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Descartes and Seneca on the Concept of Happy Life
Shi Xuan
(Institute of Philosophy, Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences, Shanghai 200235, China)
Abstract: Many critics claimed that Descartes’s moral philosophy is largely derivative from the classic Stoics.
In Leibniz’s opinion, Descartes’s ethics is little different from Seneca’s. Descartes’s writing on this topic is
usually regarded as the echoes of the Stoics. However, by analyzing and comparing what Descartes and Seneca
wrote on the concept of happy life, we will find that there is a deep doctrinal difference between those two
theories of happiness, in spite that Descartes shared a number of key issues with Seneca. In contrast to Seneca
and the Stoics, Descartes admits that some happiness depending on the body and bodily pleasure plays some
role in the happy life. This is a fundamental point on which the Cartesian system is at odds with Stoicism.
Therefore, the author believes the comparison with Seneca’s eudemonism is invaluable for understanding the
large structure and project of Descartes’s own theory of passions and his moral philosophy.

Keywords: Descartes; happiness; nature; reason; virtue; happiness

The “Recipient” and the “Big and Small” in Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines
Wang Wei
(School of Philosophy, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China)
Abstract: Plato’s “unwritten doctrines” has lately become a trendy topic in Chinese academia. Because we do

“unwritten doctrines,” it is always a difficult task trying to

not have any direct knowledge of Plato’ s
understand some of its key concepts, such as the “big and small,” one of the two fundamental elements of
Plato’ s late metaphysics. The receptacle in Plato” s Timaeus has been seen by scholars as a key to
understanding the “big and small.” In the first part of this paper, through discussing relevant materials from
Aristotle’s Physics and Plato’s Timaeus, the author argued that such an approach is wrong. In the second
part of this paper, based on some relevant discussions in Plato’s Republic and Philebus, the author offered a
likely account of what the “big and small” is. Finally, he explains how this account can help us to appreciate

the metaphysical difference between late Plato and Aristotle.

Keywords: Plato; unwritten doctrines; big and small; receptacle; Aristotle
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