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Abstract

Most philosophers since Sidgwick have thought ttie various forms of
pleasure differ so radically that one cannot findoanmon, distinctive feeling
among them. This is known as theterogeneity problem. To get around this
problem, themotivational theory of pleasure suggests that what makes an
experience one of pleasure is our reaction todt, something internal to the
experience. | argue that the motivational thearwiong, and not only wrong,
but backwards. The heterogeneity problem is tiveciral source of motivation
for this, otherwise, highly counterintuitive theoryl intend to show that the
heterogeneity problem is not a genuine problemthatla more straightforward
theory of pleasure is forthcoming. | argue tha tarious experiences that we
call “pleasures” all feel good.

1 Introduction

We can feel pleasure from eating a juicy peach, llsigeclean laundry,
emptying a full bladder, seeing the friendly snufea passing stranger, solving a
puzzle, taking a warm bath on a cold day, hearhey laughter of children,
watching a cat play with a rubber band, climbintpia soft bed, thinking of
someone we love, soaking up the sun, and so ordeftdably, pleasures come
from a wide variety of sources and they also vatigally in size and shape.
Although we might not be able to quantify the diffece, the pleasure of an
orgasm is typically much more intense than the uem had from finding our
misplaced car keys—that is, they differ in sizen adddition, pleasures vary in
shape; it seems that the pleasure had from ea#irigeue is of a very different
sort than that had from solving a crossword puzzle.

The variety of the sources and sizes of the expee® that we call
pleasurable has not proved nearly as importarftérdevelopment of theories of
pleasure as that of the variety in shapes. Tavwge one merely needs to ask, if
pleasures can be as different as circles and ssjuatgy do we call them all by
the same name? Most philosophers since Sidgwisle thought that the
various forms of pleasure differ experientiallysiach an extent that one cannot
find a common, distinctive feeling among them. Theterogeneity of
pleasurable experience is thought to make it samgthf a mystery as to why
we call these things by the same name. This isvknas theheterogeneity
problem.

One popular type of solution to the heterogeneigbfem claims that the
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reason why we call all these different types oferignces “pleasures” is not
because of some similarity in the way the expesgerfeel, since they feel very
different, but because of some similarity in owspenses. Simply put: A similar
response to otherwise dissimilar experiences iswuhygall them all by the same
name. Such accounts are externalist theorieseaispte. They hold that what
makes a feeling pleasurable is something extem#id experience. The most
compelling version of this kind of explanation @lled themotivational theory
of pleasure. Very roughly, the motivational theory of pleasunolds that a
feeling should be called “pleasurable” if it is dimat we would rather have than
not have, for its own sake.

| argue that the motivational theory of pleasurewi®ng, and not only
wrong, but backwards. The heterogeneity problerthés principal source of
motivation for the motivational theory of pleasumtherwise the theory is
highly counterintuitive, since it suggests that witeakes an experience one of
pleasure is our reaction to it, not something imakto the experience. | intend
to show that the heterogeneity problem is not aigenproblem and that a more
straightforward theory of pleasure is forthcominigargue that there is indeed
something common among pleasurable experience&lyatiney all feel good.

My argument proceeds in a few steps. | begin Iplagning a compelling
version of the motivational theory of pleasuregasion that solves the problems
facing other similar formulations. | then presemb problems for the theory: It
cannot account for the fact that we sometimesnsitcally desire unpleasant
experiences, such as those elicited by painful Brtaddition, the theory suffers
from a Euthyphro-style problem—it holds that an exgnce is pleasurable
because we desire it, but this seems backwardslySue desire the experience
because it is pleasurable. In response to théfseutties, | present a theory that
avoids both, a view that | call the "feels goodattyeof pleasure.” However, my
view faces a formidable objection—the heterogenpityblem. In defense of
the feels good theory, | attempt to resolve theettogteneity problem by
undermining its support. Finally, | consider selawbjections that appear to
provide alternative sources of support for the waitonal theory.

2 The Motivational Theory of Pleasure

The motivational theory of pleasure holds that whaikes an experience
pleasurable is not the presence of any one come®lim§, but that it prompts a
common response. As for the kind of response,iptelitandidates have been
proposed, including the following: the thought titfa¢ experience is desirable,
the desire to continue the experience, the concumesire to be having the
experience, and being pleased that the experi@noedurring: The principal

Y Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics (London, 1907); Richard Brands, Theory
of the Good and the Right (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979); Chris HeathwdBasire
Satisfactionism and HedonismPhilosophical Sudies 128 (2006): 539-563, and “The
Reduction of Sensory Pleasure to DesiRhilosophical Sudies 133 (2007): 23-44; and



Section 2. The Motivational Theory of Pleasure

source of support for the motivational theory ig theterogeneity problem.
Although externalist theories appear to solve a &lditional puzzles, no one
would think to identify the nature of pleasure wibmething external to the
experience if it were not for the heterogeneity bbem. Historically and

rhetorically it is the principal driver for extedist views. Otherwise, such
theories are counterintuitive. Of course, one doekcuse the fact that the
motivational theory is counterintuitive if it worele but no formulation of the
theory is free from serious difficulties. My dission will focus on the most
compelling version of the theory, one recently msgd by Chris Heathwodd.

In The Method of Ethics, Sidgwick develops a proto-motivational theory,
which holds that pleasures are experiences thdindelesirabl€. He makes it
clear that the heterogeneity problem is the pricigriver for his theory.
Unable to specify a common phenomenal aspect afsptable experiences,
Sidgwick proposes that we must be identifying pleasvith those experiences
that we think are worth desiring or those that vl fpreferable to others.
Sidgwick explains that

when | reflect on the nature of pleasure,—using¢hm in the comprehensive sense
which | have adopted [. . .],—the only common qyafnat | can find in the feelings
so designated seems to be that relation to desidevalition expressed by the
general term “desireable” [. . .] | propose to #fere define Pleasure [. . ] as a
feeling which, when experienced by intelligent lysin is at least implicitly
apprehended as desirable or—in cases of comparipreferable’

Unfortunately, Sidgwick’s theory is prone to obviocounterexamples. A
committed ascetic may take pleasure from beingetb&sto a warm bath on a
cold morning, but he might not think that the expece is desirable. Given his
ascetic commitments, he might prefer to have reethicold. Similarly, an
epicurean might take pleasure from an expensivesgd wine, but when the
price is revealed she may not find the experienesirdble, since it might
interfere with her ability to appreciate the TwodRuChuck she is currently
satisfied with. And a reluctant sadist may takeaglre in the cries of injured
children, but wish that he were not the kind ofsoerthat enjoyed the suffering
of others. These examples show, contra Sidgwiekt, dne can take pleasure in

Fred Feldman, “Two Questions about PleasurdJtititarianism, Hedonism, and Desert
(Cambridge, 1997), areasure and the Good Life (Oxford, 2004).

2 Fred Feldman defends what he calls the “attitudthabry of pleasure,” which
holds that sensory pleasures are those that weleaeed to have. It is not entirely clear
that his theory should be called a motivationabtliesince it does not make reference to
desire. Feldman’s theory avoids the problems €paimy attempted reduction of pleasure
to desire, but it suffers from the same Euthyphytesproblem as the motivational
theory. In addition, it rests on a problematididigtion between attitudinal and sensory
pleasures. Due to limitations of scope, | do nistuks Feldman'’s theory in this paper.

3 Since Sidgwick does not say that pleasurable éxpees are those that we do
desire, but those that are apprehended as desirabledoes not clearly offer a
motivational theory. Of course, it depends on home cashes out the notion of
“desirable.”

4 Sidgwick, p. 127.
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experiences that one does not find desirable.

Richard Brandt proposes a similar theory that iifiest pleasure by
reference to motivation. He presents a “motivatlotheoretical-construct
theory. The theory to which we come is, roughhgttfor an experience to be
pleasurable is for it to make the person want dtstiouation.® But Brandt's
theory is also subject to counterexamples. Fdaite, one can take pleasure
from a bite of a rich dessert, so rich that onel¢owt stomach another crumb.
Similarly, walking down the road one might takegdare in the sweet perfume
of a rose garden, but not want to continue the gepee® Desserts become
cloying and perfumes suffocating in prolonged dosé$ence, one can take
pleasure in an experience that one does not desi@ntinue.

Although Sidgwick's and Brandt's theories are proldtic, more
sophisticated versions of the theory are forthcgmiwilliam Alston argues that
a promising form of the motivational theory of peee is that

to get pleasure is to have an experience whicbf #s%e moment, one would rather
have than not have, on the basis of its felt qual@gpart from any further
considerations regarding consequentes.

Similarly, Thomas Carson defines the motivatiohalary of pleasure as

the view that the pleasantness or unpleasantnean ekperience is a function of
one's desires with respect to it qua feeling. @aphnt experience is an experience
that one prefers to have rather than to not habstr@cting from all considerations
about its consequences and preconditidns).

The advantage of this style of formulation of thedry is that it both rules out
extrinsic factors and focuses on the present. életie ascetic's reservations
about the possible undesirable consequences ofyskdale experiences are
irrelevant. Likewise, the cloying second bite @& a problem since the theory
does not require a desire to continue the expegienc

Following this model, Heathwood considers his keyntdobution to the
theory of pleasure to be the precise formulatiomgilies to the idea that sensory
pleasures are somehow intimately related to desiree bulk of Heathwood's
effort is spent revising simple forms of the thedoy get around niggling
objections involving anti-luminosity and disappomnts. His final formation
of the motivational theory is as follows: “a sefisa S, occurring at timg is a
sensory pleasure atff the subject of S desires, intrinsically andrde att, of S
that it be occurring at” ° To state it less formally, the theory is thaeasation

5 Brant, p. 38. On page 41, Brandt offers a moo&rteal notion of pleasure in
functionalist terms.

6J. C. B. Gosling develops these objectionBlaasure and Desire (Clarendon Press,
1969), p. 65.

"William Alston, “Pleasure,” ifThe Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Collier-Macmillan,
1968).

8 Thomas Carsorvalue and the Good Life, (University of Notre Dame Press, 2000),
p. 13.

® Heathwood, "Reduction,” p. 32



Section 2. The Motivational Theory of Pleasure

is a sensory pleasure if and only if it is conterapeously desired for its own
sake.

As stated above, the motivational theory implieat tpleasure can be
reduced to desire, since there is nothing moreeiogba pleasure than simply
being desired in the right way. This should stuilseas odd, since we often get
more or less pleasure from things than we had elésirthem. Often we find
that things we desired a great deal bring littlenorpleasure—experiences that
Sidgwick calls “Dead Sea apples.” Conversely, we be pleasantly surprised.
We can take a great deal of pleasure in expericiocaghich we had little or no
pre-existing desire. Consider an unexpected masgdthough you may have
no pre-existing desire for a massage, if a frieoches up behind you and starts
to rub your shoulders, it is certainly possible feel pleasure. Similarly,
someone could be reluctantly dragged along to wa lpld, unexpectedly, end up
enjoying it tremendously. These examples simpbhlght the obvious: Our
expectations are not always correct. The basibleno for a crude desire-based
theory of pleasure is that the intensity of ourigeBequently fails to predict the
intensity of our pleasure.

Heathwood's resolution of this problem is to restiie relevant desires to
those that are contemporaneous with the sensatigithough we might have
desired something a great deal, if we did not falkasure in its experience this
indicates that we did not desire it much while #swoccurring. Similarly, we do
not have to form a pre-existing desire for someghin find it pleasant. When
we find something pleasant, according to the mtitwal theory, we desire the
experience for its own sake while it is occurringThe contemporaneous
requirement solves the major problems facing othesire-based theories of
pleasure?

19 This move also makes the motivational theory depehan a highly suspect
theory of desire. If not logically or even psyabgically impossible to desire what one
already has, it is, no doubt, exceedingly rare.c@frse one might “want” something to
stay the same, such as wanting to keep a swedber than give it away or wanting to
keep one's car in the same spot when asked if vm twamove it. Echoing Socrates’
argument in théSymposium, | think that Anthony Kenny is correct to point ahat the
“want” in such cases is just shorthand for “wantiadkeep”, which is essentially a desire
for the future. Anthony KennyAction, Emotion, and Will (Routledge, 1963), pp. 115-
116. L. W. Sumner makes the same pointfare, Happiness, and Ethics (Oxford,
1996), p. 129. Due to limitations of scope, | widlt press this objection. For the sake of
argument, | will assume that it makes sense taelediat we already have.



Section 3. Two Problems for the Motivational Theof Pleasure

3 Two Problems for the Motivational Theory of
Pleasure

Before presenting the feels good theory of pleadusant to raise two problems
with the motivational theory. First, it is likethat we often do—and perfectly
coherent to think that we could—intrinsically desinon-pleasures. And,
second, the motivational theory of pleasure holtiat texperiences are
pleasurable because we desire them, but this seacksvards. As a result, the
theory has a very difficult time accounting for whmakes some experiences
more intensely pleasurable than others.

1. Painful Art and Desired Non-Pleasures

The biggest problem with any attempt to reduce quiea to desire is that no
such reduction can account for the fact that weedones intrinsically (and
contemporaneously) desire experiences that areeasght if not outright
painful. If this is the case, then having a comieraneous desire for an
experience for its own sake is not sufficient tth teat experience pleasurable.

Good examples of desired non-pleasures can be fioutig philosophy of
art, where theparadox of tragedy has troubled theorists since Aristotle. The
paradox of tragedy has often been framed as aigoegiout pleasure: How is it
that audiences can take pleasure in the portrafyaheo suffering of others?
Some find this question too limited and think thia¢ paradox should take a
more general form. The more important questionceams artworks that are
putatively painful. In fact, the paradox of tragdths been called a sub-problem
of the paradox of painful art.'* The fundamental question is this: Why do
audiences seek out artworks that they know willaeonegative emotions, when
peop’lle2 generally avoid situations that elicit suelactions in their normal
lives?

1 For an overview of the various positions, see:ofaBmuts, "Art and Negative
Affect," Philosophy Compass 4.1 (2009): 39-55.

12 There are a variety of answers on the table tqp#radox of painful art. Control
theorists argue that the putative painfulness ofesartworks is mitigated by our ability
to stop experiencing them at will (Morreall 198%}ompensation theorists argue that any
painful reactions must be compensated for by opfiegisures, either in the craft of the
narrative (Hume) or in the awareness that we amgpaghetic creatures responsive to the
suffering of others (Feagin 1983). Conversion tiet® argue that the overall experience
of painful artworks is not one of pain but of pless as the pain is converted into a
larger, more pleasurable experience (Hume). Pdheorists argue that we enjoy the
feeling of power that arises from either the reslan of the endurance of humanity
(Price 1998), or through the overcoming of our fé@haw 2001). Rich experience
theorists argue that there are many reasons whpl@atn things other than to feel
pleasure. The overall experience of painful ary rha one of pain, but the experience
can still be seen as valuable, and, as such, nioiiveSmuts 2007).

See: Alex Neil, "On a Paradox of the HeaRHilosophical Studies 65 (1992): 53-
65; Susan Feagin, "The Pleasures of Trage#iyerican Philosophical Quarterly 20. 1
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The paradox of painful art is essentially a conftietween audience reports
and a default assumption of motivational hedonidfraudiences really do find
some artworks painful, why do they want to see theMost theorists propose
hedonic compensatory solutions to the problem, estiygg that audiences must
find some pleasure to compensate for the pain. prbblem with all hedonic
solutions is that although there are surely maegagires to be had from a well
crafted narrative, audiences do not always deschibie experiences as on the
whole pleasurable. In fact there are many casesrevheople describe their
experiences as genuinely painful.

Consider Ingmar Bergman's horribly depressing sixrtseriesScenes from
a Marriage (1973). The third episode, “Paula,” is one of thest excruciating
stories ever told. Marianne (Liv Ullmann) is aetbiummer house for the week
with the children. Her husband Johan is not exggetiome until the weekend.
When he makes a surprise midweek visit, Marianmmésjoyed. A giddy child,
she runs around the house merrily fixing Johanaglsrsaying how happy she is
that he came to the cottage earlier than expedttat. happiness makes Johan's
news all that more crushing: He tells Marianne tiathas fallen in love with
another woman (Paula) and will be leaving that nigith his mistress on a six
month trip. Their conversation lasts for an exaticg half hour of screen time,
during which Johan proceeds to show Marianne, atteher request, a wallet
picture of his lover! Only a sadist could take joythis episode.

I would not describe my experience of this episae in any way
pleasurable, but | find it to be one of the modstaive affair fictions ever
created. Indeed, pardon my gushing, it contaimeesof the most powerful
moments in cinematic history. | would recommentbibthers, largely for the
experience. But it is not pleasurable. No, in@hing less than emotionally
devastating. And to use terms Heathwood thinksralieative of pleasure, | am
“into it,” and give it a big “thumbs up*® But | am “into” the work because of
the decidedly non-pleasurable experiences it adfortl desire the overall sad
experience while it is occurring. | am not meredyrospectively glad to have
undergone the emotional turmoil. At several momaibng the way, if you
stopped the movie and asked me what | think, tHrcugnist of tears, | would
say that it is terrific and absolutely crushing.

In the sense of “like” that simply means that Inthiit is excellent and
would recommend it to others, | like it. | likeethwork (in part for the
experiences it affords); however, | hesitate totbay | “like” the work, since it
carries connotations of pleasure. If “to like” measomething closer to being
pleased that something is the case, | certainlyndidike watchingScenes from
a Marriage. But you should see it if you have not already.

(1983); David Hume, "Of Tragedy" ikssays Moral, Political, and Literary (Liberty
Fund; Indianapolis, 1985); Amy Price, "Nietzschel dhe Paradox of TragedyBritish
Journal of Aesthetics 4 (1998); Daniel Shaw, “Power, Horror, and Ambeérate”, in
Horror, Special issue of Film and Philosophy (2007); and Aaron Smuts, “The Paradox of
Painful Art,” Journal of Aesthetic Education 41.3 (2007): 59-77.

13 Heathwood, "The Reduction of Sensory PleasureesirB," p. 35.
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One might reply that although pleasure might not the source of
motivation, audiences must be seeking out somer atherce of value. The
painful experiences are perhaps instrumental t® whiue, but the pain is not
intrinsically valuable. The problem with this objin is that it does not accord
with the way we talk about painful art. Audienass not talk about even the
most painful experiences had in response to atiaa®ng mere instrumental
value. Watchingxcenes froma Marriage is not like going to the dentist. We do
not endure the drilling to end a throbbing achert&nly we may find value in
the insightful portrayal of suffering and marriappeit that does not exhaust our
motivation.  Although audiences may find variousrnie of value in
experiencing the work, no compensation is necesdary the negative
experiences it engenders.

Although the painful emotional responses one f@elsesponse to art are
not instrumentally valuable, perhaps they are dtutiste of other types of
value, such as the cognitive value of recognizingnmanity's profoundly
depressing proclivity to cruelty. Somehow, one Imigargue, fully
understanding such insights necessarily involvésfylaemotional experiences.
Clearly, this style of explanation is highly plablsi. Indeed, | think that it is
part of the complete motivational story. But witatvould have to show, if it
were to unhorse my objection, is that audiencey dekire painful emotional
responses as constitutive of other kinds of vaduel never for themselves. |
find this highly implausible, especially since tkimds of cognitive value one
can take from art are typically banal. We knowtadl well that the universe is
indifferent to our desires and that people are lokpaf beastly acts of violence,
cruelty, and gross insensitivity. It is hard toagme that the desire to be
reminded of such depressing trivialities is themaniy source of audience
motivation, one to which all negative affect must bubsumed. Surely it
accounts for some of our motivation, but it seetmst faudiences do in fact
desire the ultimately unpleasant experiences far $lake of having the
experiences. At least that is how we often talkuibsuch works: We praise
Bergman's powers of emotional devastation in amldito his humanity and
depth of insight.

My claim is that audiences seek out painful artwaak least in part for the
painful experiences they afford. Narratives previohg and varied experiences.
Most provide at least some pleasures. But ovestline works are best
described as painful. | argue that although wé see painful art for a variety
of reasons, one reason is for the experiences #ieess When engaging with
painful artworks one sometimes intrinsically anghteonporaneously desires the
non-pleasant experiences they afford. Perhapsohisds odd, but there is good
evidence for my claim: After the fact, we praise nymaworks for their
effectiveness at eliciting just such painful resgem We praise "Scenes from a
Marriage" for its power to disturb—to elicit heavtenching, painfully felt
sorrow. In part, this is what we intrinsically d¢esfrom the work.

If this claim is at least plausible, then it pretsea significant problem for
the motivational theory of pleasure. For curremtposes, it does not have to be
right, just plausible. Although Heathwood's versif the motivational theory
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of pleasure is strictly a theory of sensory pleaspainful art poses a problem
for a natural extension of the view. And since eawhthe painful experiences
had in response to painful art are sensory, suctlisagist felt in response to
horror fiction, the problem hits Heathwood's foration directly* If it is
plausible to think that audiences sometimes intally and contemporaneously
desire painful experiences in response to art, ttering a contemporaneous,
intrinsic desire for an experience is not suffitifar pleasure.

But | will not rest my argument on a contentioufuon to the paradox of
painful art. Even if most, or even all, actual imdes never contemporaneously
desire painful art experiences intrinsically, itperfectly coherent to imagine
that people could intrinsically desire non-pleasurémagine a super-hypnotist,
Mesmeretes, who has the power to impart desireBypaotic suggestion. It is
perfectly coherent to imagine that Mesmeretes cgid someone the desire to
experience the sensation of chewing yarn, touchi®gvolt battery against the
tongue, licking stamps, counting toothpicks, or@yrtapping one's thumb and
forefinger together for no reason at all. But weuld not want to say that
Mesmeretes’ victims necessarily feel pleasure, eb@ugh they intrinsically
desire such experiences. To make the thought platesible, let me describe
some of his victims.

The hand tapping victims of Mesmeretes simply sétitheir hands and tap.
They do not smile, or say how good it feels. Thewply tap for five minutes
after lunch every day. If asked why, they say tity want to tap. If we
prevent them from tapping, holding their fingersudpthey develop a moderate
urge. Afterwards, if we allow them to tap, thediem is released. They feel
some pleasure in the release, but none in thertgpprhey merely like to tap.
They do not like it in the sense that they takeglee from it. No, they like itin
the sense that this is something they are motiviteld. This is something they
just want to do for five minutes after lunch. Th&nply have the desire to
experience the tapping of their fingers at thisetiof the day. But they do not
take pleasure from the sensation. They are maeiypulsively, yet only
mildly, motivated to tap. The desire is not mertlavoid the frustration of not
being able to tap; it is to feel the sensationapiping. They have an intrinsic
desire for a sensation, but take no pleasure inSiare, they are odd, but not
inconceivable. | see no reason to think that théscription is conceptually
incohtelgent. Hence, there is no conceptual cormedietween pleasure and
desire.

14 More importantly, the problem hits several ottemfalizations of the motivational
theory: Sidgwick talks of "feelings." Brandt, Atst, and Carson talk of "experiences,”
and so does nearly everyone else. It is potentialsleading to talk of sensations as
pleasurable. It risks loosing sight of the facattlit is sensoryexperiences that are
pleasurable. | will return to this when discusstiing Problem of Changing Tastes.

151 find this example more compelling than otheratthave been discussed in the
literatures, such as Feldman's Dizzy Doctor andogtfasts. Stuart Rachels discusses an
intriguing example from Roger Trigg of someone wikes but takes no pleasure from
tonguing a sore tooth. See: Stuart Rachels, "Igléfsantness Intrinsic to Unpleasant
Experiences?Philosophical Sudies 99 (2000): 187-210, p. 194.
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In fact, as noted above, | do not think that thisrean actual, empirical
connection either. Real live, normal people somes intrinsically and
contemporaneously desire non-pleasures, often sporese to art. Even if
ultimately my solution to the paradox of painfut & wrong—if audiences do
not really intrinsically and contemporaneously degpainful experiences in
response to art—it is at least plausible that tineight. The conceptual
possibility of the hand tapping victims of Mesmeseshows that it is possible
that one could intrinsically and contemporaneowgire non-pleasures. But
Mesmeretes is a far-fetched thought-experimenthdps our intuitions are not
so clear about such cases. Happily, the problem foainful art escapes such
worries, since it does not involve a fanciful exdeponly the common
experiences of reading fiction and going to the imav Although we might not
desire painful art experiences for their own sakés plausible that we could.
My discussion shows at least that much. This plesiclear support for my
claim that there is no conceptual connection betv#easure and desire.

2. The Euthyphro Problem

Although pleasure is surely not the sole motivation pursuing artworks or
anything else, it would be strange to say thatday$ no role whatsoever. But
this is what the motivational theory of pleasurecés us to say. The theory
holds that what makes something pleasurable iswkadlesire it, not the other
way around. This is odd. Surely the reason whydesire a massage is because
it is pleasurable. The motivational theory of pgle@ gets the order of
explanation backwards.

Further, if we accept the motivational theory weartat say that people
pursue experiences for pleasure. This would simaphpunt to saying that they
pursue such experiences because they desire tBetnwe want to know why
they desire them, not merely that they desire theWwie knew that already.
Hence, if we accept the motivational theory, pleastannot function in any
informative motivational explanation. This is ayedd consequence. One that
is too much to swallow if a compelling alternatiheory is available.

The motivational theory of pleasure answers on wheng side of this
Euthyphro-style problem.  Commonly, one describes experience as
pleasurable as a way of explaining why people wauldhould pursue it. For
instance:

Have you ever run through a lawn sprinkler on adushmer afternoon? Oh, well,
you should try aiming a sprinkler over a swimmir@pp The cool mist feels great.
It's extremely pleasurable. Oh how | miss suchpésummer pleasures living in
the city. ...

Now, if the motivational theory of pleasure is @mt; this description of the
pleasures of sprinkler-mist lacks much of the contbat one might otherwise
think is present. According to the motivationad¢ahy, describing the cool mist
as pleasurable is just to say that it affords gwedgnce that one would desire
for its own sake. But that is not all that | meamtsay. No, by calling it

pleasurable, | meant to say that something abauetperience is pleasurable.

10
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In the next section, | will argue that this somethis feeling good. Of course,
this is not incredibly descriptive, but it is faiffdrent from saying that | simply
desire such experiences.

This is not necessarily a fatal problem for the iwagtonal theory. To
account for the desire, the defender of the madtwat theory can supply
additional details. Although some externalists mesist the suggestion, there is
no reason why they cannot make recourse to aspktiie experience that give
rise to desire. In fact they must. If the motivaal theory precludes appealing
to aspects of a pleasurable experience in ordaccount for the desire, then the
theory is a non starter. The reason why we desiyegiven experience would
be a complete mystery. But it is not at all myistes why we intrinsically desire
orgasms. If the externalist has to throw up hemdsawe should throw out the
theory. As far as | can tell, the externalist néedno such thing. She simply
needs to deny that the aspects that explain theedies any given experience
are common to all pleasurable experience. Shealeacribe the various aspects
of a particular experience as a way of explaining desire; she just cannot
make recourse to pleasure.

Consider the desire for sprinkler mist: the defendethe motivational
theory might say that the contrast between theshatand the cool mist gives
rise to an experience that most people would isically and
contemporaneously desire. When it does, we cpleasurable. But, of course,
we can always ask: Why does such an experiencendagea contemporaneous
intrinsic desire? The defender of the motivatiottaory might try to say
something more: the mist gives rise to a soothiagsation that is highly
desirable, in the sense that desire is compellifge problem is that it is very
difficult to say much more without using the worgléasure." The most
comfortable sounding explanation for why we detiiefeeling of cool mist on
our hot, sun-baked bodies is that it the sensasigheasurable. That is why we
desire it, not the other way around. Again, sayirag cool mist is pleasurable is
not the most informative thing to say about theezigmce, but it is a more
satisfying place to end the motivational explanatio

The Intense Euthyphro Problem

There is another way to get at the general problesithough this path is
slightly more complicated, it is worth tracing sinit raises a much bigger
difficulty for the motivational theory. The prolotehas to do with the role of
desire in accounting for the intensity of pleasurét. is not clear that the
motivational theory has anything plausible to sdowt what makes one
experience more intensely pleasurable than another.

As noted above, it is not as if the defender of itingtivational theory of
pleasure cannot account for why we intrinsicallgicee a particular experience;
she can point to aspects of the experience thaentappealing. She just
cannot make recourse to pleasure in her explanafitiis may be awkward and
unnatural, but it can be done. She merely hashtmse her words carefully.
The awkwardness tells against the motivational iedaut it does not provide a
decisive reason to reject the view. However, & #xternalist takes this route,
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appealing to aspects of the experience that expendesire, then the role of
desire becomes somewhat unclear. The defendéeahbtivational theory of
pleasure does not merely want to say that the pcesef an intrinsic,
contemporaneous desire is the common thread amdhgpl@asurable
experiences. She wants to say that it is the cammthoead because an
experience cannot be pleasurable without an intrim®ntemporaneous desire.
The desire does more than merely conceptually pymfgome sense, the desire
makes the feeling a pleasure. Defenders of thevatmtnal theory hold that
same feeling might be pleasurable on some occasindsnot on others. It
depends on the accompanying desires: no intriosittemporaneous desire, no
pleasure. But precisely how the desire makes ifferehce is not altogether
clear. And why the desire is present on some @measand not others is a
lacuna in the theory that | will return to later.

For now, | want to emphasize that the role of debecomes even more
obscure when we consider how to describe the iitjend pleasure. The
problem is that the motivational theory makes #anheimpossible to make sense
of the fact that pleasure comes in degrees—sonimdeeare more intensely
pleasurable than others. To see why, first considet the opposing view can
say: The internalist can say that the intensityaopleasure is roughly the
intensity of whatever it is that makes pleasurabperiences pleasurable, say,
the good feeling. The intensity of the good, pleable feeling is the intensity
of the pleasure. On an internalist view, we caplanr the intensity of a desire
for an experience partly by the intensity of thegsurd® However, the
defender of the motivational theory cannot say laingt of the sort. That would
amount to a rejection of externalism. The probisiihat what the motivational
theorist can say turns out to be very odd.

The motivational theory of pleasure holds that axpeeiencé’ is
pleasurable if and only if it is intrinsically antbntemporaneously desired.
What makes the experience pleasurable is that we daertain attitude towards
the experience. Most plausibly, the motivationadry also holds that the
intensity of pleasure is somehow related to thenisity of the contemporaneous
desire. It would be very odd if the theory heldttiwvhat makes an experience
pleasurable is the presence of the desire, butithat accounts for the intensity
is something different. For instance, the motiwadil theorist could appeal to
the overall intensity of the experience: The morgense a pleasurable
experience, the more intense the pleasure. Evencii an explanation were
generally compatible with the motivational theory,suffers from a critical
problem, namely, there are many intense experietitas are not intensely
pleasurable. Bungee jumping is intense, but itt@only mildly pleasurable.

Since the intensity of the pleasure cannot be ghbgethe intensity of the

18| say "partly," because the intensity of desireslmot always correspond to the
intensity of actual or, even expected, satisfaction

17 Again, Heathwood's theory only applies to sensatiol am assuming a natural
extension of the view to include all pleasurablpeziences. Nothing here rides on this
point.
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experience as a whole, the pleasure has to ber esibmme aspect of the
pleasurable experience, or it must be externdiecekperience. The first option
is not on the table for the motivational theory.the intensity of the pleasure
lies in some aspect of the experience, then whwelmot appeal to that aspect
to explain what makes it pleasurable, and not tegrd? But this looks like
internalism. Again, it would be very strange toy ghat what makes an
experience pleasurable is a desire, but what mékiesensely pleasurable is
something else. As expected, the defender of thigvational theory will most
plausibly have to hold that the intensity of pleasis a factor of the intensity of
our intrinsic, contemporaneous desires for the eegpee. But this is strange.

It seems like a fair and natural extension of thaivational theory to say
that pleasure should be measured by the intensittyeocontemporary intrinsic
desire. But desires are typically thought to bafog or at least unpleasant.
Further, on our ordinary understanding of the phesmology of desire, the
more intense a desire, the more unpleasant itlsnk of the desire for food, or
any other intense desire: Extreme hunger is muctsevthan a desire for a
shack. Desires motivate at least partly through tinpleasantness. To relieve
the unpleasant feelings, we seek to satisfy ouiretes Although anticipation
can be pleasurable, occurrent desires are typioafifeasant® Hence, it would
be extremely odd to say that the intensity of aagleable experience can be
described in terms of the intensity of our desigaire, the degree of pleasure we
take from some experiences is often proportionadlgted to the intensity of a
pre-existing desire. But this does not make th&rdepleasurable. When we
have an occurrent desire, it is typically markedabgiegree of unpleasantness.
Contemporaneous desires do not seem to be thekiighbdf thing to explain the
intensity of pleasur&

Perhaps we are to think that the desires involvedbfisome special sort—
desires that do not have the typical phenomenolofjyoccurrent desires.
Frankly, | am not sure what to make of the suggastilt is not clear why we
would want to call these kinds of things desireEhey appear to be mere
preferences or pro-attitudes. Regardless of wieatall them, if they amount to

18 The most obvious counter-example, sexual desireoi so obviously pleasurable.
Sexual fantasy and anticipation may be pleasurbhbtesexual desire is not.

19 perhaps it is not the intensity of the desire tmtelates with pleasure, but the
intensity of our felt satisfaction. The theory vainave to be that the satisfaction of a
contemporaneous desire is the pleasure. But hisdwbreaten to make the motivational
theory an internalist theory. The felt satisfactigould be the common aspect internal to
all pleasurable experiences. But this is not sadjreat candidate for the role. The
problem is that we often describe desire felt &atifon as pleasurable. However, if the
motivational theory accounts for the intensity dégsure based on the intensity of
satisfaction, we will no longer be able to descrimsire satisfaction as pleasurable.
There is no way to account for the value of sattéda without an infinite regress: saying
that we experienced pleasure would amount to sapiaigwe experienced the pleasure of
a satisfaction, which would amount to saying thathvad a experienced pleasure, which
would . . .
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something close to mere preferences, then it i€lear how they could possibly
be used to explain the intensity of pleasure. Thisecause it does not feel like
anything to have a preference. And, you cannola@xphe intensity of a feeling

by reference to something that does not feel likghing. That does not make
clear sense.

Contra the motivational theory, it seems obvioust tine reason why we
prefer some experiences more than others is bethegare more pleasurable.
The intensity of our preference is a product of ititensity of the pleasure. |
cannot see how it could be the other way aroundreHhe Euthyphro Problem
shows its full strength.

A brief summary is in order: The externalist has awkward time
explaining why we desire what we desire. A natlired of explanation is that
we desire some experiences because they are @blsurThe externalist can
offer a description of the aspects of the expegethat give rise to the desire,
but, uncomfortably, she cannot say that these &spee pleasurable. This gives
us some reason to be suspicious of the view. tBstriot a decisive reason to
reject the motivational theory. However, whenatres to accounting for the
intensity of pleasure, the motivational theory e far more troublesome
version of the problem.

It seems that the intensity of pleasure is a maitehow pleasurable an
experience is. But the motivational theory hasittie saying anything of the
sort. Most plausibly the theory holds that theeisity of a pleasurable
experience is just the intensity of our contempeaas intrinsic desires for the
experience. But this is odd. Occurrent desirestgpically as unpleasant as
they are strong. It seems that a stronger desiddvmean a less pleasurable
experience, not more. Perhaps the kinds of desitgglay are not normal
desires, but some special kind that amount to ngthinore than mere
preference. But having a mere preference doeferbtike anything. And you
cannot explain the intensity of a feeling by refere to something that does not
feel like anything®

Once again, we must ask: Why do we prefer somerexqmes much more
than others? The natural thing to say is that veéep some experiences more
than others because they are more pleasurable.faAgas | can tell, the
externalist has no good answer. This gives us gaason to reject the
motivational theory of pleasure.

In what follows, | defend an internalist theory mleasure that avoids the
Euthyphro Problem.

20 Rachels discusses a related problem that ourrprefes are often stronger or
weaker than the pleasure. Rachels, "Is Unpleasssitrintrinsic to Unpleasant
Experiences?" pp. 192-6.
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4 The Feels Good Theory of Pleasure

My simple proposal is that pleasurable experiermzeshose that feel gogd. It
should be clear that | have the intuitive soluttonthe Euthyphro Problem on
my side. Pleasurable experiences are not pledsusabply because we prefer
them, desire their continuance, or think them @éxddr; rather, we prefer them,
desire their continuance, and think that they assirdble because they feel
good. What's common about all these experiencéh@y feel good. To feel
good is not simply to engender a contemporaneadussit desire, though this
often happens; it is, well, to feel good.

This is not an unilluminating suggestion, but te€fgood” is about as close
to an experiential primitive as we get. We underdthow to apply the concept
and do so with great frequency. Although we mibbtable to describe the
particular experience of something feeling good, seenot be much more
specific about what it is for an experience to fgebd other than to say, like
Louis Armstrong about jazz: “If you have to ask whas for something to feel
good, you'll never know.” In any case, | will ttg say a little more about what
it is to feel good.

| am hesitant to describe pleasure as supervemirgxperience or emerging
from the properties of experience, since a techmegtaphysical description of
the relationship between pleasure and experienceldwaot clarify the
experiential similarity. It would be more distraxgt than helpful.
Phenomenology is likely our best tool. As in aleas of experiential
description, if one wants to move beyond poundingh table, one cannot help
but make recourse to metaphors. Here are a fewnight say that the locus of
the pleasurable sensatiglows, we feel awarm feeling; the good feelingums
like the vibration of a tuning for Something about pleasurable experiences
just feels good. The experience overall has thiglity, this tone or hue. It
cannot be cleanly extracted from the experienagfitsMy suggestion is that
pleasurable experiences—whether of eating a peadvluing a puzzle—all
have this, pick your metaphor, warm hén.

2 Roger Crisp argues for a similar theory of pleasim Reasons and the Good
(Oxford UP, 2006), p. 107-9. The view finds somecedent in two other places. David
Bengtsson in "Pleasure and the Phenomenology afeVargues that pleasures all "feel
good," but it is not clear that he ultimately daferan internalist view, since he thinks
that pleasures are necessarily connected with ttitaeges. David Bengtsson, "Pleasure
and the Phenomenology of Value," Ratterns of Value, eds. W. Rabinowicz and T.
Rgnnow-Rasmussen (Lund University, 2004): 21-35seéond precedent can be found
in Stuart Rachels's excellent work on pleasuretiquéarly in "Six Theses about
Pleasure,'Philosophical Perspectives 18, Ethics (2004): 247-267, p.259 and p. 256; and
"Is Unpleasantness Intrinsic to Unpleasant Expegsf", p. 187.

2 Elinor Mason presents a few similar descriptiveagks: “a feeling of lightness and
ease, a warm feeling in the stomach" (p.380). $#@or Mason, "The Nature of
Pleasure'Utilitas 19.3 (2007): 379-387.

2 ghelly Kagan uses the metaphor of the volume séund. See: Shelly Kagan,
"The Limits of Wellbeing," inThe Good Life and the Human Good, eds. Ellen Frankel
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The feels good theory of pleasure is a specieshait Wred Feldman calls
“felt quality theories.” In contrast to theoriesch as the motivational theory
that identify pleasure by something external to theperience, felt quality
theories hold that what makes an experience plabkuis something internal to
the experience, and that all pleasurable expergesbare some common felt
quality. There are two types of felt quality thiesr thehedonic tone theory and
the digtinctive feeling view. It is important to understand the differences
between the two theories. | will start with thiéa.

The distinctive feeling view holds that pleasure idistinct, common aspect
of experiences that we call pleasurable. Pleatumperiences, on this view,
are those that give rise to the distinct feelinglefasure. The distinctive feeling
view suffers from two significant problems, bothtex by Alston. First, Alston
argues that if pleasure were a distinctive feelihgyould become distracting.
During a pleasurable experience one would likelgdnee focused on the
distinctive pleasurable feeling and end up incagaifl continuing the activity.
This would amount to something akin to the paradbkappiness—try to be
happy and you will likely fail; try to feel the disctive feeling of pleasure and it
will likely stop. If the distinctive feeling viewvere right, then we would
frequently stop feeling pleasure because we wowdoime focused on the
distinctive feeling of pleasure. The distractioould be damning. But, this
does not happen, or so Alston thinks. Hence, ibigndtive feeling view must
be wrong.

As a second criticism, Alston argues that the wiisive feeling view suffers
from a variant of the heterogeneity problem, namélythe feeling is so
distinctive, why can't we isolate it. If the thgads correct, we ought to be able
to identify a distinct, common feeling across ageuf different experiences.
But we cannot. Hence the distinctive feeling vieagks phenomenological
support.

Although | propose a felt quality theooy pleasure, | do not want to defend
the distinctive feeling view. To give it a traditial label, | propose what—
following C. D. Broad—might be called a “hedonin&’ theory of pleasure,
about which the only compelling criticism is thetér@geneity problerf
Alston’s damning criticisms of the distinctive fag) view are inapplicable to
the hedonic tone versions of felt quality theori€ke feels good theory avoids
both the distraction and isolation problems thdlicafthe distinctive feeling
view.

Paul, Fred D. Miller, and Jeffrey Paul (Cambridde,1992), pp. 172-3.

24 C. D. BroadFive Types of Ethical Theory (Littlefield, Adams and Co, 1959), pp.
228-230. Outside of Broad, | know of only one ub&uous, sustained defense of the
hedonic tone theory of pleasure: Karl Dunker, "AaaBure, Emotion, and Striving,"
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 1.4 (1941): 391-430. There are more
defenses of general internalism about pleasure,irfstance: G. E. Moore defends
something like internalism iRrincipia Ethica (Dover, 2004), p. 12-3 and p. 78; Irwin
Goldstein presents what might be an internalistwviem "Hedonic Pluralism,"
Philosophical Sudies 48.1 (1985): 49-55; and Wayne Davis develops anfaf
internalism in "Pleasure and HappineBhflosophical Studies 39 (1981): 305-317.
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The feels good theory does not suffer from theraision problem, since it
does not propose that pleasure is a separatenadigispect of a sensation.
Rather, the feels good theory holds that the semsaimply feels good overall.
Hence, there is nothing to be distracted by. Ttmeeence overall has a tone
that cannot be cleanly extracted or focused ontdpan the experience itself.
This is why it is so difficult to describe and witydoes not distract from the
overall experience. And since the pleasure isdmtinct from the experience,
there is no isolation problem. It is expected tha¢ cannot isolate the good
feeling from the experience if the two are intinatonnected.

Hence, the feels good theory of pleasure doesuftgrsfrom the problems
of the distinctive feeling theory. The putativekaof phenomenological support
is the only pressing problem for the view. Busttto can be put aside.

5 The Heterogeneity Problem Reconsidered

There are three reasons to think that the heteedtyeproblem is not a genuine
problem, and that no compelling objections remaithie hedonic tone theory.
First, our memories of experiences are pale simalatthe real things. Try to
remember what a peach tastes like, or what it fidedsto chew a crispy potato
chip, or the way a new car smells. | have a vagemse of what these
experiences are like, but my dull, gray memory whing compared to
Technicolor conscious experience. It is unreasen@bexpect that people can
clearly identify a common phenomenal aspect amoxgerences that they
cannot recall with any level of specificity for nfutime at all. It is extremely
difficult to reflect on powerful feelings with mugirecision, even in tranquility.

Our only hope is to look for an aspect as we gotancbmpare it to what
little remains from the past. And here | think tresults indicate that the
heterogeneity problem lacks a clear impetus. Bae | test, pleasurable
experiences do indeed feel good. | am not tryingave my cake and eat it too;
merely, it seems that our memories are good enaaigtonfirm this general
observation, but not enough to be much more specifi

Second, the heterogeneity problem overstates theifisance of our
inability to express what it is like to feel pleasu | suspect that this is largely a
result of the paucity of our memories. Regardlasy,request for us to describe
the common aspects of pleasurable experiencestgesul befuddlement.
Philosophers have assumed that our inability taesgthe similarity with any
degree of explicitness supports the phenomenolbgiaan that there must not
be any similarity. But this is too hasty; befuddknt is not unique to pleasure.
Just try to say what it is like to taste or to dméWVhen we describe what it is
like to taste a particular food, we often have moourse but comparison: “It
tastes like chicken.” When asked what it is likedste, in general, one has even
less to say® But this does not mean that there is nothing ltke to taste, that

% David Sobel replies that although we can becomeeradiculate about particular
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there is no similarity in taste experiences exdéepbur desire to keep chewing.

Third, the supposed strength of the heterogeneitplpm is a product of
bringing in too much with the phrase “pleased thathere are many things
about which one might say that they are “pleashudt, if questioned, one would
not describe the experience as pleasurable. Rettigely, we might be glad
(“pleased”) that something is the case, but thsulkh not be taken to suggest
that we are currently feeling pleasdfe Our language is somewhat misleading
here: We say that we are pleased when we do nbpliegsure. Nevertheless,
there are many cases of indisputable attitudinedsire that occur at the time
when we learn that something good has taken pladeese are unambiguous
pleasures; they feel good. These are the caseewgbeeone asks “Did that
make you feel good?” and we say yes. Confusingpieasures with genuine
pleasures has led philosophers to conclude thaheesl separate theories of
attitudinal and sensory pleasifeAnd trying to incorporate all cases where we
say that we are “pleased that” such and such isdbe creates false difficulties
for felt quality theories. It is no surprise thve¢ are unable to locate a common
pleasurable feeling between pleasurable and naasptable experiences.

Although we cannot isolate a distinctive feeling pdéasure, and we are
laughably inarticulate when it comes to describingat it is like to feel
pleasure, the situation is no different from othgres of experiences. Rather
than supporting the case against felt quality tiesoras almost everyone has
supposed, the phenomenology of pleasurable expeseprovides support.
When one reflects on various, recent pleasuralpereences of different sizes
and shapes, there is indeed something commons t1ibi the experience of
simply having an intrinsic desire; rather, it isetlexperience of something
feeling good. | have tried to capture this comnhibjaby metaphorical
descriptions, noting the warm glow, the enticingrhaf pleasure. But | am
afraid that | cannot do the experience of pleagustce: Neither my tongue nor
my memory is up to the task.

tastes we cannot about pleasure. | think that théponse relies on a disanalogy.
Pleasure is to experience as taste is to eatingge c#v get more articulate about a
particular eating experience or a pleasurable épes, but not taste or pleasure in
general. See: David Sobel, “Varieties of Hedonlisfournal of Social Philosophy 33.2
(2002): 240-256; p.254,n.8 .

26 Goldstein makes a similar point in "Hedonic Plisml," p. 51.

2" This mistake is the source of Feldman’s secondtmueabout pleasure—what is
the relationship between attitudinal and sensopagqire? See, Fred Feldman, “Two
Questions about Pleasure.” If | am right, therenés essential difference between
attitudinal and sensory pleasures. Similarly, €@ggues that mere attitudes are not
appropriate candidates for pleasuReasons and the Good, p.102, n. 22. Although she
does not reject the distinction, Mason concursTine' Nature of Pleasure”, p. 382, 384,
and 386. For a reply, see: Fred Feldman, "RepBlittor Mason and Alastair Norcross,"
Utilitas 19.3 (2007): 308-406. Wayne Davis makes a relewhstinction between
"making happy" and being "happy that." The latteuch like states about which we are
"pleased that" are mere attitudes. They aren'temesqpces. Davis, "Pleasure and
Happiness," pp. 306-8.
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6 Objections

|. Too Narrow

One may concede that the concept of somethingifiigejood” applies fairly
well to sensory pleasures, but object that it dumsclearly apply to intellectual
pleasures. Consider a massage: The masseuss tegiark a new muscle and
asks “Does that feel good?” We perfectly undexstdre question and know
how to reply. But when we consider intellectuatgsures, it is not so clear.
Imagine working on a crossword puzzle before b¥dur spouse turns to you
and asks, “Does that feel good?” In this casewoald certainly be confused.
But it seems that working crossword puzzles caméddbe pleasurable. If so,
the feels good theory of pleasure is too narrowgesiit does not account for
these kinds of intellectual pleasufés.

Working crossword puzzles does not always feel gbatithis is because it
is not always a pleasurable activity. However, stimes working crossword
puzzles does indeed feel good, or at least sopurzles does. It feels good to
solve a puzzle. Itis the kind of feeling that garn a smile on your face. People
have been known to jump up and down and even teodar as to run through
town naked after solving a tricky intellectual plern. But typically,
experiences that we are engaged in, especiallyethbat involve what
Csikszentmihalyi calls “flow,” are those in whichewdo not have much
reflective awareness. To use sports jargon, during such experiencesaters
"the zone." Sometimes highly focused intellectaativities are equally
engrossing. All such experiences are highly unatedi Accordingly, it is
somewhat unclear how to describe them. When ple#isis not so clear that
we would describe them as pleasurable at all. Sonl not worried that
engrossing experiences might not exactly feel gbedause | do not think that
we want to say that we are feeling pleasure dwira experiences.

We might want to say that experiences such as workfossword puzzles
are "pleasant” because on such occasions we aegafjgriree from worry. In
some sense, the absence of pain is pleasant.t Buhot very pleasurable. It
does not feel very good to merely be free from wiorA little, maybe, but not
much. Our reluctance to say that these experiieeégood does not indicate a
problem with my view, but simply that these expecies are not very
pleasurable.

[1. Phenomenal-less Pleasures

If the feels good theory of pleasure is correcigreéhare no pleasurable
experiences that lack the phenomenal aspect ahdegbod—the aspect that |

28 | owe this objection to Chris Heathwood, who réisiein his commentary on my
paper at the first annual Rocky Mountain Ethics @ess at the University of Colorado
at Boulder, August 2008.

2 Mihaly CsikszentmihalyFlow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience (Harper
Perennial, 1990).
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have described in various metaphors such as a wanm But one might object
that it is perfectly coherent to imagine that ooeld feel pleasure without such
a feeling. Imagine a mad neuroscientist of thariitwho has been trying for
years to concoct a formula that will inhibit whagevmechanism it is that
produces such a good feeling. Since such a patard have little benefit and
carry heavy risks, he is unable to get IRB apprdeahis experiments. So, he
decides to experiment on himself. He gulps dowseaker of his potion and
proceeds to test the results. It quickly beconteardhat he has succeeded and
that decades of effort have finally paid off. Hels tremendous pleasure in his
accomplishment. That is he feels intellectual gplea without the experience
feeling good®

This story appears to show that the feels goodryhisowrong, or at least
too narrow. Perhaps the feels good theory mighkws an account of sensory
pleasure, but as the example purports to shovgnih@at account for intellectual
pleasures as well. However, | think that the ceratample shows no such
limitation, since it is incoherent. It is inconeable that the scientist could feel
pleasure if he was incapable of having an expeei¢hat feels good. Through
the ahedonic action of his serum he would be degriof such experiences,
thereby left with a flat, dull phenomenology. tifdid not feel good, why would
he smile his work to see? It does not beg thetojueso say that it is as
incomprehensible to think that the scientist cotddl any more joy than a
robot>* We would hear no cries of Eureka from this mactdio

[Il. The Value of Pleasure

One might object to internalist theories of pleason the grounds that such
theories have the odd implication that sometimesagqlre is not intrinsically
good. It seems plausible that an experience roofalue to a person if she has
no interest in it, does not care about getting, doels not want to be getting it.
But internalist theories of pleasure imply that @oald experience pleasure and
care nothing for it, perhaps not even want to lérgeit. If so, these episodes
of pleasure would have no value for the persont tBig is absurd. Certainly
experiencing pleasure is intrinsically valuable goperson. The intuition that
pleasure is intrinsically value is stronger thaa slupport for internalism, so we
should reject internalism.

In response, | will briefly make two comments. sEilit is not entirely clear
to me that pleasure does always have intrinsicevédu a person. In fact, | am
less confident in the claim than that all pleaslea&xperiences feel good. But, |
will not take issue with the claim. This is simpgbo big of a fish to fry here. It
would be far out of scope to attempt to settleissee around the intrinsic value
of pleasurée?

%0 Fred Feldman develops a similar, wonderful exaniplleasure and the Good
Life, pp. 64-5.

31 | assume that there are qualia.

32 For more on the issue, see: Fred Feldman, "Onnthiasic Value of Pleasures,"
Ethics 107 (1997): 448-466.
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So, as a second avenue of reply, | might rejectcthen that one must
desire an experience in order for it to be intgaly valuable. | take it that a
reluctant drug addict may desire not to have aregepce, but that it still might
be intrinsically value. If it was pleasurable, then my view, it felt good to
them. Why wouldn't that be intrinsically valuable®ure, it might also be
extrinsically bad in that it destroys her liver a@ndthers her addiction. But that
does not mean that it is not also intrinsically doo

Perhaps drug addicts are not the most forcefulscésethe objection. |
take it that a reluctant heroine addict takes gretgrest in the pleasure. |
suppose we need an example where someone is nediffto the pleasure. But
these cases are hard to fathom for two reasonst, Eiis hard to be indifferent
to any experience of much magnitude. It is noaicte me that a feeling could
be pleasurable without our noticing it. How cowd experience feel good
without our being aware of it? And if one is awaffean experience that feels
good, then typically one wants it. It would beasiye not to; strange, but not
incoherent. In those cases, maybe it does, maybees not have intrinsic
value. My intuitions break down in such strangsesa Due to limitation of
scope, | cannot explore this problem further: Baitithe assumptions behind the
objection are far too complicated to further additesre.

IV. Changing Tastes

Many people experience a change of taste as thegldgr. It is common for
people to hate Brussels sprouts in childhood, batecto love them as adults. It
is equally common that tastes diverge radicallysooh things as vegemite and
fish paste. Annually, villagers along the seashard@hailand mash piles of
decaying fish into a fragrant paste. They reltsh pungent odor and ripe taste
that would turn the stomach of most of the inhattgzof the rest of the world.
But certainly, the odiferous paste tastes no difieto the Thai than it does to
the British. People in Thailand are not born wétipredilection for rotten-fish.
Hence, it must be something external to the expeeief eating fish paste that
accounts for the pleasure that the Thai take ftsraansumption. The objection
concludes: Externalist theories, such as the niival theory of pleasure, are
far better suited to explain such phenomena theamrialist theories such as the
feels good theory?

In reply, | think that we should first think morearefully about the
examples. It is not clear that we have any reasothink that the same
experience can be pleasurable on some occasionsndiuton others, or
pleasurable to some people but not to others. i@enthe friends and foes of
fish-paste: It is most plausible to think thatgbovho like fish paste and those
who do not are having different experiences. Thabe like it, who take
pleasure in eating the revolting muck, have a dhfie experience from those

33| thank Chris Heathwood for forcing me to clarifyy form of internalism about
pleasure.
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who do not: The former enjoy a savory snack, batl#tter encounter waves of
gut-churning nausea. Their experiences are véfgrent. Like many people, |

now love Brussels sprouts, but | hated them asila.cH cannot remember

exactly how Brussels sprouts tasted back thentheubverall taste experience is
definitely different. And since the specific tasg not isolatable from the

overall taste or eating experience, the experigmphienomenally very different

from what it was when | was a child. The intringigalities of the experience of
eating Brussels sprouts are different for me thay ivere when | was a child.

Rather than posing a problem for internalist theorbf pleasure, the
Problem of Changing Tastes is actually a much biggeblem for externalists.
The externalist suggests that an identical sensatém be pleasurable on one
occasion and not on another. If so, it cannotdmeething internal to the feeling
that makes it pleasurable. But, why we must askit ipleasurable on one
occasion and not on the other? If the externafisinot appeal to aspects of the
experience that make it pleasurable to accounvdiordesire, then the theory is
absurd. This is because if the externalist carappeal to features of the
experience, then she has to throw up her handsappdal to mystery. But,
again, there is nothing mysterious about why weredhe experience of an
orgasm: it feels very good. And neither is it neygtus why some people enjoy
eating Brussels sprouts: they taste good.

The experience of eating Brussels sprouts used to be far diffefenme
than it is now?* Depending on how narrowly we draw the bordersiagothe
sensation, it is not the same. They taste dekcioow. | find them sweet,
savory, and pleasantly pungent. They are espgaiglicious when simply
roasted with a bit of olive oil, salt, and pepp@ut, as far as | can remember,
they used to taste just awful—bitter and skunkylo Inot owe an account of the
physiology of taste to appeal to an obvious expégaédifference. Regardless
of the physiology, the experience is different.séems incoherent to think that
the same experience could be pleasurable and wreisyhble on different
occasions. At least no one has given us any reasink otherwisé>

Although the feels good theory holds that what msal@mething
pleasurable is something about the experiencenttiesic / extrinsic distinction
is far more difficult to draw than the objectionsames, since attitudes and
experiences can influence each other. | reject ritwgivational theory of
pleasure because | do not think that our attitdesconceptually connected to
the pleasantness of an experience, but | do thiak attitudes are frequently
causally connected. Our attitudes can clearly haveausal impact on the
pleasantness of experiences. And vice versa—operences can affect our

34 Stuart Rachels makes a similar claim in "Six Thestgout Pleasure," p. 200.

35 As for the analog with pain, | am not convincedttthere are putatively painless
pains. We should not be so trusting of the phemaiesports of people high on drugs.
For further criticism, see Rachels, "Six Thesesualf®easure,” p. 199. Taking the
opposite approach: Bengtsson argues that therelissamilarity between pleasure and
pain: There are non-bothering pains, but no ngealing pleasures. It would take me
too far afield to deal with this issue here.
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attitudes. It is plausible to think that someomt¢irey a soft egg and the same
person eating the same egg, but knowing that it veagested from a dead hen
before it was laid, would have different taste gigreces—that is, if they were

the least bit squeamish. Similarly, the taste ating experience of a starving
prisoner will change if he learns that he is eatirggroasted child.

What makes something pleasurable, on my view,dsny the experience
feels. The experience is one of pleasure, if arlg i it feels good. However,
our attitudes can alter our experiences. Preiagigttitudes can dispose us to
have different responses. And attitudes formednduan experience can alter
the experience as it progresses. So, the feelsl gbeory is a form of
internalism about pleasure. But | deny what wehiizgall “sensory/attitudinal
phenomenal discreteness.” This does not reducdettie good theory to the
motivational theory, since the feels good theorydtcthat what makes an
experience pleasurable is the way it feels, nopkinan attitude one adopts
toward the experience. Having an attitude camu@rfte the experience, but it is
the experience and not the attitude that count®rdow to the feels good
theory.

7 Conclusion

The motivational theory of pleasure is not only m@uintuitive; the reduction of
pleasure to desire fails. Having a contemporandatrinsic desire for a
sensation is not sufficient for an experience tleasurable. It is coherent to
think that we can and do desire non-pleasured)easase of Mesmeretes shows.
In fact, it is plausible that there are many suelses involving painful art.
Further the motivational theory proposes a radieaision to our concept of
pleasure, a revision that makes it impossible tam-vecuously explain
motivation by recourse to pleasure. More signiftba the externalist has great
difficulty in accounting for what make some feekngore intensely pleasurable
than others. Given these problems there is goadoreto reject the theory,
especially since it lacks a genuine impetus.

| have tried to show that the heterogeneity prokikenot a genuine problem
for the more intuitive, felt quality theories ofeglsure. The feels good theory of
pleasure escapes the difficulties of the distirctieeling view and sits on the
right side of the Euthyphro-style problem. Rathénan lack of
phenomenological support, the feels good theoryesufprimarily from the
paucity of our experiential memory and our inaftiteness when it comes to
phenomenal descriptions.
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