what, actually, is the “good” that we want to have and to be?

Aristotle approaches the question with a brilliant twist: What does each of us consider to be the ultimate good we can have?

Many of us think we know the answer: we want health, wealth, a good job, a good marriage, a loving family, lots of friends, or… or pick your answer. But Aristotle argues that none of these things, singly or collectively, is what we ultimately seek. They are things we want so we can get something we want even more. You can see this simply by asking yourself, Why do you want more money? Or a good job? Or friends and family? It is always for some other reason. And so these various “goods” are what Aristotle calls “instrumental” desires, which is to say they are the means by which we acquire something further. But is there anything we want, not in order to get something else, but entirely because it is good to have in and of itself?

Let me explain with an example. I am talking to an undergraduate student and he tells me he wants to get an A in my class. I ask him why he wants an A. He says it’s because he wants to have a high GPA. I ask why he wants a high GPA. So he can get into a top-level business school. Why does he want that? Because he wants a career as a major business executive. And why is that something he wants? So he can make a lot of money. Why does he want a lot of money? So he can buy and do anything he chooses. And why is that what he wants? Because that would make him happy. At precisely that point there is no longer any reason to ask why. We don’t want happiness for some other reason. It’s the ultimate reason. The other things we want—the entire string of them—are means to that end.

If Aristotle is right on this point (I happen to think he is), the obvious implication is that each of us needs to figure out how to live in the world, what to do, and how to be in order to be happy. Not in the simple, surface sense of being happy after someone praises us for doing a good job at work or when we watch our team win the Super Bowl. Those can indeed be happy moments, but a happy life is much fuller than that. It is not merely a sequence of random, periodic good experiences. It comes when we are flourishing and know it: when we are content with who we are, what we have done, where our life is right now, and where it looks to be going. That kind of “happy” is more like contentment or joy, a deep sense of well-being.

The Greek word for that kind of overall flourishing and life-satisfaction is eudaimonia, a term that’s notoriously difficult to translate into English. You’ll notice the word daimon in it. That’s the Greek word behind our word “demon,” but it doesn’t mean demon in the sense of an evil being that invades a body to compel it to do nasty things. A daimon in Greek thought was a divine spirit, a divinity less powerful than the great gods of Mount Olympus, but closer to and more involved with us. Having a good daimon in your life was a bit like having a guardian angel.

The first two letters of eu-daimonia mean “good” (as in “eulogy”—a “good word” that is spoken in memory of the deceased at a funeral). And so having eudaimonia literally means having a good divine spirit in your life—not necessarily an actual daimon, but a sense of flourishing and inner peace. The word is usually translated (as the least unsatisfactory option) as “happiness,” but again, this is not a reference to a fleeting emotion that strikes us on occasion. It is a broad and pervasive sense of living a good life and feeling satisfied because of it. The question raised by Aristotle and virtually all the Greek and Roman pagan moral philosophers after him was: How does a person attain eudaimonia?10

As you might imagine if you have ever dabbled in philosophy, the answer is decidedly not going to be: “A house in Malibu.”

Aristotle stressed that no one can be “happy,” in the sense I’m using it, in a chaotic and threatening environment. Ultimate happiness requires a stable, secure world that promotes individual well-being. This is where Aristotle’s historical and social context becomes particularly important. He produced his writings in Athens in the fourth century BCE. Up to this time, there had been no great empires or nation-states ruling huge tracts of land in that part of the world. Greece had long consisted of individual city-states, each with its own government, economy, military, culture, and so on. Aristotle’s city, Athens, was in competition with other city-states in the region (especially Sparta) and within living memory had been involved in a drawn-out and disastrous military conflict (the Peloponnesian War) that ended in Athenian defeat. Athens continued to exist, however, and its citizens’ civic identity depended on their urban context. For Aristotle, a happy life could be found only in a well-functioning city, with security, opportunities for employment, public entertainments, and all the other elements of civilization. Eudaimonia thus depended on life in the context of a Greek city.

The word for “city” in Greek is polis. In the century before Aristotle, Athens had been the birthplace of democracy, a place where free adult males established and enacted civic policies. Aristotle considered such participation fundamental to individual and social happiness—which is why he famously said, in a comment often misunderstood, that “man is a political animal” (Politics, 1). By this he did not mean that humans necessarily ought to run for high office or even, as I once thought, that people are always in negotiation with one another in an attempt to acquire more individual power. Instead, for Aristotle, people (or at least “men”) are “political” creatures because they are members of the polis and find their well-being in that context.

If happiness is the ultimate good and if people are happy only in the context of the polis, the polis must be good to allow people to obtain happiness within it. The polis thus needs to be run and populated by people with the abilities and personality traits that promote the welfare of others and of themselves. They must be the best humans they can be. The key to a happy life is to figure out what that might entail.

Aristotle points out that every kind of living being has qualities of excellence that distinguish it from other living beings. What makes a most excellent apple tree is not what makes a most excellent racehorse. The function of an apple tree is to yield good fruit. The most excellent apple tree produces the most and best fruit. The function of a racehorse is to run fast. The most excellent racehorse will therefore run the fastest. Speed is not an excellence of apple trees and fruit-bearing is not an excellence of racehorses.

What then is the ultimate excellence of humans? The word for “excellence” in Greek is aretē, a word that can also be translated as “virtue.” In our day, virtue often carries unattractive connotations—it sounds a bit pious and unnaturally wholesome. Not so in antiquity. The English word does not come from the Greek, but from the Latin word vir, which means an “adult male” (think virile). Thus “virtue” in the ancient context (whether Greek or Latin) refers to the qualities that make a man—a vir—the best man he can be.11 A virtuous vir is the manliest man there could be. For Aristotle’s city-state, that would be a man whose personality and actions promote the wellness and happiness of the polis and of the individuals in it.

Specifically, men had to have courage, so as to fight bravely when their personal or communal safety was under threat. They had to promote justice, so that everyone was fairly treated both in private and by the law. They had to be self-controlled, rather than prone to uncontrollable fits of rage or wild debauchery that could lead to violence and social chaos. And they had to have wisdom (or prudence) to know how to behave in every circumstance. These were the four principal virtues of the Athenian man. For Aristotle, having them was the key to finding personal and communal happiness.

Since these virtues were closely connected with the polis, they were not purely inward-looking. No man or woman is an island, and to survive there must be social unity, social good. That alone would make eudaimonia—a full and satisfying life—possible. As a result, altruism was important to Aristotle.




Altruism in Ancient Greece

The ethical codes of the Greek and later Roman worlds encapsulated the understanding of altruism that had governed human societies for as long as societies had existed, written into the human genetic code before becoming an object of philosophical discussion. For Aristotle, his predecessors, and his successors, since the “good life” requires strong social bonds, and social bonds are strongest between those with the most intimate contact, doing “good for another” meant engaging in altruistic behavior toward those to whom one is most closely related biologically, socially, and geographically, more or less in concentric circles: family first, then friends, then others in the same social network, and then the larger community, the polis.

What about outsiders? Strangers? Foreigners?

Throughout the Greek city-states, if “others” who entered your world were much like you in terms of socioeconomic status and cultural heritage, it made sense to welcome them and engage with them on friendly terms. This hospitality was demanded of anyone who wished to be a good person, and for solid sociological reasons: a strong and like-minded ally could provide assistance to you and your community if the need arose. But that applied only to those “like” you. If anyone from a different social standing—say, someone who was poor or uncultured or with radically different values—should come into your ambit, there was no expectation that you would welcome them, even if they lived near you. As an important study by classical scholar Matthew Christ argues, “Athenians felt little pressure as individuals to help fellow citizens whom they did not know and, consistent with this, did not feel strongly obliged as a group to help peoples of other states through collective action.”12 In particular, distant “others” whom you never had met and had only heard about were none of your concern. If you knew they had resources your community needed, you might well attack them. If they came to you with aggressive intent, you were well within your rights to show no mercy in beating them off and destroying them.

And so, while there was certainly altruism in ancient Greece, it was of a limited kind. Aristotle was an outspoken advocate of altruistic behavior toward friends and potential friends,13 but he would not have urged his readers to “love your neighbor as yourself,” unless your neighbor was part of your social sphere. Would he have urged anyone to give away their resources to help social outcasts within Athens or those they had never met? Most certainly not. Would he have instructed someone to love their enemies? He would have thought it was a joke. In saying this, I am not denigrating his view. It is, after all, the view most “good” people have today. We care more for those close to us than for others. To some of us, it just seems like common sense.




From the Greek City-State of Aristotle to the Roman World of Jesus

The basic sense of what it meant to live ethically did not change significantly in the centuries after Aristotle, even though the sociopolitical landscape shifted rather drastically. Already in Aristotle’s time the Greek polis was losing its place as the center of all social life. Beginning with the conquests of Alexander the Great (Aristotle’s own student) and continuing on through the rule of his successors, the eastern Mediterranean became far less localized. Previously independent cities came to be subsumed into larger empires, such as those ruled by Egypt, Syria, and eventually Rome. This shift in governance had a radical effect on what it meant to live in “community.” Local aristocrats no longer set the rules and enforced all standards of conduct; new policies and regulations came from impersonal rulers of vast tracts of land who lived in far-off places. The world had become very large. The polis was no longer the unique focus of social existence and, as a result, of ethics.

This social transformation was encapsulated in a clever neologism by a philosopher who came in Alexander’s wake: the Cynic Diogenes, who, when asked where he was from, replied that he was a “cosmo-politan,” a “citizen of the cosmos,” that is, of the “world” (Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, 1.63).

Despite this shift from local to imperial communities, the classical Greek philosophical traditions of Plato and Aristotle continued to be important in the Roman world into which Jesus and his followers were born some three centuries later. In part, that was because Rome’s greatest expertise lay in military prowess and administrative skill: its “high culture” came mainly from the Greeks. In Jesus’s day, both trained philosophers and, so far as we can tell, regular ole folk still shared some basic assumptions about how best to live.14 Practically all Greek and Roman moral philosophers continued to agree that eudaimonia was the ultimate goal of human existence. In addition, almost all agreed that maximizing eudaimonia required training and practice; it was not a matter of intuition. Some philosophical traditions emphasized virtue more than others, but all agreed that knowing the nature of human existence was key to happiness. For most of these traditions, however, Aristotle’s emphasis on the polis had disappeared. Many people still did live in cities (though most of the population was rural) and many were committed to the welfare of their municipalities. But the empire no longer had the cohesion of the former Greek city-states, and so living for the good of one’s local community had become far less important.

How, then, were individuals to find eudaimonia?

Philosophers at the time knew as well as we do that there are obstacles to feeling satisfied with life. All of us have our disadvantages when it comes to education, wealth, social locations, opportunities, personal connections, and on and on. We also have shortcomings written into our character. And circumstances beyond our control often prevent us from doing what we want or getting what we need. Given all that, when the cards are stacked against us, how can we possibly find personal happiness and success—even those of us who have been dealt a relatively good hand?

Prior to the birth of Christianity, several major schools of thought emerged to address this question. Three—the Epicureans, the Stoics, and the (less influential) Cynics—can serve as counterpoints to what we’ll eventually find in the teachings of Jesus. These schools offered differing answers to the question of how an individual might find eudaimonia. In short, Epicureans argued: Strive for physical wholeness and inner peace, seeking as much simple pleasure and avoiding as much pain as possible. Stoics urged: Strive to live in accordance with the rationality that governs the world, recognizing that nothing outside your control can affect your inner well-being. Cynics advised: Voluntarily abandon everything that can bring pain, frustration, anxiety, or stress if forcefully or accidentally taken from you.

A full discussion of any one of these philosophical schools would take a book, and many have been written on each.15 Here, I will summarize their distinctive views in broad terms, before devoting the next chapter to their specific perspectives on love, charitable giving, and forgiveness—all of which will serve as context for assessing the alternative teachings of Jesus.




Epicureans: Maximize Pleasure, Minimize Pain

From the days of Epicurus (341–270 BCE), both the philosophical school he founded and the “hedonist” philosophy it promoted have suffered a bad reputation, most of it completely undeserved. Attacking a philosopher who advocates the pursuit of pleasure is like shooting fish in a barrel. The problem is that almost all the opponents of Epicureanism—from its beginning until now—have been shooting into the wrong barrel.

Epicurus was born of Athenian parents on the Greek island of Samos, but like so many budding students of philosophy, he moved to Athens to continue his education and eventually settled there. He became a prolific author, allegedly producing some three hundred volumes of work. Much to our regret, out of that entire oeuvre, only three of Epicurus’s letters survive, cited in full some five hundred years later in a work called The Lives of Eminent Philosophers by biographer Diogenes Laertius. Fortunately, Diogenes chose three particularly important writings of Epicurus to reproduce, each one summarizing one of his main areas of interest: (1) the natural world—what it consists of, how it came into being, and what will happen to it; (2) astronomic phenomena—an unusually mysterious part of that material world; and (3) ethics—how people ought to live, given the kind of natural world they inhabit.16

Many readers today find Epicurus surprisingly prescient in his understanding of the material world. For him, it is indeed all material: there is no “supernatural” element outside the realm of matter. The world and everything in it, including the gods themselves, consist only of material substance and have come to exist purely through time and chance. Matter itself is ultimately reduceable to the tiniest particles that are not themselves made up of anything else. These cannot be divided and therefore are called “atoms,” from the Greek word atomos, meaning “not able to be cut.” Atoms are infinite in number and are falling forever through the void of space. Time as well is infinite, meaning there is an infinite number of combinations of atoms as they collide into one another, joining together in various mixtures, with some of these mixtures themselves intermingling and combining with others.17 The earth, and all inanimate objects, plants, animals, and humans are simply the current manifestation of these mixtures in this part of an infinite realm where an infinite number of possibilities occur over an infinite amount of space and time.

As a result, all that exists is entirely material, generated by an eternal sequence of material formations, deteriorations, and reformations. The gods, who consist of superior combinations of atoms, differ from us in being perfectly happy and at peace; they are also remote, not interested in or involved with us in the least. We ourselves are like everything else that dies or eventually disintegrates (rocks, rosebushes, dogs, stars). The atoms of our bodies eventually disperse and reunite with other atoms and… so it goes, ad infinitum. Our souls are also temporary combinations of atoms that will survive for eternity in different configurations. We die, we dissolve in both body and soul, and our atoms go on their merry way.

One implication of this completely materialist understanding of what it means to be human is that we know what we know only through our physical senses. There are no nonmaterial sources of knowledge, since nothing immaterial exists except empty space, the “void” through which the atoms move, collide, combine, and form everything, including our bodies and minds.

This Epicurean understanding of the world stood very much at odds with the views of most ancient people. Religions had creation stories; humans had nonmaterial souls; and there surely was more to reality than infinite numbers of atoms ramming into each other. Even more offensive to people’s sensibilities were the ethical corollaries Epicurus and his followers drew from their views. A materialist world leads to a materialist lifestyle.

According to this view, we think, reason, evaluate, and know what is good and bad only through the experience of our senses, and our sense experience is unambiguous: pleasure is good and pain is bad. It is completely natural to enjoy the one and avoid the other. This empirical reality shows how we ought to live as material beings: we should devote our lives to maximizing our pleasure and minimizing our pain, for as much and as long as we can. This philosophical view is called “hedonism,” from the Greek word for pleasure, hēdonē.

It is not difficult to understand Epicurus’s bad reputation among other ancient thinkers. An ethics rooted in seeking pleasure has been condemned by philosophers for as long as there have been philosophers. It may make for a fun weekend, but it is horribly dangerous and even stupid as a permanent way of living.

This condemnation of Epicurean views, however, is almost always based on a misunderstanding of what Epicurus means by pleasure.

In philosophical discourse as far back as Plato, Socrates, and almost certainly their predecessors, “pleasure” had been a four-letter word. Plato’s dialogues, which typically feature Socrates as the main figure, repeatedly portray bodily desires and their satisfaction through physical pleasure as problems. To be sure, pleasure seems good. But for Socrates, bodily pleasure is deceptive, in no small part because it is addictive. The more we get, the more we crave. Unless we are disciplined, we can soon think about nothing else, which takes our focus off what really matters in life, that which can provide lasting rather than transient and often self-harming happiness. We today might call this other kind of pleasure the “life of the mind”: deep conversations, strolling through the woods in contemplation, coming to understand the world and our place in it, and realizing how shallow and ultimately meaningless it is to focus on nothing but gorging ourselves, getting drunk, and having endless sex. Understanding and pursuing this life of the mind is what philosophers in the tradition of Socrates called philosophia, literally the “love of wisdom.” It is not that such philosophers thought people should never enjoy themselves. But surely there was more to life than indulging every physical fancy like a wild beast carousing from one brainless indulgence to the next. That was scarcely a way to be human.

Epicureans were often tagged as rank hedonists rather than serious philosophers and mocked for their materialist perspective. But, in fact, their view was simpler to caricature than to understand. In reality, Epicureans emphatically did not condone wild, raucous living. Quite the opposite. To begin with, like virtually all other philosophers of his time, Epicurus believed the goal of a good life was eudaimonia. As he says at the beginning of his letter on ethics:


We should strive to find happiness (eudaimonia), because when we have it, we have everything, and when we don’t have it, we do all we can in order to get it. (Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 10.122.)



To Epicurus, it is obvious that all living creatures—from farm animals, to newborn babies, to mature adults—gravitate toward pleasure and strive to avoid pain. But pleasure and pain are not simply bodily. We experience mental pain as well, and for Epicurus, internal distress is even worse than physical pain. When we are anguished, terrified, or anxious, we are absolutely miserable, worse than when we’re hungry or sick. Most physical pain passes after time, but mental pain can last a lifetime. This is key for understanding the kind of pleasure Epicurus thinks we should pursue. As he writes:


When we say that pleasure is the goal of life, we do not mean licentious pleasures and pure gratification of desire, as we are accused of saying by people who are ignorant, prejudiced, and ill-disposed to us. By pleasure we mean having a body free from pain and a mind that is undisturbed. We are not talking about interminable drinking parties and rowdy evenings, or about sexual liaisons with boys or women, or about expensive meals of fish and other delicacies on a fine table—these are not what provide a pleasant life. Instead, it is sober reasoning, exploring the reasons for what we prefer in life and what we spurn, and ridding ourselves of the views of life that cause the most consternation to our minds. (Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 10.131–32)



How does one pursue such pleasure and, at the same time, avoid real pain? By leading a moderate, thoughtful, reflective life in the company of others pursuing the same goals. Epicurus started a community of like-minded people who lived together and shared the important things in life: friendship, reading, reflection, deep conversation, simple food and drink—but nothing excessive, since that could bring a longing for things that don’t really matter. His followers started similar groups. These Epicurean communities were relatively isolationist, existing apart from the stresses of the world at large and the major concerns that wear away the souls of those involved in politics, social conflict, and worldly concerns. Cultivating the self meant sharing a life only with those who understood and pursued the truth.

Epicurus connected eudaimonia not only to how one lived one’s life but even more to how one viewed one’s death. The terrors of the afterlife have always been among humanity’s worst causes of mental anguish. In Epicurus’s day, some people were, as many are now, paralyzed by the idea of nonexistence. Others were and are terrorized by the fear of severe and eternal punishment in the life to come. Epicurus considered such fears baseless. We are made up of atoms that have temporarily combined for the span of our lives; the atoms will continue on after we die, moving through the infinite void to combine in an infinite number of ways forevermore. There is no conscious afterlife. We didn’t exist before we were born and we won’t exist after we die. We will experience no more terror—or any other emotion—after death than we did before birth. As a result, there is nothing, precisely nothing, to fear.

In his letter on ethics Epicurus articulates this view in rather clever and thoughtful ways:


Get accustomed to realizing that death is nothing to us, since everything we experience as good or bad comes to us through our senses, but death is the cessation of sensation….

It is pointless to stand in terror of something that lies ahead when we won’t feel any terror once it arrives….

Death is nothing to us, since while we exist, we are not dead, and when we are dead, we no longer exist….

Death means nothing… either to the living or to those who are dead, since it is not experienced by the one group and the other group doesn’t exist. (Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 10.124–125)



Moreover, once we recognize that life comes to an end at death, that should make living more, rather than less, happy:


Realizing that death is nothing to us makes our mortal life enjoyable, not because it adds endless time to our lives but because it takes away the longing for living eternally….

For there is nothing terrifying in life for the person who truly recognizes that there is nothing terrifying in not living. (Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 10.124)



What then is the point of living? What is the goal of life? How should we live?

For Epicurus and his followers, we should do our best to avoid pain. Often, we won’t succeed. We will become sick, injured, and (if we’re lucky) old. But physical pain as a rule does not last long, and if it is especially severe, it will kill us. If it does, we will feel no more pain and will have no regrets for dying, since we will have no capacity to feel, think, or regret. In the meantime, we should live in peaceful surroundings with others who are equally interested in reflective lives of contemplation and conversation, undisturbed by the affairs of the world.

Everyone, of course, has their own preferences for an ideal life. Speaking for myself, this Epicurean view is unusually appealing.




Stoics: Living in Accordance with Reason and Focusing on What We Can Control

Epicurean thought did not exactly take the ancient world by storm. By far the most widespread moral philosophy at the time of early Christianity was Stoicism, a movement that began with the teachings of a slightly younger contemporary of Epicurus named Zeno (333–261 BCE), who regularly gathered his students in the large “painted portico” (stoa) located in the Athenian forum. The portico was a long and spacious building open on one side to the outside and lined with columns to support the roof overhead. Since these philosophers and wannabe philosophers could regularly be seen in the stoa, they were called Stoics. Over time their movement spread throughout the Greek and, later, Roman world to become the dominant philosophical perspective for centuries.18

During the early part of the Christian era, a wide range of philosophers embraced and expounded on Stoic views. One mark of Stoicism’s broad appeal can be seen from the diverse social standing of its best-known representatives. One of the most famous, Epictetus (55–135 CE), had been a slave. Marcus Aurelius (121–180 CE), on the other hand, was the emperor of Rome. And Seneca (4 BCE–65 CE), the most prolific and best-known philosopher of his day, was one of the most wealthy, famous, and powerful political figures of the first century.

Part of the widespread appeal of Stoicism to thinking people of all kinds derived precisely from its claim that the world makes sense and that, to understand our place in it, we need to see the inherent rationality not just of our lives but of all reality. When we see how the world actually works, we can understand how to fit in with it by shaping our lives in conformity with reality.19

On nearly all important matters, Stoic views were diametrically opposed to those of the Epicureans. Stoics did not believe the world consisted only of inert matter (atoms); they maintained there was a decidedly spiritual substance that infused all that is. As a result, Stoics did not think we should or could trust our senses to ascertain the truth: perception could be deceptive. We therefore needed to use logic to understand everything around us. Correspondingly, they did not think that pleasure was the goal of life, but, like Plato, insisted it was a deadly dead end. Nor did they believe pain was to be avoided, for it often cannot be and so is better dealt with realistically. Nor did they believe in separating themselves off from the rest of society to lead contemplative lives of simple pleasures in small communities; on the contrary, they maintained that people had a duty to the world and that life was far better for those who actively participated in it. Most important, they did not think people should pretend they could completely control their circumstances, since we have no say about much of what happens to us. The goal of life is to understand what we actually can control and focus on that. We should not worry about, become distracted by, or be upset about things we cannot avoid.

Despite these differences, Stoics shared with the Epicureans the notion that the ultimate goal in life is to achieve eudaimonia. They also agreed with Aristotle that “virtue” is the key to obtaining it. For Stoics, the greatest “excellence” (or virtue) in humans is that which makes us superior to all other living beings apart from the gods: our ability to reason. In fact, it is our rationality that makes us most like the gods. Thus, for us to be truly godlike, we must use our reason to the fullest extent possible. To Stoics, that simply made sense (that is, it was “rational”), and they had a metaphysical reason for emphasizing the point. The divine element that permeates this world and all it contains is reason itself, logos, the word from which we get “logic.” Reason, or sense, dwells in all of creation.

Since divine logos pervades the world, whatever happens in this world is, by nature, logical. And since humans in particular have been endowed with reason, they can—with some guidance, training, and hard work—understand this logic. Anyone who accepts this reality realizes that everything ultimately must make sense. One goal, then, is to figure out how the world and all that happens in it is reasonable, how it makes sense, even when it seems to make no sense at all. A bad toothache? Losing a job? An earthquake that levels our community? The death of a child? There is a reason for everything because reason is divine and divinity permeates all existence.

It is a little difficult for many moderns to get their minds around the Stoic idea that “reason” is a divine quality that infuses the world. It is possibly even harder to understand how this divine quality relates to the gods. Do they “have” it in greater quantity than we? Or is Reason itself a distinct divine being of some kind? The problem is exacerbated by Stoic writings, since often an author such as Epictetus will speak of “Reason” and sometimes of “Zeus” (the head of the gods) and sometimes of the “gods”—and in each instance appear to be referring to the same thing. The logos that infuses the world can be thought of as the sensibility of the world; it can be “the reason” something happens as it does; it can be “human reason”; and it can be personalized as “Zeus” or the “gods.”

Some of the weirdness of this idea may be mitigated for those familiar with the understanding of Christ set forth in the Gospel of John. The term logos, in addition to meaning something like “reason” or “sense,” can also mean “word.” It is by speaking a word that you express what you are thinking. Your word conveys the sense you are trying to make. Your listeners use their reason, their logos, to understand your logos.

With that in mind, consider the famous lines that begin the fourth Gospel:


In the beginning was the Word (Logos); and the Word (Logos) was with God; and the Word (Logos) was God…. All things came into being through him, and apart from him nothing came into being that came into being. In him was life and the life was the light of humans. (John 1:1–4)



Christ, then, is the divine Logos who was both with God and was God, who created the world and brought life and light (“enlightenment”) into it. He is the one who is in the world, has made the world, and has made the world make sense. Knowing him, the Logos, will bring life.

Biblical scholars have long debated whether the author of John was influenced by Stoic views of Logos.20 John’s claim that the Logos became a human is highly distinctive (John 1:14). But for both John and the Stoics the Logos is a divine entity; it is both a God and apart from God / the gods; it is the root of the created order; it is the source of all living beings; it provides light/enlightenment in the world; recognizing it provides the keys to explaining our place in the world and the meaning of our existence.

This Stoics’ metaphysical view that the entire world—and therefore everything that happens in it—is infused with “reason” has a direct bearing on Stoic ethics, on how we should live and behave. Since God/Logos/Reason is inherently “good,” then what it brings about is necessarily good. Many of us have observed this firsthand: something unpleasant or even awful happens in our lives, but in the long run it works out for the best. There are times when we are actually glad we went through a miserable experience.21 Stoics took that kind of attitude to an extreme. There is a reason for everything. So why make it worse by stressing about it? And why be anxious or fearful about what might happen next? Things happen. We should focus all our mental and moral energies on what we can control. They—and nothing else—matter.

One thing you always can control is your reaction to what happens, what you choose to complain about and even what to be upset about. You can also control your thoughts, views, and opinions, for example about what you consider to be right and wrong, fair and unfair, good and evil, worth living for and not. Nothing can make you think something is true when you know it is false. No one can prevent you from being honest. No one can force you to do anything you don’t want to do.

If you think they can, you misunderstand. The reality is that you yourself are always the one who makes the decision. If your boss tells you he’ll fire you unless you fudge the books, you are the one who chooses what to do next. There is no point in explaining, “But I had to do it.” No, you didn’t. If someone says they will kill you if you don’t do what they demand, it’s up to you. You have sole control over how you choose to react, and your “moral purpose” or “ability to do what you decide regardless of the consequence” is one thing no one can take away from you.22

The former slave Epictetus beats this theme like a drum. Early in the brilliant four-volume account of his lectures, The Discourses, he presents a series of dire circumstances and his view of reasonable reactions to them:


I am condemned to death. Do I have to die moaning and groaning as well? To incarceration. Do I have to complain about it? To exile. Is there anyone stopping me from going with a smile, joyful and content?



He then imagines a series of conversations with a powerful antagonist:


“Divulge your secrets.” I refuse, because that’s something that’s up to me. “I’ll clap you in irons.” What are you talking about, man? Me? You’ll shackle my leg, but not even Zeus can conquer my will. “I’ll throw you in prison.” My body. “I’ll cut off your head.” Well, have you ever heard me suggest that I’m unique in having a non-detachable head? (Discourses, 1.1.22–23)



Epictetus sometimes gives actual (or allegedly actual) instances of this complete freedom to do whatever one chooses based on what one thinks is right, such as the response of his older contemporary, Helvidius Priscus, to pressure from the emperor Vespasian:


When Vespasian told him not to attend a meeting of the Senate, he replied, “You have the power to disqualify me as a senator, but as long as I am one, I’m obliged to attend meetings.” “All right then, attend the meeting,” says Vespasian, “but don’t say anything.” “Don’t ask me for my opinion and I’ll keep quiet.” “But I’m bound to ask you.” “And I’m bound to say what seems right.” “But if you speak, I’ll have you killed.” “Did I ever tell you that I was immortal? You do your job, and I’ll do mine. Yours is to put me to death and mine to die fearlessly. Yours is to send me into exile and mine to leave without grieving.” (Discourses, 1.2.19)



Stoics thus understood that the way to live—and to live with eudaimonia—was to focus on freedom and personal choice, choosing not to be disturbed by things we cannot control, even if everyone around us thinks that hardship, pain, and suffering are what create misery. They don’t. Or at least they don’t need to. In the end, they are not the things that matter. We need to train ourselves to be “indifferent” to them. And indifference cuts both ways: we should not be upset by what we can’t avoid and we should not be desperate to obtain what we don’t have. One of Stoicism’s key terms is adiaphora, literally “things that make no difference,” one way or the other.

Among the adiaphora are those things most people passionately desire: health, wealth, beauty, pleasure, respect, justice, reputation, even life itself. For the Stoics, if we focus on gaining these things, thinking they will ultimately provide eudaimonia, we are bound for frustration and unhappiness. Look around you. How many wealthy, famous, pleasure-seeking people are ever satisfied with what they have? How many are content with their lives? And how many are seeking more, more, more?

The problem is not that you don’t have enough of such things. The problem is that you think having them will bring eudaimonia. The solution, then, is not to want them. Or, for that matter, not to care if you do have them. And certainly not to care if any of them is taken away from you. Even your health is something beyond your ultimate control. You can obsess about staying healthy and doing all the right things, and a bad diagnosis can still come. It is better to approach even matters of life and death dispassionately. You may choose to live and prefer not to die; but there is nothing frightful about the prospect of death and there may be times when it is more sensible to choose it.

In this the Stoics agreed with the Epicureans. Like their philosophical opponents, many Stoics agreed there is no afterlife. We are here for a time and, for Stoics, there is a reason for us being here. But as the Stoic philosopher Seneca argued, in lines similar to Epicurus, you were certainly not upset about not being alive a thousand years ago; why should you be upset about not being alive a thousand years from now? You didn’t exist before you were born and won’t after you die. So what’s the difference? In Seneca’s inimitable Latin phrase: Non eris nec fuisti. Literally: “You will not be, nor were you.”23

In my view there is a lot to commend these Stoic views. Worry, stress, dread, fear: these can eat us alive. So too can pointless passions for more and more and more of anything. Surely being concerned only about what you can yourself control, not riled by circumstances or even disasters, can lead to greater peace of mind—and, as we now know medically, to longer and happier lives.

But there is an obvious downside to this Stoic view when taken to the extreme urged by Epictetus and other philosophers, a downside recognized already in antiquity. If people train themselves to be oblivious or indifferent to accidents, natural disasters, poverty, broken relationships, and untimely deaths, how can they genuinely feel for others who are suffering or comfort others in their pain? You can’t comfort someone in despair if you despise their despair. But for Stoics, the path to eudaimonia is precisely never to despair. How then does that conviction not lead to seriously callous behavior?

It certainly did lead to callousness in some circumstances, at least according to most modern standards. In the passage above, when Seneca spoke about not caring if you die, he was giving advice to a younger acquaintance, Lucilius, who had lost a good friend. Seneca tells him not to grieve too much. After all, what did it matter that his friend was gone? He was a pleasure to be with when alive, and now the memory of him could be sweet. Why spend excessive time mourning his absence? What do people normally do when they lose something they value, for example, if their favorite tunic is stolen? They go out and buy a new tunic. Instead of grieving over the friend he had lost, Lucilius should simply find another one to take his place (Seneca, Letter 43). Seneca gave similar advice to people who lost family members, including parents who lost children (Of Consolation to Marcia). Ouch.

This is why over the years many have asked whether Stoicism is fully human. Where there is no “passion” (longing for something good) there can be no “compassion” (longing for the good of another). Without “pathos” (suffering), there can be no “sympathy” (feeling for someone who has suffered) or “empathy” (experiencing the suffering of another). Is that how we want to live?

Despite this common and powerful objection, there are aspects of the Stoic approach to life that can still be attractive to many people today when practiced with some moderation. So many things happen to us in life that we can’t control and that, at the end of the day, don’t really matter. Why be so bothered about them? Aren’t there more important things in life? Discovering what these are and concentrating on them, rather than worrying about petty setbacks and losses, can help bring calm into our lives and help us understand what we really want to care for, live for, and devote ourselves to, for the good of both ourselves and others.




Cynics: Be Rid of Simply Everything

The third philosophical perspective that was widely known in the world into which Jesus was born did not have the widespread appeal of Stoicism or even Epicureanism, but Cynicism was well known as an option for those on a serious quest for eudaimonia.24 Cynics advanced an extreme view that took the opposition to worldly attachments to its limits. For them, the key to happiness was to avoid mental anguish, and the only way to avoid being crushed by the loss of wealth, possessions, employment, friends, and loved ones was not to have any. Cynics urged people to abandon literally everything that could be taken away by force or accident. If you have nothing to lose then nothing can be taken from you, and you can focus entirely on your inner mental state.

Cynicism cannot rightly be considered a philosophical “school” like the others. Whereas Epicurean and Stoic philosophers developed sophisticated metaphysical theories that explained the nature of reality and provided a logical basis for their ethical views, the Cynics famously cut right to the chase. Their primary and essentially only interest was how to live. On that, their views were nearly the opposite of the Epicureans: not only were bodily comfort and simple pleasure not primary considerations, they weren’t in the equation at all. On the contrary, they were part of the problem. On this point, Cynics were like Stoics; in fact, they may appear to be Stoics on steroids. But they actually appeared on the historical scene first. It was Stoics who developed the idea of regulating desire into a more cultivated and palatable form of Cynicism. Rather than insisting people get rid of all externals, Stoics insisted one should not be concerned about them. Their Cynic forerunners had a simpler and more coherent view: externals are worse than useless. They are a source of pain, not indifferent so much as dangerous. They should be disposed of preemptively.

Cynics argued there is remarkably little we need to survive and that most of what people have has no bearing on happiness. So get rid of the house. Give up the job. Earn no money. Own only the clothes (or rags) you’re wearing. Beg for food. Acquire nothing else. In a sense, this was an easy philosophy, since Cynics generally did not base their ethical views on metaphysical or logical arguments. Since anyone could choose to abandon normal life for abject poverty, there was no need for education or years of mental training. One later Stoic philosopher disparagingly called the Cynic life “a shortcut to virtue.”25

Cynic philosophy is commonly said to have been founded by Diogenes (404–323 BCE), who came from the city of Sinope on the coast of the Black Sea but eventually, like other well-known Greek intellectuals, moved to Athens.26 Diogenes was apparently born into a wealthy family and became a learned author, though none of his writings survives intact. He was most famous in antiquity for his peculiar lifestyle. Becoming scornful of the philosophical views of his day, he chose to go his own way. He lived outdoors in a tub, with no possessions but a bag holding a utensil or two and whatever food he’d gotten through begging, harangued those who gathered to hear him speak, and engaged in private bodily functions in very public places. According to one biographer, Diogenes had kept a cup in his bag for water, but when he saw a young boy squatting by a pool and drinking from his hands, he realized he didn’t need the cup and threw it away. When he saw a child who had broken his plate using a piece of bread for his lentils, he threw his bowl away as well.
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