The Meaning of Life and
the Great Philosophers
Edited by Stephen Leach and James Tartaglia

First published 2018
by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN
and by Routledge
711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017
Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
© 2018 selection and editorial matter, Stephen Leach and James Tartaglia; individual
chapters, the contributors
The right of Stephen Leach and James Tartaglia to be identiﬁed as the authors of the
editorial material, and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been asserted in
accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.
All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any
form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented,
including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system,
without permission in writing from the publishers.
Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered
trademarks, and are used only for identiﬁcation and explanation without intent to infringe.
British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library
Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
Names: Leach, Stephen D., editor.
Title: The meaning of life and the great philosophers / edited by Stephen Leach and
James Tartaglia.
Description: 1 [edition]. | New York : Routledge, 2018. | Includes bibliographical
references and index.
Identiﬁers: LCCN 2017060531 | ISBN 9781138220935 (hardback : alk. paper) |
ISBN 9781138220959 (pbk. : alk. paper) | ISBN 9781315385945 (ebook)
Subjects: LCSH: Life. | Meaning (Philosophy) | Philosophers.
Classiﬁcation: LCC BD431 .M46884 2018 | DDC 128--dc23
LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2017060531
ISBN: 978-1-138-22093-5 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-1-138-22095-9 (pbk)
ISBN: 978-1-315-38594-5 (ebk)
Typeset in Times New Roman
by Taylor & Francis Books

Contents

List of contributors
Preface
1 Confucius

viii
x
1

RICHARD KIM AND JOSHUA W. SEACHRIS

2 The Buddha

10

MARK SIDERITS

3 Vya-sa

18

ARINDAM CHAKRABARTI

4 Socrates

27

A.C. GRAYLING

5 Plato

33

DAVID SKRBINA

6 Diogenes

41

WILL DESMOND

7 Zhuangzi

49

DAVID E. COOPER

8 Aristotle

56

MONTE RANSOME JOHNSON

9 Epicurus

65

CATHERINE WILSON

10 Koheleth

73

THADDEUS METZ

11 Epictetus
A.A. LONG

79

vi

Contents

12 Sextus Empiricus

87

SVAVAR HRAFN SVAVARSSON

13 Avicenna

95

NADER EL-BIZRI

14 Maimonides

104

ALFRED L. IVRY

15 Aquinas

110

EDWARD FESER

16 Montaigne

118

STEPHEN LEACH

17 Descartes

126

JOHN COTTINGHAM

18 Spinoza

135

GENEVIEVE LLOYD

19 Kant

142

TERRY F. GODLOVE

20 Schopenhauer

150

ROBERT WICKS

21 Kierkegaard

159

MARK BERNIER

22 Marx

167

AMY E. WENDLING

23 Mill

175

FRANS SVENSSON

24 Nietzsche

182

RAYMOND ANGELO BELLIOTTI

25 Ortega

191

PEDRO BLAS GONZÁLEZ

26 Wittgenstein

199

REZA HOSSEINI

27 Heidegger

207

WENDELL O’BRIEN

28 Sartre
JOSEPH S. CATALANO

216

Contents

29 Beauvoir

vii

224

JONATHAN WEBBER

30 Weil

232

LISSA MCCULLOUGH

31 Ayer

237

JAMES TARTAGLIA

32 Camus

245

WILLIAM MCBRIDE

33 Murdoch

252

BRIDGET CLARKE

34 Fanon

260

SAMUEL IMBO

35 Rorty

266

ALAN MALACHOWSKI

Postscript: The blue ﬂower

274

Bibliography
Index

284
299

10 Koheleth and the meaning of life
THADDEUS METZ

Introduction
Ecclesiastes stands out as the clearest instance of what one could call ‘Biblical
existentialism’ (with Job being the next runner up). More than any other book
of the Hebrew Bible, i.e. the Tanakh for Jews and the Old Testament for
Christians, Ecclesiastes is naturally read as considering whether meaning can
be found in an earthly life, and ﬁrmly concluding that it cannot.
Its opening chapter begins with, ‘Utter futility – said Koheleth – Utter
futility! All is futile!’ (1.2), and the last of the quotations ascribed to Koheleth
ends on the same note: ‘Utter futility – said Koheleth – All is futile!’ (12.8).1
Although the words ‘meaningless’ or ‘insigniﬁcant’ are not used, talk of
‘futility’, or what is sometimes translated as ‘vanity’, connotes much the same
concept. The key theme of the work is that human life on earth is pointless,
akin to ‘the pursuit of wind’, another recurrent phrase in it.
Koheleth (or Qoheleth) is a Hebrew word for gatherer, often rendered as
‘teacher’ or ‘preacher’, while the title of the book ascribed to him, Ecclesiastes, is a Greek word for assemblymen or those who have gathered. There
has been substantial debate about who Koheleth was, whether there was an
additional author of Ecclesiastes beyond him, and when this book was
written, with proposed dates ranging from the time of Solomon in the 900s
BCE to that of Persian inﬂuence around 450–330 BCE to that of Greek inﬂuence
c. 330–180 BCE.
Even supposing the latter time frame is accurate, Ecclesiastes remains one
of the ﬁrst written texts in the Western, monotheist tradition to address the
theme of meaningfulness explicitly, and, above all, to posit its absence from
our lives. It (along with Job) originated the tradition of nihilism or pessimism
that in the modern era has been carried forward by Arthur Schopenhauer
(1851b), Leo Tolstoy (1882) and Albert Camus (1942a). In fact, many, if not
most, of these philosophers’ arguments can be found in this text that predated
them by at least 2,000 years.
This chapter critically discusses the most salient arguments pertaining to
meaning to be found in Ecclesiastes, that is, the ones that take up the most
space or are repeated in the text and those that have been particularly
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inﬂuential in the Western tradition of philosophy. These are considerations
about: the mortality of humankind, the undeserved allocations of beneﬁts and
burdens we receive, and the inability to control our fate. Focusing on these
respects in which there is, for Koheleth, ‘no real value under the sun’ (2.11)
means that this chapter sets aside other claims about meaning to be encountered in Ecclesiastes. For example, it does not address Koheleth’s claims that
our lives are futile insofar as they are repetitive (1.4–1.9), forgotten by others
(1.11, 9.5, 4.16) and exemplify what we today would call ‘epistemic injustice’
(9.14–9.16).

Fleeting, mortal lives
It is well known that it is diﬃcult to ﬁnd any reference to an immortal soul in
the Hebrew Bible. A plain reading of it suggests that those who composed it
believed that there is a God who transcends the earth and determines what
happens on it, but not that any of us will reunite with God forever in a
Heaven.
It is not merely that there is an apparent absence of reference to an
immortal soul in the Hebrew Bible, but that there is, moreover, the presence
of scepticism about it, particularly in Ecclesiastes. One major source of
Koheleth’s conclusion that life is futile is his belief that no one will survive the
inevitable death of their body. Several of the relevant passages are poignant:
I decided, as regards men, to dissociate them [from] the divine beings and to
face the fact that they are beasts. For in respect of the fate of man and the
fate of beast, they have one and the same fate: as the one dies so dies the
other, and both have the same lifebreath; man has no superiority over beast,
since both amount to nothing.
(3.18–3.19)
For the time of mischance comes to all. And a man cannot even know his
time. As ﬁshes are enmeshed in a fatal net, and as birds are trapped in a
snare, so men are caught at the time of calamity, when it comes upon them
without warning.
(9.11–9.12)
Even if a man lives many years, let him enjoy himself in all of them, remembering how many the days of darkness are going to be. The only future is
nothingness!
(11.7–11.8)

These and still other clear references to death (e.g. 3.20–3.21, 9.9–9.10,
12.6–12.7) indicate that their author is distraught at the prospect of a ‘return
to dust’ (3.20) since it entails that all is futility.
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This position has been extremely inﬂuential amongst Western philosophers
of life’s meaning, particularly since the medieval era. Those sympathetic to it
have usually been led to hold some kind of supernaturalism, the view that a
necessary condition for meaning in life is the existence of a spiritual realm,
speciﬁcally one that includes an immortal soul (e.g. Tolstoy 1882; Morris
1992; Craig 1994). There is, however, divergence amongst supernaturalists
between those who believe we have a soul, such that meaning is possible for
us, and those who, like Koheleth, do not believe we have a soul, and so
believe that meaning is impossible for us.
The usual way that philosophers these days criticize Koheleth’s position is
by suggesting that, even though all of us might well be mortal, some of our
lives have more meaning in them than others. The lives of Albert Einstein or
Nelson Mandela intuitively are more meaningful than, say, those that may
have been spent ‘cultivating one’s prowess at long-distance spitting or collecting
a big ball of string’ (Wolf 2010: 104). Furthermore, there are those who not
merely deny that immortality is necessary for a meaningful life, but also
contend that immortality would be suﬃcient for a meaningless one. Perhaps
an immortal life would unavoidably get boring (Williams 1973) or would have
to repeat itself (Smuts 2011).

Undeserved goods and bads
A second, distinct rationale for the conclusion that all is futility, to be found
in Ecclesiastes, appeals to the amount of injustice in our earthly lives. In
particular, Koheleth often conceives of justice in terms of desert, with desert
determined by our eﬀorts, and he notes how often we do not get what we
deserve for what we have done. He has in mind the claims that those who
have chosen poorly receive beneﬁts they do not deserve, and that those who
have chosen well receive burdens they do not deserve.
One example involves the unfairly universal distribution of the burden of
death. ‘For the same fate is in store for all: for the righteous, and for the
wicked; for the good and pure, and for the impure … That is the sad thing
about all that goes on under the sun: that the same fate is in store for all’
(9.2–9.3; see also 2.14–2.16, 3.17).
However, there are myriad additional examples of undeserved conditions in
the text. Those who are oppressed do not get comforted (4.1). One works
hard to build up wealth, only to be dissatisﬁed upon obtaining it (4.8, 5.9), or
to see it squandered (5.12–5.13), or to see someone else enjoy it and not
oneself (6.2). A good or upright person suﬀers harm, while a wicked person
ﬂourishes (7.15, 8.14). A man ‘who is pleasing to God’ is not chosen by a
woman, who instead selects a man who is displeasing to God (7.26). Scoundrels receive burial rites, whereas the righteous are forgotten and not honoured (8.10). In addition, Koheleth remarks,
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I have observed under the sun that
The race is not won by the swift
Nor the battle by the valiant;
Nor is bread won by the wise,
Nor wealth by the intelligent,
Nor favor by the learned.

(9.11)
And it does not stop there. For just two more examples: ‘He who digs a pit will
fall into it; he who breaches a stone fence will be bitten by a snake’ (10.8).
Life does seem to be in vain or absurd insofar as the upright, the courageous, the wise, the educated and the hard working do not ﬂourish, whereas
the wicked, the cowardly, the foolish, the ignorant and the lazy do ﬂourish –
and, still worse, insofar as the latter receive the goods that the former had
laboured to produce (2.12, 2.18–2.21)! Contemporary philosophers of meaning also continue to ﬁnd this rationale compelling. As with the previous
rationale, many drawn to this one appeal to a supernaturalist conception of
what could make life meaningful. Since justice is clearly not done in this,
earthly world, in order for anyone’s life to be meaningful, there must be
another, spiritual world in which desert is meted out, presumably by God to
souls that have outlived the death of our bodies (e.g. Camus 1942a; Davis
1987; Craig 1994; Quinn 2000).
Some critics of this reasoning contend that it is precisely the presence of
injustice, at least in the form of undeserved harm, that oﬀers our lives at least
one major opportunity to obtain meaning. Returning to the example of
Mandela, his life seems to have been meaningful because of the racial
injustice he successfully helped to overcome. Peter Singer (1995) has argued
that meaning in life comes particularly from acting from the moral point of
view, and especially from doing what one can to reduce pain and dissatisfaction (one may add: of innocents); Singer’s own life has arguably been
meaningful by virtue of what he has done to prevent the inﬂiction of unnecessary suﬀering on animals. From these perspectives, undeserved harm
does not render everyone’s life unavoidably futile, but rather can be what
gives some lives a point.

Unpredictable predestination
By far the two most inﬂuential meaning-related views from Ecclesiastes are
grounded on considerations of death and desert. However, there is a third
recurrent theme from the text that is philosophically important and is still
discussed, concerning the lack of control we have over our fate.
Koheleth routinely mentions two respects in which life is futile for us not
being in charge of the course of our lives. For one, he contends that what
befalls us is largely a function of God’s will. ‘Whatever happens, it was
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designated long ago and it was known that it would happen; as for man, he
cannot contend with what is stronger than he’ (6.10; see also 7.13–7.14).
For another, even though God knows what will happen to us, we do not.
Sometimes Koheleth makes this point in the context of death, pointing out
how ridiculous it is not to know that one is just about to die (8.7, 9.12). Other
times, however, the point is broader, that we cannot predict much of our
future and are in that respect not in control of our lives. ‘Just as you do not
know how the lifebreath passes into the limbs within the womb of the pregnant woman, so you cannot foresee the actions of God, who causes all things
to happen’ (11.5; see also 3.22, 6.12, 8.17, 10.14).
These days, philosophers would frame these points in more secular terms,
namely those concerning a complex, deterministic universe. At the level
beyond subatomic particles, it appears that all events, including the choices
we make, are necessitated by prior events. In addition, the events that inﬂuence our choices and their outcomes are too many and too complicated for us
to be able to predict much. So, even if there is no God who is in charge of our
lives, it still appears that we are not in charge of them. And that arguably
renders them meaningless.
Although this pessimistic rationale has not been as inﬂuential as the others
discussed above, nevertheless it, or something like it, was behind some of
Immanuel Kant’s inclination to maintain that we must believe that we have a
kind of freedom that is not subject to natural laws. Kant (1790) thinks of life’s
meaning in terms of our ‘highest good’, the ﬁnal end that human beings ought
to pursue. For him, that is the state of aﬀairs in which happiness is proportionate to virtue, with virtue requiring the ability to act on laws that we give
ourselves and that are not laid down for us by nature, God or anything else.
While Kant would have been ‘incompatibilist’ about meaning being possible
in a determined universe, in the twenty-ﬁrst century those who are more
‘compatibilist’ have emerged. As the debate about free will has lately shifted
away from narrowly moral considerations of blame to a broader array of
evaluative and normative issues, some have contended that a meaningful life
is compatible with a determined universe (Pereboom 2002–3; Arpaly 2006;
Pisciotta 2013). No doubt they would also argue that determinism further
facilitates a reasonable degree of prediction about how our lives will unfold, at
least much more than would exist if indeterminism were rampant.

Conclusion: how one is to live
In closing, note that Koheleth does not suggest that mortality, injustice and a
lack of control over one’s fate means that there is literally nothing of value in
life. He repeatedly says that it is worthwhile for a person to seek out pleasure,
and worthwhile only to do so. ‘[T]he only good a man can have under the sun
is to eat and drink and enjoy himself’ (8.15; see also 3.13, 3.22, 4.6, 5.17, 9.7–9.9,
11.9). What Koheleth is suggesting is that even if a life cannot have a point or
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be signiﬁcant, it could be pleasant. Happiness is one thing, and meaningfulness is another. Even if he is incorrect that all is futility, he is right to
draw a distinction between futility and misery (cf. Metz 2013: 59–74).

Note
1 All quotations are taken from Ecclesiastes, in Tanakh: The Holy Scriptures (Koheleth c. 450?–180 BCE/
1985: 1441–56).

