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Abstract:

Some commentators have tried to link Smith’s anslysith fundamental results in
economics of happiness. These contributions mdodys on the influence of wealth on
happiness (Ashraf, Camerer and Loewenstein, 2005iB2006; Brewer, 2009). However,
this connection is far from covering Smith’s comsations about individual happiness and
their possible similarities with today’s analysiséconomics of happiness. In thieeory of
Moral SentimentsSmith asserts that adverse events depress pgaplad much more
below their “ordinary state of happiness” than persus ones. However, close to what we
call, today, “hedonic adaptations theories”, hevgi@dverse and prosperous events as only
short term shocks, so that an individual's levehappiness tends towards the one of his
“ordinary state of happiness”, just as short termrkat prices tend towards long term
natural prices. This paper aims at throwing light the foundations of Smith’'s
“gravitational” theory of happiness, on its consegees on an individual's preferences, and
also on its implication with regard to the possipibf long-term variations of happiness.
The first step leads to establish a link betweenrthwadays familiar idea that individuals
adapt to circumstances and Smith’s analysis oviddal happiness. The second step puts
to the fore the role that Smith grants to the sytmpavith the impartial spectator in the way
back to the “ordinary state of happiness” after iabons produced by prosperous or
adverse events. At last, we focus on the decisiomatequences that Smith draws from his
gravitational theory of happiness, chiefly thosdohideal with the choice between various
permanent situations (for instance, poverty angesg and their evaluation.

0. Introduction

This paper aims at throwing light on the foundadiaf a Smithian “gravitational” theory of
happiness, formally close to the well-known gravataal theory of prices in thévealth of
Nations(WN, I, 7), and on its implications for his wdrk
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! The question of knowing whether Smith is a Newaandr not and, in case he is, how and where invbiks,
might remain open. Yet, whatever the answer, ththoawological proximity between the gravitation o&rket
prices around natural prices, in t&ealth of Nationsand the gravitation of happiness around the argistate,
in the Theory of Moral Sentimentzonstitutes an argument which would favor thesithef a Newtonian
influence. Of course, a prerequisite to this argounethe bare existence of the gravitational thedrhappiness.

1



In the Theory of Moral SentimentsSmith depicts an asymmetric effect of adverse and
prosperous events. He asserts that the first cgfaess people’s mind much more below their
“ordinary state of happiness” than the second @iegate the mind above it. But close to
what we are used to call, in today’s analysis qipi@ess, “hedonic adaptations theory”, he
also views adverse and prosperous events as ooly ®tm shocks, so that their effects
would vanish in the long term, thanks to the indinals adaptation to circumstances. On the
one hand, this confirms the homology already olesetvetween Smith’s analysis and some
typical results in the economics of happiness (Ak€amerer and Loewenstein, 2005; Bruni,
2006; Brewer, 2009). But on the other hand, sifmseé contributions only focus on the
influence of wealth on happiness, it gives evidethes this homology might be still wider.

The idea that people adapt to circumstances igdirntk key concepts of thheory of Moral
Sentimentsuch asympathyand theimpartial spectator Indeed, the return to the ordinary
state of happiness is due to an individual’s graddaption, with the help of sympathy, of the
impartial spectator’s point of view for whom peophay be equally happy in most permanent
situations. And according to him, the level of hiaygggs that they should enjoy corresponds to
the one of the ordinary state of happiness.

Far from being trivial, the gravitational theory lafppiness shows significant consequences
from both a decisional and an evaluative standpailidwing comparisons between various
permanent situations (for instance, poverty andesy. The conclusion that Smith draws from
his analysis of happiness is that although indi@isumay show preferences between
situations, they are equally happy in most of thamsoon as these situations have become
permanent. Moreover, the author’s gravitationabtiief happiness also leads to consider the
evolution of the judgment of the impartial spectads the only means to obtain long-term
variations of an individual’'s happiness.

Section 1 accounts for Smith’s idea that in theglam, people adapt to changes in
circumstances caused by prosperous or adversesey¥entinalysis of the author’s definition
of happiness, of which components are “tranquilitfy mind” and “enjoyment”, allows
understanding that adverse or prosperous evemst &h individual’'s happiness through the
operation of the “tranquillity of mind”, which apges as an aptitude to “enjoyment”. It also
explains why adaptation to a new situation or, Wwhecthe same, return to the ordinary level
of happiness after a deviation, is due to a retorthe ordinary degree of tranquillity of mind
along with a trade-off between the objects of emjegt which were reachable in the previous
situation and those which are reachable in the oev The consequences of this adaptation
mechanism concern the aptitude of all situationdfonging happiness and the preferences of
the individuals over these situations. Sectiondues that sympathy does not only play the
part of a regulator of passions in Smith’s morallggophy, but also of a regulator of
happiness, since it is the very principle in whittrpugh the action of the impartial spectator,
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the adaptation mechanism of the gravitational thewrhappiness is rooted. The previous
distinction between short-run and long-run influeraf external events on an individual’s
happiness is related to the one between the “rapg@t of view” and the “impartial
spectator’s point of view” over the individual’stisation. The identification process, from
which sympathy derives, allows explaining how aerdgmay be affected by a spectator’'s
conception of his own situation and, by extenskwmw the impartial spectator’s point of view
gradually overcomes his natural point of view, legdhim to return to the ordinary state of
happiness. As a result, although the level of haggs does not allow distinguishing among
people, the process of gravitation itself providesne relevant indicators. Unsurprisingly,
Smith’s distinctions rather rely on moral and psylolgical features involved in this process
of gravitation such as the practice of the virtaeself-commandndprudence

1. From Short Run to Long Run Effects: How Do Egeitfect
Happiness?

In the Theory of Moral SentimentSmith argues that, because most people enjoyna sa
relatively high level of happiness, which he calle “ordinary” or “natural state of
happiness”, adverse events depress them much relmw khis state than prosperous events
elevate them above it. However, he also considet &fter such deviations have occurred,
people return to their “natural and usual stateaiquillity”. It will be shown that, despite the
seeming dissimilarity with regard to the vocabulastween these two assertions, the latter
could be seen as an extension of the former, stipgothe thesis of an adaptation to
circumstances (that is, to external perturbationsymith’s work (81.1). An analysis of the
structure of Smithian happiness allows establiskirmk between them, since it puts to the
fore its relation with “tranquility of mind” but ab with “enjoyment”, both being identified as
its components (81.2). A consequence of the fadtghople adapt to whatever becomes their
permanent situation is that since adaptation resmta return to their usual state of
tranquillity, they can be equally happy in eachihafse situations. This leads to conclude that,
according to Smith, preferences do not rely oneddfices in the aptitudes of permanent
situations to bring happiness, as these aptitudebraadly the same (81.3).

1.1. An Extension over Time of the Effects of Favierand
Unfavorable Events

The Theory of Moral Sentimenthows recurrent considerations about the way &bolerand
unfavorable events (respectively, “prosperity” diadversity”) affect individual happiness
(see, for instance, TMS, |, iii, 1, 88, p. 45; @, §15, p. 121; 3, 830, p. 149). In a previous
work, | had focused on Smith’s assertion accordmgvhich people are more sensitive to
adverse than to prosperous events and on its ftiondgL. Bréban, 2012. The reason argued
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to explain this greater influence of “adversity” drappiness compared to the one of
“prosperity” (TMS, 1, iii, 1, 88, p. 45) is thatehformer produces a pain more “pungent” than
the pleasure generated by the latter:

“Pain, | have already had occasion to observaniglmost all cases, a more pungent sensation

than the opposite and correspondent pleasure. magamost always, depresses us much more

below the ordinary, or what may be called the redtatate of our happiness, than the other ever

raises us above it.” (TMS, Ill, 2, §15, p. 121)
The greater influence of pain is said to dependhanfact that most people enjoy a same
relatively high level of happiness: thertlinary, or [...] natural state of happiness” (TMS,
I, 2, 815, p. 121), which is much closer to thaghest pitch of human prosperity” than to
the “lowest depth of misery” (TMS, |, iii, 1, 88, @5). This link, not that intuitive, is
enlightened by théectures on Rhetoriand by theHistory of Astronomywhere it is made
clear that for people enjoying “the ordinary pitchhuman happiness”, painful sensations
should be “less common” (LRBL, Lecture™&3, p. 85), in the sense that the mind is simply
not accustomed to thémadversity is a kind of “surprise”, which producegreater change
and has a greater effect on the mind than progpgti, i, §8, p. 37J. Following Smith, this
means that sensitivity to prosperous and adversetgvs not merely given: it depends on the
location of an individual’'s ordinary state of hapgss. It seems obvious to the contemporary
reader that Smith’s analysis of the influence afsst¢ions in relation to their contrast with
previous ones is concurring with Harry Helson’'sefatadaptation-level theory” (1964).
However, a difference deserves being noticed: vdser8mith assumes that sensitivity
depends on the position of an individual’'s usuatesbf happiness, adaptation-level theory
would only state that it depends on the magnitudéhe change produced upon the mind
compared with the corresponding adaptation-leve# (s Bréban, 2009).

This analytical proximity will be discussed hereaftBut whatever its interpretation, the
simple idea of an adaptation mechanism involvemtginto consideration the time structure
of the process. At first, the author’'s analysis wbasymmetric sensitivity to prosperity and
adversity seems to focus exclusively on tbmporaryeffects of favorable and unfavorable
events on individual happiness. But further intdy, Smith asserts that

2 On Smith’s references to the greater pungencyaaffpl sensations compared to pleasurable onesalsee
HA, i, 86, pp. 35-36; TMS, |, iii, 1, 83, p. 44; Vii, 2, 86, p. 296.

% As already noticed by M. E. L. Guidi (1999, p. 1B) the Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Letfr&nith
hesitates between two kinds of answers to foundtiperior influence of painful sensations, the coecerning
“custom”, and the other favoring a naturalist argnin(LRBL, Lecture 186, §3, p. 85). Unlike M. E. L. Guidi
(1999, p. 12), | favor the answer based on thethafhihe mind which appears more consistent withti$m
analysis of people sensitivity to pleasure and ,gaitheTheory of Moral Sentimen{see L. Bréban, 2012)

4 Smith’s argument might be extended to the exceptiopposite situation, where an individual’s oedinstate
of happiness is closer to the lowest depth of npiskr this situation, the individual concerned wibilde more
familiar to uneasy sensations than to pleasant,@mbsa prosperous event should have a greatent efifichis
happiness than an adverse one (see HA, Il, i, 897/p



“in every permanent situation, where there is npegtation of change, the mind of every man, in

a longer or shorter time, returns to its natural asual state of tranquillity. In prosperity, after

certain time, it falls back to that state; in achitgy, after a certain time, it rises up to it” (TMIH,

3, §30, p. 149)
The passage from which this extract is quoted leas bvidely discussed, principally in order
to highlight the influence of wealth on happinessSmith’s work (see V. Brown, 1994, pp.
88-9; D. P. Levine, 1998, pp. 40-1; A. Denis, 1999, 80-1; S. Fleischacker, 2004, p. 68, 78-
9 and 112-3; N. Ashraf, C. F. Camerer and G. Lowans2005, pp. 138-40; A. Brewer,
2009). However, long term considerations, namely treaidccording to which people tend
to return to their “natural and usual state of dquaHity” has been less noticed (on the
exception of S. Fleischacker, 2004, p. 68; N. Asl€aF. Camerer and G. Lowenstein, 2005,
pp. 138; P. Kesebir and E. Diener, 2008, p. 12G)d &s for the link between this last
assertion and the one about the asymmetric eftdcaslverse and prosperous events, it has
been neglected. Yet, the former could be seen axtmmsion of the latter: the return to an
ordinary state has something to do with the respeefffects of adversity and prosperity. The
connection between these two statements, whichpialoe in different chapters of théeory
of Moral Sentimentss discussed in the following subsection.

1.2. Happiness, Tranquillity, and the Ordinary $tat

Despite the seeming dissimilarity with regard te ttocabulary between the two passages
from, respectively, chapter 2 and chapter 3 in pl&rof the Theory of Moral Sentiments
Smith is writing about the same topic, that is, ¢ffflect of adverse and prosperous events on
happiness. But he is more explicit in chapter 2jctvfconcerns short-run effects, than in
chapter 3 which concerns long-run effects. Whergathe former, he considers deviations
from “the ordinary or what may be callethe natural state of our happiné43MS, Iil, 2,
815, p. 121; my italics, L.B.) produced by “adveysior “prosperity”, in the latter he is
interested in the convergence toward auattiral and usual state of tranquillity TMS, I,

3, 830, p. 149; my italics, L.B.), again after ddions of the same kind. It is the context of
this last passage that suggests Smith’'s concernthHer influence of “adversity” and
“prosperity” on happiness. His definition of hapgss is contained in the sentence that just
precedes it: “Happiness”, he argues, “consistganduillity and enjoyment” (TMS, lll, 3,
830, p. 149). An analysis of the content of hapgsnieelps to highlight the reason why the
author usually focuses on *“tranquillity of mind” é writing about “happiness” and

® This passage fits into a discussion about seitgiivd behavior under “private misfortunes” wittgard to the
control of passive feelings, where Smith mainlyudses on the influence of unfavorable events. Sulessty, he
extends this statement to all kind of events (& 111, 3, 830, p. 149).

® For a critical comment on Vivienne Brown (1994@sd Samuel Fleischacker (2004)'s interpretations,
supporting the idea that wealth would constituteehd pursued by the individuals, see Daniel Di&tk2010).
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consequently, why convergence toward oumattral and usual state of tranquillity
corresponds to convergence towétte ordinary state of our happingss

Contrary to recent interpretations by S. Fleisckadk C. L. Griswold, Smith’s conception of
happiness consists neither in a “balance betwesmquillity and enjoyment” in favor of
tranquillity (S. Fleischacker, 2004, p. 68), norclesively in tranquillity (C. L. Griswold,
1999, pp. 217-227). The structure of happinessughostated simply (it “consists in
tranquillity and enjoyment”), seems more complexhafV Smith, for instance, writes that
“[w]ithout tranquillity there can be no enjoymemnd where there is perfect tranquillity there is
scarce anything which is not capable of amusingV$, 1ll, 3, 830, p. 149)
he does not give a greater weight to tranquilléyaacomponent of happiness, but he rather
argues that, together with the individual’s sitaatiit influences the kind and the amount of
objects that we acknowledge as able to generatergayment and, by this way, to determine
our happiness This means that increasing tranquility would givee to new and better
sources of enjoyment, so that the degree of triiguand the degree of enjoyment might
vary in the same direction.

This also makes clear why the author usually fogwse“tranquillity of mind” while writing
about happiness, leaving aside enjoyment (seanstance, TMS, |, ii, 3, 87, p. 37; lll, 3,
830, p. 149; 831, p. 150; IV, 1, 88, p. 181; V) ,3j 814, p. 232; iii, 819, p. 245): since levels
of enjoyment and of tranquillity vary co-monotoniyusshen the individual tries to achieve
his greater enjoyment, Smith does not need to wertoth components while dealing with
happiness. Tranquillity of mind is sufficient tooprde the relevant information about the
individual state of happiness; and so does enjoym&nce each level of enjoyment is
associated to a corresponding level of tranqui(geinfra, p. 9).

Similar shifts in the vocabulary in use are alsocemtered in Smith’s short-term analysis of
the effect of prosperous and adverse events oniiegsp The passage from chapter 2 of part
Il of the Theory of Moral Sentimentshere the author asserts that pain has a greater
influence on people’s happiness than the one aispie (TMS, I, 2, 815, p. 121), explicitly
refers to an almost identical one from part I, vehee focuses on the influence of prosperity
and adversity on the “state of mind” (instead gbiaess):

“Adversity [...] necessarily depresses the mind & slufferer much more below its natural state,
than prosperity can elevate him above it.” (TMSii,l 1, 88, p. 45)

" In this sense, Smith’s analysis displays somelaiities with that of Hume. According to Hume (1779p.

269-270), happiness consists in a mixture of thnggedients: action, indolence and pleasure. Thapar
proportion between the two former ingredients, t@mtesponds to the calm passion, results in aghightitude
to feel pleasure (A. Lapidus, 2010, pp. 17-18).t8miconception of tranquillity might therefore biewed as a
homologue to Hume’s conception of the calm passion.



Here, the “state of mind” has to be understoodhas‘state of tranquility of mind”. Indeed,
Smith also uses, in the same paragraph of tte®ry of Moral Sentimentthe phrase “temper
of mind” as a synonym of “state of mind” (see TMSiji, 1, 88, p. 45). In a similar context,
in his Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettraemper of mind” (and consequently “state of
mind”), refers to “tranquillity of mind” (LRBL, Leture 21st, 895, p. 126). Like in the passage
from chapter 3 part Il about the long term effeofsprosperous and adverse events on
tranquillity of mind, the reference to happinesshis passage remains implicit until the third
part of theTheory of Moral Sentimentghere, in chapter 2, Smith refers to it. So thatrf the
very beginning, it is clear that Smith is dealingthwthe influence of such eventn
happiness

More importantly, the analysis of the content oppiaess shows that it is affected by both
events through the tranquillity of mind, enjoymdotlowing this last. In the short run,
adversity produces a pain that “depresses” peogl@abtheir “ordinary, or [...] natural state
of happiness” (TMS, lll, 2, 815, p. 121), becausgepresses the mind below its “natural and
usual state of tranquillity” (TMS, IllI, 3, 830, ft49; see also |, iii, 1, 88, p. 45). Conversely,
prosperity produces a pleasure that raises petyieeaheir “ordinary, or [...] natural state of
happiness” (TMS, 1ll, 2, 815, p. 121) becauseavates the mind above its “natural and usual
state of tranquillity” (TMS, IlI, 3, §30, p. 149gs also |, iii, 1, §8, p. 4%)In the long run,
people return to their ordinary state of happiness;e “in adversity, after a certain time, [the
mind] rises upto [its natural and usual state of tranquillitylist like “[ijn prosperity, after a
certain time, [the mindfalls backto [its natural and usual state of tranquillity’MS, IIl, 3,
§30, p. 149; my italics, L. B)

1.3. Adaptation to Circumstances, Preferences,tapopiness

The way Smith extends to the long-term his analgdighe influence of favorable and
unfavorable events on happiness requires someretmas. Whatever the initial shock, this
results in the return to the ordinary state of laggs: adverse and prosperous events are

8 One could object that prosperous events do neatedranquility of mind since it produces a changen the
mind. However, the passage about the long terntteffeprosperous and adverse events on tranqislitiery
explicit. When Smith writes that “in prosperitytef a certain time, [the mind of every man] falkck to [its
natural and usual state of tranquillity]” (TMS,,1B, 830, p. 149), he clearly means that prospeewasts, in a
first time, lead to an increase in tranquility. Bldhat the author insists on the fact that thigus “in every
permanent situation”. The same idea is containethé above quotation where “prosperity” is viewesl a
something that “elevates” the “mind” or, which etsame, “tranquility of mind” above “its naturét®” (TMS,

I, iii, 1, 88, p. 45).

° In the same way that Smith defines an intervalewél of happiness which goes from the “lowest Hegpit
misery” to the “highest pitch of human prosperitfMS, |, iii, 1, 88, p. 45), he defines an intenadlstate of
tranquillity which goes from an absence to a “petrfeanquillity” (see TMS, 1lI, 3, 830, p. 149).



considered as producing only short term shock$iemtind that do not, at the very end, keep
on affecting happiness. In other words, individuwals supposed to adapt to circumstances:
“sooner or later, [they] accommodate themselveswhatever becomes their permanent situation”
(TMS, 111, 3, §30, p. 149).
Far from being incongruous, such a process is kvadlvn in economics of happiness as a
“hedonic adaptatiort® of which typical formulation is the already memiénl adaptation-level
theory (seesupra p. 4). Besides, the stress on the term “permasiudtion” (TMS, llI, 3,
830 and 831, p. 149) underlies the fact that the ek to an ordinary state of happiness is a
consequence not of the move from a situation baekgrevious state, but of an adaptation to
the new situation.

The idea that individuals would adapt to new siaret and, as a result, return to their
ordinary state of happiness, allows Smith to draitvso obvious consequences concerning:
() the aptitude of all permanent situations tangrhappiness; (ii) individuals’ preferences in
relation to happiness:

“[tihe never-failing certainty with which all mersooner or later, accommodate themselves to

whatever becomes their permanent situation, mayaps, induce us to think that the Stoics were

at least, thus far very nearly in the right; tHatween one permanent situation and another, there

was, with regard to real [that is, “effective”; L]Bhappinessno essential difference” (TMS, llI, 3,

§30, p. 149)
In this passage, Smith seems to express, as Sd&ftmisthacker puts it, “a very tentative
agreement with the stoics” (S. Fleischacker, 2@@4,112-3). If we agree with this position, a
possible consequence of this final return to annarg state of happiness could be that all
permanent situations are fit to bring the sameal[rBappiness”. But, such an interpretation
would neglect the way Smith continues the preveerstence, making his point more precise.
After having explained that we might be inducedhiok that there is no essential difference
between two permanent situations, he complemestsdsition, arguing

“that, if there were any differencé& was no more than just sufficient to render sowfithem the

objects of simple choice or preference; but notioy earnest or anxious desire: and others, of

simple rejection, as being fit to be set asidevaided; but not of any earnest or anxious aversion”

(TMS, I, 3, 830, p. 149; my italics, L.B.)
Here, the author imagines the extent and the coesegs of differences, in terms of
happiness, between permanent situations, on thetste of preferences and on their
respective intensity. He intimates that there cdwddpreferences over permanent situations,
but that the intensity of the preference of suthasion over such other situation could not be

strong. Contrary to Samuel Fleischacker’'s integiret, which considers Smith’'s above-

%1 their paper on “Adam Smith, Behavioural EconsiiiN. Ashraf, C. F. Camerer and G. Lowensteirinpo
out the similarity between Smith’'s assertion cono®y people’s adaptation and the concept of hedonic
adaptation (2005, pp. 138). For a review of theéouer lines of research on hedonic adaptation, sé&eslerick
and G. Loewenstein (1999). And for an analysishefdontributions of hedonic adaptation theory ®adhalysis

of happiness, and of their historical and analytioats, see J. M. Edwards (2009, pp. 163-77).



mentioned sentence as a simple “qualification withie stoics own views” (S. Fleischacker,
2004, pp. 112-3), it seems that this rather cartsstan hypothetical proposition in which the
author does not really believe (“if there were ahfyerence”), but which aims at showing
that, if it were possible, it would not change,damentally, the analysis. Besides, in the next
paragraph, Smith is still more explicit concernimg own view, since he claims that people
may be equally happy in most permanent situations:

“in all the ordinary situations of human life, a ligdisposed mind may be equally calm, equally

cheerful, and equally contented” (TMS, Ill, 3, §p1,149)
He goes on explaining how a difference between perant situations might be associated
with a lack of difference between levels of happsieTwo extreme, opposite, permanent
situations are taken into account: “the most hunsiédgion”, which could be summarized as
poverty, on the one hand, and “the most glitteang exalted situation”, which corresponds
to riches, on the other hand:

“In the most glittering and exalted situation tloair idle fancy can hold out to us, the pleasures

from which we propose to derive our real happinass,almost always the same with those which,

in our actual, though humble station, we have latimks at hand, and in our power. Except the

frivolous pleasures of vanity and superiority, waynfind, in the most humble station, where there

is only personal liberty, every other which the tresalted can afford” (TMS, IlI, 3, 831, p. 150)
In this passage, Smith makes clear that one caggbally happy in poverty and in riches
because the same degree of enjoyment can be denvedth situations. The objects of
pleasure, from which happiness is derived, are teaize “almost” the same in each situation,
on the double exception of “personal liberty” whishthe privilege of poverty and of “the
frivolous pleasures of vanity and superiority” whiare the privilege of rich&s But this
difference between both situations does not lead difference in the degree of enjoyment
that one can derive from them. It should be noted this comparison focuses on the second
component of happinessenjoymentand not ortranquillity which is considered as a self-
important information on an individual state of paypess (sesuprg p. 6). In the light of
Smith’s definition of happiness discussed in thevpus subsection, this implies that Smith’s
comparison between poverty and riches holds omafgiven tranquillity of mind. And the
lines that precede this passage let it be undetstwat he considers the degree of enjoyment
brought by both situations that corresponds tootheofthe ordinary state of tranquillity

With regard to what interests Smith in priority,tims part of thérheory of Moral Sentiments
(that is, the influence of a change of situationhappiness) this means that a move from the

M According to Smith, the sole advantage of wealttl greatness consists in the admiration or in ¢tievi-
feeling that it arouses in others (see TMS, IV88, p. 182): “It is this, which, notwithstandingethestraint it
imposes, notwithstanding the loss of liberty withieh it is attended, renders greatness the objeetwy, and
compensates, in the opinion of mankind, all thdt &l that anxiety, all those mortifications whianust be
undergone in the pursuit of it” (TMS, 1, iii, 2, §ft. 51).



first situation (poverty) to the second (riches)rbgans of a prosperous event, corresponds to
a tradeoff where the pleasure of personal libestgxchanged for the frivolous pleasures of
vanity and superiority, the long-run level of hamss remaining constant. Now, let us
imagine what would be the influence of such a ckanghe short-run regarding enjoyment:
an individual going from poverty to riches wouldsti enjoy a superior tranquillity of mind
which makes him imagine he can enjoy both kindsplefasures; but afterwards, when
tranquillity of mind decreases and when it becomlegious that he has given up personal
liberty in exchange of pleasures of vanity, he ceme return to his ordinary state of
happiness, driven by a parallel return to the @dirstate of tranquility, which comes along
with a correct assessment of the objects of enjoymeéhich are available to him. The
dramatic recalling of the imprisonment of the CodatLauzun constitutes a typical case of
return to the usual state of tranquillity along lwi tradeoff between different kinds of
pleasures:

“In the confinement and solitude of the Bastildenfi certain time, the fashionable and frivolous

Count de Lauzun recovered tranquillity enough tachpable of amusing himself with feeding a

spider. A mind better furnished would, perhaps,ehboth sooner recovered its tranquillity, and

sooner found, in its own thoughts, a much betteusement.” (TMS, Ill, 3, 831, p. 150)
In a first period, the Count’s tranquillity of minq@resumably decreased but, as time elapses,
he recovered enough tranquillity to enjoy somethaggtrifling as feeding a spider. This
means that as his tranquillity had increased, loettzaled both the frivolous pleasures and his
liberty which he previously enjoyed with other rbable objects of enjoyment in his new

situation.

To sum up, a consequence of the fact that peoplptad whatever becomes their permanent
situations is that they can be equally happy irheddhese situations, since adaptation results
in a return to their usual state of tranquilitypaling a tradeoff between objects of enjoyment,
so that they get a same degree of enjoyment. Fahatl Smith does not conclude that all
permanent situations should be indifferent to afividual. On the contrary, he asserts that
“[s]ome [...] situations mayno doubt deserve to be preferred to others” (TMS, 11831, p.
149; my italics, L.B.). This means that, for exaeplhhatever be my permanent situation, |
would prefer health to illness. But these prefeesndo not rely on differences in the aptitudes
of permanent situations to bring happiness, sihese aptitudes are broadly the s&miehey
rely on a hypothetic comparison in which the trdfidetween the objects of enjoyment
brought by tranquillity is neglected: | prefer stay in good health to getting ill, because |
make abstraction of the new objects of enjoymesit itight compensate my iliness.

12 Matters turn out differently concerning not #rdstenceof preferences, but their intensity, about whichitSm
argues that none of them could give birth to aeriaé preference (sadra, p. 13).
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2. Sympathy and the Working of Gravitation

The underlying mechanism of adaptation which gixies to the convergence toward the
ordinary state of happiness relies on sympathyeystone of Smith’s moral philosophy. The
reason is that the distinction between the waysitsvafluence happiness in the short and in
the long-run is related to the one between whatlSaalls the “natural point of view” and the
“impartial spectator’s point of view” over a siti@t — sympathy being of course involved in
the Smithian concept of the impartial spectator.{82As sympathy with any spectator leads
an agent to be affected by what he considers tmestator's point of view on his own
situation, sympathy with the impartial spectat@de an individual to be affected by his point
of view on his new permanent situation. The adaptaprocess is the story of a gradual
overcoming of the individual’'s natural point of wieby the impartial spectator’'s point of
view, through the identification process from whisiimpathy derives, a story which is
completed when the individual returns to his ordinstate of happiness (82.2). But since
most people enjoy the same ordinary state of hagpirthe distinction that Smith establishes
among them is not a question of happiness. It rdtt@ises (i) on the rate at which they
return to their ordinary state, but also (ii) ore tlikelihood that their level of happiness
remains stable over time. These two points leagtress the role that Smith grants to virtues
in his gravitational theory of happiness, respe&tyiy (i) self-commandand (ii) prudence
(82.3).

2.1. Short Term versus Long Term: the Natural Poinfiew and
the Impartial Spectator Point of View

In the first part of th&heory of Moral Sentimentssthen Smith writes about the influence of
adversity and prosperity upon the mind, he conesgdron “what inaturally felt by the
person principally concerned” (TMS, |, iii, 1, §8, 45; my italics, L.B.). This reference to
what is “naturally felt” echoes to the author’stulistion between one’s “own natural view”
and “the impartial spectator’s view” of “his owrtigation” which takes place in the third part
of theTheory of Moral Sentimen{SMS, 1ll, 3, 828, p. 148). The former view is @l upon
the “untaught and undisciplined feelings” (TMS,, IB, 83, p. 135) and leads one to a
disproportioned view of his own situation (see, TNI§ 3, 83, p. 135), whereas the latter is
called upon the “sense of honour, [the] regardotze[s] own dignity” (TMS, 1lI, 3, 8§28, p.
148), and refers to propriety: “[I]t is only by cauiting this judge within”, Smith says, “that
we can ever see what relates to ourselves in d@geprshape and dimensions” (TMS, lll, 3,
81, p. 134).

Such a distinction, between the natural point eélwiand the impartial spectator’'s point of
view, is at issue in Smith’s analysis of the wagmg influence happiness in the short-run as
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well as in the long-run. Both this distinction, Wween an individual's alternative views on his
own situation, and the statement about his retmg ordinary state happiness take place in
the same chapter, “Of the Influence and AuthoritfConscience” (TMS, lll, 3). The title of
the chapter itself testifies that the influencecohscience, of which instance is given by the
impartial spectator, is the means thanks to whicimdividual returns to his ordinary state of
happiness. Smith views the deliberation which feioan event which departs us from our
ordinary state of happiness as an interaction letwbese two points of view. And he
considers that convergence towards the ordinatg stahappiness corresponds to the fact that
the impartial spectator’'s point of view graduallyeccomes an individual’s natural point of
view on his own situation. The case of the “man Whs lost his leg by a cannon shot” (TMS,
lll, 3, 826, p. 147) constitutes an evocative ttason of the link established between the
influence of adverse events in the short run aednédtural point of view, on the one hand,
and between the influence of the same adverse £vaut in the long run, and the impartial
spectator point of view, on the other hand. During “paroxysm” or what the author also
calls the “first attack” (TMS, Ill, 3, 832, p. 151}he man’s natural view on his own
misfortune forces itself upon him:

“His own natural feeling of his own distress, hisronatural view of his own situation, presses

hard upon him, and he cannot, without a very gedadrt, fix his attention upon that of the

impartial spectator” (TMS, Ill, 3, §28, p. 148)
At this point, the man who has lost his leg becaos@ cannon shobhaturally feels a
considerable pain and a fear that depress his uiéitygof mind and his happiness much
below their ordinary state. And his misfortune @ets him to adopt the impartial spectator’s
point of view unless he exercises a significanoreff. However, according to Smith, he
finally achieves to view his situation from the iampal spectator’s point of view, which the
author explicitly links to the return to the ordipatate of tranquillity’:

“By the constitution of human nature, however, agoan never be permanent; and, if he survives
the paroxysm, he soon comes, without any efforgnjoy his ordinary tranquillity A man with a
wooden leg suffers, no doubt, and foresees thatust continue to suffer during the remainder of
his life, a very considerable inconvenientie soon comes to view it, however, exactly as every
impartial spectator views ;itas an inconveniency under which he can enjoyttal ordinary
pleasures both of solitude and of society” (TM§, 3| §28, p. 148; my italics, L.B.)

From the impartial spectator’s point of view, tineonveniency caused by the loss of his leg
is not inconsistent with the enjoyment allowed loyaadinary state of tranquility, and thus
with a level of happiness which corresponds to dhdinary state. Besides, the impartial

13 This effort corresponds to the exertion of selfacoand, one of the virtues in Smith’s moral phildspgvhich
will be shown (sednfra, p. 18) to govern the speed of the gravitatiomatess of happiness.

141t might also be argued that the similarity betwebe gravitational theory of prices and the gatidhal
theory of happiness is not only based on formak®rations, but that it involves as well similéeraents of
content. The impartial spectator, as connecteceoordinary state of happiness, might also be \iewéth
Benoit Walraevens (2009), as connected to natuicds
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spectator also points out the reachable objecenmlyment (“all the ordinary pleasures both
of solitude and of society”) which he could enjay his new situation once his ordinary
tranquillity of mind is recovered. Of course, timgonveniency prevents him from enjoying
pleasures which were reachable only in his ingialation. But he may discover, through the
impartial spectator’'s point of view, new enjoymentsien compared with those of his former
situation, which take place of the previous ones oat of reach. As above-mentioned (see
infra, p. 9), the return to the ordinary state of trakityy of mind comes with a trade-off
between the pleasures that he previously enjoydd#rer reachable objects of enjoyment in
his new situation.

This distinction between the natural point of viemd the impartial spectator’s point of view
is the device on which is grounded Smith’s alredbgussed conclusion (ssaprg p. 10)
according to which no permanent situation couldtl® object of anntensepreference.
Actually, this refers to the instance @opriety, which characterizes the impartial spectator’s
point of view, and where the author sees the siitiabf a passion to its object (see TMS, |,
I, 3): as a result, when one is in a permanenasdn and comes to adopt the impartial
spectator’s point of view, if some permanent sitratcan be preferred to some other
permanent situation, always following the imparsipéctator, none of them can be pineper
object of an “earnest and anxious” desire or avershat leads one to violate the “rules of
morality” ultimately founded upon our sense of prefy (see TMS, Ill, 4, 88, p. 159):

“[N]Jone of them can deserve to be pursued with gessionate ardour which drives us to violate

the rules either of prudence or of justice; ordargpt the future tranquillity of our minds, eithey

shame from the remembrance of our own folly, orrbynorse from the horror of our own

injustice.” (TMS, Ill, 3, 831, p. 149)
It should be emphasized that such a conclusion doésoncern the preference between
situations as a simple binary relation, but thenstty of this preference, which implies some
kind of cardinalist view. What Smith argues is ttis# sense of propriety, transmitted by the
impartial spectator, sets the individual upperawdr bounds to his desire or aversion, and
that even in the case where a situation is prefetoeanother, theses bounds produce a
limitation in the intensity of preferences.

2.2. Sympathetic Interactions

The case of the man with a wooden leg puts todhe the origin of the distinctive influence
of an event according to the time-period consideteobugh the prevalence of the natural
point of view or of the impartial spectator’s poioft view. But as such, this does not say
anything on the way the impartial spectator’'s iaflue leads one to return to his ordinary
state of happiness. However, Smith puts his readd¢he track: he goes on explaining that the
man with a wooden leg recovers his ordinary traltiguof mind by identifyinghimself to the
impartial spectator:
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“He soon identifies himself with the ideal man viiththe breast, he soon becomes himself the

impartial spectator of his own situation.” (TMS, I8, §28, p. 148)
This reference to identification makes it cleart tyanpathy with the impartial spectator is at
the heart of the process that leads to return e dfdinary state of happinédsThe
introduction of sympathy in a process which consetmappiness is far from being
insignificant. Sympathy is known from tfAdeory of Moral Sentiments a passion regulator.
But it also appears, for this reason, as a happireggulator. Yet, sympathy with a spectator,
either impartial or not, might seem a bit strangeatreader which would be unfamiliar to
Smith’s moral philosophy. But it is well-known tbdse who are more familiar to it that one
of its originalities, when compared to the previasceptions in moral philosophy, is its
foundation not only on sympathy strictly speakintipat is, primary sympathy of the spectator
with the person principally concerned — but uporetarn of sympathy — that is, secondary
sympathy of the person principally concerned wiith $pectator.

Making clear the role of the sympathy with the imia spectator in the return to the ordinary
state of happiness therefore requires a doubldic#ion. The first clarification concerns the
specificities of a spectator’s (primary) sympathyhvan agent. The second one deals with the
effect on the agent himself of his (secondary) syttmp with a spectator of his situation, of
which an individual's sympathy with the impartigbestator constitutes a particular case.
These two points will be addressed successively.

The specificity of Smithian sympathy, which is asue in the convergence toward the
ordinary state of happiness, concerns its bi-dinomas nature, botltognitive (in the sense
that it is the principle by which the other’s sdimas are perceived) aremotional(in the
sense that it is also the principle by which onefiected by this perception). The first
dimension characterizes the identification uponclvlsympathy is founded: it corresponds to
a complex cognitive process caused by the pergemticother’s passion or situation. The
reason for this complexity is given at the veryihamg of theTheory of Moral Sentiments

“As we have no immediate experience of what othen rieel, we can form no idea of the manner

in which they are affected, but by conceiving what ourselves should feel in the like situation”

(TSM, 1,1, 1, 82, p. 9).
Smith emphasizes our inability to feel impressiogsulting from the others’ senses, so that
we can acquaint ourselves with others sensatiolysflmm our own senses, by means of our
imaginatiort®. This is the reason why Smith designates the ifitsatton process by the
phrase “imaginary change”. Identification, as a rgtge process, produces a cognitive

15 On the identification process involved in Smithispmpathy, see P. Fontaine 1997, pp. 264-71; C. L.
Griswold, 1999, pp. 86-91; R. Sugden, 2002, ppand 74; L. Montes, 2004, pp. 47-50.

6 On the fundamental separateness between indigidnabmith’s analysis of sympathy see C. L. Grisiyol
1999, pp. 83-91.
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outcome: “[W]e can form any conception of what &ie [the other’s ; L.B] sensations”
(TSM, 1,i, 1, 82, p. 9 .

However, something more is needed in order to wwtaled how one can be affected by
others’ sensations or situations. The identificatiprocess also produces @&motional
outcomé®, a feeling, linked to the cognitive outcome throwghat Smith calls the “force” or
“vivacity” of the conception (TSM, |, i, 1, 82, B; 83, p. 10; Ill, 3, 8 34, p. 152). Indeed, it is
obvious that Smith wholly accepts, although he du@sexplicitly mention it, many features
of David Hume’s conception of “belief”. For thistar, an idea is not likely to involve action
as long as it is deprived of any emotional conté&lief” is the element that comes to give
an idea a part of the force and vivacity of thegimal impression, hence providing the
emotional content which could give birth to act{see, for instance, D. Hume, 1739-40, I, iii,
8, p. 98-108%. And this is exactly the way Smith explains havconception is likely to
affect an individual. Using nearly the same vocabubks David Hume, he says, for instance,
that

“[flor as to be in pain or distress of any kind i&s the most excessive sorrow, so to Conceive or

to imagine that we are in it, excites some degféhepsame emotiorin proportion to the vivacity

or dulness of the concepti8fTSM, |, i, 1, 82, p. 9; my italics, L. B.)
The same operation is involved in the particulasecaf the process which leads to conceive,
and then to feel, the emotions assigned to otA@ramagine oneself in the situation of the
observed person, arouses some degree of the entbdbnve would have felt in the case
where we had really lived it, and this secondarp®on depends on “[t]he very force of this
conception” (TSM, |, i, 1, 83, p. 10) or, in Humeanrds, on the belief relative to our idea of
the other’s situatidfl. In brief, the force of the conception allows Smib link cognitive
aspects of the identification with emotional ones.

17 Smith takes up the Humean opposition to the ismatdf ideas (see D. Hume, 1739-40, |, i, 1). Clse
Hume’s words, he explains that the “ideas” of osheensations that we are forming comes from tlé tfzat
“our imaginations copy” the “impressions of our ogenses” (TSM, |, i, 1, 82, p. 9; the similaritiegh regard

to the vocabularies between Hume and Smith hawetssn noticed by A. Broadie, 2006, p. 166). Thidsb
down to say that when we conceive others’ sensatigs can only figure what would be our own sensatio
the same situation through the recollection of mast experiences (TSM, |, i, 1, 82, p. 9): “Evergmieels his
own pleasures and his own pains more sensibly thase of other people. The former are the original
sensations; the latter the reflected or sympathetages of those sensations. The former may betsdié the
substance; the latter the shadow.” (TSM, VI, iig§1, p. 219)

¥t is evident to the reader familiar to tfi@eory of Moral Sentimenthat this emotional outcome is one of its
key elementsNonetheless, the features of this outcome areipotissed in this paper.

19 For comments on the role of belief in Hume’s tlyeof action, see A. Lapidus (2000, p. 16; 20108) and
M.-A. Diaye and A. Lapidus (2012).

2 The existence of a link between belief and sympaitHume was put to the fore by N. Kemp Smith (194
pp. 169-73)
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Now, it is well-know that the way one is affectexddifferent for the spectator and for the
person principally concerned: as noted by seveoahngentators, the identification upon
which Smithian sympathy relies might justly be végvas imperfeét. The main reason is
that the conception which derives from the idecdifion process cannot reach its maximal
forcé’® the spectator’s conception of the agent’s sitmai$ not as intense as the original one
since, as Smith argues, “[tlhat imaginary changsiwfation, upon which [his] sympathy is

founded, is but momentary” (TMS, |, i, 4, 87, p)2%ince the spectator himself is not really
the sufferer, his consciousness that the changsitwétions involved in the sympathetic
interaction “is but imaginary” (TMS, |, i, 4, 87, @2) continually forces itself upon him and

lowers his belief of being in the agent’s situatigks a result, this leads him to more
detachment than the agent, and to a feeling tiff@rslfrom the original one with regard to its
type and, most importantly for our purpose, witham to its intensity (see TMS, |, i, 4, 87, p.
22).

But the identification process is not limited tcetidentification of the spectator with the
agent. The agent also identifies himself with thecsators of his own situation:

“As [the spectators] are constantly considering tithay themselves would feel, if they actually

were the sufferers, so he is as constantly lechagine in what manner he would be affected if he

was only one of the spectators of his own situat{@ms, I, i, 4, 88, p. 22)
Since the spectators’ force of conception is nadtamg as the original one, the agent is led to
conceive his situation, by sympathy, from a mostatit and impartial point of view:

“As [the spectators’] sympathy makes them lookila¢ [situation of the sufferer], with his eyes, so

his sympathy makes him look at it, in some measwith, theirs [...]: and as the reflected passion,

which he thus conceives, is much weaker than tlggnat one, it necessarily abates the violence

of what he felt before he came into their presebedore he began to recollect in what manner

they would be affected by it, and to view his i in this candid and impartial light” (TMS, 1, i

4, 88, p. 22).
By this way, he isaffectedby what he conceives “in proportion to the vivadit..] of the
conception”. Like the spectator in the case of dhginal sympathy, his consciousness that
the change of situations is but imaginary, or,timeo words, his “natural point of view” on his
own situation, constantly intrudes itself upon hand lowers his belief of being in the
spectator’s situation. The feeling produced upoa plerson principally concerned in the

course of the return of sympathy, through the farfcthe conception, is the basis on which is

2l See P. Fontaine 1997, pp. 265-6; C. L. Griswo@99l pp. 86-7; J. Dellemotte, 2002, 147-9; A. Biead
2006, pp. 168-9; V. Nurock, 2009, pp. 66-7.

22 A second reason which explains the relative wesdoé the identification process is that it cardhaavoid a
permanent bias. Though the spectator has a priglgaeof the agent’s situation, it is impossibleatimit that
both the agent and the spectator share exactlgah® conception: the spectator’s identificatiomesebn his
own way of living his past experiences, definitéleducible to the one of the person principallyncerned,
even in the case they have lived the same thimgthdTheory of Moral Sentimentthis idea is best illustrated
by the extreme case of the “illusive sympathy” (TMSI, 3, 85, p. 71).
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built Smith’s proposition that people return toitherdinary state of tranquillity and finally
identify with the impartial spectator.

Smith moves to this question in the first part loé Theory of Moral Sentimentgust after
having outlined the existence of a return of symypat

“The mind, therefore, is rarely so disturbed, thatttthe company of a friend will restore itdome
degree of tranquilityand sedateness [...] We are immediately put in roirtthe light in which he
will view our situation, and we begin to view it @elves in the same light, for the effect of
sympathy is instantaneous. We expect less symgdadhy a common acquaintance than from a
friend: we cannot open to the former all thosdelittircumstances which we can unfold to the
latter: we assume, therefore, more tranquility beefoim [...] we expect still less sympathy from
an assembly of strangers, and we assume, thersfdrenore tranquility before them (TMS, I, i,
4, 89, pp. 22-23; my italics, L.B.)

In this few lines, he explains how an individuadignpathy with a spectator of his misfortune
leads him to recover some tranquillity. The autkibesses the fact that the less the spectator
has particular connections with the agent, or tloeenine is indifferent to him, the more the
return of sympathy is efficient. In other word, tinere the spectator isipartial, the more the
person principally concerned recovers tranquilliyast importantly, Smith adds that

[n]or is this only an assumed appearander. if we are at all masters of ourselves, the @nee of

a mere acquaintance will really compose us, stirenthan that of a friend; and that of an

assembly of strangers still more than that of ajuaimtance.” (TMS, 1, i, 4, 89, p. 23; my italics,

L.B.)
The link between this passage about the way therraif sympathy helps one to recover
tranquillity, from part | of thelheory of Moral Sentimentand the one, from part Ill, where
the author says that people return to their orgistate of happiness after deviations thanks to
the fact that the impartial spectator’'s point afwiovercomes the natural point of view, is
straightforward. Here, Smith only introduces therpises of the influence of sympathy with
the impartial spectator on an individual’s staterand. As a consequence, sympathy with the
spectators is the mechanism that allows an indalida really recover his tranquillity of
mind, because it offers him a point of view, altive to the natural one, on his new
situation. And in the third part of thd&heory of Moral SentimentsSmith draws
recommendations from the first part, extendinggnevious analysis to prosperous events:

“In solitude, we are apt to feel too strongly whaterelates to ourselves: [...] we are apt to be too
much elated by our own good, and too much dejebtedur own bad fortune [...]. Are you in
adversity? Do not mourn in the darkness of solitultenot regulate your sorrow according to the
indulgent sympathy of your intimate friends [...Jve with strangers, with those who know
nothing, or care nothing about your misfortune [Arg you in prosperity? Do not confine the
enjoyment of your good fortune to your own housethie company of your own friends, perhaps
of your flatterers, of those who build upon yourtfme the hopes of mending their own; frequent
those who are independent of you, who can valueoyyifor your character and conduct, and not
for your fortune.” (TMS, Ill, 3, §38-40, p. 153%)

% Such recommendations testify the link that Smitalelishes between the impartial and the real apmct
“The man within the breast, the abstract and idpaktator of our sentiments and conduct, requiftes @0 be
awakened and put in mind of his duty, by the presei the real spectator” (TMS, IlI, 3, 838, p. 153
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2.3. The Practice of Virtue: a Way to Distinguistméng People

Enjoyed by most people (ssepra p. 4), the “ordinary state of happiness” is statihce
everyone is assumed to accommodate himself witht Wwheaomes his permanent situation,
this accommodation leading to converge toward dhinary state. It is easy to conclude that
the level of happiness cannot be viewed as the smirce of difference among people. Smith
distinguishes individuals, with regard to happindéssn two other aspects:

1. the speedof the return to the ordinary state of happindts & change of situation,
which depends on the already mentiofw@de of conceptiofseesupra p. 15);

2. the stability over time of the level of happiness, which is tedato the concept of
security

Unsurprisingly, the distinction that Smith estalis among people relies on moral and
psychological features, each of them being linkedatspecific virtue, respectivelgelf-
commandandprudence Henceforth, the speed of the return to the orglistate of happiness
and its stability might be viewed as indices of-seimmand, for the first, and of prudence,
for the second. The working of these two criterith e dealt with successively hereafter.

The first distinction, concerning the speed of metto the ordinary level of happiness, is set
up by Smith, in the short-run, when individuals aevents that change their permanent
situation. Focusing on misfortunes which do not &émy remedy, he states that

“it is chiefly in what may be called the paroxysam,in the first attack, that we can discover any

sensible difference between the sentiments andvimireof the wise and those of the weak man.

In the end, Time, the great and universal comfogeadually composes the weak man to the same

degree of tranquillity which a regard to his owmgrdty and manhood teaches the wise man to

assume in the beginning. The case of the man Wwiwboden leg is an obvious example of this.”

(TMS, 1lI, 3, §32, p. 151)
The reaction to the “first attack” helps Smith wntrast two kinds of men, the “wise man”
and the “weak man”, who are different from eacheotliccording to the nature of the motives
or “sentiments” by which they are governed, andht® resulting behavior. They display a
sensible difference in the speed of return to ttténary state of tranquility, related to the
point of view which is called to be dominant duritige first attack: either the impartial
spectator’s point of view or the natural point edw. The example of the man who has lost
his leg might obviously be interpreted in this w&mith describes, more precisely, what
happens to this man:

“Both views [the impartial spectator’s point of wieand the natural point of view; L.B.] present
themselves to him at the same time. His senseraduro his regard to his own dignity, directs him
to fix his whole attention upon the one view. Hatural, his untaught and undisciplined feelings,
are continually calling it off to the other. He doeot, in this case, perfectly identify himself lwit

the ideal man within the breast; he does not bechimself the impartial spectator of his own
conduct. The different views of both characterssteii his mind separate and distinct from one
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another, and each directing him to a behaviouedfit from that to which the other directs him”

(TMS, 11, 3, §28, p. 148).
Actually, what the author calls “the paroxysm” @né first attack” corresponds to a struggle
between these two points of view, which are callpdn two contradictory motives, each one
leading to an opposite behavior: either self-comanam submission to passion. From this
perspective, the wise man differs from the weak tacause, at this moment, “his sense of
honour, his regard to his own dignity” leads himatdopt the impartial spectator’s point of
view. This is an alternative way of saying that tiee man practiceself-commandOn the
contrary, the weak man, giving in “his untaught andisciplined feelings”, does not practice
self-commandhis natural point of view on his situation ovares the impartial spectator’s
one. Since Smith links the return to the ordinatates of tranquility to the fact that the
impartial spectator’s point of view overcomes ongsural point of view on his situation (see
supra p. 12), it becomes clear that the reason whywilse man recovers sooner his ordinary
tranquility of mind than the weak man is that tleenfer succeeds in identifying with the
impartial spectator sooner than the latter.

This is an outstanding example of the link that tBna@istablishes between a moral and an
analytical perspective. From a moral perspectivis, well-known that the impartial spectator,
in theTheory of Moral Sentiments the instance which comes to explain the orgfimen’s
judgments upon their own sentiments and conducts:

"We can never survey our own sentiments and matives can never form any judgment

concerning them; unless we remove ourselves, agelie, from our own natural station, and

endeavour to view them as at a certain distanca fre. But we can do this in no other way than
by endeavouring to view them with the eyes of ofieople, or as other people are likely to view
them. Whatever judgment we can form concerning thaccordingly, must always bear some
secret reference, either to what,areto what upon a certain condition, would be, or to what, we
imagine, ought to be the judgment of others. Weeamdur to examine our own conduct as we
imagine any other fair and impartial spectator woekamine it. If, upon placing ourselves in his
situation, we thoroughly enter into all the passiand motives which influenced it, we approve of
it, by sympathy with the approbation of this suggbgquitable judge. If otherwise, we enter into
his disapprobatigrand condemn it.”

With regard to the question of judgments, the f#gaf the impartial spectator reflects men’s
interest for other’'s sentiments on their own seatita and behavior. Smith refers to this
interest as to the “sense of honour” or peopleégard to their own dignity”, that is, to their

regard for approbation or disapprobation. The aufbonds the sense of propriety on this
regard for other’'s sentiments: for an agent, pegpgriconsists in producing a harmony
between his own sentiments and those of the reaupposed spectators concerning his
situatiorf”. But the achievement of this harmony of sentimémtsiade possible only if the

#In the Theory of Moral SentimentS$mith first defines “propriety” as the suitableseof a sentiment or of a
behavior to the cause or the object which excttéBNIS, 1, i, 3, 86, p. 18). But, since men canyordfer to what
they would have felt in the situation of the oneyttobserve in order to judge the propriety of gtheentiments
(see TMS, |, i, 3, 89, p. 18-9), in the followinghis moral philosophy, he refers to propriety ashte adequacy
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agent moderates his passions, through what Smitpedy names “self-command”, to the
intensity at which the spectators can enter intntlsince (sesupra p. 16) the latter can
never feel, by sympathy, something as intenseeafotimer does. Now, comes the link to the
analytical perspective: the practice of self-comdchanpposes some sense of propriety, that is,
some regard for other’s sentiments, which couldneasured by the already mentioned “force
of conception” (sesupra p. 15). In the paragraph that just follows higlgsis of individual
happiness over time, Smith explicitly deals witle tboncept of “force of conception” in
relation to the control of one’s own passions:

“Our sensibility to the feelings of others, so fia@m being inconsistent with the manhood of self-

command, is the very principle upon which that n@othis founded. The very same principle or

instinct which, in the misfortune of our neighboprompts us to compassionate his sorrow; in our

own misfortune, prompts us to restrain the abject miserable lamentations of our own sorrow.

The same principle or instinct which, in his pra#jyeand success, prompts us to congratulate his

joy; in our own prosperity and success, promptsouestrain the levity and intemperance of our

own joy. In both cases, the propriety of our own sentimamd feelings seems to be exactly in

proportion to the vivacity and force with which water into and conceive his sentiments and

feelings! (TMS, lll, 3, § 34, p. 152; my italic, L.B.).
At first, he explains that the practice of “selfrmmand” is not inconsistent with a “sensibility
to the feeling of others”. Moreover, he asserts tha former is founded on the latter, since
self-command expresses a regard for other's sentgr@ncerning our own. Subsequently,
Smith concludes that the achievement of self-contmafiowing the spectator to entering
into our sentiments, depends on our force of caimmepmf other’s feelings. This concerns
both primary feelings (the primary sympathy), upamch our knowledge about propriety is
founded, and sympathetic feelings (the return ahmathy) which inform us about the

spectator's sentiments concerning our own situagiepecially during the paroxyém

The stress on “the force of conception” allows eeading of the first attack through the
process which leads to self-command, and highligisdistinction between the weak man
and the wise man with regard to the rate at whiely tonverge toward the ordinary state of
tranquility. Let us come back to the man who has lhes leg. He is affected by his conception
of the impartial spectator’s point of view in prapon to the force of this conception, which
is altered by the consciousness that the chang#uzttion is imaginary (sesuprg p. 16).
The more this consciousness is strong, the moraaheal point of view prevails and lowers
his belief in being in the spectator’s situationiarother words, his regard for the spectator’'s
sentiments concerning his conduct. Ultimately, wh&e man recovers his ordinary tranquility
of mind sooner than the weak man does becausengdihe paroxysm, the former’s

between one’s own sentiments and those of theorealpposed spectators concerning his situatiancbincept
of “point of propriety” constitutes a typical illtration of this idea (see TMS, |, ii, Introductiqn,27).

% «The man of the most perfect virtue, the man wheennaturally love and revere the most, is he wiinsjdo
the most perfect command of his own original anfiskefeelings, the most exquisite sensibility baththe
original and sympathetic feelings of others.” (TMI,3, § 35, p. 152)

20



conception of the impartial spectator’'s feeling @emming his own situation has a much
greater “vivacity and force”, than that of the éattMore specifically, Smith asserts that the
wise man “scarce even feels but as that greatearlot his conduct”, adding that “in
prosperity and in adversity”, his force of conceptis such that “he almost identifies himself
with, he almost becomes himself that impartial sgtec” (TMS, Ill, 3, 825, p. 147). From the
beginning, his conception of the impartial speatatéeeling concerning his own situation
(that is, that his new situation is not inconsisterth an ordinary tranquility of mind), has
such a force that he can already enjoy, to somengxtis degree of tranquility:

“In all the irreparable calamities which affect Isieff immediately and directly, a wise man

endeavours, from the beginning, to anticipate anenjoy before-hand, that tranquillity which he

foresees the course of a few months, or a few yeadltsertainly restore to him in the end” (TMS,

I, 3, 832, p. 151)
On the contrary, in the paroxysm, the weak manisception of the impartial spectator’s
feeling, his regard for his sentiments, is not 8tedng because of the persistent consciousness
that the imaginary change upon which is founded syspathy is but ephemeral. He is
therefore little affected by this conception. Festance, still in the case of the man who has
lost his leg, Smith says that, contrary to the vasa:

“[w]ith most men, upon such an accident, their ovatural view of their own misfortune would
force itself upon them with such a vivacity ancestgth of colouring, as would entirely efface all
thought of every other view. They would feel nothithey could attend to nothing, but their own
pain and their own fear; and not only the judgrafrihe ideal man within the breast, but that of
the real spectators who might happen to be pressatild be entirely overlooked and
disregarded.” (TMS, Ill, 3, 826, p. 147)

Nevertheless, he finally achieves to return tocontnary state of happiness:

“He no longer weeps, he no longer laments, he ngdo grieves over it [...] The view of the

impartial spectator becomes so perfectly habitoahitn, that, without any effort, without any

exertion, he never thinks of surveying his misfogtun any other view.”"(TMS, Ill, 3, §29, p. 148)
As suggested, the reason why the weak man atdas\es to recover his ordinary tranquility
of mind seems to rely on his repeated interactioitis the impartial spectator. For Smith, the
weak man also endeavors to produce a harmony bethiseown feelings and those of the
spectator, not bynoderating the former, but by importunately callimgon the latter (see
TMS, lll, 3, 823, pp.145-6). By doing so, he araufiee spectator’s disapprobation — and this
is the regulating factor which, at last, is powednough to drive back the weak man to his
ordinary state of happiness. Indeed the desireegemte approbation constitutes a strong
motive to act properly:

“Respect for what are, or for what ought to befarrwhat upon a certain condition would be, the
sentiments of other people, is the sole principlécty, upon most occasions, overawes all those
mutinous and turbulent passions into that tonetarmgper which the impartial spectator can enter
into and sympathize” (TMS, VI, conclusion, §2, p32

Facing the impartial spectator’s disapprobatioe, Weak man therefore adjusts his view of

his own situation until he achieves this harmonjeefings. His repeated interactions with the
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impartial spectator increase the force of his cptioa of the impartial spectator’s point of
view concerning his own situation, until he ideietfwith him. As a conclusion, the speed at
which an individual returns to his ordinary stafehappiness expresses his self-command,
that is, depends on the force with which he coresihe impartial spectator’s point of view.
In other words, closer to Smith’s vocabulary whesalohg with virtues, it depends on the
individual's sense of propriety.

The second criterion that allows distinguishing am@eople corresponds to the security of
their happiness, which is linked to the reachaliigeacis of enjoyment in each permanent
situation. Going back over Smith’'s comparison betw@overty and riches, the difference
between “the most humble station” and “the mogteging and exalted situation” is that the
latter provides “the frivolous pleasures” which amaccessible in the former, though their
absence is compensated by the pleasure of “persbagl”. But the author carries on his
comparison between these two situations for a daws of tranquility which corresponds to
“perfect tranquility” and which is, according tontmi “the principle and foundation of all real
and satisfactory enjoyment”:

“Neither is it always certain that, in the splendiduation which we aim at, those real and

satisfactory pleasures can be enjoyed with the smoerity as in the humble one which we are so

very eager to abandon.” (TMS, Ill, 3, 831, p. 150)
Interestingly, Smith extends the difference whicdmaerns the objects of pleasure to a new
dimension, security, and he clearly avoids a péssibnfusion with tranquility. Although the
rich and the poor do enjoy a same degree of trétygand, consequently, a same level of
happiness, theecurityof this happiness is lower for the former thantfoe latter. However,
the meaning of “security” should be made more expli

Smith offers an interpretation of security in agsge which takes place in the section of the
Theory of Moral Sentimentsn the “Character of the Individual, so far asffects his own
Happiness or of Prudence” (TMS, VI, i) and whenes ibpposed to “hazard”:

“We suffer more, it has already been obserwelden we fall from a better to a worse situation,
than we ever enjoy when we rise from a worse tetteeh Security, therefore, is the first and the
principal object of prudence. It is averse to exposr health, our fortune, our rank, or reputation,
[the objects upon which an individual’s comfort drappiness in this life are supposed principally
to depend,] to any sort of hazard. It is rathertioas than enterprising, and more anxious to
preserve the advantages which we already postessfdrward to prompt us to the acquisition of
still greater advantages. The methods of improwungfortune, which it principally recommends

to us, are those which expose to no loss or haZaids, VI, i, 86, p. 213).

According to this passage, security consists iniddng any situation where there exists
“hazard”, that is, a chance of an adverse evemte@ative impact on “health”, “fortune”,

“rank” or “reputation”). Again, asymmetric sensiti to adversity and prosperity plays a
crucial part, and Smith’s conception of securitydsted in it. This analysis helps to highlight
the author's comparison between “the most glitgeramd exalted situation” and “the most
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humble station” with regard to security. When harok that it is not certain that the real and
satisfactory pleasures associated to perfect trbtygcan be enjoyed with the same security
in the former as in the latter, he means that thetson of the rich is more liable to be
threatened by some adverse event than that ofabe As a result, not only are the rich just
as happy as the poor, but their happiness also £dmée less stable over time. This
interpretation of the situation of the rich compmhte the one of the poor with regard to
security is confirmed by several passages ofTtheory of Moral Sentiment&or instance,
when taking up the kind of life to which the ricrealevoted, Smith makes obvious that it is
not astablesituation because of the high likelihood of aneade event:

“Power and riches [...] are enormous and operose meslj...] which must be kept in order with

the most anxious attention, and which in spitellobar care are ready every moment to burst into

pieces, and to crush in their ruins their unfortanaossessor. They are immense fabrics, which it

requires the labour of a life to raise, which theeaevery moment to overwhelm the person that

dwells in them” (TMS, IV, 1, §8, p. 182-%)
Now, this raises the question of the connectionveeh an economic situation (being rich or
poor) and a moral quality, since Smith consideexctsity” as the “first and [...] principal
object of prudence” (TMS, VI, i, 86, p. 213). Thdea according to which it cannot be taken
for granted that the situation of the rich is aabbkt as that of the poor (TMS, lll, 3, 831, p.
150) seems to express Smith’s skepticism concethmgractice of virtue, especially the one
of prudence, in what he calls “the most glitteremgd exalted” situation. This skepticism is
still more explicit in the famous chapter of tAdeory of Moral Sentimentabout the
“corruption of our moral sentiments” (see TMSjiil, 3, p. 61). In this chapter, Smith explains
that there are two different ways “[tjo deserte acquire and to enjoy the respect and
admiration of mankind” which he considers “the grebjects of ambition and emulation”:
(i) the study of wisdom and the practice of virtaad (ii) the acquisition of wealth and
greatness (see TMS, |, iii, 3, 82, p. 62). More am@ntly, Smith claims that the admiration of
wealth and greatness by greater part of men igaem#ent from their possible admiration of
virtue?’. But whereas, in the middling and inferior stasioof life, the acquisition of this
respect and this admiration aroused by wealth aedtigess is nearly impossible without the
practice of virtue, such limitation does not exist superior stations of life. An obvious
consequence is that one should expect more vinttleei poor condition than in the rich one:

“In the middling and inferior stations of life thead to virtue and that to fortune, to such fortune
at least, as men in such stations can reasonapgceio acquire, are, happily in most cases, very

% Some pages further, a nowadays famous passagenterhis interpretationIn what constitutes the real
happiness of human life, [the poor] are in no resp&erior to those who would seem so much abbesnt In
ease of body and peace of mind, all the differanks of life are nearly upon a level, and the beggho suns
himself by the side of the highway, possessesdbeatirity which kings are fighting for.” (TMS, IV, 810, p.
185)

271t should be recalled that it is on this admiratfor wealth and greatness that Smith founds tmeuption of
our moral sentiments (see TMS, |, iii, 3, p. 61).
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nearly the same [...] In such situations, therefere,may generally expect a considerable degree
of virtue; and, fortunately for the good morals safciety, these are the situations of by far the
greater part of mankind.

In the superior stations of life the case is unligpmt always the same. In the courts of princes,
in the drawing rooms of the great [...] flattery afadsehood too often prevail over merit and
abilities. In such societies the abilities to pkaare more regarded than the abilities to serve.”
(TMS, 1, iii, 3, 85-6, p. 63)
Of course, such a picture of the superior statmigfe is inconsistent with the character of
the prudent man depicted in part VI of thbeory of Moral Sentimentsee, for instance,
TMS, VI, i, 87, p. 213; 88, p. 214; 813, pp. 215A&)prudent man who,

“in the bottom of his heart [...] would prefer thedisturbed enjoyment of secure tranquillity, not

only to all the vain splendour of successful analitibut to the real and solid glory of performing

the greatest and most magnanimous actions” (TMSi, 1.3, pp. 215-6).
For the reader, the conclusion is unambiguous,l@adl to found an analytical property (the
stability of happiness) to a moral virtue. The vetga that the situation of the rich is not as
stable as the one the poor depends on the lackudkepce in the superior stations of life,
when compared to the middling and inferior statiohbfe.

3. Concluding Remarks: Smith on the Level of Adapta

The impartial spectator is well-known as the comneepich, for Smith, comes to explain the

universality of moral judgments. But Smith stillterds this universality to the level of

happiness that individuals tend to enjoy. Sincenftbe impartial spectator’s point of view,

people may be equally happy in most permanentteng his influence leads them to derive
the same level of happiness from these situatiarspite of the differences between them. As
a result, Smith’s gravitational theory of happinsisuld be distinguished from more familiar
analysis, like those conveyed by adaptation-lelvebty, from the point of view of both the

involved mechanism, and the very possibility ofaaihg long-term variations in the level of

happiness.

The question of the mechanism is the most obvidhs. normative implications of Smith’s
gravitational theory of happiness are differentfrthe ones underlined, for instance, in the
classical work by Philip Brickman and Donald T. Gaoall (1971) regarding Harry Helson’s
adaptation-level theory (1964). Following this éaftthe influence of a sensation is an
increasing function of its contrast with the prexsanes. Transposed to happiness, this would
mean that a higher state of happiness, when assodia a new permanent situation that
provides higher pleasurable sensations, is onlysieat. The reason is that habituation is
supposed to lead an individual to feel identictippugh time the more pleasurable sensations
in the new permanent situation and the less pladksensations from the previous one. As a
consequence, he returns back to his previous vehppiness. On the contrary, Smith links
levels of sensations with a state of happiness does not seem to support the idea that
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convergence toward the ordinary level of happinestue to habituation to sensations that
provide a new permanent situation, but to a meschmanwhich involves, behind the
progressive taking into account of the impartiaecptor point of view, variations of
tranquillity. And it is these variations which alla trade-off between various kinds of goods,
in which initial variations of pleasure are compaes by opposite variations of the same
magnitude, thus leading to a return to the ordirstaye of happiness. In other words, if the
individual moves back to his ordinary state of hapgps, it is not because he gets used to the
new one, but because he progressively becomes icaoasof the possibility of new
substitutions between goods.

The question of the possibility of long-term vapat of happiness also points out Smith’s
specificity. According again to Philip Brickman abdnald T. Campbell, what they call the
“pessimistic” implication of adaptation-level thgois that people are on a “hedonic
treadmill”, therefore condemned to never achiewarigsting higher level of happiness (1971,
p. 289). Now, the implication of Smith’s gravitatial theory of happiness is more optimistic.
The increase, on a long-term basis, of an individdavel of happiness would consist in
elevating, always on a long-term basis, his ordirstate of happiness. However, this would
require not a single individual increase in happséut an increase which would concern
most people, so that the impartial spectator’s pofitview on the happiness that an individual
should derive from his permanent situation, woulsb ehave changed. Of course, this is
obtained not only because people, and after themntpartial spectator, have changed their
mind: they can do so only to the extent that trahtyu of mind increases and new
combinations of goods are made available. And wtdeding how it could be possible leads
the reader of Smith’s works to move to the questibthe increase in the system of natural
liberty, that is, to shift from th&heory of Moral Sentiments theWealth of NationsAgain,

his two masterpieces appear more complementarycibranadictory.
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