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Preface

Not so many decades ago Hellenistic philosophy was widely regarded as a
dark age in the history of thought: it was a period of epigoni, a period of
post-Aristotelian depression. The age produced nothing worth ponder-
ing and little worth reading. Moreover, there was little enough to read:
few texts from the period survive in their entirety; and the fragments and
testimonies to which we are now reduced derive for the most part from
jejune epitomators or hostile commentators. An historian of philosophy
would be best advised to doze through the Hellenistic period - indeed,
why wake up before the birth of Plotinus?

Fashions change, and this dismal and depreciatory assessment is now
universally rejected. Hellenistic philosophy was not dull: on the contrary,
it was a bright and brilliant period of thought. The Hellenistic philoso-
phers were not epigoni: on the contrary, they opened up new areas of
speculation and they engaged in debates and discussions which were both
passionate and profound. It cannot be denied that time has served the
period badly. If the textual situation is less desperate than has sometimes
been pretended, it remains true that for the most part we are obliged to
reconstruct the thought of the Hellenistic philosophers from later reports
- and these reports are indeed often thin or confused or biassed. But such
difficulties no longer daunt - rather, they add a certain piquancy to the
study.

The revived interest in the Hellenistic period has caused a spate of pub-
lications - articles and monographs and books pour from the learned
presses, and some of them are distinguished contributions to scholarship.
But for the most part they deal with particular problems or specific
aspects of the matter; and a good, full, general treatment of Hellenistic
philosophy is not easy to discover. It may thus seem opportune to essay a
general history of the subject - and that is what this volume attempts to
do. Not that it represents, or pretends to determine, an orthodoxy.
Indeed, there are few interesting claims about Hellenistic philosophy
which are not controversial, and few areas where any scholar would be

[xi]
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xii Preface

inclined to say: There we have it. This History of Hellenistic Philosophy,
then, is not definitive. Nor did the editors seek to persuade the contribu-
tors to disguise their discords: the riding of hobby-horses was discour-
aged, and a contributor who proposed to offer a novel or a bold
interpretation was asked to confess the fact and to provide references to
rival views; but no doctrinal uniformity was imposed, and readers of the
History will occasionally find an interpretation commended on one page
and rejected on another.

The phrase ‘Hellenistic philosophy’ consists of two disputable words.
The Hellenistic period conventionally begins with the death of Alexander
the Great and ends with the battle of Actium some three hundred years
later. The History, for reasons which are explained in the Epilogue, has a
slightly more modest chronological scope: it starts, in effect, from the last
days of Aristotle (who died a year after Alexander) and it stops in about
100 BC. In consequence, it says nothing - save incidentally - about certain
figures who standardly count as Hellenistic philosophers: Posidonius is
not among its heroes; Philodemus and the Epicureans of the first century
BC, do not appear in their own right; Aenesidemus and the revival of
Pyrrhonism are not discussed.

Any division of any sort of history into chronological segments will be
arbitrary, atleast at the edges, and it would be absurd to pretend that phi-
losophy changed, abruptly or essentially, in 320 Bc and again in 100 BC.
Equally, any history must choose some chronological limits; and the lim-
its chosen for this History are, or so the editors incline to think, reason-
ably reasonable - at least, they are more reasonable than the traditional
limits. It may be objected that the word ‘Hellenistic’ is now inept. (In
truth, some historians dislike the word tout court.) But there is no other
word with which to replace it, and it is used here without, of course, any
ideological connotations - as a mere label, a sign for a certain span of
time.

The term ‘philosophy’, too, is not without its vagaries - what people
have been content to name ‘philosophy” has changed from age to age (and
place to place), and at the edges there has always been a pleasing penum-
bra. The History has, in effect, adopted something like the following rule
of thumb: anything which both counted as philosophy for the Hellenistic
Greeks and also counts as philosophy for us is admitted as philosophy for
the purposes of the History; and in addition, a few other items which find
themselves on the margins of the subject - the sciences, rhetoric and poet-
ics — have been considered, though less fully than they might have been in
a history of the general intellectual achievements of the period. Other
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Preface xiii

principles might have been followed: the editors claim that their rule of
thumb is no worse than any other.

Then there is the question of order and arrangement. In effect, any his-
torian of Hellenistic philosophy is confronted by a difficult choice: to
write by school or to write by subject? Each choice has its advantages and
its disadvantages. Writing by school - Part 1: the Epicureans, Part 11: the
Stoa . . . — allows for a systematic and coherent presentation of the main
‘philosophies’ of the period; and since those philosophies were - or at
least purported to be - systematic, such a presentation is in principle
desirable. On the other hand, the Hellenistic period was also character-
ized by vigorous debate and discussion among the partisans of the
different schools of thought: if systems were built, they were also attacked
- and defended, redesigned, attacked again . . . A history which proceeds
school by school will find it relatively hard to bring out this dynamic
aspect of its subject and hence it will tend to disguise the very aspect of
Hellenistic philosophy which has contributed most to the revival of its
fortunes.

Writing by subject has, evidently enough, the opposite features: the cut
and thrust of debate is more readily exhibited and explained - but the
school systems will be presented in fragmented fashion. The editors
decided, without great confidence, to prefer subjects to schools: readers
who require an account of;, say, Stoicism may, without great labour, con-
struct one for themselves by studying a discontinuous selection of sec-
tions of the History.

If a history is to be written by subject, then how is philosophy best
divided into its component subjects? It would have been possible to take
one of the ancient ‘divisions’ of philosophy, and to let it give the History its
structure. Indeed there was, in later antiquity, a standard division, for

most, and the most important, authors say that there are three parts of
philosophy - ethical, physical, logical.*

Ethics comprehended political theory as well as moral philosophy;
physics included most of what we should call metaphysics, as well as phil-
osophy of science and philosophical psychology; and logic embraced not
only logic in the broadest of its contemporary senses but also epistemol-
ogy — and sometimes even rhetoric.

Numerous texts acknowledge the tripartition as a feature of Hellenistic
philosophy. Thus according to Sextus Empiricus,

1 Sen. Ep. 89.9;cf. e.g. Apul. Int. 189, 1-3.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Xiv Preface

there has been much dispute among the Dogmatists about the parts of
philosophy, some saying that it has one part, some two, some three; it
would not be appropriate to deal with this in more detail here, and we
shall set down impartially the opinion of those who seem to have dwelt
upon the matter more fully . . . The Stoics and some others say that there
are three parts of philosophy - logic, physics, ethics — and they begin
their exposition with logic (although there has indeed been much dis-
sension even about where one should begin). (S.E. PH 11.12-13)

Elsewhere Sextus goes into the details; and he reports that ‘implicitly,
Plato was the originator’ of the tripartition, although ‘Xenocrates and the
Peripatetics introduced it most explicitly - and the Stoics too stand by
this division’ (M vi1.16).%

The reference to Plato is a matter of piety rather than of history; and
most scholars are content to ascribe the formal origin of the division to
Xenocrates. The Peripatetics acknowledged a three-fold division, but not
a literal tripartition; for they preferred to split philosophy itself into two
parts, theoretical and practical (which corresponded roughly to physics
and ethics), and to deem logic to be not a part but a tool or instrument of
philosophy.3 As for the Stoics, Zeno and Chrysippus and many of their
followers did indeed subscribe to the tripartition; but

Cleanthes says that there are six parts - dialectic, rhetoric, ethics, poli-
tics, physics, theology - although others, among them Zeno of Tarsus,
say that these are not parts of philosophical discourse but rather parts of
philosophy itself. (D.L. vi1.41)

Other Schools, and individuals, might acknowledge three parts in princi-
ple while in practice ‘rejecting’ one or another of them - usually logic.
Thus the Epicureans ‘rejected logical theory’, in the sense that they
thought that it was somehow superfluous or useless (S.E. M vi1.14).
Nonetheless, they studied what they called ‘canonics’, a subject which
covers much of what their rivals subsumed under logic, and which they
chose to regard as a part of physics (D.L. x.30).

Sextus decided to follow the order: logic, physics, ethics. And this was
the usual practice. But, as Sextus insists, there was dissent on this matter
too, and most of the possible permutations had their advocates. To be
sure, it is not clear what the dissension was about. Sometimes the ques-
tion at issue seems to be pedagogical: in which order should a student of

2 See also S.E. M vir.1-19; D.L. vi1.39—41; Plut. Stoic.Repug. 10354 (further texts in Hiilser
1987-8, 12-22): discussion in Hadot 1979; Ierodiakonou 1993b; Dérrie and Baltes 1996,
205-31. 3 See Barnes etal 1991,41-3.
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philosophy be taught the three parts of the subject? Sometimes it is rather
systematical: what are the logical relations among the parts, which pre-
suppose which? Sometimes, again, it appears to have had a normative
colouring: which part is the culmination, the summit, of the philosophi-
cal ascent? Connected to these issues were certain similes or analogies.
Thus philosophy was likened to an orchard: the trees are physics, the fruit
is ethics, and the fencing is set up by logic. Or to an egg: ethics the yolk,
physics the white, logic the shell. Or to an animal: physics the flesh and
blood, logic the bones, ethics the soul.

What was the importance, inside Hellenistic philosophy, of this tripar-
tition? It might be thought, first, to have had a certain negative signifi-
cance, inasmuch as it served to exclude various intellectual disciplines
from the study of ‘things human and divine’ and hence to determine the
bounds of philosophy proper. Thus the tripartition might seem to leave
no place for mathematics, say, or for medicine; or for astronomy, music,
rhetoric, grammatical theory . . . But this is not so. Some philosophers, to
be sure, would have no truck with rhetoric; but the Stoics treated it as a
philosophical discipline - and they had no difficulty in subsuming it
under logic, as the companion to dialectic. Again, astronomy was usually
taken to be a technical discipline to which philosophers had no profes-
sional access; but the cosmological parts of physics in fact brought
philosophers into contact with the heavens - and the Epicureans found
much to say on the matter. In truth, the tripartite scheme was a fairly elas-
tic sausage-skin: you might stuffit with what you would.

Secondly, and more obviously, the tripartition might be thought to
have given a structure to the enquiries of the Hellenistic philosophers. No
doubt the subject - like a well planted orchard or a good egg - had a unity
and an internal coherence; but it also had its compartments, and you
might research here rather than there, write or teach on this aspect rather
than on that. This, to be sure, is true; the ancient ‘doxographies’ reveal it
in its most jejune form;and the titles of numerous Hellenistic works offer
a meatier indication. But it would be a mistake to insist on the point.
Readers of Plato sometimes ask themselves: What is this dialogue - the
Republic, the Phaedrus — about? to what part or branch of philosophy does
it pertain? And they quickly see that the question has no answer: the
dialogue advances whithersoever reason leads it, unconstrained by
school-masterly notions of syllabus and timetable. And the same, it is
reasonable to think, was often the case in Hellenistic texts. Read the

4 See esp. S.E. M vir.17-19 (Where the simile of the body is ascribed to Posidonius); D.L. vir.40.
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surviving fragments of Chrysippus, and guess from which works they
derive: where the answer is known (which, to be sure, is not often), you
will be wrong as often as right.

Yet if the ancient tripartition was not universally recognized, if the con-
tents of its constituent parts were not uniformly determined, and if ordi-
nary philosophical practice allowed a fair amount of seepage from one
part to another, nonetheless - to return to Seneca - ‘most, and the most
important, philosophers’ accepted it. And we might have based this
History upon it. In fact, we decided to prefer a modern to an ancient divi-
sion. To be sure, the standard tripartition Seneca refers to is reflected in
the general structure we have imposed on the material. But its detailed
articulation does not purport to follow an ancient pattern, and some of
our topics and subtopics were not known to the Hellenistic world.
(Epistemology, for example, was not a branch, nor yet a sub-branch, of
ancient philosophy:.)

The choice of a modern rather than an ancient principle of division was
determined by a prior choice of the same nature. In general, we may look
at a past period of thought from our own point of view or we may try to
look at it from the point of view of the thinkers of the period itself; that is
to say, we may consider it as an earlier part of the history to which we our-
selves now belong, or we may consider it as it appeared at the time. The
two approaches will produce, as a rule, two rather different histories; for
what then seemed - and was - central and important may, with hindsight,
seem and be peripheral, and what was once peripheral may assume, as the
subject develops and changes, a central importance. Each approach is
valuable. The two cannot always be followed simultaneously. Most con-
temporary historians of philosophy, for reasons which are both various
and more or less evident, have adopted the former approach. The History
is, in this respect, orthodox. But it is a mitigated orthodoxy: several of the
contributors have followed - or hugged - the ancient contours of their
subject; and the faculty of hindsight is a subjective thing — some readers of
the History will doubtless find it antiquated rather than contemporary in
its implicit assessment of the centre and the periphery of philosophy.

A pendant to these remarks. It would be satisfying were the number of
pages allotted to a subject a rough measure of its weight or importance.
The History does not distribute its pages according to such a principle; for
the nature of the evidence imposes certain constraints. Where the evi-
dence is relatively extensive, a longer discussion is possible; and where the
evidence is relatively sparse, a longer discussion is desirable. A topic for
which we have only a handful of summary reports focused on what the
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ancients thought, not why they thought what they thought, can hardly be
given a generous allowance of space, however important it may seem to us
(or have seemed to them). The exigencies of the evidence have not deter-
mined the distribution of pages among subjects; but they have powerfully
and inevitably influenced it.

X

The History has been written by specialists: it has not been written for spe-
cialists. Nor, to be sure, has it been written for that mythical personage,
General Reader. The editors imagine that any serious student, amateur or
professional, of ancient philosophy might find a history of Hellenistic
philosophy useful and interesting; and they have supposed that a similar,
if less direct, interest and utility might attract students of classical antiq-
uity who have no special concern for philosophy and students of philoso-
phy who have no special concern for classical antiquity.

Such hopes have determined the degree of technical expertise which
the History expects of its readers — expertise in the three pertinent disci-
plines of philosophy, history, and philology. From a philosophical point of
view, some of the issues discussed in the History are intrinsically difficult
and dense. No account of them can be easy, nor have the contributors
been urged to smooth and butter their subjects. But in principle the
History does not presuppose any advanced philosophical training: it tries
to avoid jargon, and it tries to avoid knowing allusions to contemporary
issues. For quite different reasons, the history of the period - its intellec-
tual history - is not easy either. Here too the History in principle offers a
text which supposes no prior expertise in the chronicles and events of the
Hellenistic period. Those historical facts (or conjectures) which are perti-
nent to an understanding of the discussion are, for the most part, set
down in the Introduction; and in general, the History itself purports to
supply whatever historical information it demands.

As to philology, the nature of the evidence makes a certain amount of
scholarship indispensable: as far as possible, this has been confined to the
footnotes. On a more basic level, there is the question of the ancient lan-
guages. In the footnotes there will be found a certain amount of untrans-
lated Greek and Latin; but the body of the History is designed to be
intelligible to readers whose only language is English. Any passage from
an ancient author which is cited is cited in English translation. (Ifa Greek
or Latin word appears in the main text, it serves only to indicate what lies
behind the English translation.) Technical terms - and technical terms
were common enough in Hellenistic philosophy - form a problem apart.
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In most cases a technical term has been given a rough and ready transla-
tion; in a few cases a Latin word or a transliterated Greek word has been
treated as a piece of honorary English: every technical term is introduced
by a word or two of paraphrase or explication when first it enters the dis-
cussion.

Principles of this sort are easy to state, difficult to follow with consis-
tency. There are, no doubt, certain pages where a piece of philosophical
jargon has insinuated itself, where an historical allusion has not been
explained, where a morsel of ancient terminology remains unglossed. The
editors hope that there are few such pages.

X

The several chapters of the History are largely independent of one another:
the History will, we imagine, sometimes be used as a work of reference;
and it is not necessary to begin at page 1 in order to understand what is
said on page 301. Occasional cross-references signal interconnections
among the chapters, so that a reader of page 301 might find it helpful (but
not mandatory) to turn back or forward in the volume. The requirement
of independence leads to a small amount of repetition: the odd overlap-
pings among the chapters may detract from the elegance of the History but
they add to its utility.

The footnotes serve three main functions: they quote, and sometimes
discuss, ancient texts - in particular, esoteric or knotty texts; they provide
references to ancient passages which are not explicitly quoted; and they
contain information, for the most part sparing, about the pertinent mod-
ern literature on the subject. The Bibliography serves to collect those
modern works to which the footnotes refer: it is not a systematic bibliog-
raphy, let alone a comprehensive bibliography, of Hellenistic philosophy.
Printed bibliographies are out of date before they are published; and any
reader who wants a comprehensive list of books and articles on
Hellenistic philosophy may readily construct one from the bibliographi-
cal journals.

The History was begun more years ago than the editors care to recall. It
was inaugurated in a spirit of euphoria (occasioned by a celebrated sport-
ing triumph). Its career was punctuated by bouts of depression (which
had nothing to do with any sporting disasters). Twice it nearly suc-
cumbed. The editors therefore have more cause than most to offer thanks:
first, to the contributors, some of whom must have despaired of ever see-
ing their work in print; secondly, to the University of Utrecht, its
Department of Philosophy, the Netherlands Organization for Scientific
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Research (NWO), and the C. J. de Vogel Foundation for their generous
financial aid; thirdly, to the Cambridge University Press - and in particu-
lar to Jeremy Mynott and to Pauline Hire - for their patience, encourage-
ment and optimism. In addition, we would like to express our gratitude
to Stephen Chubb for his translation of chapters 2, 3, 18, and parts of
chapter 213 and we would like to record that without the unstinting tech-
nical support of Han Baltussen and Henri van de Laar the History would
never have reached the public.

KA -JB-JM - MS
Utrecht, September 1997
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INTRODUCTION
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JAAP MANSFELD

1 Why so much has been lost

We know a good deal about Hellenistic! philosophy, but by no means as
much as we would like to know. The reason is that with very few excep-
tions no works written by the Hellenistic philosophers themselves sur-
vive. The situation is therefore quite different from that in which we find
ourselves with regard to the great classical philosophers, Plato and Aristo-
tle. Plato’s complete works have been preserved. Much of Aristotle’s vast
output has perished, but the philosophically more important part of his
writings is still available. The reason for the preservation of these Platonic
and Aristotelian corpora is that these works continued to be taught and
studied in the philosophical schools. Treatises of Aristotle were taught by
the late Neoplatonists as a preparation for the study of a set of dialogues
by Plato, and those of his works which were not part of the curricula have
mostly perished. The professional teachers of philosophy themselves
were required to have perfect knowledge of practically everything these
great masters had written.

But by the end of the third century ap the schools (in the sense both of
institutions and schools of thought) which had been founded in the early
Hellenistic period had died out.? The works of Epicurus and his immedi-
ate followers, or of the great early Stoics for example, were no longer
taught, though a preliminary instruction in the views of the main schools
could still be part of a decent pagan education in the fourth and to a much
lesser extent in the fifth and sixth centuries Ap.3 The institutional basis

1 For the nineteenth-century origin of this problematic denomination and periodization see
Bichler 1983, Isnardi Parente 1985-6. For belles-lettres the classical period is the 5th century, for
philosophy the 4th, for medicine the 5th/4th century Bc. For mathematics it is the 3rd/2nd cen-
tury BC, i.e. the early Hellenistic period (most of the works of Euclid, Archimedes and part of
Apollonius having been preserved, as well as opuscula by other authors); for the traditions
involved see Knorr 1989, esp. 224-45 on Pappus and Eutocius.

2 On the philosophical recession in the third century ap see Longinus at Porph. VP20, Saffrey and
Westerink 1968, xli-xlii. 3 For the survival of doxographical literature see below, n. 65.

[3]
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which would have ensured the preservation of the Hellenistic philoso-
phers disappeared.

From the second to the fourth centuries Ap the originally humble vel-
lum (or papyrus) codex, the forerunner of our book, gradually replaced
the papyrus scroll as the vehicle for higher forms of literature*. The works
that were taught to students and studied by the professors themselves
were carefully and systematically transcribed, and in sufficient numbers.
The enormous mass of works that were no longer taught were either not
transcribed at all and so eventually perished along with the fragile
material on which they had been written, or transcribed in quantities that
were not sufficiently large to warrant their survival, though works that
were popular for other reasons had good chances to survive. Libraries
tend to deteriorate and - much worse - burn.> In order to explain Plato
and Aristotle, as the expression was, ‘from themselves’® that is to say
from what is stated in their own writings, there was no need to adduce the
works of the Hellenistic philosophers. These thinkers and their later fol-
lowers had often enough criticized Plato and Aristotle, or attempted to
work out ideas which they believed to be better, and in some cases
undoubtedly were better. But from the first centuries Bc and Ap onwards,
the professors of Aristotelian and Platonic philosophy had taken some of
these criticisms and alternatives into account in their oral or written com-
ments and commentaries on individual works. Useful ideas worked out
by philosophical rivals had been incorporated in updated versions of the
Platonic system, and the ingenuity of Plato’s exegetes had found intima-
tions of, and so a legitimation for, these ideas in Plato’s own works. The
commentaries on the great classical philosophers were quite effective in
protecting students against the impact of potentially destructive doc-
trines of rival schools. What the average student should know about
Stoicism or Epicureanism, to mention only the more important currents,
was found in elementary handbooks or in the Platonic and Aristotelian
commentary literature itself. Doing philosophy had more and more
turned into exegesis, that is to say into the study and interpretation of the
works of the great classics.” The actual practice of teaching and doing phi-

4 Up-to-date overviews in Cavallo 1989, 1994. For the disappearance of literary works that were
no longer taught see Irigoin 1994, 72-6.

5 For the history of transmission in general see Reynolds and Wilson 1978, Wilson 1983.

6 Cf. Schiublin 1977,and e.g. Procl. TP 1.2, p. 10.1-4.

7 P. Hadot 1987, Sedley 1989a, 97-103, Barnes et al. 1991, 4-7, Baltes in Dorrie and Baltes 1993,
162-6, Erler 1993. For Demetrius of Laconia’s exegesis of Epicurus see Puglia 1988, and the
comments of Roselli 1990, who compares Galen’s practice. For the commentaries on Aristotle
see the papers in Sorabji 1990, with useful bibliography 484-524; for those on Plato Westerink
1990, Ixi-Ixxvi, Dorrie and Baltes 1993, 20-54, 162-226. For what should be taught and how
see I. Hadot 1990, 1991, Mansfeld 1994b.
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losophy therefore hardly encouraged the study of the original works writ-
ten by representatives of other schools of thought. Accordingly, in the
later exegetical literature concerned with Plato and Aristotle the doc-
trines of the Hellenistic philosophers that could not be assimilated sur-
vive, ifatall,in a fossilized form, that is to say as objections or alternatives
that were worth remembering precisely because they had been neutral-
ized, and so provided useful material for training one’s students.

11 Primary sources

The extant primary sources are very few. Epicureanism has fared compar-
atively well, because we still have three didactic letters written by
Epicurus himself as well as a collection of aphorisms, the so-called Key
Doctrines (KD), all preserved in Diogenes Laertius book x.8 The letters are
the To Herodotus, dealing with physics, the To Pythocles, dealing with cos-
mology and meteorology, and the 7o Menoeceus, dealing with ethics. It is
important to recognize that these letters do not work at the same level. In
the proems to the first two Epicurus makes a distinction between those
who diligently study all his works and others who for one reason or other
are not in a position to devote their life to the study of nature. For the lat-
ter the (lost) so-called greater Greater Abstract (from the multi-book trea-
tise On Nature) had been especially written (Ep. Hdt. 35), whereas the
Ep. Hdt. has been composed as an aide-mémoire for the accomplished
Epicurean who no longer needs to go into the details (cf. Ep. Hdt. 83). At
Ep. Pyth. 84~5 Epicurus says that a succinct account of cosmo-meteorol-
ogy will be useful both for beginners and for those who are too busy to
study the subject in depth. The Ep. Pyth. therefore is on the same level as
the lost Greater Abstract, while the Ep. Hdt. is an entirely different sort of
work. We are not in a position to read it with the eyes of its original pub-
lic, because only (quite large) fragments of a number of books of the
On Nature have been preserved among the remains of the library at
Herculaneum.® The Ep. Men. is directed at young as well as at old readers,
so presumably is a combination of introduction and aide-mémoire, though
the protreptic element predominates. The KD is a sort of catechism.©
The remaining scraps of primary material are scanty indeed. Diogenes

8 Another collection, the so-called Gnomologium Vaticanum (not to be confused with the other
Gnom. Vat. edited by L. Sternbach 1963), first published by Wotke 1888, contains fragments of
Epicurus (among which several sayings from the KD), and others, among whom Metrodorus.
Further fragments, among which again several from the KD, are incorporated in the inscription
of Diogenes of Oenoanda; text in M. F. Smith 1993. 9 See below, n. 20.

10 For the role of such compendia in the Epicurean community see I. Hadot 1969a, 53-4, I. Hadot
1969b, see below, p. 670.
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Laertius has preserved catalogues of the works of the more important
Hellenistic philosophers,’* but these are not always complete. For
Epicurus, for instance, we are only given a selection, while the full and
systematic bibliography of Chrysippus breaks off half way because the
unique ancestor from which our extant manuscripts derive had already
been damaged. For Stoicism we have the Hymn to Zeus by Cleanthes pre-
served in Stobaeus.'?> We also have the remains of part of Chrysippus’
Logical Investigations (PHerc. 307)'3 and fragments of anonymous treatises,
preserved in the library at Herculaneum. A large number of fragmentary
scrolls containing the doctrines of minor Epicureans have also survived at
Herculaneum. Further papyrus fragments have been found in Egypt.14
Other first-hand evidence for the Hellenistic philosophers consists of ver-
batim quotations in a variety of authors, a number of whom only cite in
order to refute. Pyrrho did not write anything, so for early Pyrrhonism we
mainly have to rely on his disciple Timon, of whose works only fragments
are extant. All our other evidence is at one or more removes from the orig-
inals and consists of various forms of reportage.

1 Secondary sources

For our information about Hellenistic philosophy we are therefore for the
most part dependent on peripheral sources.!> In this section, I shall
briefly enumerate the more important among the works and authors that
are involved. The earliest evidence is from about the mid-first century Bc,
and the fact that it is at our disposal at all is in two cases due to events
which were rather unfortunate for those concerned.

In 46 Bc the great rhetorician, orator and statesman Cicero, who had
studied philosophy and read philosophical literature during his whole
active life and already published works on political philosophy from a

11 Similarly, Soranus is said to have composed a Lives of Physicians and Schools and Writings, ten
books, Suda 1.4, 407.23-4. The more important catalogues are at D.L. v1.80 (Diogenes the
Cynic), viiL.4 (Zeno), vi1.162 (Aristo), vir.166 (Herillus), vi1.167 (Dionysius), VII.174-5
(Cleanthes), vir.1yo (Sphaerus), vir.189-202 (Chrysippus), x.24 (Metrodorus), X.25
(Polyaenus), and x.27-8 (Epicurus).

12 Nothing is known about its Sitz im Leben; I suspect that it may have served as an easily memor-
ized compendium of Stoic thought. This would help to explain why it has been preserved. At
any rate Cleanthes’ four lines of prayer to Zeus-and-Destiny according to Epictetus will be
always ‘ready at hand’ (procheiron), Epict. Diss. 111 22.95, IV 4.343 Ench. 53. For this technical
term see I. Hadot 1969a, 58 n. 107. 13 Preliminary text at FDS 698.

14 Eventually, this material will be better accessible in the CPF which for pieces whose author is
known proceeds in alphabetical order.

15 Glucker 1991 has carried out the interesting experiment of reconstructing in outline what
would be our view of Plato if only the late derivative reports were still extant.
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mostly Platonic and Stoic point of view, was forced to retire from the
political scene. He had just written a short tract entitled Stoic Paradoxes,
six rhetorical essays on philosophical issues. Because he wanted to con-
tinue to be of service to society, or at least to the ‘good people’, he decided
to bring Greek philosophy to the Roman world by composing a series of
philosophical treatises.'® Some of these are dialogues in which issues in
systematic philosophy are set out and discussed from the points of view of
the major Hellenistic schools, namely by Epicurean, Stoic and Academic
speakers. But in most of his other works too Cicero attempted to present
the divergent options fairly fully, so that the reader would be in a position
to make up his own mind. As a rule he does not take sides, though he indi-
cates which point of view seems most plausible to him, or most useful - at
least for the time being.

These works, the sequence of which by and large conforms to that of
the parts of philosophy, but which fail to provide a complete treatment,
were written in an unbelievably short span of time, from 45 to 43 Bc. He
started by writing a pamphlet, the Hortensius (lost), in which he warmly
recommended the study of philosophy. Next came the Academics, of
which two different editions were published. We still have the first part of
the first book of the second edition, and the second book of the first; the
former gives an overview of the three main divisions of philosophy,
namely logic, physics, ethics, and the latter deals with epistemological
questions from Stoic and sceptic angles. Next are the still extant five
books of the On the Chief Ends of Good and Evil. In 44 Bc, he first wrote the
Tusculan Disputations in five books, consisting of disputes about questions
of major practical importance between an anonymous and dominating
master (Cicero himself) and an anonymous respondent. In the last book,
for instance, the master argues that all the philosophers worth the name
are agreed, or almost, that virtue is sufficient for happiness, but does so
without committing himself on the nature of either happiness or virtue.
Next is the On the Nature of the Gods, in three books, with one large and
several small gaps in the third book which contains the Academic counter-
arguments against the Stoic position. This work is not a theological trea-
tise only, but also an important source for Stoic physics and cosmology

16 Cicero describes the works he had written and still plans to write in the autobibliography at
Div. 11.1-4; cf. also the excursus at ND 1.6-7, and see P. L. Schmidt 1978, Steinmetz 1990.
Rawson 1975, 230-48, Schofield 1986b, 48-51,and Powell 1995a, 7-11 are useful brief surveys.
MacKendrick 1989 is a detailed study of the corpus, with summaries of each work and discus-
sion of sources and influences; Gorler and Gawlick 1994 is an overview of the corpus (including
the rhetorical treatises) and an up-to-date introduction to the philosophy. For Tusc. see also
Douglas 1995.
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because of the central role that the gods play in the Stoic conception of the
cosmos.'” The On Divination in two books follows; divination was an
important issue in Stoic philosophy and a fact of Roman life. Book one
argues pro, book two contra. The more technical On Fate, which treats a
closely related topic, the arguments pro and contra determinism, survives
only in mutilated form. Two rather literary essays, On Old Age and On
Friendship, have also survived. Cicero further wrote the Topics,'8 a treatise
on various forms of argument which is more rhetorical than logical.
Finally he wrote the On Duties in three books, dedicated to his profligate
son. This is a treatise, and a sternly moralistic one, in which he declines to
furnish arguments against the rather dogmatic stance adopted. It should
finally be added that the rhetorical treatises composed by Cicero in his
youth and middle age are interesting sources for certain aspects of
Hellenistic philosophy too, and of course also for the history of rhetoric.

Cicero was not the only person to promote philosophy in the Rome of
his day. His younger contemporary Lucretius (died before 50 Bc) wrote an
epic poem in six books entitled On the Nature of Things,'® which may have
been published from his papers after his death. It deals with the whole of
physics (including e.g. psychology and history of civilization) from the
Epicurean point of view and is in fact an attempt to convert its readers to
what we may call the gospel of Epicurus. It is one of the most important
sources for Epicurean philosophy still extant.

We also have the carbonized remains of the philosophical library of a
villa near Herculaneum, which was buried and thus preserved by an erup-
tion of the Vesuvius in Ap 79 and dug up in the eighteenth century.2° The
majority of these scrolls had been brought to the villa by a professional
philosopher, the Epicurean Philodemus who was a contemporary of
Cicero, or been produced there under his supervision or by his succes-
sors.2! Needless to say, they have been very much damaged, firstly by
nature, then not only by the patient human attempts to unwind and pre-
serve them but also by stupidity and neglect. Apart from important

17 See below, pp. 758-62. 13 Not on a boat; see Immisch 1928.

19 De Rerum Natura translates Peri Phuseos, the title traditionally given to works by Presocratic phi-
losophers such as that of Empedocles (much admired by Lucretius) or to treatises dealing with
the philosophy of nature, like Epicurus® own On Nature. Note that Cic. Acad. 11.73 translates
Metrodorus of Chius’ title as De natura.

20 Short overview of the contents with references to the literature in Dorandi 1995b; catalogues of
the papyri: Gigante 1979, Capasso 1989.

21 See Cavallo 1983, 58-65, 1984, 6-23, who further points out that the Epicurus scrolls have to be
dated to the third-second centuries and will be copies of the holdings of the school at Athens;
those with the works of Demetrius of Laconia date to the second-first centuries Bc and are con-
temporary with the author.
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remains of works by Epicurus and several other Epicureans (Carneiscus,
Polyaenus, Polystratus, Demetrius of Laconia), the library comprises
quite a number of writings composed by Philodemus himself.22 It would
seem that several of these are based on memoranda of lectures (scholai)?3
of Philodemus’ masters. In some cases even parts of the drafts survive.2+
These books provide us with important insights into the discussions
which took place both inside the Epicurean school and with opponents,
e.g. the Stoics, and so are an important source of information for
Hellenistic Stoicism too. Philodemus wrote among other things on signs,
theology, ethical subjects, literary theory and rhetoric. Of particular rele-
vance are the remains of his historical treatise, entitled Arrangement of the
Philosophers (ZUvtagis Tév @rhoodewv), especially the two books deal-
ing with the Academics and the Stoics. Of great interest too is his polemi-
cal treatise On the Stoics.2>

Among the many works of the Jewish exegete of the Old Testament,
Philo of Alexandria (died after AD 40), there are also several philosophi-
cal treatises which contain a considerable amount of information on
Hellenistic philosophy. Two of these, On the Eternity of the World and
That Every Good Man is Free, are extant in Greek; the other two, On
Providence®6 and Alexander or Whether Irrational Animals Possess Reason, in
avery literal sixth-century Armenian translation. Philo discussed topics
which were of interest to an orthodox Jewish audience, and in some
ways his position is comparable to that of Cicero vis-d-vis his Roman
public. Like other Jews before and a whole crowd of Christian authors
after him, he was convinced that the Greek philosophers had been either
directly inspired by God or cribbed their doctrines from the Old
Testament. Accordingly, their views could be used to interpret the Old
Testament (as Philo did in his treatises devoted to the exegesis of the
‘books of Moses) or to discuss issues which arose in the context of its
interpretation.2” For this reason, commentaries and homilies by learned
Christians on individual books and passages of the Old as well as the
New Testament may contain sections that are of interest for the
historiography of philosophy, including Hellenistic philosophy, as long

22 For modern editions see list of editions of sources and fragments, and bibliography. The villa
also seems to have possessed a text of Lucretius, see Kleve 1989; but the fragments are mini-
mal.

23 The Epicurean Diogenes of Tarsus wrote a treatise entitled Epilektai Scholai or Epilekta, in at
least twenty books; see D.L. X.97,120,136,138. On scholai see Sedley 1989a, 103-4; cf. also Quint.
Inst.1.7. 2% Dorandi 1991dj; cf. also Manetti 1994 on the Anon. Lond.

25 See Dorandi 1990a and 199ob; texts: Dorandi 1982b, 1991b, 1994b.

26 Several passages in Greek from Prov. 11 have been preserved by Eusebius.

27 Mansfeld 1988a, Runia 1990, Runia 1993; in general Ridings 1995.
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as one does not forget that these works have been composed from a par-
ticular point of view.

The date of the remains of a more general work, or works, by a certain
Arius Didymus remains uncertain;?8 it may be as late as the third century
AD. A systematic treatment of Stoic and of Peripatetic ethics which
with some confidence may be attributed to him has been preserved in
Stobaeus. Substantial fragments of his treatment of the physics of
Aristotle (and his followers) and of the physical doctrines of the more
important Stoics have been preserved by Eusebius and Stobaeus.?® The
title or titles of the work or works are not certain; fragments are quoted as
from the On Sects, or Abstract(s). One of the problems is that epitome
(“abstract”) may pertain either to an abridgement of Didymus’ work or to
abstracts made from, or representing, the originals themselves.

Frequent references to Hellenistic philosophical doctrines are found in
the voluminous writings of Plutarch (after 45-after 120). Of special
importance are treatises such as the On Moral Virtue, and the polemical
works against the Stoics and the Epicureans3? which contain numerous
verbatim quotations. The anti-Epicurean treatises are the That Epicurus
Makes a Pleasant Life Impossible, the Reply to Colotes and the Is ‘Live
Unknown’ a Wise Precept?. The treatises directed against the Stoics are the
On Stoic Self-Contradictions, the Against the Stoics on Common Conceptions,
and an abstract of the The Stoics Talk More Paradoxically than the Poets. The
even more voluminous extant works of Galen (¢. 130-¢. 210) are also pep-
pered with references and verbatim quotations (but the special treatises
which he devoted to Stoic and Epicurean philosophy are lost).3! Of major
importance is his great treatise On the Doctrines of Plato and Hippocrates, in
which he argues against Chrysippus’ philosophy of mind and ethics, and
attempts to pin down his opponent by verbatim quotation on a fairly gen-
erous scale.3? At PHP v111.2.12-14, Galen describes his method by saying
that he does not explain ‘every expression, as writers of commentaries do’,

28 The identification of Arius Didymus with the Stoic Arius, court philosopher to the emperor
Augustus, has been challenged by Heine 1869, 613-14 and Goransson 1995, 203-26.

29 Moraux 1973, 259443, Kahn 1983, Long 1983a, Hahm 199o0; for the physical fragments Diels
1879, 69-87, 447-72,and Moraux 1973, 277-305 (on the Peripatetic section only). Goéransson
1995, 206-7, 219-26, argues that the attribution to Didymus of the section on Stoic ethics is
less certain than that of the section on the Peripatos, and that the provenance of the majority of
the anonymous fragments in Stobaeus attributed to Arius Didymus by Diels is problematic.
The latter argument is answered by Runia 1996a, cf. in general Mansfeld and Runia 1997,
238-64.

30 Babut 1969, Hershbell 19922, 1992b. A number of philosophical works by Plutarch have been
lost; see list in Einarson and De Lacy 1967, 2. 31 Titles at Lib. Prop. X1x 47-8.

32 Vegetti 1986, Tieleman 1996; in general Hankinson 1992. Much remains to be done on Galen as
asource for Greek philosophy.
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but only ‘those statements which give consistency to the doctrine’. A
selective use of the commentary method by a person who did write a
number of commentaries dealing with every expression, namely on
Hippocratic works. Galen is also our major and in many cases only source
for Hellenistic medicine,33 and his essay On Sects for Beginners is still a
most useful introduction to the doctrines of the principal medical
schools. Another important source for Hellenistic medicine is the second
part of the so-called Anonymus Londinensis,3* to be dated to the second cen-
tury AD, and information on the Dogmatists and Empiricists is also found
in the proem of Celsus De Medicina, written in the early first century.33
Much information, though relatively little verbatim quotation (at least
of Hellenistic philosophers, Timon excepted), is to be found in the works
of the Neopyrrhonist philosopher-cum-physician Sextus Empiricus
(probably second century ap). These are the treatise Outlines of Pyrrhonism
in three books and the composite work Adversus mathematicos, consisting
of a treatise (now) in six books Against the Professors (of grammar, mathe-
matics etc., M 1-v1) and of the remaining books of the original Adversus
mathematicos, viz. two Against the Logicians (M vii-viin), two Against the
Physicists (M 1x-x) and one Against the Ethicists (M x1).3¢ From the titles of M
viI-x1 it is clear that Sextus’ approach is not only polemical but also
systematic. His aim is not to tell us what certain historical figures believed
(and then to show the weaknesses of these beliefs), but rather to tell us
what, in general, the Dogmatists believe and then to show the weaknesses
of Dogmatism. Yet the Stoics are his most cherished opponents (PH 1 65).
One of our most precious sources is the already-mentioned treatise in ten
books of the otherwise unknown Diogenes Laertius (probably ¢. 230), enti-
tled Lives and Maxims of those who Have Distinguished themselves in Philosophy
and the Doctrines of Each Sect.3” The Minor Socratics are treated in book 11,
the Academics up to Clitomachus in book vi, the Peripatetics up to

33 Deichgriber 1930, W. D. Smith 1979, von Staden 1982, von Staden 1989, Lloyd 1991b, von
Staden 1991. On the various connections of the Hellenistic schools with Hippocrates and
Hippocratic medicine see Kudlien 1989.

34 Text: Diels 1893; new edn in preparation, see Manetti 1986.

35 Commentary by Mudry 1982; see also Deuse 1993.

36 For the original form of M and the suggestion that the actual books vii-x1 were originally vi-x
see Blomqvist 1974, who hypothesizes that the original M 1-v are lost. But the argument of
Cortassa 1989 that the actual books 111-1v originally were one and that the lost books of M are
fewer is more plausible. On Sextus see Annas 1992b, Classen 1992, Decleva Caizzi 1992b,
Doring 1992, Hiilser 1992, Ioppolo 1992, Isnardi Parente 1992, Sedley 1992a. Note that in
these papers Sextus’ systematic presentations have been carved up according to prosopography
and philosophical school, though Decleva Caizzi sketches a programme for the study of Sextus
as an author. For a bibliography of the important writings on Sextus and related sceptic themes
by K. Jandcek see Barnes 1992,4298-9.

37 Martini 1899, 82-3, 86—7. For Soranus’ similar title see above, n. 11.
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Demetrius and Heraclides in book v, the Cynics up to Menedemus in book
v1, the Stoics in book vir (which originally ended with Cornutus),3® the
Pyrrhonists in book 1x, and Epicurus and the Epicureans in book x.3° From
the sequence of schools treated it is clear that Diogenes’ approach is more
historical in our sense of the word than for instance that of Sextus.

Other authors and books may be treated more briefly. A rather interest-
ing little handbook of uncertain date is pseudo-Andronicus On the
Affections and the Virtues,*© which provides parallels for the treatment of
Stoic ethics in Diogenes Laertius and Arius Didymus and for the mix of
Stoic and Peripatetic ethics at Cic. Inv. 11.159—78. The works of Seneca and
Epictetus may be used, though with caution, for the understanding of
early Stoic ethics. A rather orthodox line seems to be followed by the first
century AD Stoic Hierocles.#* In the Attic Nights of Aulus Gellius (second
century AD), a work written to amuse and instruct rather than for pur-
poses of serious study, we nevertheless find useful information concern-
ing Stoicism and Pyrrhonism.#? Among the works of Alexander of
Aphrodisias (died after Ap 200) three treatises must be singled out
because a Peripatetic alternative to Stoic doctrines is offered: the On Mix-
ture, the On Fate, both extant in Greek, and the On Providence which sur-
vives in Arabic.43 These should be used with some caution because it is
not always certain that the Stoicism Alexander criticizes is Hellenistic.
The learned Christian Clement of Alexandria (later part of the second cen-
tury ADp), whose attitude to Greek philosophy is indebted to that of
Philo,** has worked important bits of information into the extant eight
books of his Stromata (‘Patchworks’);*5 book vii consists of abstracts,*¢
most of which deal with philosophical themes. Other works by Clement
are also relevant in this respect, as are those of the learned Origen (¢. 185-c.
250).47 The multi-book Praeparatio Evangelica of another not less learned
Christian, Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 260-¢. 340), who was sitting in a splen-
did library, is a huge anthology of verbatim excerpts from a plurality of
authors, with comments and connecting passages by Eusebius himself. In
this way, passages from among others Arius Didymus, Diogenianus,

38 Mansfeld 1986, 358-60, Dorandi 1992a.

39 Minor Socratics: Giannantoni 1986b, Knoepfler 1991; Academics: Long 1986a, Dorandi 1992b;
Peripatetics: Moraux 1986, Sollenberger 1992; Cynics: Goulet-Cazé 1992; Stoics: Mansfeld
19865 Pyrrhonists: Barnes 1992 Epicurus: Mansfeld 1986, 373-9. On Diog. Laert. in general
see Schwartz 1905, Mejer 1978, Mejer 1992. The manuscript tradition has been sorted out by
Knoepfler 1991, but see Dorandi 1995c for additional information.

40 Text in Glibert-Thirry 1977; both longer and shorter versions were in circulation.

41 The text of the papyrus has been newly edited with commentary by Bastianini and Long 1992.

42 Goulet 1989.

43 On Alexander see Sharples 1987; texts in Todd 1976, Sharples 1983, Ruland 1976.

44 Lilla 1970, Runia 1993, 132-56. Cf. also Spanneut 1957, Le Boulluec 1994.

45 Méhat1966.  “® Nautin1976.  *7 Dorival 1992.
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Numenius and Aristocles have been preserved which are important for
the history of Hellenistic Stoicism, Pyrrhonism, and Academic scepti-
cism. The first two books of the huge and invaluable anthology of Ioannes
Stobaeus (fifth century), which survives only in mutilated form, are called
Eclogae physicae et ethicae (‘Selections Dealing with Physics and Ethics’). This
systematically structured work has preserved much of Arius Didymus and
Aétius, but in the Eclogae as well as in the following books, the so-called
Florilegium, other precious texts too have been preserved; we may recall,
for instance, Cleanthes’ Hymn (Ecl. 1.1.12).

One of the factors involved in the survival of these secondary sources is
the popularity of an author as a literary model and/or his usefulness for
Christian writers. Cicero and Plutarch, who were more famous for their
non-philosophical works, were much admired, and Cicero’s philosophi-
cal works proved useful to the Latin Fathers of the West.*8 Philo survived
because he was used and admired by some of the learned Christians of the
East.*? Yet a good number of Plutarch’s so-called moralia, as well as some
of Cicero’s philosophica, have been lost, and there are gaps in the corpus of
Philo’s writings too.

v Quellenforschung

Understandably, scholars would like to go back from these secondary
sources to (the) original works, or at least to intermediary secondary
sources closer in time to these originals and so, supposedly, truer to them.
Because from a historical point of view the information provided by the
original work of a philosopher is to be preferred to a later rendering,
rehash, or reinterpretation, however competent or philosophically inter-
esting, much work has been done to ferret out the lost original sources of
the derivative sources for Hellenistic philosophy which we still have. We
may for example ask ourselves whether Lucretius versified extant and/or
lost works by Epicurus, or also used works by younger Epicureans. This is
important for our view of Epicurus as well as of Lucretius. The rediscov-
ery of Theophrastus’ previously lost Metarsiology, one of the works used in
Epic. Ep. Pyth., has shown that certain passages in Lucretius may derive
from the Greater Epitome.5° It is also worth our while to try to find out to
what extent Seneca may have used particular works of Chrysippus

48 For Cicero see Hagendahl 1958, 399-401, 1967, 52-168, 486-553, Ogilvie 1978, 59-72,
MacKendrick 1989, 258-60; for Lucretius Hagendahl 1958, 9-88, Ogilvie 1978, 15-16; for
Seneca Lausberg 1970, 14-35, Hagendahl 1967, 6769, Trillitzsch 1971, Vol. 1 120-85, Vol. 11
362-83,0gilvie 1978,72.  #? Runia 1993, 16-30.

50 Mansfeld 1992b (J. Schmidt 1990, 34-7 is out of date).
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directly.>* This kind of inquiry has been traditionally called Quellenfors-
chung (or Quellenanalyse, Quellenkritik), derived from the German word for
source, Quelle. This enjoys a bad reputation today, especially among stu-
dents of ancient philosophy,>? though our scholarship is still much
dependent on the results of the largely forgotten investigations carried
out in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.53 But one instance
which does not know itself is as much a la mode as ever, the quest for the
historical Socrates. Yet the only Socrates available is a plurale tantum,
namely Plato’s + Xenophon’s + Aeschines’ etc., etc., to be augmented
with a crowd of Socrateses according to the various receptions in the
Hellenistic and later schools. In biblical scholarship the method is as alive
as ever, for example in the study of the synoptic Gospels and the Penta-
teuch. As a matter of fact, Quellenforschung is a relative of another genea-
logical method which today is still considered to be indispensable, namely
stemmatology, or the establishing of a family tree for a plurality of extant
manuscripts containing a text, or a corpus of texts, though we have
become aware of the phenomenon of so-called open transmission.>* An
often used method (deriving from New Testament studies) is that of the
printing of similar texts in parallel columns.>>

We may distinguish between two main models, or forms, of Quellen-
forschung. The firstis the tracing back of a single extant work, for instance
the Iliad or the Odyssey, to a plurality of sources; the hypothesis that these
epics have been combined from a number of independent shorter poems,
to which other material was added later, was already formulated in the
seventeenth century. The second is the tracing back of a plurality of
extant texts, or parts thereof, to a hypothetical single source. Just as all
lagers are the offspring of Pilsener Urquell, so a plurality of manuscripts
may derive from a single lost ancestor, the so-called archetype.5¢ An
exceedingly influential instance of this second type of Quellenforschung is
the reconstruction of the lost source commonly called Aétius, which

51 Fillion-Lahille 1984, 51-118.

52 In other areas of classics it can still, or again, be practised quite successfully; see e.g. Brunt 1980
(ancient historians), Cameron 1993 (Greek anthology).

53 For precedents and parallels in Old Testament studies see Ackroyd 1970, Kraus 1982, Smend
1984, for New Testament studies Evans 1970, 265-77, Kiimmel 1970, Mansfeld and Runia
19975957

54 Diels 1879, 40 combines the direct, indirect and MSS traditions of ps.Plutarch in a single
stemma. Cf. also Bernheim 1908, 396, 400, 403 (on texts), and 420 (on MSS). See further
Mansfeld 1998. 55 Mansfeld and Runia 1997, 88-94, 116-20.

56 Mansfeld and Runia 1997, 88, 91. A comparable application of this geneticist paradigm is the
construction of the family tree of Indo-European languages and the hypothesis of a common
lost mother tongue (and lost intermediary ancestors of e.g. the group of Germanic, or Celtic,
languages). This began with Schlegel 1808 and esp. Bopp 1816; see e.g. Timpanaro 1972.
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according to Diels’ analysis is the ancestor, or source of, the extant Placita
of pseudo-Plutarch and of the parallel sections in Stobaeus and Theodo-
ret.57

These two forms may be combined in several ways. A plurality of
sources may for instance be posited for (parts of) a particular book of
Philodemus, or Cicero, or Lucretius, or Philo, or Sextus, or Diogenes
Laertius, and sections in these authors which are very much similar may
then be traced back to single sources that have been lost.58 This proce-
dure may be of help in understanding passages which remain in part
obscure when studied in isolation, and also in eliminating errors. Further-
more, noticing correspondences brings out the differences much more
clearly, and so helps to determine the stance of an individual author. It
goes without saying, however, that pinpointing a source, or shared tradi-
tion, is not equivalent to interpreting a thought. Source-criticism should
be no more than an unavoidable means to an end, that is, the understand-
ing of ideas in philosophy.

We should moreover not overlook that (to mention only one instance)
an author such as Cicero, though not a professional philosopher, really
knew a lot of philosophy by heart, as it were.>® He has one of his speakers
(Cotta) address his opponent as follows:

I have memorized all your arguments, and in the right order. (ND 111.10)

57 Diels 1879, Runia 1989, Mansfeld 1990a, 1992¢, Laks 1996; Diels’ reconstruction revised in
Mansfeld and Runia 1997. On the Plac. see below; the Arabic translation of pseudo-Plutarch
(not of Aétius!) has been edited and translated by Daiber 1980; the Greek text has been newly
edited by Mau 1971, and edited and translated with some comments by Lachenaud 1993. The
variety of Quellenforschung practised by e.g. Corssen 1878, a pupil of Usener just like Diels, has
been far less successful because it does not much more than substitute one name, e.g.
Posidonius, for another, e.g. Cicero, or (when a plurality of sources is postulated) is based on
the assumption of contradictions in the text. This is pseudo-precision, and highly subjective.
But exceptions exist; cf. below, n. 59 ad fin.

58 For instance the Epicurean doxographies in Phld. Piet. (PHerc. 1428) and Cic. ND 1 (below, text
to n. 80),and sections in Cic. ND 111 and S.E. M 1x dealing with the gods (see below, p. 475), have
so much in common that a shared source is plausible. Baltes, in Dorrie and Baltes 1993, 165-6,
points out that interpretations of individual Plato passages in Cicero, Philo, Seneca and
Plutarch can only be explained against the backdrop of a commentary tradition.

59 So rightly Boyancé 1936, but note that his argument against Quellenforschung (cf. above, n. 57) is
based on Cicero and literature related to Cicero alone, and that he has its history begin with
Madvig’s edn. of Fin. of 1839 (Madvig, followed by others, took Ad Att. x11.52.3 too literally,
where Cicero seems to say that his works are mere ‘transcripts’, apographa; the text moreover is
corrupt). Yet Boyancé accepts that in certain privileged cases source-critical comparison is use-
ful, a point often missed by his followers, e.g. Lévy 1996. On the correct and incorrect uses of
Quellenanalyse Bernheim (1908) 358-503, 52970 is still very much worth reading; see esp.
404-13 on how to reconstruct lost sources (‘Nachweis verlorener Quellen®), with references to
predecessors of Boyancé dealing with the sources of Livy, or the traditions of Carolingian liter-
ature. See now the judicious remarks on the main source (Panaetius’ Tepi ToU kabrikovTos) in
relation to Off., and on Cicero’s own contributions, in Dyck 1996, 18-21, and his commentary,
passim.
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The practice of memorizing the main points of a speech in the right order
was taught in the rhetorical schools, which makes Cotta’s statement dra-
matically credible. Cicero writes to his friend Atticus for books and has
his own libraries. Nevertheless, in some cases his sources were things he
knew and remembered, or believed he knew and remembered, rather than
things he had just looked up or was directly translating, or paraphrasing,
from a book in front of him, though he often did translate or check. But
his attitude towards his sources was quite free; speaking of his treatment
of Stoic ethics, he points out:

I shall follow them [. . .] not as a translator but shall, as I am wont to do,
draw from these sources what seems right, using my own judgementand
making my own decisions. (Fin. 111.7)

So Quellenforschung, even when done properly, may remain somewhat
inexact.

v Genres

History of philosophy not as philosophy but as history, or as the ideal of an
impartial and exact rendering of what earlier philosophers said rather than
an interpretation, evaluation or even critique of what they said, implied or
meant, is not an ancient genre. In fact, the methodological principle
involved was first clearly formulated and applied in the nineteenth cen-
tury. In antiquity history of philosophy was part of philosophy, just as, at
least in certain cases, the history of medicine was part of medical science.
The previous history of philosophy and medicine was seen as important
from a systematic and scientific rather than a purely historical point of
view. This is in agreement with the growing ‘classicist® tendency, begin-
ning in the first century Bc, to appeal to famous figures from the distant
past — this not being ‘past’, passé, vergangen. Such a systematic approach to
one’s philosophical predecessors is already found in Plato, and on a much
larger and far more influential scale in Aristotle. Originality or novelty
(kainotomia) was a dirty word; the various philosophical schools tended to
consider themselves (or were considered by others) to belong with the
general tradition of Greek philosophy and to depend on past masters.

We should therefore look a bit more closely at the various ancient gen-
res which, in a loose sense of the word, we may call historiographic, or
which contain material that is important for the history of philosophy: (i)
doxography, (ii) biography, (iii) literature on sects (Peri Haireseon), (iv) lit-
erature on the successions of the philosophers in their respective schools

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



DOXOGRAPHY 17

(Diadochai), (v) collections of maxims (gnomai), apophthegms, anecdotes,
pronouncement stories (¢hreiai), and brief abstracts,®© and (vi) introduc-
tions (Eisagogai). It should however be borne in mind that these genres are
not rigidly distinct.®1

vi Doxography

The widely used and frequently misused modern term doxography was
coined by Diels for a genre he reconstructed and which he believed to be
reliable because he regarded Theophrastus’ lost Physical Tenets (Physikai
doxai) as the ultimate ancestor of the tradition.® This genre was, in his
view, to be sharply distinguished from fanciful biography. There is some
truth to this distinction,®3 but as we shall see it does not hold generally.
Unavoidably Diels also had to allow for a mixed bio-doxographic genre.
Doxography according to him is the systematic description of the tenets
(placita, doxai, areskonta), or doctrines, of the philosophers.

But Diels is responsible for a confusion. The genre he derives from
Theophrastus, which deals with collections of briefly formulated tenets
from a systematic point of view, should not right away be put on a par
with the often extensive description of the doctrines of a single philoso-
pher, or school, such as we find in the individual books of Diogenes
Laertius’ treatise, or in Cicero. Oddly enough, Diels neglected to inquire
for what purposes these collections of contrasting doxai had been assem-
bled.®# From the extant Placita of pseudo-Plutarch (restricted to tenets in
the fields of natural philosophy) and related large and smaller excerpts in
other authors which he very successfully traced back to a single lost
work,%5 it is already quite clear that such tracts are concerned with

60 The distinction between a gnome and an apophthegm/anecdote is that the latter links the
maxim to a specific person; the chreia often develops this further into a little story (Nassen
Poulos 1981). Useful survey of Greek collections of gnomai in Kiichler 1979, 236-61; for the
problems involved in the reconstruction of the gnomic traditions, for which the material sur-
viving in Arabic appears to be indispensable, see Gutas 1975. Full and exemplary treatment at
Berger 1984, 1049-74, 1092-110. In anthologies material could survive anonymously; see e.g.
the cento of fragments of Epicurus at Porph. Marc. 27-32 which presumably derives from a
florilegium.

61 1n general see Berger 1984, 1036-48, and for the genres mentioned in the text Mansfeld 1986,
303-10.

62 Diels followed his Doktorvater Usener, oblivious of the fact that Theophrastus too had a sort of
Doktorvater, viz. Aristotle. For the correct title of Theophrastus’ treatise (called Physikon Doxai
by Usener and Diels) see Mansfeld 1990a, 1992c, and for Diels> method Mansfeld and Runia
1997, 64-110.

63 D.L. 111.47 distinguishes the bios “life’, from the doxai “doctrines’, of Plato, and vi1.38 the bios of
Zeno from the dogmata of the Stoics. 64 Mansfeld 1990a, 1992c.

65 See above, pp. 14-15. We may note in passing that the epitome of ps.Plutarch is extant, while
Aétius and his predecessors are lost; clearly, shorter works have a better chance to survive.
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problems and the alternative solutions to these problems provided by the
philosophers of nature, and in some cases doctors and astronomers. In the
Placita literature the tenets are more important than the names of those
said to have held them. Names often occur in systematic rather than
chronological order, the system of arrangement being that of the tenets,
and name-labels may be attached in a cavalier way. It may happen that ten-
ets which we can check because the original ultimate sources (e.g. Plato,
Aristotle) survive have been compressed and modified almost beyond rec-
ognition. Caution is therefore an absolute must whenever no such check
is possible. The problems themselves (coinciding with chapters or parts of
chapters) are arranged according to a systematic pattern based on stan-
dard topics and check-lists of questions relating to these topics. For
instance on the gods the following questions are asked: do they exist?
what are they, i.e. what do they consist of ? how are they, i.e. what are their
attributes (e.g. what is their shape)? where are they?, etc.6®

I see no objection to calling Aétius a doxographer and would provision-
ally define a doxographer of the Aétian type as someone who provides
materials for discussion both for the purpose of training and as a starting-
point for further research. The author of an earlier collection which
according to Diels is Aétius’ source and which was used by e.g. Varro and
Cicero however, seems to have had an axe to grind and been a person of
sceptic leanings, desirous of producing deadlocks through the disagree-
ment of the tenets (diaphonia). Such a diaphonic structure is still clearly
recognizable in Aétius. I believe that this earlier work, or rather (one of)
its predecessor(s), was already used by Chrysippus.®”

This brings us to doxography at one remove, namely the exploitation of
doxographic materials relating to a definite issue in physics, psychology,
theology and metaphysics. In fact, collections of the Aétius type were
widely utilized. They offered a frame of reference and enabled philoso-
phers or scientists to provide an overview of and arguments against those
views they wanted to discuss. Various motives could be involved: rejec-
tion, appropriation, revision, supplementation or complete replacement.
Ethical doxographies were compiled for the same end. To give one exam-
ple, Plutarch, before arguing in favour of his own view concerning moral
virtue, writes:®3

66 Aét. 1.7, 11.4.15-17. These types of questions derive from Aristotle; see Mansfeld 1992c, 70-109,
also for their impact on the treatment of philosophical issues in the later literature.

67 Mansfeld 1989c.

68 The doxography follows. The extensive doxography concerned with the telos at Clem. Strom.
11.127.1-133.7 is structurally different from the briefone at Cic. Fin. 11.34-5 and the fuller one at
Fin.v.16-23; for those in Cicero see Algra 1997.
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It is better to give a brief overview of the (tenets) of the others, not so
much for the sake of the record as that my own view may become clearer
and more firmly established when these others have been presented first.
(Virt. Mor. 440¢)

Readers were obviously familiar with this technique. Aristotle is the
important pioneer; he used his own collections of doxai which most of the
time he used as a prelude to working out an original solution, in physics as
well as in ethics. Epic. Ep. Pyth. applied the method in a way which is
different from Aristotle’s, because for certain problems in cosmo-meteo-
rology he allowed for sets of equally feasible solutions, rejecting only
those which flatly contradicted the phenomena.®® Wilamowitz, referring
to Woltjer’s book on Lucretius, once suggested that apart from the
Peripatetic doxographic tradition one should also allow for and try to
reconstruct an Epicurean tradition. I believe that this split is unnecessary
and that the differences can be explained in terms of the specific use made
of the available material.”®

The Placita of pseudo-Plutarch and its relatives and predecessors were
used by numerous authors, from at least Chrysippus to Philoponus. But
the sections in their works based on or inspired by doxographic overviews
of the Aétius type should as a rule not be called doxographic. This also
holds for comparable sections in Sextus (and presumably Aenesidemus),
who needed doxographic collections of opposed views to produce suspen-
sion of judgement. The same goes for Philo, who selects tenets according
to agreement or disagreement with Scripture, and also for a number of
Christian authors, who may argue that all the pagans were wrong, or that
some among them were right to some extent. The use of a doxography as a
first orientation may encourage an author to look up an original text, and
to quote or paraphrase a passage or a few pages. To give an example, Cicero
when writing Tusc. checked Dicaearchus’ own formulation of his view on
the existence and location of the soul and its regent part (Tusc. 1.21).

vii On sects

The other historiographic genres dealing with the philosophies of the
past are more difficult to determine because clear examples are no longer
extant, or at least not completely extant.”* The treatise of Diogenes

69 See below, pp. 288-9, 505—7.
70 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1881, 2 n. 1, Woltjer 1877; Mansfeld 1994a.
71 Useful overview of genres, authors and titles at Mejer 1978, 60-95.
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Laertius seems to be a combination of a variety of genres: biography, dox-
ography (though not according to the Aétian pattern), literature dealing
with successions and with the sects, and collections of maxims and anec-
dotes which are not a historiographic genre in the proper sense of the
word.”? This odd medley of the insipid and the invaluable has often puz-
zled scholars, but here the young Cicero provides us with the key.”3 At
Inv. 11.116-48, he deals with the interpretation of written documents such
as wills and laws, which often allow of more than one interpretation. We
are told how to tackle this problem; the most important piece of advice
runs as follows:7#

One ought to estimate what the writer meant from the rest of his writings
and from his acts, words, character and life, and to examine the whole docu-
ment which contains the ambiguity in question in all its parts, to see if
any thing agrees with our interpretation or is opposed to the sense in
which our opponent interprets it. (Inv. 11.117)

The backdrop of Cicero’s advice is much wider and pertains to the study
of written documents in general, especially in the fields of literature and
philosophy. The study of the life, activities and sayings of a philosopher
was regarded as an indispensable preliminary to that of his writings. In
those cases where no books were available the ‘life’ itself, including acts
and apophthegms etc. and in some cases private documents, had to
suffice. Conversely, if biographical data were unavailable they were made
up from what a person wrote, or from what others were supposed to have
written about him. Practices such as these gave ancient biography, or at
least part of'it, its bad name.”> But I am not now concerned with the reli-
ability of the protean genre from a historical point of view but with its his-
toric function. Life and work, or teaching, have to be in agreement; in
some cases the works may have been used to (re)construct the relevant
aspects of the ‘life’, but the biography itself, be it detailed or compressed,
was certainly believed to be needed to understand the works and doc-
trines.”®

72 On these as important ingredients in the biographies of philosophers see Gallo 1980, 13, Nassen
Poulos 19813 in general Arrighetti 1994. For the fictitious aspect of certain types of chreia see
Glucker 1988. Cf. also above, n. 60. Interesting hypothesis concerning Diogenes® method of
composition in Goulet 1997.

73 Mansfeld 1994b, 177-82.

74 Cf. Cic. Part. Or. 132, which is less clear. A more conventional treatment at e.g. [Cic.] Rhet. Her.
1.19-20, 1114, Cic. De Or. 1.139-40, Quint. Inst. viL.5.5-6; cf. Leeman and Pinkster 1981,
237-8.

75 Leo 1901, 104-8, Dihle 1970, 104-7, Arrighetti 1987, 141-8, 164-7, Momigliano 1993, 70.
Canfora 1993 is a fine pastiche of'a dubious ancient biography.

76 See further Arrighetti 1994, Mansfeld 1994b, 177-91.
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The literature On Sects,a Hellenistic genre, dealt with the doctrines of
the important philosophical and medical schools. Lost works with this
title are attributed to various people by Diogenes Laertius, and have
been used by him at one or more removes. The first to write a book on
the philosophical sects seems to have been Hippobotus.”” Important
philosophers, e.g. the Stoic Panaetius (D.L. 11.87) and the Academic
sceptic Clitomachus (D.L. 11.92) wrote works with this title. Galen’s
extant On Sects for Beginners belongs with this genre, but also with
another, the Eisagogai or Introductions literature. The remains of Arius
Didymus’ work(s) presumably belong here as well, and we may perhaps
believe that it/they compared the doctrines of the main schools in the
domains of logic, ethics and physics respectively.”® A brief abstract (not
ethical but epistemological) is cited at Stob. 11.1.17 as ‘Of Didymus: from
the On Sects’ (A13Upou €k ToU TTepi aipeoecov). One aim of this type of
literature seems to be to offer reasonably objective information on the
divergent views. But it could also serve to set off the doctrines more
sharply against each other by way of a sort of blow-up of a chapter, or a
set of chapters, in Aétius. Another aim could be to defend the views of a
particular school against those of the others. The word Aairesis (usually
translated ‘school’ or ‘sect’) means ‘choice’ or ‘option’, then also ‘what is
chosen”? A choice for something as a rule also is a choice against some-
thing else, but a more or less impartial overview of the options that are
open is also an option.

A number of Cicero’s philosophical works are composed according to
this contrasting pattern too. In ND, for instance, the different views of the
Epicureans and the Stoics on the gods are treated in the first part of ND 1
and in 11 respectively, and the Academic speaker argues against in the sec-
ond part of 1 and in 111. ND 1 moreover includes at its beginning a doxog-
raphy, or a survey of the contrasting tenets of the philosophers starting
with Thales about the gods from an Epicurean point of view (ND

77 Remains of Hippobotus in Gigante 1983c. On medical works entitled Against the Sects, On the
Empiricist Sect, and On the Sect of Herophilus see von Staden 1982, 77-80. Porph. In Ptol. Harm.
3.1-12 says that there are numerous Aaireseis of musical theorists, the most prominent being the
Pythagorean and the Aristoxenean; 5.11-13 cf. 25.4-6 he cites the On the Difference of the
Pythagorean Musical Theory from the Aristoxenean by Didymus ‘the musician’, on whom see Barker
1989,230.

78 Cf. above n. 28 and text thereto. The main mistake of Giusta 1964~7, which contains much use-
ful material, is that he believes in the existence of a lost ethical doxography parallel to the phys-
ical doxography of Aétius.

79 How ‘choice’ could come to mean “school of thought® - for which see Glucker 1978, 166-93 -
and then “school’ tout court is illustrated e.g. at Alb. Intr. 150.15 H., where the person who has
decided to become a Platonist is indicated as T& TAatwvos aipouuévos ‘one who takes Plato’s
side’ (see LS] s.v. aipéw B.2); cf. also Cic. ND 1.85.
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1.18-43),8° ostensibly intended to shore up the argument that the doxa of
Epicurus is the only correct one, but simultaneously providing a thor-
oughly doxographic introduction to the subject of the treatise. Accord-
ingly, ND is not a representative of a ‘pure’ genre. The questions
concerned with ‘existence’, ‘what-it-is’, ‘how-it-is’ which to a large extent
determine the structure of the discussion in this work are familiar from
the doxographies of the Aétius type as well. The Greek term for such a
general issue is thesis, the Latin quaestio infinita, i.e. an issue, or problem,
which is not restricted to individuals or particulars. When you have such
a quaestio, the views about its solution will inevitably differ.31

Though some among Cicero’s treatises in the field of ethics, i.e. Tusc.
and especially Off., are more one-sided, the major work Fix. is devoted to
the exposition and critical comparison of the various views. The over-
views of the doctrines of the schools in D.L. 11-x, I believe, are also
indebted to the literature On Sects, for traces of comparison (sunkrisis) are
still visible.32 Though the sceptically inclined Cicero and the more irenic
Diogenes Laertius want to inform their public rather than to take sides in
the dispute, preferences may be expressed (Cicero is very critical of
Epicureanism and not always fair,33 Diogenes favours it). Yet it is impor-
tant to acknowledge that the works On Sects are written from the point of
view that the doctrines are significantly divergent, that the views of the
schools are in many ways opposed to each other, and that - as Cicero
approvingly says - this makes philosophy a really worthwhile and ongo-
ing affair:

In Greece itself philosophy would never have been held in such high
honour, if it had not derived its vitality from the disputes and disagree-
ments among its greatest practitioners. (Tusc. 11.4)84

Again and again, Cicero highlights the disagreements of the philoso-
phers, both from one school to another or within one and the same

80 Largely paralleled in Phld. Piet. (PHerc. 1428); see Diels 1879, 531-50, Henrichs 1974, and
above, n. 58. Obbink (1996) argues that Philodemus is Cicero’s immediate source, but this can-
not be proved, and Piet. may even have been written later than the ND.

81 Mansfeld 1990a, 3193-208, or 1992¢,70-93. On the thesis see Throm 1932.

82 E.g. D.L. 11.86-90 (with reference to Panaetius, O Sects) and x.136-8, critical comparison of
the Epicureans and the Cyrenaics; viI.121 versus X.119, on the question whether the philoso-
pher should behave as a Cynic; vi1.1277, contrast between Stoics and Peripatetics which recalls
the argument of Cic. Fin. 111-v.

83 He sometimes exploits the vulgar misunderstanding of the ethics and fails to take notice of
developments in the school; see Erler 1992b. But his treatment of Epicurus in Tusc. v.26, 31,
73-5,88-9 is quite fair.

84 This point is applied to different views among the Christians by Orig. Cels. 111.12 (who adduces
the philosophical as well as the medical sects); cf. further Greg. Thaum. Or. Pan. x1v.170-2 (text
in Crouzel 1969). The biblical proof-text is Gal. 5:20.
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school.85 Depending on the personal preferences or school allegiance of
the author who is involved, this attitude may lead to subjective reporting,
or even to the defence of a specific doctrine. Differences of opinion within
one school are also believed to be relevant. They are reported on a large
scale e.g. in D.L. vi1, on the Stoics. The author of the ethical doxography
apud Stob. 11.7, p. 42.5-6 explicitly says that he intends to report them. In
the physical fragments of Arius Didymus differences between individual
Stoics are sometimes noted. The fact that in the ethical part the Stoics and
the Peripatetics are discussed per se but also occasionally compared to
each other conforms to the ‘on sects® scheme of exposition. Numenius’
treatise on the differences between the Academics and Plato makes dis-
agreement its main theme and then argues for a return to the earlier doc-
trine of Pythagoras-cum-Plato.

Accounts of doctrines in logic, physics and ethics in the literature On
Sects may to some extent be based on Introductions to (Eisagogai) or Brief
Accounts (Epitomai) of (parts of) the philosophical sub-disciplines written
by members of the school at issue.8¢ Arguably, one of the motives behind
Diogenes Laertius’ transcription of Epicurus’ Letters is that no better or
more authoritative epitomai of Epicurean doctrine were available. His
account of Stoic philosophy seems to a large extent to be dependent on
introductory tracts written by teachers of Stoic philosophy. Chrysippus
himself already wrote Eisagogai,8” though these were not always brief.

VIII Successions

Another originally Hellenistic genre is the literature on the Successions (of
the Philosophers) (Diadochai).®8 Of these too there are no pure instances or
large portions extant, though Philodemus’ books on respectively the
Academics and the Stoics (which also contain little biographies) come
quite close.®? Aristotle already speaks of a ‘succession’ in the field of

85 E.g. De Or. 111.61, 111.67, Leg. 1.55, Acad. 11.118, 11.129, Fin. 111.44, V.16, Tusc. 1.18,1.79, V.11, ND
1.2,1.5. Cf. also Cassius’ letter to Cicero, Ad Fam. xv.19.3, which shows that these disagreements
were well known to members of the Roman intelligentsia.

86 References to Stoic logical Eisagogai e.g. S.E. M vi11.428, Gal. Inst. Log. X1x.5k; on Epicurean
compendia see Angeli 1986, on introductory medical textbooks Kollesch 1966 and 1973, 13-46,
on handbooks in general Fuhrmann 1960, on Epitomai in general Mansfeld and Runia 1997,
183-5;also cf. Mutschmann 1911a, 96, Schifer 1959.

87 E.g. ap. Athen. 464d, Eisagoge to the Treatment of Good and Evil; Epitome of Interrogation and
Inquiry, one book and Epitome of Reply, one book, apud D.L. vi1.191.

88 The first to write a work with this title was Sotion; texts in Wehrli 1978. See further von Kienle
1961, Glucker 1978, 161, 343—4, Giannattasio Andria 1989, Mansfeld 1992a,20-43. Brent 1993
and 1995, 475-501 is inadequate. 89 Texts: Dorandi 1991b, 1994b.
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rhetoric (Soph. EL. 34.183b17-33),2° by which he means that a pupil takes
over from the master, though not necessarily in an institutional sense. The
motivation for writing history of philosophy in this manner mainly
derives from the institutional practice of the established philosophical
schools, starting with the Academy. In these schools the head of the asso-
ciation had a successor (diadochos) who was appointed or chosen.
Retrospectively, such lines of succession were also constructed for the
Preplatonic period, and these successions of Preplatonics were in various
ways linked with the later philosophical schools.?* This entails thata ‘suc-
cession’ could also be postulated in cases where a real or purported doctri-
nal affinity was found, or believed to exist. The notion of succession is
important for the idea of a school, and may therefore play a decisive part
in the literature On Sects. We may observe that the ancients more often
than not emphasized continuity, while modern historians are accustomed
to think in terms of different historical periods.

In the field of philosophy there are two alternative models - either two
(e.g. at D.L. 1.13) or three successions comprising the whole of Greek phi-
losophy from Thales and Pythagoras to the Hellenistic period (subse-
quently, later philosophies could be conveniently appended).®> We have
the Ionian line, starting with Thales and including the ‘Socratics’, namely
the so-called minor Socratics and the Academy, Peripatos, Cynics and
Stoa. The Italian line, starting with Pythagoras, includes the Early
Pyrrhonists and Epicureans. We may find a third line too, called Eleatic,
which begins with Xenophanes and also includes the Pyrrhonists and
Epicureans. Some philosophers were considered to be outside these lines
(ol oopddnv).?3 The standard division according to lines of succession
consequently emphasizes a contrast between the principal dogmatist
Hellenistic schools, namely Epicureans and Stoa, and somewhat to
our surprise rather strongly opposes Early Pyrrhonism to Academic scep-
ticism, and the Cyrenaics to the Epicureans.

The work of Diogenes Laertius, of which I have already suggested
that it belongs in large part to the literature On Sects, is from beginning
to end structured according to lines of succession.?* The learned doctor
Soranus is said to have written a book entitled Successions of the
Physicians.®> There are even occasional references to successions in

90 Cf. also Met. A.1.993b14-19, on other genres.

91 For the similar practice of the Hellenistic medical schools and/or medical historiography see
e.g. [Gal.] Int. x1v.683-4k.  °2Von Kienle 1961. 23 E.g. D.L. viiL.91-1x.20.

94 The Ionian succession and sects are treated in books 11-v11, the Italian(-cum-Eleatic) in books
VIII-X.

95 Scholion to Oribasius, CMG v1.3.132. This may be identical with the work cited above, n. 11.
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Aétius (e.g. 1.3.1-9) which Diels either ignored or declared to be later
accretions.

These works contain information on and anecdotes concerned with the
lives of the philosophers; therefore they are often believed to be less reli-
able than doxographies. There is some truth in this. But the Diadochai of
Alexander Polyhistor (to mention only one instance) contained a sub-
stantial summary concerned with doctrines attributed to the (Early)
Pythagoreans.®® That this account has no historical basis is less important
than the fact that works of this kind may contain more than biographic
facts, or pseudo-facts, and gossip. The information on the history of the
schools of Plato and Zeno preserved by Philodemus, which occasionally
includes brief accounts of major doctrines, is certainly quite invaluable.
So is much of what is found in Diogenes Laertius.

1x Biography

References to the rather fluid genre of biography have already been made
in the previous sections. The &ios (‘life’) of a philosopher may be part of a
‘succession’, or series of “lives’ (e.g. Diogenes Laértius’ On Cleanthes as part
of the Stoic diadoche), but may also exist individually, or form the intro-
duction to the collected works of an author. The earliest examples in the
field of philosophy seem to be lost writings about Plato by his early
pupils; the one by Hermodorus is cited not only for biographic details but
also for specific doctrines.?” The reason why I have said that biography is
fluid is that its ingredients may vary. Diogenes Laertius, for instance,
includes the doctrines of the Stoa in the bios of its founder, but adds the
common doctrines of the Cynics after the sequence of their individual
biographies.®8 In other ‘lives’, the doctrinal element may be poor, or even
absent.??

An interesting feature of ‘lives’ (especially in the context of a succes-
sion) is that various alternative versions of a person’s affiliations, school-
ing and personal fortunes may be given. Here not merely ‘antiquarian’
interest but the desire not to lose information that may be relevant is at
work. The alternatives may in some cases be capable of an explanation
(Zeno of Citium as a Cynic or as a decent person, perhaps even a sort of

96 Quoted D.L. vii1.24-35.

97 Speusippus, Eulogy of Plato, D.L. v.5; Hermodorus, On Plato, Phld. Acad. Hist., col. 6.34, D.L.
11.106, 111.6, Simp. Phys. 247.33-48.18,256.32-57.4. 98 D.L.vI11.38,V1.103.

99 On Antigonus of Carystus, not interested in doctrines, see Dorandi 1995a who corrects von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, 1881.
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Platonist, depending on the preferences of the reporter or constructor of
a succession).1°° The modern historian should tread carefully and not
attempt, at least not always, to cut knots or appeal to development. The
fact that the Church eventually chose to accept four not always mutually
compatible Tives’ of Jesus!©! from the number that were available shows
the same tendency at work. By preserving such alternatives, or varieties,
as are not patently wrong you may at least be certain of preserving what is
useful. In Diogenes Laertius (butalso in others, e.g. pseudo-Soranus’ ‘life’
of Hippocrates)'©2 this conservative fondness for alternatives entails the
presence of explicit references to a plurality of traditions, or more or less
recherché sources for the cited bits of information.

x Fragments

Where originals are lost, and the extant derivative literature involves
compression and may entail a certain amount of distortion, priority
should clearly be given to surviving verbatim quotations, although we can
almost never be certain that their wording is exact. Secondary sources
may quote from the work of a philosopher they are discussing, or para-
phrase (a part of) it. As a rule, such quotations (marturia, laudationes) are
given to underpin an argument that is being propounded. In order to
evaluate quotations with regard to the information provided on the phi-
losopher at issue, one should not only look at the so-called (immediate)
context, but take the specific purpose of the quoting author into account
and keep in mind that ancient authors may well be concerned with mak-
ing a point rather than providing information. It is of course well known
that words may be quoted without regard to their original environment;
even quotations in verse may be adapted to a new context. Furthermore,
from the point of view of an ancient author involved in explaining or par-
aphrasing a person’s doctrine it may be useful to ascribe to him views you
want to refute but which he never may have held, at least not in this form,
or views which you may regard as a welcome consequence of what he said
though actually he never expressed them.

The concept of a fragment is ill defined, and such definitions as may be
believed to exist are not consistently heeded. Usener in his edition of the
remains of Epicurus, followed by his pupil Diels in his editions of the

100 Mansfeld 1986, 317-28.

101 For the gospels in the context of the traditions of Greek biography see Cancik 1984b, 94-6,
Berger 1984, 1231-45, Aune 1987, 46-76.

102 Text: CMG 1v 175-8, transl. in Rubin Pinault 1992, 7-8.
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remains of the philosophers who wrote in verse and of the fragments of
the Presocratics, introduced a useful distinction between (1) verbatim
quotations and (2) what (regardless of the genre involved) they called ‘tes-
timonia’, or secondary evidence.193 Today such testimonia (again regard-
less of the genre involved) are often treated as reliable ‘fragments’ in those
cases where a name or name-label is added in the source. To a certain
extent, this may be justifiable as a salutary reaction to the vagaries of the
Quellenforschung which tended to trace back sections in derivative sources
to primary sources on speculative grounds. Yet a preliminary observation
must be made. The attribution of particular tenets or doctrines to, say,
Cleanthes or Posidonius is from a historical point of view less suspect than
one to e.g. Zeno, because Zeno, as founder of the school, may serve as a
nom de plume for the Stoics in general. A second observation is that collec-
tions of testimonia-with-labels of Hellenistic philosophers may provide a
distorted impression because views of individuals are noted especially in
those cases where they are different, or to some extent different, from
those of the founder, or the majority of the members, of a particular
school. Here the distinction of genres becomes particularly important.
Testimonia about individual Stoics derived from the Placita literature of
the Aétius type as a rule emphasize disagreement, whereas strings of lau-
dationes concerned with Stoics in Diogenes Laertius and Arius Didymus,
though scrupulously listing differences, may place the emphasis on funda-
mental agreement in doctrine and so suggest that disagreement is for the
most part merely verbal.

A further note of warning should be sounded. Modern collections of
‘fragments’ of individual philosophers, or of philosophers belonging to a
particular school or brought together under a specific denomination, are
to be used with caution. This also holds for the collected fragments of
physicians. Usener’s collection of Epicurean fragments and testimonia is
an in many ways unsurpassed example of the method. But it is not only
now out of date and incomplete; a more serious defect is its tendency to
lump the testimonia together in a systematic way without regard for their
provenance and eventual relations to one another. Von Arnim’s collection
of the fragments of the Early Stoics, also out of date, is much less good
than the splendid works of Usener and Diels.*%4 Though von Arnim indi-
cates what he considers to be the relative importance of testimonia and
fragments by means of a confusing variety of type-faces, his - far too

103 Usener 1887, Diels 1901, 1903.
104 Von Arnim 1903-5. For Usener and Diels see previous note.
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systematic - arrangement of chunks of text fails to give preference to ver-
batim quotations. He often ascribes common Stoic views to Chrysippus,
thereby demoting him to a nom de plume. In actual practice, users may tend
to consider any item to be found in Usener or von Arnim!°3 a fragment to
be put on a par with any of the others. For the purposes of research as con-
trasted with a first orientation or with teaching, existing and future col-
lections of fragments should be used as inventories or ‘databases’ which
direct us to the sources which should really be consulted, and which
should both be studied in themselves and carefully compared with each
other.10¢

A word may be added on a technique of composition often found in
derivative sources, namely the cento method. This is not a modern
invention but a method recognized and discussed in antiquity.1°7 In
prose works the cento (kentron, ‘patchwork’) is a collection of quota-
tions and/or paraphrases, sometimes pertaining to a single author
and/or source, more often to a plurality of authors and/or sources, and
serving a definite end. This aim may be made explicit by means of exege-
sis, or the cento itself may be subservient to larger interpretative pur-
poses. In a sense, a string of laudationes collected to prove that Epicurus
is immoral (D.L. x.3-9) is a cento. The first book of Hippolytus’ Refita-
tion of All Heresies is a cento compiled from various sources, of both the
doxographic and the On Sects type, with an emphasis on succession
comparable to that of Diogenes Laertius. Diogenes’ own book is to
some degree a cento — mainly of other centos, as it would appear. Galen,
in the PHP, constructs centos of quotations from Chrysippus inter-
spersed with much exegesis in order to prove him one-sided, or wrong.
Clement of Alexandria in his Patchworks (Stromateis) provides numerous
centos adducing, and explaining, the views of poets and prose-writers,
philosophers and others, on a great number of issues. Little or no work
has been done on the comparison of centos dealing with the same issues
to be found in various extant secondary sources. Unfortunately, the pro-
sopographic and systematic arrangement of existing collections of frag-
ments successfully obliterates those centos which cite a wide range of
views.

105 Or in the excellent collections of Deichgriber 1930, Long and Sedley 1987, and von Staden
1989. On fragments see the papers collected in Most 1996 and Burkert 1998.

106 The naive view is expressed by Kristeller 1993, 2, who says that the ‘fragments and summaries
preserved by later authors’ have been ‘carefully assembled by modern scholars whose work is
like that of the archeologists who reconstruct the cities and monuments of Antiquity out of
ruins either preserved or unearthed’. 107 Le Boulluec 1982, Mansfeld 1992a, 152-65.
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x1 Tradition and reception

In a number of ways, the concepts of ‘tradition’ or ‘history of tradition’
are more convenient from a methodological point of view than ‘source’
and ‘source-criticism’. When one speaks of a tradition, one is of course
also thinking of the hypothetical primary sources of extant derivative
sources, but need not be too specific about these sources. It is for example
clear that Cicero works within a tradition, or a plurality of traditions, and
that only in some cases may we speak of sources used, or consulted. His-
tory of tradition can be usefully applied in the study of genres; one may
speak of traditions concerned with successions or schools, of a doxo-
graphic tradition, and so on.

The Neoplatonist idea that the lower forms of reality receive what
transcends them on their own level, formulated in the Middle Ages as
‘whatever is received is received according to the character of the
receiver’ (Quidquid recipitur ad modum recipientis recipitur), may be con-
verted into a formula defining reception. Inevitably, traditions are
involved with reception, because topics of interest may have been for-
mulated in a different way or because a later author, especially if he
belongs to a different school, reads through coloured glasses and so pro-
vides coloured information. Reception is already an issue in Aristotle
himself, because he tends to interpret his predecessors in terms of his
own system. There is a Stoic reception of Heraclitus and an Epicurean
of Atomism, as well as a so-called Middle Stoic'©8 reception of Early
Stoicism and a Neopyrrhonist'©® reception of Early Pyrrhonism and
Academic scepticism. The pythagoreanizing Platonist Numenius finds
fault with the reception of Plato in the sceptical Academy and even to
some extent in the early Academy. Likewise, there is a Galenic reception
of the treatises in the Corpus Hippocraticum and of Plato’s dialogues
which we can check, and of the Hellenistic physicians which we cannot
check in the same way because their works are lost. Instances could be
provided ad /ib. What is handed on, looked for or rediscovered changes
as it changes hands. Ancient philosophy in relation to its past, or pasts, is
to a large extent a history of receptions and interpretations. Our sources
for Hellenistic philosophy must be evaluated from this point of view as
well.

Just as history of reception is more useful than history of tradition, so
history of tradition is more useful than Quellenforschung. But a history of

108 Seneca, Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius. 199 Aenesidemus, Agrippa, Sextus Empiricus.
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reception which keeps aloof from history of tradition and Quellenforschung
will be blind. Conversely, Quellenforschung is feasible only in the context of
the history of tradition, just as history of tradition is in that of the history
of reception.
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TIZIANO DORANDI

1 Introduction

During the years immediately following the deaths of Plato (348/7 BC)
and Aristotle (322/1 Bc) Athenian philosophical life was dominated by
four large schools: the Academy, the Peripatos, the Stoa and the Garden
(Kepos) of Epicurus. Alongside these were the Pyrrhonian sceptics, named
after their founder Pyrrho of Elis, and certain representatives of the
so-called minor Socratic schools - in particular the Cyrenaics, the
Dialecticians and the Cynics.

The reconstruction of the chronology of the members of all these
schools up to about 100 Bc presents a series of difficulties, which often
make dating proposals necessarily vague or at least subject to possible
changes as studies develop. In the following pages I do not intend simply
to reproduce the lists of scholarchs who succeeded each other as heads of
individual schools, but rather to give a concise bird’s-eye sketch of the
principal events in the lives of the more important personalities in corre-
lation with the more secure dates in the chronology.*

11 The Academy

On Plato’s death (348/7) he was succeeded as head of the Academy by his
nephew Speusippus, who held the post until 339/8 (Lysimachides’ archon-
ship), when Xenocrates of Chalcedon was chosen by the younger members
of the Academy as his successor. The third scholarch was Polemo of
Athens, chosen in 314/3, the year of Xenocrates’ death. Young, rich and
dissolute, Polemo was converted to philosophy after listening to a lecture
by Xenocrates on temperance (sophrosune). His chronology should be

1 For the Stoa, Academy and Garden I have mostly used (but also revised) the evidence in Dorandi
1991c. J. D. Morgan has enabled me (per litteras) to correct some imprecisions. I am very grate-
ful for his help. Some of the dates are still provisional and will perhaps have to be changed once
the complete results of Morgan’s research have been published.

[31]
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examined alongside those of Crantor of Soli in Cilicia and of Crates of
Athens, both important members of the Academy, connected with Polemo
by their school ties and by friendship.2 A reliable passage in the Chronicle of
Eusebius/Hieronymus? records the year of Polemo’s death as 270/69. He
was succeeded as head of the school by Crates, on account of Crantor’s pre-
mature death, probably in 276/5 (Philocrates’ archonship).# Crates’ date of
death remains uncertain because of a lacuna in Diogenes Laertius’ text
(D.L. 1v.23). If one accepts Jacoby’s restored version, Crates would have
died between 268 and 264 Bc (128th Olympiad).5 Crates’ period as schol-
arch was, in any case, of short duration.

In the same period appears the figure of Eratosthenes of Cyrene, pupil
in Athens of the Stoic philosopher Aristo of Chios, but also of Arcesilaus.
His chronology is disputed: he went to Alexandria as librarian to Ptolemy
IIT Euergetes (246-221 Bc) and lived there at least until the end of the
reign of Ptolemy V Epiphanes (205/4-181/0 Bc), if the information that he
died aged eighty is reliable.®

After Crates, probably between 268 and 264, Arcesilaus of Pitane in
Aeolia took on the scholarchate (headship, or direction, of the school), fol-
lowing its refusal by a certain Socratides, who had been elected by the nea-
niskoi of the Academy. Arcesilaus, after studies with Theophrastus, turned
to the Academy of Polemo, Crates and Crantor. Ancient sources name him
as someone who inaugurated a new era in Academic thought, taking a
position close to that of the Pyrrhonists. Arcesilaus’ chronology is tied to
that of his successor Lacydes of Cyrene.” From Apollodorus and Diogenes
Laertius® we learn that the beginning of Lacydes’ headship of the school
fell in 241/0 and that this philosopher held the post for thirty-six years
until 206/5; in the last ten years, because of serious illness, Lacydes
effectively had to delegate the running of the school to a council of presbu-
teroi.®

We are informed by Apollodorus’ Chronicle'© about the events in the
Academy during the years of Lacydes’ direction of the school and immedi-
ately following his death.!! Telecles and Euander, who had with other
students taken part in the council running the Academy during Lacydes’
illness, kept hold of its control after the latter’s death without proceeding

2 Dorandi 1991¢, 3-6. 3 Eus./Hieron. Chron.: Ol. 127.3 (p. 130.21 Helm).
41 believe that the evidence in Phld. Acad. Hist. col. q.2-5 refers to him, not to Polemo or Crates.
5 Jacoby 1902, 344.
6 Pfeiffer 1968, 152—70. For membership of the Academy, see Krimer 1983, 152-4, 164-8, 169,
172. 7 I have here modified what I wrote in Dorandi 1991¢, 7-10.
8 Phid. Acad. Hist.,col. 27.1~7and D.L.v.61. 2 Gérler 1994b, 830-1.
10 Phld. Acad. Hist.,col. 27.7-28.34. ' Dorandi 1991b, 65-8.
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to formal election of a new scholarch. On Telecles’ death in 167/6
(Nicosthenes’ archonship), Euander continued on his own for a few years.
He was succeeded by Hegesinus, and he in turn by Carneades of Cyrene.
Besides Telecles, Euander and Hegesinus, Apollodorus cites as students of
Lacydes Paseas, Thrasys and Aristippus. As students of Telecles, Euander
and Hegesinus there were in addition Agamestor, Eubulus of Erythrae,
Eubulus of Ephesus and Moschion of Mallos who died in 185/4
(Eupolemos’ archonship). Eubulus of Erythrae died during Alexander’s
archonship (174/3) and his Ephesian namesake three months later. The
Arcadian Agamestor died during Xenocles’ archonship (168/7) after the
battle of Pydna. A certain Apollonius, student of Telecles, died during
Epainetos’ archonship (159/8). Finally, a young Eubulus, Apollonius’
brother, died during the archonship of Aristophon (143/2), the successor
to Theaetetus (144/3).

On the other hand, information relating to the biography of Carneades
of Cyrene, the other major representative of the Academy after Arcesilaus,
is scarce. Diogenes Laertius quotes Apollodorus as saying that Carneades
was eighty-five when he died in 129/8, so he was born in 214/13.12 There
were two significant episodes in his life. (1) He participated, along with
the Peripatetic Critolaus of Phaselis and the Stoic Diogenes of Seleucia, in
the mission sent in 156/5 to Rome to defend the Athenian cause in the
affair of the city of Oropos. With his ability in dialectic Carneades man-
aged to persuade the Roman Senate to decree the annulment of the 150
talent fine imposed on the Athenians.?3 (2) He decided to retire from the
headship of the Academy for health reasons in 137/6. The subsequent suc-
cession of events up to the death of Clitomachus of Carthage and the
headship of Philo of Larissa is fairly intricate.14 Carneades was succeeded
by his namesake Carneades, son of Polemarchus: he died in 131/0 when
the elder Carneades was still alive, and was succeeded by Crates of Tarsus.
With the elder Carneades’ death in 129/8 Clitomachus, who had opened
his own school in the Palladium a little before the succession of Carneades
the younger, re-entered the Academy (probably by force) and two years
later, on the death of Crates, effectively took over as head. Clitomachus
(born in Carthage, 187/6) had originally come to Athens at the age of
twenty-four, in 163/2, and four years later, in 159/8, started attending the
lectures of the elder Carneades.'> His reasons for founding his own

12D.L.1v.65. 13 The sources are collected in Mette 1985, T. 7a-k.

14 Dorandi 1991c, 11-16.

15 These dates are only approximate, because of the problems connected with exclusive versus
inclusive reckoning.
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school, nineteen years later, in 140/39 (Hagnotheos’ archonship) are
obscure. He remained head of the Academy until his death in 110/09, dur-
ing Polycletus’ archonship. Clitomachus was succeeded by Philo of
Larissa.

Two other protagonists in this period of the history of the Academy
were Boethus of Marathon and Melanthius of Rhodes. Boethus of Mara-
thon was a student of Aristo of Ephesus and of Eubulus of Ephesus; he
died ten years after the elder Carneades, in 120/19, during the archonship
of Eumachos. We do not know his date of birth, but he may have lived for
a long time, in view of the fact that Eubulus died before 168/7.1¢ We
know that Melanthius was the tutor of Aeschines of Naples and that the
latter also attended the lectures of the elder Carneades; it is therefore pos-
sible to place the floruit of Melanthius around 150 Bc.1”

Metrodorus of Stratonicea and Charmadas are more important. We
know that Metrodorus, after being Epicurus’ pupil, went to the Academy
where he became the pupil of the elder Carneades, and was regarded as the
only true interpreter of what Carneades really thought.'® Charmadas’
chronology is difficult to determine. If we accept that Charmadas was the
anonymous philosopher described by Apollodorus as ‘naturally endowed
with a good memory’ (pUcel pvfjuwv), we have the following dates:1° he
went to Athens at the age of twenty-two in 142/1 (Aristophantos’ archon-
ship) and studied with Carneades of Cyrene for seven years. He would
therefore have been born in 164/3. From Cicero’s evidence in De Oratore
11.360 we can deduce that Charmadas had already died by 91 Bc.2¢

Between the end of the second and the beginning of the first century
BC, the Academy went through a period of crisis as an institution, which
coincided, paradoxically, with a splendid flowering of thought, associated
with the names of Philo of Larissa and Antiochus of Ascalon.

The chronology of Philo, the last head of the official Academy, is fairly
certain.2! He was born in 154/3 (Aristaichmos’ archonship). In 130/29,
during Nicomachus’ archonship, he went to Athens where during the
period up to 120/19 he was a student of Clitomachus and an unidentified
Apollodorus. On Clitomachus’ death, in 110/09, Philo became scholarch.
He remained in Athens until 88, at which point he fled to Rome where he
died, probably in 84/3 (Nicetes’ archonship).

16 Cf. Dorandi 1991b,71-2. 17 Cf. Dorandi 1991b, 74-5.

18 D.L. x.9 and Phld. Acad. Hist., col. 24.9-16. Cf. Glucker 1978, 107-8, 113 n. 54 and 303.

19 Phld. Acad. Hist., cols. 31.33-32.10; I here follow a suggestion of . Morgan.

20 Cf. Dorandi 1991b, 75-6.

21The data which I here provide are slightly different from those in Dorandi 1991c, 17-20,
because I have in the meantime endorsed some suggestions made by J. Morgan.
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Antiochus was born in Ascalon between 130 and 120; in 69, when he
was accompanying L. Lucullus in the military campaign against Mithri-
dates, he was already an old man. In Athens he was a student of Philo of
Larissa and of the Stoics Mnesarchus and Dardanus. The crucial point of
his career was undoubtedly his ‘conversion’, which led him to found his
own school called the Old Academy, in opposition to the Academy of
Philo, who had no successor. The centuries-old history of the school
founded by Plato - the Academy in the true sense of the word - ends with
Philo; a new phase of Platonism began with Antiochus. The break with
Philo occurred at some time we cannot determine during the nineties.?
From ¢. 87 to 84 Antiochus seems to have been at Alexandria, where he got
to know Lucullus; but in 79 Cicero heard his lectures at Athens in
Ptolemy’s Gymnasium (Pfolemaeum). From 74 to 69 he accompanied
Lucullus in the war against Mithridates and he died in ¢. 68.23

The theory?# that Charmadas might have run the Academy for a few
years after Philo’s flight to Rome is disputable.?>

11 The Peripatos

The history of Aristotle’s school from the death of its founder to the first
century Bc is sparsely documented in the ancient sources.?® In 323, 0n the
death of Alexander the Great, Aristotle was forced to leave Athens and
fled to Stagira, where he died in 322/1. Theophrastus remained at Athens
as his successor in charge of the Peripatos for another thirty-six years until
he died in 288/7 or 287/6.27

Demetrius of Phalerum, born ¢. 350 Bc, was an accomplished politician.
His chronology does not exclude the possibility that he was in direct con-
tact with Aristotle, though the sources only name him as a student of
Theophrastus. It is difficult to determine with any certainty his relation-
ship with the Peripatos. In 322, after the battle of Crannon, Demetrius took
part in the Athenian mission to Antipater of Macedon. In 317 he was sum-
moned to govern the city in the name of Cassander with legislative powers.
Demetrius replaced the democratic system with one based on property
qualifications and ruled Athens under the titles of ‘curator of the city’
(EmipeAnTnS Ths TTOAEws) and strategos. He achieved an important reform

22 T accept the findings of Glucker 1978, 15-21 (modified at Dorandi 1991c, 19 n. 7, 30, 34, 60 and
74). 23 Cf. Glucker 1978, Barnes 1989c and Gérler 1994b,939-45.

24 Glucker 1978, 109-11. 25 Cf. Ferrary 1988, 472 n. 122.

26 For a summary, cf. Sollenberger 1992, 3842—4.

27 For the life and chronology of Theophrastus see Regenbogen 1940, 1355-61.
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of the law on Platonic-Peripatetic principles. In 309/8 he was archon?8 and
remained in power until 307, when he fled into exile upon the capture of
Athens by Cassander’s foe Demetrius Poliorcetes. Accordingly he went first
to Thebes, and then (after Cassander’s death in 297) to Egypt, where he
soughtasylum from Ptolemy I Soter, and remained until his death ¢. 282 Bc.

Strato, son of Arcesilaus or Arcesius, born at Lampsacus between 340
and 330, was elected to succeed Theophrastus as scholarch of the
Peripatos. It is not impossible that he might have known Epicurus during
his period of teaching in Lampsacus between 310 and 306. Strato went to
Athens (date unknown) where he attended Aristotle’s school. After the
master’s death he left the Peripatos for a time and went to Egypt to the
court of Ptolemy I Soter, who entrusted him with the education of his
son, Ptolemy II Philadelphos. He returned to Athens on Theophrastus’
death (288/7 or 287/6) and was chosen as successor in preference to
Neleus, probably because of his seniority. He remained as scholarch for
another eighteen years, until 270/69 or 269/8.

With Praxiphanes, native of Mytilene but for a long time inhabitant of
Rhodes, we move on to the second generation of Peripatetics who were
students of Theophrastus only. Praxiphanes’ birth has been placed within
the last quarter of the fourth century Bc. The possibility that he might be
the person similarly named in a contemporary Greek inscription from the
island of Delos must be dismissed.2® The chronology of Hieronymus of
Rhodes, possibly introduced to philosophy by the same Praxiphanes on
his native island, can be placed in the first twenty-five years of the third
century Bc. Other students of Theophrastus were Duris of Samos (who
lived between ¢. 350-330 and some date after 281) and his brother Lynceus.

The third scholarch of the Peripatos was Lyco. Born in the Troad, he
succeeded Strato in 270/69 or 269/8 and remained in the post for forty-
four years, until 226/5 or 225/4. Since we know that he died aged seventy-
four (D.L. v.68), his date of birth must be 300/299 or 299/8. In
Diomedon’s archonship (248/7 or 245/4) this philosopher was honoured
at Athens for contributing to an epidosis, and, at an uncertain date, also by
the Delphic Amphictiony.3°

We know very little of Aristo of Ceos, probably born around 250.
Doubts remain about whether he was elected scholarch. But we have
much more, and more detailed information about Prytanis, son of

28 Sollenberger 1992, 3825 n. 160. Cf. Tracy 1994, 151-61.

29 IG x1*.613.10. Cf., most recently, Salvadori Baldascino 1990.

30 Cf., respectively, IG 11> 791d29 =SIG3 491 (Lyco fr. 13 Wehrli) and SIG3 461 (Lyco fr. 14
Wehrli), on which see Habicht 1989, 9 (= 1994, 166) and Sollenberger 1992, 3823, 1. 152.
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Astykleides and a native of the city of Carystus in Euboea.3! His chronol-
ogy revolves around October 225 Bc, when he was honoured by the
Athenians on the occasion of his participation in a mission to Antigonus
Doson.3? In 223 he was employed by Doson to draft a constitution for
Megalopolis (Plb. v.93.8). Since his students included the poet Euphorion
of Chalcis, the start of his teaching career can be put between 260 and 255.
The information in the so-called Vita Hesychii of Aristotle, which puts him
among the scholarchs of the Peripatos, is certainly false.33 The same holds
true for Phormion. His chronology has been fixed around 195 on the basis
of information in Cicero (De orat. 11.18.75) that he made a speech at
Ephesus ‘on the functions of a commander-in-chief and military matters
in general’ before the exiled Hannibal.

I shall omit from consideration other people who had a real or sup-
posed relationship with the Peripatos - Satyrus of Callatis Pontica,
Hermippus of Smyrna, Sotion of Alexandria, Heraclides Lembos, Anti-
sthenes of Rhodes, Agatharchides of Cnidus and Athenodorus - since this
would involve dealing with learned men rather than with philosophers in
the strict sense.

In the period from the death of Lyco (226/5 or 225/4) to Critolaus of
Phaselis (already scholarch in 156/5), there is a gap in the ancient sources
regarding the succession of scholarchs of the Peripatos. Even if it is granted
that one of these was Aristo of Ceos, there can be no reliability attached to
other names detailed in the Vita Hesychii, which include Lyciscus,
Praxiphanes and Hieronymus, as well as Prytanis and Phormion.3#4 We lack
solid information about Critolaus’ birth and death. It is only certain that he
took part in 155 in the famous Athenian delegation to Rome together with
Carneades and Diogenes of Seleucia. This date allows us to establish that
Critolaus must already have been scholarch at that time. If one believes
pseudo-Lucian ([Luc.] Macr. 20), according to whom Critolaus lived to be
eighty-two, his date of birth ought to be put before 200 Bc. We know virtu-
ally nothing about the chronology of Critolaus’ students: Diodorus of
Tyre, his successor as scholarch, Calliphon and Aristo the Younger.

1v The Stoa

Reconstruction of the chronologies of Zeno of Citium and Cleanthes
of Assos, respectively the founder of the Stoic school and his first

31 Kassel 1991. 32 Cf. Moretti 1967, nr. 28.
33 [Hesych.] Vita Arist. 9 (p. 82 Diiring = p. 26 Gigon).  3* Brink 1940, cols. 908-14.
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successor,35 has to rely above all on dates drawn from the Stoicorum Historia
of Philodemus,3¢ considered together with the first sections of another
work by Philodemus, De Stoicis,?>” and with information taken from
pseudo-Lucian, Valerius Maximus, Censorinus and Diogenes Laertius.38

From Philodemus in particular it seems that Zeno died in Athens dur-
ing the archonship of Arrheneides and that his successor Cleanthes, born
during Aristophanes’ archonship (331/0), was head of the Stoa for thirty-
two years, dying during Jason’s archonship. Pseudo-Lucian, Valerius
Maximus and Censorinus put Cleanthes’ age at ninety-nine, while
Diogenes Laertius claims he lived as long as Zeno. On the basis of accurate
determination of the years in office of the archons Aristophanes (331/0),
Arrheneides (262/1) and Jason (230/29), it is possible to work out from
Philodemus’ evidence that Cleanthes was born in 331/0, became schol-
arch of the Stoa in 262/1 on the death of Zeno, and died in 230/29. This
would mean that Cleanthes lived to be 101. If we add to this inference
Diogenes Laertius’ statement that Zeno and Cleanthes lived to be the
same age, and the information contained in an incompletely preserved
passage of Philodemus’ De Stoicis,?° according to which some people also
made Zeno live to be 101,*® we may conclude that in ancient times par-
allel chronologies were circulated for Zeno and for Cleanthes. But they
cannot be reconciled with each other. In particular, we should keep in
mind the report, which deserves credence, that according to Persaeus
Zeno lived to the age of seventy-two (D.L. vi1.28). The following conclu-
sions can therefore be reached: Zeno was born in 334/3 (according to Per-
saeus) or at a date we cannot determine (if we follow the evidence of
Apollodorus in Philodemus); Cleanthes was born in 331/0 (Aristophanes’
archonship). On Zeno’s death in 262/1 (Arrheneides’ archonship),
Cleanthes became scholarch and continued in the post until his death in
230/29 (Jason’s archonship).**

According to ancient sources Zeno, during an enforced stay in Athens
brought about by a shipwreck, read Xenophon’s Reminiscences of Socrates
and became a pupil of the Cynic Crates and of Stilpo.#? In ¢. 300 he
opened his own school in the Stoa Poikile (‘portico with frescos®). What
little we know of the life of Cleanthes of Assos has an anecdotal flavour: he

35 Dorandi 1991¢,23-8.

36 Phld. Stoic. Hist., cols. 28-9. For the text, cf. Dorandi 1991¢,23-5.

37 Phld. De Stoic., cols. 1-8.

38 [Luc.] Macr. 19; Val. Max. viiL.7 exc. 11; Cens. 15.3 and D.L. vi1.176.

39 Phid. De Stoic., col. 5.9, via Apollodorus of Athens. 0 Cf. Dorandi 1982b, 111 and n. 89.
41 The chronology of Zeno remains controversial; cf. Lefevre 1995 and Knoepfler 1995, 159.
42D.L.viL1-2.
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was a fighter in his youth; because he was very poor he had to work nights
in order to attend Zeno’s lectures; and he became an enthusiastic and
loyal student.

Among those of Zeno’s pupils who were highly regarded but did not
become scholarchs were Persaeus of Citium, Aristo of Chios, Herillus of
Carthage, Dionysius of Heraclea Pontica, called Metathemenos, and finally
Sphaerus of Borysthenes.

Zeno’s favourite student was Persaeus. An unfavourable source claims
that he was born a household slave and was taken on and introduced to
philosophy by Zeno.#? From the evidence of Diogenes Laertius vi1.6,
who puts his floruit at 260-256, it has been deduced that Persacus was
born in 307/6.44 Invited by Antigonus Gonatas of Macedon to go to his
courtat Pella, Zeno refused for reasons of age and in his place sent his stu-
dents Persaeus and Philonides of Thebes. Persaeus arrived in Pella prob-
ably around 274.#% After Antigonus recaptured Corinth ¢. 244, Persaeus
was given control of the city in the capacity of archon. Persaeus died in
243, courageously defending the fortress of Corinth against the attack of
his old student Aratus of Sicyon. Another unfavourable source claims he
actually managed to escape and rejoin Antigonus.4°

The ancient sources, in particular Diogenes Laertius (vi1.160-7), clas-
sify the three Stoic philosophers Aristo, Dionysius of Heraclea and
Herillus, as unorthodox or dissidents. No chronological data survive
concerning Aristo’s life. We know only that he was a pupil of Zeno and of
the academic Polemo. He was friendly with Persaeus and Sphaerus and
opposed to Arcesilaus. The enmity implicit in his confrontations with
Chrysippus has contributed to a distorted picture of his views.*” We also
have little biographical information about Herillus. Originally from
Carthage, he studied at Athens under Zeno and became famous for
founding a sect under his name, the Herilleioi.*8 The figure of Dionysius,
called Metathemenos, is more complex. After having been a pupil of
Heraclides Ponticus at Heraclea, he studied at Athens with Alexinus and
Menedemus and, later, with Zeno. According to information in
Athenaeus (vi1.281¢), he died at a great age; Diogenes Laertius states that
he died of starvation at eighty (D.L. v11.167). Bearing in mind his contact
with Heraclides, we can assume that he was born ¢. 330-325 and died ¢.
250 BC. He caused a sensation by leaving the Stoa in favour of the
Cyrenaic or Epicurean school, on account of serious illness. Another

43 Phid. Stoic. Hist.,col. 12.  **Jacoby 1902,368-9.
45 T agree with Grilli 1963,289-91 (= 1992,471-2).  *® Deichgriber 1937, cols. 926-7.
47 Toppolo 1980a,19-38.  “8Ioppolo 1985b.
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student of Zeno of Citium was supposedly a Zeno of Sidon, but his exis-
tence has recently been put in doubt.#?

A pupil first of Zeno of Citium and then, after his death, of Cleanthes
was Sphaerus of Borysthenes. Sphaerus’ chronology, connected with that
of Cleomenes III of Sparta (c. 260-219 BC), is controversial.>® In 235,
Cleomenes became king of Sparta and was supported in his revolutionary
programme of reform by Sphaerus. The project lasted until 222, when
after the defeat at Sellasia Cleomenes was forced to flee to Egypt, to the
court of his patron Ptolemy III Euergetes. After Euergetes’ death in 222/1,
he was kept under house arrest by Ptolemy IV Philopator, and after a des-
perate escape he committed suicide in 220/19. Given that Cleomenes was
born ¢. 260, his teacher Sphaerus must have been born around 285, which
is consistent with the information that he was also Zeno’s student. There
is a problem concerning his trip to Egypt to see a Ptolemy who could be
identified as Philopator.>! It is likely that Sphaerus went with his patron
Cleomenes during his exile in 222. Therefore his possible dates are as fol-
lows: born around 285; went to Athens c. 265, where he was able to attend
the lectures of Zeno (died 262/1) for a short time; joined Cleomenes in
Sparta in ¢. 240; followed the Spartan king into Egyptian exile in 222.

Cleanthes’ successor and the third scholarch of the Stoa was
Chrysippus of Soli in Cilicia - famous in ancient times for being the ‘sec-
ond founder’ of Stoicism. His chronology is based on Apollodorus’ calcu-
lations as recorded in Diogenes Laertius, which place his death at the age
of seventy-three during the 143rd Olympiad (208-204).5% The data found
in pseudo-Lucian (that he died aged eighty-one) and in Valerius Maximus
(that Chrysippus wrote a series of Logical Investigations at the age of eighty)
are less credible.53 His date of birth has been placed between 281 and 277.
This takes away any basis for the claim that Chrysippus also studied with
Zeno, though he may well have been a student of Cleanthes.5* He went to
Athens probably around 260 and would also have been able to attend the
courses of Arcesilaus and his successor Lacydes. Some chronological
detail exists concerning Aristocreon, Chrysippus’ nephew. Between 229
and 190, Aristocreon was in Athens where he was honoured with the prox-
enia and where we still find him in 184/3 (Charicles’ archonship).>5 After

49 Gigante 1983b,168-70. 59 I summarize the conclusions of Hobein 1929, cols. 1683-7.

51 Cf. D.L. vir.17. Festa 1935, 11.178 note d, thinks there is an error in Diogenes Laertius and that
Sphaerus was invited to Egypt by Ptolemy II Philadelphos. 52D.L.vIL.184.

53 [Luc.] Macr. 20; Val. Max. vIIL.7 ext. 10.

54 D.L. vi1.179; the first derives from Alexander Polyhistor, the second from Diocles.

55 Cf.IG u1? 786 = SIG3 475 and IG 112 785 = SIG? 474,0n which see Habicht 1989, 13-14 (= 1994,
170).
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Chrysippus, the direction of the school of the Stoa passed to Zeno of
Tarsus, of whose life we know nothing.5¢

The chronology of Diogenes of Seleucia, who was Zeno of Tarsus’ suc-
cessor as scholarch, is based on little and rather uncertain information.>”
The only authenticated date in his life is 155, the year in which he took
part, with Carneades and Critolaus, in the aforementioned mission to
Rome. From Cicero’s De senectute, 23 it is possible to deduce that Dio-
genes had already died by 150. Since pseudo-Lucian ([Luc.] Macr. 20)
claims that he lived to be eighty, his date of birth has consequently been
put around 240 Bc. But this chronology clashes with the dates for
Mnesarchus and Dardanus and with the crucial events in the life of
Antiochus of Ascalon. The date of Diogenes’ death can reasonably be put
forward at least a decade, to around 140. The birthdates of Mnesarchus
and Dardanus can therefore be placed in 160 or a little later, so that, at the
time of Antiochus’ ‘conversion’, they would be over sixty but not over
eighty, as would be the case if Diogenes’ death was put ¢. 150. This super-
ior hypothesis also accords with Diogenes’ participation in the mission of
155; Diogenes, born around 230, would have arrived in Rome aged just
over seventy.>8

As Ferrary has inferred,>® and as I have demonstrated on the basis of a
new reading of a passage in Philodemus’ Stoicorum Historia,®© after
Panaetius’ death Mnesarchus and Dardanus were not joint scholarchs. On
the death of Diogenes of Seleucia there was not so much a progressive
crumbling of the Stoic school’s original unity as the co-existence in
Athens of several parallel courses of lectures. It is probable that, after
Diogenes, the official post of scholarch passed to Antipater of Tarsus; but
at the same time Mnesarchus too was teaching philosophy. Something
similar probably happened in 129, when Antipater died: Panaetius
assumed the official headship of the Stoa while Dardanus in his turn gave
lectures, possibly on an independent footing.6*

Panaetius was born in Rhodes around 185-8o0 and died in 110/09. Re-
examination of two Greek inscriptions®? has allowed a better assess-
ment of the dates of the central years of his life.®3 IG 11> 1938 confirms
Panaetius’ presence in Athens around 150, probably in 149/8 (Lysiades’
archonship), where he was at the school under the headship of Diogenes
of Seleucia (died ¢. 140). From ILind 223 we learn that some time before

56Von Fritz 1972. 57 Dorandi 1991¢,29-34. 8 Dorandi 1991c, 31-4.
59 Ferrary 1988, 457-64. 60 phid. Stoic. Hist., col. 52.

1 This is how I would modify the details in Ferrary’s reconstruction.

62 JGu? 1938and ILind223.  ©3 Dorandi 1991¢, 35-42.
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(possibly around 155) Panaetius was still at Lindos on Rhodes, having
been awarded the post of kierothutes of Poseidon Hippios. The docu-
mented presence of Panaetius at Rhodes midway through the second
century, and the start of the mission to the East with Scipio in 140,%4
would put Panaetius and Scipio’s first meeting at about 146, bearing in
mind that from 151 to 146 Scipio was fully committed to the campaigns
in Spain and Africa.%> This allows the definitive exclusion of the sup-
posed involvement of Panaetius, along with Polybius and Scipio, in the
third Punic war (149-146). I would redefine his principal dates thus: at
an uncertain date between 185 and 180 Panaetius was born at Rhodes.
After Crates of Mallos returned from the mission to Rome in 168,
Panaetius might have attended his courses at Pergamon. Half way
through the century, back in Rhodes, he was elected to be hierothutes of
Poseidon Hippios in Lindos. He went on to Athens to complete his
studies, and here worked with Diogenes of Seleucia and Antipater of
Tarsus (from ¢. 155 onwards). In Athens he took on the position of Aier-
opoios for the celebrations of the Ptolemaia in 149/8. After 146 he met
Scipio and joined him in the mission to the East in 140-38. In the fol-
lowing years he moved between Rome and Athens, where he worked
with Antipater. In 129, the year in which Scipio and possibly also
Antipater died, Panaetius was elected scholarch. He died in 110/09. The
theory of Philippson and Pohlenz that he died in 100/99 has been
proved groundless.®®

I can give no more than a briefaccount, finally, of Posidonius.®” Most of
the available dates are untrustworthy. Only the years 86 (Marius’ last con-
sulate), when he was sent from Rhodes as an ambassador to Rome (Plu.
Mar. 45.7),and 60, when Cicero sent him a first draft in Greek of his writ-
ings about his own consulate (Cic. Att. 11. 1.2), seem secure. Alongside
these dates one can also consider the information that Posidonius was the
pupil of Panaetius (died 110/09),°8 that he may have taken partin a second
diplomatic mission to Rome in 51,%° and pseudo-Lucian’s information
that he lived to be eighty-four.”® Hence, one may calculate that he died
between 45 and 43 Bc (Cic. Tusc. v.107). Nevertheless, the standard chro-
nology accepted for Posidonius takes his dates to be 135-51 BC.”!

64 The data appear in Cichorius 1908, 204-5. The recent attempt by Mattingly 1986 to bring it
back to 143/2 is not convincing. Against, see Ferrary 1988,399 n. 4.

65 Astin 1967,297 and n. 4. 66 Cf. Garbarino 1973, 387-90 and Ferrary 1988, 395-400.

67 I can refer only to recent literature: Laffranque 1964, 45-97 and Kidd 1988, 1-58.

8 Cic. Div. 1.3 and Off. 111.8. Cf. Kidd 1988, 12-13.

69 According to the evidence of the Suda (1. 1 £-x). Cf. Kidd 1988,3-4.  7°[Luc.] Macr. 20.

71 Kidd has raised an opportune caveat 1988, 8-9.
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Laffranque has cautiously proposed an alternative: ¢. 142-59/8 or, more
probably, ¢. 130-40.7%

v The Garden

The chronology of Epicurus (342/1-271/0)73 - the founder of the other
great Hellenistic school of philosophy, Epicureanism - is founded princi-
pally on Apollodorus’ synchronisms as recorded in Diogenes Laertius
X.14-15. He was born on the twentieth of the month of Gamelion (24
January 341)74 in the year of Sosigenes” archonship (342/1). At the age of
thirty-two (310/09) he opened a school of philosophy at Mytilene and at
Lampsacus and taught there for five years, until 305/4. He then moved to
Athens, where he founded the Garden and where he died, aged seventy-
two, during Pytharatus’ archonship (271/0). According to other sources,
among them Heraclides Lembus in the Epitome of Sotion (D.L. x.1),
Epicurus was born at Samos as the son of Neocles, who belonged to a
group of Athenian colonists who had been sent to the island in 352,75 and
was only eighteen (323) when he went to Athens. After the expulsion of
the Athenian colonies from Samos at the hands of Perdiccas, the philoso-
pher moved to Colophon (after 322), where he met his father; he directed a
school there for a few years and then returned to Athens during
Anaxicrates’ archonship (307/6). The discrepancy between the two
sources regarding Epicurus’ year of arrival in Athens - 305/4,according to
Apollodorus, 307/6,according to Heraclides - is only slight and can be dis-
regarded. From Epicurus’ own testimony we learn that he claimed to have
begun his philosophical studies at the age of fourteen (327).7¢ Around 290
there was the serious episode of the apostasy of Timocrates,”” brother of
Metrodorus and student of Epicurus, who abandoned the Garden and
launched a long defamatory campaign against his master.”® The chronol-
ogy of Metrodorus of Lampsacus is closely related to that of Epicurus; he
died aged fifty-three, seven years before his friend (278/7), and was there-
fore born in 331/0.79

Among the members who comprised Epicurus’ first circle of friends and
disciples and who attended his school, we have the names of Pythocles,

72 Laffranque 1964, 47-8. Cf. the Tableau chronologique between 139-40.

73 Cf. Dorandi 1991¢, 45-54.

74 The debate over the exact date of his birth was definitively resolved by Alpers 1968.

75 Cf. Philippson 1935. 76 D.L. x.2. Cf. Steckel 1968, col. 580.

77 Cf. Sedley 1976a, 127-32, 1514, €Sp. 152 0. 27.

78 For a detailed discussion, cf. Schmid 1962 = 1984, 151-6 and Steckel 1968, cols. 579-93. The
commentary of Laks 1976 is also useful. 79 Cf. D.L.x.23.
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Polyaenus, Colotes and Idomeneus, four people whom Epicurus met dur-
ing his stay in Lampsacus. The information that Pythocles died aged eight-
een, in 289, is false. Pythocles was actually born around 324, was seventeen
or eighteen in 307/6 when Epicurus came to Lampsacus, and was still alive
in 292/1,aged thirty-two.3° Polyaenus died before Epicurus, between 290
and 280.81 We know very little about Colotes: it seems he was born about
320 and that after 268 he wrote his On the Impossibility of Living on the
Principles of the Other Philosophers, dedicated to King Ptolemy II Philadel-
phos (282-46) and designed as a critique of Arcesilaus, the Academy’s
scholarch since ¢. 268-4. There is better documentation concerning
Idomeneus. He was born around 325 and was about fifteen when he met
Epicurus at Lampsacus. In the period between 306 and 301 he was
involved in political activity in his own city, as a court dignitary, while his
commitment to Epicureanism is to be dated after 301.82

Epicurus’ first successor as scholarch was his old pupil from Mytilene,
Hermarchus.®3 On the basis of Epicurus’ will,84 in which he speaks of
those who alongside himself and Hermarchus ‘chose to grow old in phi-
losophy?’, it has been deduced that the two men were contemporaries. The
only certain date for Hermarchus’ life is 267/6, the year in which he wrote
his letter to an otherwise unknown Theopheides on rhetorical argu-
ments.85 At a date around 250 for which we have no precise evidence,
Polystratus became scholarch following the death of Hermarchus.8¢ We
know virtually nothing of his life. The most important question which
has occupied commentators is whether he was an immediate pupil
(akroates) of Epicurus.8” We may infer with some caution that he had
already died by 219/18 (Menecrates’ archonship).

The chronology of Dionysius of Lamptrai and Basilides of Tyre, respec-
tively the Garden’s third and fourth scholarchs, is relatively certain.
Dionysius of Lamptrai was scholarch from at least ¢. 219/18 (Menecrates’
archonship) until 205/4 (Isocrates’ archonship), the year in which
Basilides of Tyre succeeded him in the position.83 Between Basilides and
Apollodorus of Athens, who belonged to a later generation and was the
teacher of Zeno of Sidon, there is a gap in time which leads one to suspect

80 Sedley 1976b, 43-8.

81 Sedley 1976b, 48. Cf. Tepedino Guerra 1991,25-6 and 141 (comm. on ft. 10).

82 Angeli 1981. 83 Cf. Longo Auricchio 1988.

84 D.L. x.20. Cf. Longo Auricchio 1988, 25-7 and 115-16.

85 Cf. Phld. Rhet. 11, PHerc. 1674, cols. 44.19-23 and Rhet. 111, PHerc. 1506, cols. 44.26-33. The let-
ter is dated to the archonship of Menecles. Cf. Dorandi 199oc, T 37-8.

86 Indelli 1978. 37 Capasso 1982.

88 Cf. Phld. PHerc. 1780, pz. viim* 13.17 and viiir 1-6, on which see Dorandi 1991c, 49-50.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



THE GARDEN 45

the existence of at least one other intermediate scholarch: the name of
Thespis may be suggested. But the chronology and development of the
events of this time still remain obscure.8? The figures of Philonides of
Laodicea-on-the-Sea and of Protarchus of Bargylia appear in the same
period. Philonides, whose anonymous life is preserved in PHerc. 1044,
remains famous for his mathematical studies.?® Protarchus’ floruit is put
at¢. 150-120;°1 he was not a scholarch of the Garden.

A prominent figure in the school was Apollodorus of Athens, the so-
called Kepoturannos (‘Garden-Tyrant’). He was probably born at the
beginning of the second century and assumed the headship of the
school towards the middle of the century, holding the post until
approximately 110. The important figure of Demetrius of Laconia, an
Epicurean whose huge literary output is well known thanks to the
papyri of Herculaneum, also belongs to the second century. Demetrius
taught at Miletus but never became scholarch. His chronology is con-
nected with that of Zeno of Sidon who was his somewhat younger con-
temporary. He lived roughly between 150 and 75.°2 On Apollodorus’
death, the headship passed to Zeno of Sidon. This philosopher, born
around 150, remained in Athens as scholar during the tyranny of
Aristion in 87, where Cicero studied with him in 79/8 (Cic. Tusc.
111.17.38). He died probably a few years later (around 75).93 After Zeno
the school at Athens continued until the middle of the century, under
Phaedrus and Patro. Phaedrus’ chronology has been reconstructed
fairly securely by Raubitscheck®# on the basis of inscriptions.®> A mem-
ber of a distinguished Athenian family, Phaedrus, ephebe in 119/18, was
born ¢. 138.9¢ He was in Athens in 93;°7 in 88 he fled to Rome, where he
taught philosophy and met Cicero, Atticus, and Appius and Lucius
Saufeius. He returned to Athens after the restoration of Sulla (86) and
here became scholarch at an advanced age on the death of Zeno of
Sidon. According to the evidence of Phlegon of Tralles,® he died in
70/69 leaving Patro as his successor.

89 Dorandi 1991c, 50-1.

90 See the edition of Gallo 1980, 21-166. This chronology has been better defined thanks to a more
precise dating of IG 112 1236: cf. Habicht 1989, 18-22 (= 1994, 174-8).

91 Fraser 1972,1.423—4. 22 Useful criticism in Angeli and Colaizzo 1979, 50-1.

93 Angeli and Colaizzo 1979.

94 Raubitscheck 1991 (= 1949), 337-44. Cf. also Gigante 1983a, 33-4. Sbordone’s contribution
1968, is not convincing. 95 In particular IG 112 1008, 3513, 3897 and 3899.

96 The information about the ephebe comes from a secure restoration of IG 112 1008, line 125.

97 Cf. Cic. Leg. 1.53, when L. Gellius was in Athens after his praetorship (ex praetura), which he had
helding4. 98 Phleg. Trall. FGrHist. 257 fr. 12 par. 8.
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v1i Pyrrhonists

I shall say something about the two representatives of Pyrrhonism for
whom we possess chronological details: Pyrrho of Elis and Timon of
Phlius.

The birthdate of Pyrrho of Elis, the founder of scepticism, can be
placed between 365 and 360 Bc. It is difficult to establish the reliability of
the information that he was a student of Bryson, which is based on a dubi-
ous passage in Diogenes Laertius.?® From around 334 to 324 he took part,
with Anaxarchus, in Alexander the Great’s oriental campaign. On return-
ing from Asia, Pyrrho settled in Elis and began teaching. If we believe the
account in Diogenes Laertius 1x.62, Pyrrho lived to be ninety; he would
therefore have died between 275 and 270 Bc.100

Timon of Phlius, after studies with Stilpon of Megara around 300,
became a follower of Pyrrho.1°1 He lived the life of an itinerant Sophist in
Chalcedon, Propontis and in Alexandria in Egypt, but moved to Athensc.
275, where it seems he died aged ninety. He had a good relationship with
the kings Antigonus Gonatas and Ptolemy II Philadelphos. These dates
allow us to put his chronology approximately between 325 and 230 or
225 BC.

After Timon, the other major representative of Pyrrhonian scepticism
is Aenesidemus (first century Bc). Even in ancient times there were ques-
tions raised as to whether there was a connection between the ancient
school and Aenesidemus’ revival, and whether the original Pyrrhonist tra-
dition had continued, even if its representatives achieved little promi-
nence, or whether it survived in this period only underground. Diogenes
Laertius 1x.115-16 reproduces the terms of the debate, between those who
denied any linear succession (Menodotus) and those who had recon-
structed an uninterrupted chain of successors (Hippobotus and
Sotion),'°2 running from Timon to Aenesidemus: first immediate pupils
of Timon, Dioscurides of Cyprus, Nicholochus of Rhodes, Euphranor of
Seleucia and Praylus of the Troad; Euphranor was supposedly teacher
of Eubulus of Alexandria, who was in turn the teacher of Ptolemy of
Cyrene,193 the teacher of Sarpedon and Heraclides; and Heraclides was,
finally, the teacher of Aenesidemus. Diogenes Laertius’ list contains all the
characteristics of a fictitious diadoche (‘succession”) and offers no proof of
the existence of an actual Pyrrhonian sect involving Pyrrho, Timon and

99 D.L. 1x.61. Cf. Decleva Caizzi 1981a,132-5. 190 Decleva Caizzi 1981a, 146-7.
101 pj Marco 1989,1-5. 192 Hippob. ft. 22 in Gigante 1983¢; Sotion ft. 33 Wehrli.
103 Restorer of scepticism, according to Menodotus.
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Aenesidemus. Further confirmation of this assessment can be found in
Aenesidemus’ Pyrrhonian Discourses, which indicate a rebirth of Pyrrhon-
ism only in the second half of the first century Bc, with Aenesidemus.104

vil Minor Socratics

To conclude, I will give no more than a brief account of the chronology
(running approximately from 320 to 250 Bc) of the main representatives of
the so-called Minor Socratic schools: Dialecticians (or ‘Megaric’), Cyrena-
ics and Cynics. Their chronology is actually almost contemporaneous with
that of certain members of the major philosophical schools and their histo-
ries often intersect in a series of sometimes controversial relationships.

The Dialectical (or ‘Megaric’) school'©5 was given its name by
Dionysius of Chalcedon, whose floruit can be placed at 320; he was more
or less the contemporary of Euphantus, born before 348. More important
are Diodorus Cronus, active in Athens and Alexandria between 315 and c.
284196 (his contemporary was Aristides the Dialectician),and Stilpo, who
lived ¢. 360-280. Alexinus (¢. 339-265), a younger figure, is well known
for a debate on rhetorical questions with the Epicurean Hermarchus,
dated - with certainty - to 267/6, and for his attacks on Zeno of Citium.
Philo the Dialectician was a student of Diodorus Cronus between 310 and
300, and a contemporary of Zeno of Citium. Between 280 and 275
Panthoides, whose lectures were attended by the Peripatetic Lycon, was
active; while the floruit of Aristotle and Artemidorus is put at around 250.
The first is known for having contributed to the overthrow of the rule of
Abantidas of Sicyon, the second for attacking the Stoic Chrysippus.

The Cyrenaic philosophers traced their ancestry to Aristippus of
Cyrene, who lived in the last decades of the fifth century and the first half
of the fourth. An important place among them is occupied by his daugh-
ter Arete and his grandson of the same name, who was effectively the crea-
tor of Cyrenaic philosophy. We have some chronological details about
Antipater of Cyrene (¢. 350-250) and Aristotle of Cyrene, a contemporary
of Stilpo (¢c. 360-280), whose membership of the Cyrenaic school has been
put in doubt. The floruit of Hegesias has been placed around 290, while
Theodorus the Atheist lived ¢. 340-250.

104 Decleva Caizzi 1992a and Mansfeld 1995.

105 On the existence and name of this school, cf. Cambiano 1977 and Sedley 1977. Against this, see
Doring 1989. Like Giannantoni 1990, 1v 41-50, I am inclined to accept Sedley’s hypothesis
regarding the ‘Dialectical’ school. For the chronology of these philosophers I follow Sedley
1977, 107 n. 23. Cf. also the useful chronological table ibid. 82.

106 This chronology is reconstructed in Sedley 1977,78-80 and 107-9.
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Diogenes of Sinope, founder of the Cynic Aairesis, lived approximately
between 412-403 and 324/1.197 Crates of Thebes (¢c. 368/5-288/5) was his
disciple; he was joined in his philosophical studies by his wife Hipparchia
of Maroneia and his son Metrocles. The philosopher Menedemus, the
butt of attacks by the Epicurean Colotes in his two works Against Plato’s
Lysis and Against Plato’s Euthydemus,*©8 was about ten years younger.

Menedemus of Eretria, philosopher and politician (he was proboulos of
his city), was head of a philosophical school there and lived to the age
of eighty-four, from 345/4 to 261/0.1°° Menedemus was a pupil first of
Stilpo at Megara, then of Polemo and Theophrastus at Athens.

viil Survey

A. THE ACADEMY

c. 408 Birth of Speusippus

396/5 Birth of Xenocrates at Chalcedon

c. 390 Birth of Heraclides Ponticus

c. 370 Xenocrates goes to Athens

367 or 361 Xenocrates accompanies Plato on his second or third trip to Sicily

c. 365 Heraclides enters the Academy

361/0 Heraclides Ponticus made head of the Academy

348/7 (Theophilos’ archonship) Death of Plato; Speusippus becomes scholarch

339/8 (Lysimachides’ archonship) Death of Speusippus; Xenocrates becomes schol-
arch. Heraclides leaves Athens and returns to Heraclea Pontica

331 Chaeron becomes ruler of Pellene

322 Xenocrates’ mission to Antipater in Macedonia

316/15 Birth of Arcesilaus (Hermippus in D.L.)

314/13 Death of Xenocrates; Polemo becomes scholarch

c.310 Death of Heraclides Ponticus

276/5 (Philocrates’ archonship) Death of Crantor

2775-273 Birth of Eratosthenes of Cyrene

2770/69 Death of Polemo; Crates becomes scholarch

268-264(?) Death of Crates; Arcesilaus becomes scholarch after Socratides refuses
office

post 246 Eratosthenes is summoned to Alexandria in Egypt by Ptolemy III Euergetes

241/0 Death of Arcesilaus; Lacydes becomes scholarch

214/13 Birth of Carneades of Cyrene

206/5 (Callistratos’ archonship) Death of Lacydes

post 205/4 Death of Eratosthenes

1071 agree with Giannantoni 1990, Iv 421-2.
108 For the identity of the philosopher and a summary of the argument, cf. Giannantoni 1990, 1v
581-3 and Gigante 1992,71-8. 199 Cf. Knoepfler 1991.
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187/6 Birth of Clitomachus in Carthage

185/4 (Eupolemos’ archonship) Death of Moschion

174/3 (Alexander’s archonship) Death of Eubulus of Ephesus and Eubulus of Erythrae

168/7 (Xenocles’ archonship) Death of Agamestor

167/6 (Nicosthenes’ archonship) Death of Telecles

164/3 Birth of Charmadas

163/2 Clitomachus goes to Athens

159/8 (Epainetos’ archonship) Death of Apollonius

154/3 (Aristaichmos’ archonship) Birth of Philo at Larissa

143/2 (Aristophon’s archonship) Death of Eubulus

142/1 (Aristophantos’ archonship) Charmadas, aged twenty-two, goes to Athens

140/39 (Hagnotheos’ archonship) Clitomachus founds his own school in the
Palladium

137/6 Carneades of Cyrene retires as scholarch; the younger Carneades becomes
scholarch

131/0 (Epicles’ archonship) Death of the younger Carneades; succeeded by Crates of
Tarsus

130/29 (Nicomachus’ archonship) Philo goes to Athens

130/29-110/09 Philo studies with Clitomachus and with an unknown Apollodorus

c. 130-120 Birth of Antiochus of Ascalon

129/8 (Lyciscus’ archonship) Death of Carneades of Cyrene; Clitomachus re-enters
the Academy

1277/6 Death of Crates of Tarsus; Clitomachus becomes effective scholarch of the
Academy

120/19 (Eumachos’ archonship) Death of Boethus of Marathon

110/09 (Polycleitus’ archonship) Death of Clitomachus; Philo becomes scholarch of
the Academy

ante 91 Death of Charmadas

c.90 Antiochus founds the ‘Old Academy’

88 Philo establishes himself at Rome

87-84 Antiochus at Alexandria in Egypt

84/3 (Nicetes’ archonship) Death of Philo (in Rome?)

79 Antiochus returns to Athens

c.68 Death of Antiochus

B. THE PERIPATOS

372/1 0or 371/0 Birth of Theophrastus

ante 350 Birth of Eudemus of Rhodes

c. 350 Birth of Chamaeleon and of Demetrius of Phalerum

c. 350-281 Lifespan of Duris and of Lynceus of Samos

348/7 On Plato’s death, Theophrastus (?) and Aristotle go to Assos to see Hermias of
Atarneus

345/4 Theophrastus transfers to Mytilene on Lesbos with Aristotle

343/2 Aristotle is summoned by Philip IT to Mieza to be Alexander’s tutor

c. 340 Birth of Clearchus of Soli

340-330 Birth of Strato of Lampsacus
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337/6 Theophrastus and Aristotle return to Athens. Aristotle opens his school in the
Lyceum

323/2 Aristotle is forced to leave Athens and flees to Stagira

322/1 Death of Aristotle; Theophrastus becomes scholarch for 36 years. Strato goes to
Egypt to the court of Ptolemy I Soter; Eudemus returns to Rhodes

317-307 Demetrius of Phalerum becomes governor of Athens

307  Demetrius of Phalerum forced into exile (he goes to Alexandria in Egypt) after
297; maybe in 295, when Demetrius Poliorcetes marched northward

300/299 or299/8 Birth of Lyco

post 297 Demetrius of Phalerum exiled from Thebes

288/7 or287/6 Death of Theophrastus; Strato becomes scholarch for 18 years. Neleus
returns to Scepsis

post 283 Death of Demetrius of Phalerum

281  Chamaeleon’s mission to Seleucus I

270/69 or 269/8 Death of Strato; succeeded by Lyco, scholarch for 44 years

260-255 Prytanis’ floruit

c.250 Birth of Aristo of Ceos and of Phormion

247 or 244 Lyco honoured at Athens (IG 112 791)

226/5 or 225/4 Death of Lyco; Aristo of Ceos becomes scholarch

225  Prytanis’ mission to Antigonus Doson

223 Prytanis redrafts the constitution of Megalopolis

c. 200 Birth of Critolaus of Phaselis

195/4 The elderly Phormion speaks before Hannibal at Ephesus

155  Critolaus’ mission to Rome

c. 118 Death of Critolaus

c. THE SToA

334/3 Birth of Zeno (according to Persaeus)

? Birth of Zeno (according to Apollodorus)

330-325 Birth of Dionysius of Heraclea

331/0 (Aristophanes’ archonship) Birth of Cleanthes (according to Apollodorus)

307/6 Birth of Persacus of Citium

c.285 Birth of Sphaerus of Borysthenes

280-276 Birth of Chrysippus

c. 274 Persaeus arrives in Pella at the court of Antigonus Gonatas

c.265 Sphaerus goes to Athens

262/1 (Arrheneides’ archonship) Death of Zeno (according to Apollodorus);
Cleanthes becomes scholarch

260-256 Persaeus’ floruit

c.250 Death of Dionysius Metathemenos

c. 244 Persaeus becomes archon of Corinth

243  Death of Persaeus

c.240 Sphaerus goes to Sparta to Cleomenes I11

c.230 Birth of Diogenes of Seleucia

230/29 (Jason’s archonship) Death of Cleanthes (according to Apollodorus)

229-209 Aristocreon at Athens

c. 222 Sphaerus follows Cleomenes III to Egypt
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208-204 Death of Chrysippus,aged 73

c. 185-180 Birth of Panaetius at Rhodes

184/3 (Charicles’ archonship) Aristocreon honoured in Athens

c. 170 Birth of Mnesarchus and of Dardanus

post 168/7 Panaetius studies with Crates of Mallos at Pergamon

ante 155 Panaetius becomes hierothutes of Poseidon Hippios at Lindos

155  Diogenes of Seleucia, Carneades the Elder and Critolaus of Phaselis sent on dip-
lomatic mission to Rome

post 155 Panaetius studies with Diogenes of Seleucia at Athens

c. 150-140 Death of Diogenes.

149/8 Panaetius is fieropoios in Athens on the occasion of the celebration of the
Ptolemaia (they presumably honoured Ptolemy III)

post 146 Panaetius meets Scipio Aemilianus (in Rome?) for the first time

140-138 Panaetius accompanies Scipio during his diplomatic missions to the East and
to Greece

c. 138-129 Panaetius travels between Rome and Athens

c. 130 Birth of Posidonius

130/29 Death of Scipio and of Antipater of Tarsus; Panaetius becomes scholarch.

110/09 Death of Panaetius. Mnesarchus and Dardanus are principes Stoicorum in
Athens; Mnesarchus vigebat

post 88 Death of Dardanus and of Mnesarchus

60 Cicero sends to Posidonius a fypomnzma in Greek of his work on his consulship

51(?) Posidonius’ second mission to Rome

D. THE GARDEN

342/1 (Sosigenes’ archonship) Birth of Epicurus

331/0 Birth of Metrodorus

328/7 Epicurus begins philosophical studies aged fourteen

c. 325 Birth of Idomeneus and Hermarchus (?)

c. 324 Birth of Pythocles

323-321 Epicurusis ephebe in Athens

c. 320 Birth of Colotes

320-311 Epicurus in Colophon (?)

311/10-307/6 Epicurus teaches at Mytilene and at Lampsacus; comes into contact
with Colotes, Hermarchus, Idomeneus, Pythocles and Polyaenus

307/6 or 305/4 Epicurus in Athens; founds the Garden. Pythocles aged seventeen or
eighteen

. 306-301 Idomeneus is court dignitary at Lampsacus

301/0 (Clearchos’ archonship) Epicurus writes Book x1v of the On Nature

300/299 (Hegemachos’ archonship) Epicurus writes Book xv of the On Nature

296/5 (Nicias’ archonship) Epicurus writes Book xxviir of the On Nature

c.290 Timocrates’ apostasy

290-280 Death of Polyaenus

278/7 (Democles’ archonship) Death of Metrodorus

271/0 (Pytharatus’ archonship) Death of Epicurus

post 268 Colotes writes On the Impossibility of Living on the Principles of the Other
Philosophers dedicated to King Ptolemy II Philadelphos
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c.250 Death of Hermarchus; Polystratus becomes scholarch; birth of Basilides (?)

219/18 (Menecrates’ archonship) Death of Polystratus; Dionysius of Lamptrai
becomes scholarch

205/4 (Isocrates’ archonship) Death of Dionysius; Basilides becomes scholarch

c. 175 Death of Basilides; Thespis (?) becomes scholarch

? Apollodorus succeeds Thespis (?) as scholarch

c. 150 Birth of Zeno of Sidon and of Demetrius of Laconia

138  Birth of Phaedrus

119/18 (Hipparchos’ archonship) Phaedrus is ephebe

c. 100 Zeno of Sidon becomes scholarch

88 Phaedrus in Rome

c.75 Death of Zeno of Sidon; Phaedrus becomes scholarch

70/69 Death of Phaedrus; Patro becomes scholarch

E. THE PYRRHONISTS

365-360 Birth of Pyrrho

334-324 Pyrrho and Anaxarchus follow Alexander the Great into Asia
c. 325 Birth of Timon

2775-270 Death of Pyrrho

c.2775 Timon sets up in Athens

c.2300r225 Death of Timon

F. THE MINOR SOCRATICS

c. 412—403 Birth of Diogenes of Sinope

. 368-365 Birth of Crates of Thebes

c. 360 Birth of Stilpo of Megara

c. 360-280 Aristotle of Cyrene

c.350-250 Antipater of Cyrene

ante 348 Birth of Euphantus

345/4 Birth of Menedemus of Eretria

c. 340-250 Theodorus the Atheist

c.339 Birth of Alexinus

c. 324-321 Death of Diogenes of Sinope

c. 320 floruit of Dionysius of Chalcedon and Euphantus

c. 315-284 Diodorus Cronus active in Athens and Alexandria; floruit of Aristides
310-300 Philo the Dialectician studies with Diodorus Cronus
.290 floruit of Hegesias

.288/5 Death of Crates of Thebes

.284 Death of Diodorus Cronus

.280 Death of Stilpo

.280-275 floruit of Panthoides

267/6 (Menecles’ archonship) Letter by Hermarchus to Theophides against Alexinus
c.265 Death of Alexinus

261/0 Death of Menedemus of Eretria

c.250 floruit of Aristotle the Dialectician and Artemidorus

o 0 0 0 0
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Appendix
Successions of scholarchs

Year Academy Lyceum Stoa Kepos

348/7-339/8 Speusippus
339/8-314/13 Xenocrates
322/1-288/7 or
287/6 Theophrastus
?-262/1 Zeno
314/13-270/69 Polemo
307/6-2771/0 Epicurus
288/7 or
287/6-2770/9 or
269/8 Strato
¢. 271/0-250 Hermarchus
270/69-268-264 Crates
2770/69 or
269/8-226/5 or
225/4 Lycon
268-264-241/0  Arcesilaus
262/1-230/29 Cleanthes
¢. 250-ante 220/19 Polystratus
241/0-226/5 or
225/4 Lacydes
230/29-208-204 Chrysippus
226/5 or225/4-? Ariston
226/5 or 225/4-
167/6 Telecles and
Euander; Hegesinus
ante 220/19-201/0 Dionisius
208-205-7 Zeno of Tarsus
201/0-¢. 175 Basilides
. 1752 Thespis (?)
?~150-140 Diogenes
167/6-137/6 Carneades I
?—¢. 100 Apollodorus
¢ 155 Critolaus

(53]
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150-140-129/8
137/6-131/0
131/0-127/6
129/8-110/9
?-¢. 110

Year

127/6-110/9
110/9-84/3
€. 100-¢. 75
¢.75-70

CHRONOLOGY

Antipater
Carneades I1
Crates of Tarsus
Panaetius
Diodorus of Tirus
Academy Lyceum Stoa Kepos
Clitomachus
Philo
Zeno of Sidon
Phaedrus
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Organization and structure of
the philosophical schools

TIZIANO DORANDI

Before tackling in detail the issue of the organization and structure of the
philosophical schools, both in the Hellenistic period and more generally,
one must try to find an answer to the question of what a philosophical
school was. This is a difficult question, which has not yet found an answer
that copes satisfactorily with all the problems it poses.!

Until recently the theory of Wilamowitz prevailed, according to which
the philosophers® schools were religious societies (thiasoi), dedicated
to the worship of the gods, or the Muses in this particular case.?
Wilamowitz started from the presumption that all such ancient societies
had cult characteristics and that, for this reason, they were recognized by
Athenian law, giving them the status of legal bodies. From an outsider’s
viewpoint the philosophical schools would therefore have appeared to be
religious societies devoted to the worship of the Muses, while internally
they would have developed functions like those of modern universities. In
the Academy and Peripatos, above all, there would have been activity in
scientific research and teaching based on a division of duties between
teachers old and young, and carried out in a series of public lectures and
private seminars.

Wilamowitz’s theory has attracted criticism and objections. In particu-
lar, it has been discovered that certain elements which for Wilamowitz
were typical of a thiasos (statues of the Muses and their worship) were
shared by other institutions like the gymnasia and children’s schools, and
were therefore not by themselves enough to support the identification of
philosophical schools as religious societies. To state that the philosoph-
ical schools were institutions of common ownership in which the schol-
arch (the head of the school) was the single owner of the property and all
the fixtures has become unacceptable;* nor is there clear, concrete proof
to lead one to say that the philosophical schools were organized like

1 For the status quaestionis see Isnardi Parente 1974b; 1986, 350-7; and Natali 1991,93-120.
2 Wilamowitz 1881, 181-6, 194-7,263-88. 3 Gomperz 1899.
4 Gottschalk 1972, 320, 329.

[55]
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thiasoi devoted to the worship of the Muses. Still less does the assumption
that the schools resorted to this device to obtain the status of a legal body
bear up, since such a concept was foreign to the Greek world. So it has
been assumed that the philosophers’ schools were instead secular institu-
tions with educational aims directed towards propagation of useful
knowledge. They would have been supported by private funds and have
had nothing to do with the state and therefore no need for any authoriza-
tion for their existence and activity.>

But there is no lack of support for Wilamowitz’s theory, particularly as
regards the Academy. There would seem to be no serious reason to
oppose the recognition of thiasos characteristics in the Athenian
philosophical schools. If anything, the need for the legal and religious
device of an association (koinon) devoted to the Muses, developed with
time in the case of the Academy: some think it might have become neces-
sary in the second phase of the school’s history, at the point when there
was the prospect that a poor non-citizen philosopher such as Xenocrates
would become scholarch.® As far as the Peripatos goes, the theory” thatit
was a permanent foundation much like elementary schools or funeral
associations seems to be the correct one. The Peripatos was created out of
the legacy of Aristotle, who had as his aim not the provision of education
for the young nor the worship of the Muses, but rather the fulfilment of
the ideals of the theoretical life (bios theoretikos), the shared pursuit of
philosophy (sunphilosophein) which was one of the methods he indicated
for spending periods of leisure (schole) with one’s friends (Arist. EN
1X.1172a1-8).

It seems clear from what has been said above that there is a general
interest in the initial foundation of the schools, particularly the Academy
and the Peripatos. From Wilamowitz on, the Academy has been seen as
the prototype for every school, and reconstructions of all other schools
(primarily the Peripatos) have been modelled on the blueprint of its
organization and structure. But it is also evident that the schools did not
always have the same characteristics and organization, nor could such
characteristics and organization (nor their aims) be the same for all the
schools for the whole of their long existence.

For example, despite interesting points of similarity, there are impor-
tant differences between the Academy and Peripatos, on the one hand,
and Epicurus’ Garden® on the other. Its organization, more than that of

5 Lynch 1972, 105-34 and Wehrli 1976, 129-30. 6 Isnardi Parente 1986, 350-7.
7 Natali 1991, 93-120, following the findings of Veyne 1976, 241-4. 8 Cf. Clay 1983b, 277-8.
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any other school, was based on principles of emulation, commemoration
and imitation.® Since one of the great aspirations of Epicurean philoso-
phy was the imitation of divinity, the emulation of those who had reached
a state of maximum perfection in imitating the gods - Epicurus,
Metrodorus, Hermarchus and Polyaenus (the so-called leaders or kathege-
mones) - was, for students in the Garden, a primary and vital consequence.
Already among the first generations of Epicureans the idea of kathege-
mones gave rise to an ideal model of a ‘shared life> (contubernium), which
took shape as ‘many members of one body’ (Sen. Ep. 33.4). There was no
attempt to achieve a meticulous hierarchical organization in which
philosophoi, philologoi (‘scholars), kathegetai (‘professors’) and sunetheis
(‘intimates’) were distinguished.® The ideal of freedom of speech (par-
rhésia) between teachers and students, the basis of a common lifestyle
inspired by the pedagogical aims of friendship, kindliness and goodwill
prevailed. That lifestyle was founded on the practice of common celebra-
tion, with festivals and feasts, of holidays kept in memory of Epicurus and
other friends and family who had died prematurely, like Metrodorus,
Polyaenus and Epicurus’ brothers.!* We know of at least five cults cele-
brated within the school: the annual funeral cult which Epicurus had
established in memory of his parents and brothers; the two celebrations of
Epicurus himself - an annual one, on the twentieth day of the month of
Gamelion, his birthday, and one on the twentieth of each month, in hon-
our also of Metrodorus. There was also a day devoted to commemorating
the birthdays of Epicurus’ brothers, in the month of Poseideon, and a day
for Polyaenus, which occurred in the month of Metageitnion.

We also have some interesting information on the internal organiza-
tion and lifestyle of the Academy and Peripatos. A famous fragment of the
comic playwright Epicrates!? describes how Plato, Speusippus and
Menedemus tried to distinguish and define the various species of animals
and plants. Aristotle’s writings speak of the use made by the philosopher
of tablets, anatomical charts, diagrams and other teaching aids in his lec-
tures.!3 In the last century there was a desire to find in these accounts,and
especially in that of Epicrates, confirmation of the suggestion that the
Academy and Peripatos were prototypes of modern universities. Plato
was seen as the first organizer of scientific research in the Academy, and it
was assumed that the school had regular programmes and seminars in
which students were assigned research projects under the guidance of

9 Cf. Clay 1983b, 264-70.
10 De Witt 1936, rightly criticized by Gigante 1983a, 110-13. Cf. Clay 1983b, 269-70.
11 Clay 1986,11-28. 12 Fr. 10 Kassel-Austin. 13 Jackson 1920, 191-200.
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their master.1# But these are dangerous theories, fully rebutted by succes-
sive critics and with little plausibility since they are tied too closely to
modern culture, experience and modes of thought. From a later period,
we do have a report about Carneades’ lectures (scholai) being written up
and read (and criticized) at a next meeting.!> Unfortunately we know
nothing about the Stoa.

The individual institutions were run by a scholarch (prostates, archon)
who could be chosen or appointed in different ways: the previous schol-
arch could nominate his successor directly, before his death (Plato chose
Speusippus, Strato Lyco, Epicurus Hermarchus);® the election could be
decided by a free vote (Xenocrates was elected as Speusippus’ successor;
Socratides as Crates’ successor).'” A scholarch could refuse the job in
favour of another member of the school (Socratides gave way to
Arcesilaus). As a rule the scholarch stayed in the job until his death: there
were two significant exceptions to this, both in the Academy: Lacydes
and Carneades of Cyrene retired from running the school while they
were still alive because of their health.1® But there are no examples of
joint scholarchs. The case of Mnesarchus and Dardanus, thought to have
been joint successors to Panaetius as head of the Stoa, is based on false
premisses.

In some schools there was in use a distinction between younger stu-
dents (neaniskoi) and older ones (presbuteroi), perhaps corresponding to a
different level of attainment.*® What is also significant is that, at least in
the cases of the Academy and the Garden, the schools were open to female
students: Axiothea and Lasthenia were pupils of Plato and Speusippus;
Batis, Boidion, Demetria, Edia, Leontion, Mammarion, Nikidion, and
Themista were active members of the Garden.2? Diogenes Laertius cred-
its Theophrastus with two thousand students: it is difficult to establish
whether this number stands for the total number of the philosopher’s stu-
dents during his whole period of teaching, or the usual attendance at his
lectures.?1

We know that Plato, Xenocrates and Polemo took up residence in the
garden of the Academy and that, during Polemo’s time as scholarch, some

14 On this question, see Isnardi Parente 1974b, 862-70.

15 Phld. Acad. hist., cols. 22.35-23.3, cf. Mansfeld 1994b, 193.

16 Cf. D.L.1v.1 (Speusippus); D.L. v.62 (Lyco); D.L. x.17 (Hermarchus).

17 Phid. Acad. hist., cols. 6.41-7.14 (Xenocrates); 18.1-7 (cf. D.L. 1v.32: Arcesilaus).

18 Cf. D.L. v.60 and Phld. Acad. hist., col. 27.1-7 (Lacydes); cols. 24.28-25.16; 25.39-26.4
(Carneades).

19 We have definite information about the Academy: Phld. Acad. hist., cols. 6.41 and 18.6 (cf.
Athen. 11.59d-f) and the Peripatos: D.L.v.53,70-1. 20 Cf. Dorandi 1991a.

21 On this question, cf. Sollenberger 1992, 3828.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



THE SCHOOLS: ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE 59

students followed their master’s example.2? The members of the Garden
also lived within their school’s grounds.

The methods of upkeep of the schools took different forms. The system
practised by Epicurus is well known: free donations (suntaxeis) were given
to the Garden by influential persons, sometimes at the request of
Epicurus himself. If Diogenes Laertius’ account is to be trusted,
Speusippus used to demand an honorarium from his students (D.L. 1v.2);
the Stoics Cleanthes, Chrysippus and Diogenes of Seleucia required pay-
ment for their lectures.?3 But it is not certain, in the cases of the Academy
and the Stoa, that the payment of fees was actually intended for the
upkeep of the school. Perhaps it was geared to the actual or presumed per-
sonal needs of individual scholarchs.

I have already called attention to the fact that all the schools without
exception underwent an evolution, not only in thought but also in struc-
ture, over the centuries of their existence, although it is not always
clearly documented. I have traced the principal directions taken by indi-
vidual schools in the pages devoted to their chronologies,?# but it would
be wise to note here some important points concerning possible influ-
ences on the outward form of their organization and structure. In the
case of the Academy there is a point of demarcation at the moment when
Speusippus died and Xenocrates succeeded as scholarch. But the situa-
tion becomes more complicated - and more interesting - in the period
from the death of Arcesilaus to Antiochus: Lacydes and Carneades of
Cyrene resigned as scholarchs while they were still alive. This brings us to
the schism in the time of Clitomachus and the birth of the ‘Old Academy”
of Antiochus of Ascalon and his brother Aristus in opposition to the
sceptically-oriented Academy of Philo of Larissa. The Peripatos, after
Lyco, witnessed a rapid decline to the point where under Diodorus of
Tyre the school had practically disappeared as an institution. It recovered
its prestige only in the first century Bc with Cratippus of Pergamon. In
the Stoa, after the first skirmishes of the separatist movements,5 there is
areport suggesting that in the time of Antipater and Panaetius courses of
instruction were offered alongside those given by the official scholarch. It
is no accident that during this time at least two Stoics of note, apart from
Antipater and Panaetius, were active in Athens, i.e. Dardanus and
Mnesarchus (Cicero describes them as ‘leaders of the Stoics’, principes
Stoicorum, Cic. Acad. 11.69); these men were roughly contemporary with

22 Dillon 1990 (1983).
23 Cleanthes: Phld. Stoic. hist., col. 195 Chrysippus: Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1043e; Diogenes of Seleucia:
Cic.Acad. 11.98. 2% Seeabove, pp. 31-54. 23 Seeabove, p. 41.
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Panaetius.?® Even in the Garden, at least from the second half of the sec-
ond century Bc, there was no unity of thought or institution: even if cer-
tain ‘dissident’ groups, like the Epicureans who ran a school at Rhodes,
are excluded, one can identify the presence of strong personalities within
the ambit of the mother school - Zeno of Sidon, Demetrius of Laconia
and Phaedrus - symptomatic of a situation of unease and indeed frag-
mentation of its original unity.

One should not overlook the other serious problem: secession by cer-
tain members of a particular school in favour of a rival or else to found a
school of their own. In the case of the Academy the most striking instance
was undoubtedly that involving the young Aristotle who, on Plato’s
death, left the Academy and opened his own school in the Peripatos a few
years later (335/4). Not long before that (339/8), Menedemus of Pyrrha
and Heraclides Ponticus had also left the Academy on the election of
Xenocrates as scholarch. Some centuries later there were episodes involv-
ing Clitomachus, returning to the fold of his mother school after having
run an establishment of his own; Metrodorus of Stratonicea, who moved
to Epicureanism; Dion of Alexandria and Cratippus of Pergamon, who
became Peripatetics; and the very serious case of Antiochus of Ascalon. I
know of no such instances in the Peripatos, but in the Stoa there are the
cases of Aristo of Chios, of Dionysius Metathemenos (“Turncoat’) who at
the end of his life went over to the Garden, of Herillus of Carthage, and of
Chrysippus who left Cleanthes to study with Carneades and Lacydes but
returned to the Stoa to become its third scholarch. Examples of schism
also took place in the Garden: in Epicurus’ lifetime Timocrates, brother of
Metrodorus, not only left the school but took part in a defamatory cam-
paign against Epicurus, which proved very damaging.2” Philodemus
informs us of a whole series of “dissident’ Epicureans (called by him sop/his-
tai) who lived between the second and first centuries Bc and were espe-
cially active in the centres of Cos and Rhodes:?8 there are references to
doctrines of a group of Epicureans involved in discussions about the sta-
tus of rhetoric as an art (techne), about the topic of anger, and about ques-
tions of theology - we find the names of Nicasicrates, possibly the head of
the school at Rhodes, Timasagoras, Antiphanes and Bromius.

We also have information about the existence of philosophical schools

26 The theory of Ferrary 1988, 449-64, that one could already at this moment speak of the pres-
ence of three different currents of thought, owing allegiance to Diogenes of Seleucia, Antipater
of Tarsus and Panaetius of Rhodes, is perhaps a bit hazardous. However, it seems evident that
the Stoa’s internal unity had already lost its coherence by this point.

27 Cf. Angeli 1993,13-17. 23 Cf. Longo and Tepedino 1981 and especially Sedley 1989a.
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outside Athens, but it is hard to say whether they were actual branches.
With regard to the Academy, a significant case is that of the Assos school,
created by the intervention of Hermias of Atarneus, where we find
Erastus, Coriscus, Aristotle and possibly Theophrastus.2® More doubtful
is the presence of a branch of the Academy in Alexandria, supposedly run
for a certain time by Zenodorus of Tyre.3° We know that Epicurus, in the
early years of his teaching, had opened a school at Lampsacus, which con-
tinued to flourish after his departure for Athens.3! Demetrius of Laconia
successfully ran a school at Miletus and possibly also one in Italy.3? The
highly significant case of Philodemus, who left Athens to go to Italy, first
to Rome then to Herculaneum, lies outside the chronological limits of
this study. We are also told of the existence of a Stoic school at Rhodes,
run by Posidonius.33 Also interesting is the fact that not only many schol-
archs butalso a large number of students came from peripheral geograph-
ical regions of the Mediterranean basin, often far away from Greek
influence: the coasts of Asia Minor, Africa, the interior of Syria and
Mesopotamia.34

Beside this kind of organized and institutionalized school (scholai,
diatribai), there were also groups of people who got together to practise
philosophy in an apparently less rigidly structured form, which could be
defined as a “pseudo-school’ or, better, ‘philosophical tendency’ (agogai or
haireseis).3> The so-called minor Socratic schools (Cyrenaics, Dialecticians,
Cynics) and Pyrrhonism should be considered as fitting under this head-
ing.

The modern reader at this point might demand a reply to more specific
questions: what did it mean to be a member of a school? Was there a
registration fee (with or without tax)? Could one pass freely from one
school to another, in order to pursue courses with different teachers, with
different methods, ideas and programmes? Furthermore, could a philoso-
pher begin to teach freely in a specific public place (e.g. the Stoa Poikile or
one of the many Athenian gymnasia, the Lacydeum or the Ptolemaeum) or
did he have to be authorized by somebody? This question is closely tied to

29 Phld. Acad. hist., col. v. Cf. Dorandi 1991b, 31-3.

30 Phld. Acad. hist., col. 23.2-3. Cf. Dorandi 1991b, 70,n.239. 3! Cf. Angeli 1981 and 1988b.

32 Puglia 1988, 37-48 and Romeo 1988,25-32. 33 Moretti 1976.

34 Early evidence can be found from lists of the students of Plato, Arcesilaus, Carneades and
Antiochus (?) handed down at Phld. Acad. hist., cols. 6.1-205 20.4-44; 22.35-24.16 (cf.
32.32-42); 34.3-16, or those of the students of Zeno of Tarsus, Diogenes of Seleucia and
Panaetius: Phld. Stoic. hist., cols. 48; 51-2563-8.

35 Agoge probably had the same original meaning as the later kairesis (Glucker 1978, 165). The
semantic development and history of the term hairesis has been traced by Glucker 1978,
159-225.
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that already discussed concerning the legal status of the philosophical
schools. These questions cannot, in my opinion, be given a specific or
definitive answer because of an almost total lack of ancient sources which
might throw light on them. We read that Arcesilaus, through innate mod-
esty, urged his disciples to follow the courses of other teachers and on one
occasion actually accompanied one of his pupils who came from Chios
and recommended him to the Peripatetic Hieronymus (D.L. 1v.42). The
same Arcesilaus at one point decided to leave Theophrastus’ school for
Crantor’s (D.L. 1v.29-30). From two passages in the History of the Stoa by
Philodemus it seems possible to deduce that, at least from the time of
Antipater and Panaetius, there were series of introductory lectures in the
school, parallel to those of the scholarchs, given to the most advanced
members.3¢ If the expression scholastikai esthetes of which Diogenes
Laertius speaks in the Life of Bion really carries the sense of ‘scholars’ (i.e.
philosophers’) clothing’, we have a curious testimony that in at least some
schools a particular kind of clothing was required or adopted.3” But noth-
ing more precise has been discovered.

36 Phid. Stoic. hist., cols. 60 and 77, 1-3. This seems to be the meaning of the verb wpoe€éyew. Cf.
Dorandi 1994a, 167-9. 37 On this last point see Capasso 1980.
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Introduction

JONATHAN BARNES

1 A map of logic

The Stoics were the innovative logicians of the Hellenistic period;and the
leading logician of the school was its third scholarch, Chrysippus. Most of
this section of the History will therefore describe Stoic ideas and Stoic the-
ories. Its hero will be Chrysippus.

Logic is the study of inference, and hence of the items upon which
inference depends - of propositional structure (or ‘grammar’), of mean-
ing and reference. That part of their subject which the Hellenistic
philosophers called Aoy 1kn| (logike) was a larger discipline;! for logike was
the science which studies Adyos in all its manifestations,> and logic is
included in logike as a part. Indeed as a part of a part. For the Stoics
divided logike into two subparts, rhetoric and dialectic; and logic is a part
of dialectic.3

The founder famously distinguished rhetoric from dialectic by a ges-
ture:

When Zeno of Citium was asked how rhetoric differed from dialectic, he
closed his hand and then opened it again, saying “Thus’. With the closing
he aligned the rounded and brief character of dialectic, and by opening
and extending his fingers he hinted at the breadth of rhetorical power.
(S.E.M11.6-7)

The gesture is picturesque, and it caught the imagination;* but the
thought behind it was neither original nor enlightening. There were also
formal definitions:

1 0n the parts of philosophy see the Preface pp. xiii-xvi; see also Hadot 1979, Ierodiakonou
1993b and Dorrie and Baltes 1996, 205-31.

2 See e.g. [Plu.] Plac. 874¢. (But note Hiilser 1987-8, Lxxx11.)

3 D.L. vir.41 (vion); Sen. Ep. 139.17. Other divisions of Aoy are recorded: D.L. vi1.41; cf.
Hiilser 1987-88, Lxx1x-xc.

4 Other reports in Cic. Fin. 11.17; Orat. 113; Quint. Inst. 11.7; cf. Varro apud Cassiod. Inst.11.2; Cic.
Brut. 309. Compare Zeno’s more complicated gesture designed to illuminate the stages of
knowledge: Cic. Acad. 11.145.

[65]
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Dialectic is the science of conversing correctly where the speeches
involve question and answer - and hence they also define it as the science
of what is true and false and neither. (D.L. vi1.42)

The first of these definitions, frequently repeated,’ is the prose version of
Zeno’s gesture. The second® is elsewhere ascribed to Posidonius (D.L.
VI1.62): a shorter version - ‘the science of what is true and false’ - is also
attested (Cic. Acad. 11.91), and scholars commonly suppose that
Posidonius enlarged and ameliorated a definition which had been stan-
dard in the Old Stoa.”

However that may be, a science ‘of what is true and false’ is a science
which discriminates the true from the false;® and it is a science whose sub-
ject-matter recognizes no limits ‘for all objects are perceived by way of the
study of Adyor’.® But dialectic is neither a superscience nor an omni-
science: it enables us to discriminate truth and falsity on any question
whatever inasmuch as its methods and theorems are ‘topic neutral’; and
by the same token it cannot, by itself, discriminate among the truths and
falsities of physics or ethics.

... dialectic is an art, but it does not effect anything on its own unless it
is linked to propositions (Adyor) from ethics or physics, as some of the
Stoics maintained. (Phld. Rhet. 1, PHerc. 1427, col. vi.10-18)

Dialectic permeates all areas of inquiry, but as a collaborator or an ancil-
lary.

Dialectic was subdivided: one part studied signifiers or utterances, the
other part studied things signified or ‘sayables’ or ‘objects>*© The first
subdivision contained a farrago: the nature of language, the parts of
speech, virtues and vices of language, poetics, ambiguity, music, defini-
tions and divisions, etymology. The second subdivision was further
divided into two parts. One of these parts concerns ‘presentations’ and
the other ‘sayables’ The former part is essentially epistemology. The
study of “sayables’ is essentially logic: it includes the study of the different
kinds of sayable and their parts (grammar and semantics), and also the
study of arguments and argument-forms.*1

5 See PHerc. 1020, col. 1,25 (= FDS 88, p. 90); Cic. De Orat. 11.157; Sen. Ep. 89.17; cf. D.L. Vi1.47,48.

6 Found also at S.E. PH 1.94; M x1.187 (cf. Suda s.v. S10Aex iK1, without reference to the Stoics).

7 Seee.g. Long 1978c, 103-5.

8 So Diogenes of Babylon: Cic. De Orat. 1 1.157; cf. D.L. vir.47; Phil. Cong. 18. Note also
Chrysippus, apud Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1037b.

9 D.L. v11.83: the text of this paragraph is corrupt; for suggestions see von Arnim 1903-24, I1.40;
Gigante 1960; Long 1978c¢, 122 n. 9; Egli 1981, 24.

10 The distinction is certainly Chrysippean: D.L. vi1.62; cf. D.L. vi1.43; Sen. Ep. 139.17; S.E. PH

11.214 (ascribed to Tives); Suda s.v. S1oAekTIKT (no ascription). 11 See D.L. vi1.43-4.
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The matter can be exhibited thus:

logike

/N

rhetoric dialectic

/N

signifiers signified

presentations sayables

This is only one among several Stoic maps of logic.1> Moreover, sections
marked clearly on a map may be muddy on the terrain. Nonetheless, the
map shows how the discipline of logic fits within the Stoic classification
of the sciences: logic is a part of a part of the dialectical part of logike.

11 The value of logic

Late authors report a dispute about the status of logic: is it a part of philo-
sophy, or is it an instrument of philosophy? The Stoics took the former
side, the Peripatetics the latter; and the discussion, the significance of
which is greater than it may seem, was conducted with some subtlety.13
The dates of the war are uncertain - but there is reason to think that it was
not Hellenistic.1* However that may be, logic, whether part or instru-
ment, was surely an indispensable aspect of philosophical study. After all,
if the case for logic was not self-justified,'> an argument from authority
was available: Plato and Aristotle and their followers, and Socrates him-
self, had all been passionate for dialectic; and, as Chrysippus urged,

had they spoken of these subjects only in passing, one might perhaps dis-
miss this area of philosophy; but since they have spoken so carefully on
the matter, as though dialectic were among the greatest and most indis-
pensable of capacities, it is not plausible that they should make such a
great mistake, given the general qualities which we observe in them.
(Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1046a)

12 1n particular, the place of epistemology and of the theory of definition within Aoy k7 were dis-
puted (see Hiilser 1987-8, XXXITI-LXXXVI).

13 Texts in Hilser 1987-8,22-39 (add Elias APr. 134.4-138.13); discussion in Lee 1984, 44-54; see
also Barnes et al. 1991, 41-8; Barnes 1993d.

14 Sen. Ep. 138.21-9 (on which see Kidd 1978b) shows that this sort of issue was known to
Posidonius; but the debate itself probably presupposes the renascence of Aristotelianism at the
end of the first century Bc. 15 E.g. Epict. Diss. 11.25.1-3.
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And yet, as Chrysippus’ apologia insinuates, not all thinkers were
impressed by the subject’s credentials. Thus Epicurus and his followers
‘rejected’ dialectic;'® and so too did the Cyrenaics'” and the Cynics.'8
Some have suspected that, in his early years, Zeno himself dismissed
logic.1® His pupil Aristo certainly did, offering a series of similes to show
that dialectic does us no good and even does us harm: dialectical argu-
ments are like spiders’ webs, dialectic is like mud on the pavement, study-
ing dialectic is like eating crabs, young dialecticians are like puppies.2°©
Logic is useless - people who are skilled in it are no more likely to act well;
and logic is pernicious - clever logicians will have no difficulty in acting
badly with a good conscience. Each of these claims is plausible.

Yet according to orthodox Stoicism, dialectic is not only an essential
element of philosophy: it is actually an &peT, a virtue or excellence;?!
and therefore the only dialecticians are Sages and gods.?2 The virtue has a
negative and a positive aspect. Dialectic ensures that you will not be
deceived by captious argumentation: so Chrysippus asserted,?3 so Zeno
had taught.2# Dialectic also ensures that you will guard the knowledge
which you have acquired; for it will equip you with the capacity to con-
duct valid arguments and to present cogent proofs.

Did the Stoics themselves exhibit the virtue of dialectic? They were
notorious for their syllogizing.2> They were criticized for ignoring sub-
stance and fiddling with logical form; for ignoring the useful parts of
dialectic and elaborating empty theories; for ignoring scientific methodo-
logy and worrying over abstract proof.2°

Our sources frequently present Stoic arguments in a formal dress which
hugs the contours of Stoic hypothetical syllogistic;2” and the secondary
evidence is confirmed by several of the scanty fragments of the Stoics

16 D L. x.31; Cic. Fin. 1.22; Sen. Ep. 89.11; S.E. M vir.15; Hier. Ruf. 1.30. See e.g. Long 1971d, 114;
Long and Sedley 1987, 1.101. On Metrodorus see Spinelli 1986; Tepedino Guerra 1992.

17 D.L. 11.92; Sen. Ep. 89.125 S.E. M vir.11; cf. Them. Or. xxx1v.5. 18D.L.v1.103.

19 See the mot in Stob. 11.2.12; and note that Zeno rejected the ykUkAior Téxval (D.L. vir.32),
which may have included logic (Hiilser 1987-8, LXXX~LXXXI, 444~5).

20 Stob. Ecl. 11.2.14, 18, 225 25.44 (and note Zeno’s simile at 11.2.12); all perhaps from Aristo’s
OuoiwpaTta, on which see Ioppolo 1980a, 50-1. Logic no good: Stob. 11.1.24; D.L. vir.160 (see
Toppolo 1980a, 63-9); harmful: S.E. M vir.12; Sen. Ep. 89.13.

21 See esp. D.L. vi1.46-7; also Cic. Fin. 111.72; [Plu.] Plac. 874¢. Cf. Long 1978c, 107-8; Atherton
1993,53-5.- 22 D.L.vi1.83; Alex. Top. 1.19: Long 1978¢. Gods: Plu. De E 387d.

23 PHerc. 1020, col. 11, 111 (FDS 88) - if the text is Chrysippean. 24 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1034e.

25 E.g. Quint. Inst. x.1.84; x11.2.25; Hipp. Ref: 1.21.1; Aug. CD viiL.7. For Zeno’s snappy style,
BpayuAoyia, see D.L. vi1.18, 20; Cic. ND 11.20-2: Schofield 1983. Note that even the Roman
Cato went in for crisp syllogisms: Cic. Parad. 3 (cf. Sen. Ep. 82.9).

26 E.g. Cic. Tusc. v.5.9; Gal. PHP v.225; Cic. Top. 6.

27 See e.g. Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1034¢f (Zeno); Nemes. 78-9 (Cleanthes); Cic. Div. 1.83—-4 (Chrysippus,
Diogenes, Antipater).
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themselves. Here is one example, taken from Chrysippus’ Logical
Investigations:

If there are passive predicates, then there are also passives of passives;
and so ad infinitum. But this is not so. Neither therefore is the first. If
there are plural predicates, then there are also plurals of plurals; and so ad
infinitum. But this is not so. Neither therefore is the first. (PHerc. 307, col.
11.17-26)

Two arguments in modus tollens, which is the second Stoic ‘indemonstra-
ble’, each of which is given quasi-schematic form or presented as a
AOYOTPOTIOS.

Most philosophers produce arguments, and some of their arguments
are likely to exemplify modus tollens: there is nothing noteworthy in the
fact that Chrysippus argues in this way. The noteworthy fact is this: the
Stoics used such arguments explicitly, self-consciously, deliberately; they
were concerned, in their philosophical writings to apply the argument
forms which their dialectical studies had investigated and approved.?8
The Stoics studied logic fervently and they used it sedulously.

11 The history of Hellenistic logic

1: Chrysippus
Chrysippus was the chief figure in Stoic logic:

So renowned was he in dialectical matters that most people thought that
if dialectic existed among the gods it could not be anything but
Chrysippean dialectic. (D.L. vi1.180)

A literary critic who had little time either for Stoicism or for logic admit-
ted that ‘no one brought greater precision to the dialectical arts® than
Chrysippus.?® What exactly did Chrysippus do?

We know little of Chrysippus’ modus operandi; for few logical fragments
have survived. But the Logical Investigations,3°© rigorously presented and
densely written, abrupt and compact in form, strong and substantial in
matter, invite stylistic comparison with Aristotle’s Analytics. No doubt
there were also less forbidding works; but when the thin and flaccid

28 Contrast Aristotle, on the surface of whose writings there is scarcely a trace of the categorical
syllogism.

29 D.H. Comp. 31. On the pre-eminence of Chrysippus see Frede 1974a,26-9, 31.

30 Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307. Text in Marrone 1997 (see also Hiilser 1987-8, 812-31). See
Marrone 1982, 1984, 1992, 1993; Sedley 1984; Barnes 1986b.
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reports in the secondary sources vex or depress, recall that the original
pages which they wanly mirror were firm and full.

On the nature and extent of Chrysippus’ logical interests we have more
evidence; for Diogenes Laertius, observing that his ‘books have a very
high reputation’, determined ‘to record the list of them arranged by sub-
ject’ (vi1.180). The catalogue is only partially preserved. It was divided
into three parts: logic, ethics, physics. It began with logic; the ethical part
starts at vi.199; and the text breaks off in the middle of an ethical title.
The three main parts of the list were themselves divided and subdivided,
on thematic or philosophical principles. The list surely came from
Apollonius of Tyre, who ‘published the table of the philosophers of
Zeno’s school and of their books.31

The logical section lists at least 130 works, amounting in all to over 300
books.32 Nonetheless, it does not tell us exactly how much Chrysippus
wrote on logic: the final sentence of the logical section is crucially corrupt;
the section on ethics contains several titles which suggest a logical con-
tent;33 and other sources offer a few supplementary titles.34 However
that may be, it is plain that Chrysippus wrote at vast length on logic:
almost half of his writings fell within the logical part of philosophy;3> and
these writings must have been about twenty times as long as Aristotle’s
Organon.

The titles themselves give an idea of the range and balance of
Chrysippus’ logical interests.3¢ The first of the five topoi or areas into
which the logical section of the catalogue is divided contains a single sub-
ordinate ocUvTagis or group, the titles in which were introductory. The
second area is ‘concerned with objects (Trpdypota)’, that is to say, with
the items which are signified by words and sentences: five groups include
works on the different types of assertibles, both simple and complex, and
on their parts. The third area, with three groups, is given to expressions or
Aé€eis: the issues include the parts of speech, and amphiboly. The final
area, ‘concerned with arguments and modes’, is the largest: ten groups

31 Str. xv1.2.24 [757C]. Apollonius dates from the first century Bc; the other Stoic book-catalogues
may also be his (Zeno: D.L. vir.4, Aristo: vi1.163, Herillus: vi1.166, Dionysius: viI.167,
Cleanthes: vi1.174~5, Sphaerus: vi1.178). See: Goulet 1989-94, 1,294; Dorandi 1990a, 2334-5;
Hahm1992. 32 The MSS of D.L. vi1.198 give the figure of 311.

33 E.g. TTept Tfis SiohexTikfs, TTepi TV dvTideyouéveov Tois SiahexTikois (D.L. viL.202):
Hiilser 1987-8, 184~7, prints most of the first ethical topos among his dialectical fragments.

34 Note esp. the Introduction to Syllogisms (S.E. M vii1.224), and the three books on Syllogistic
(Gal. Lib. Prop. x1x.47; Inst. Log. x1x.9), neither of which is readily identified with any title in
D.L.s list. 35 In all he wrote 705 books: D.L. vi1.180.

36 But titles must be used with caution: see Nachmanson 1941. D.H. Comp. 31-2 shows how mis-
leading Chrysippean titles could be. See also Barnes 1996b.
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subdivide its contents, which deal with two main areas - different types of
argument and syllogism, and the exposition and resolution of logical
puzzles and aporiai.

Three aspects of logic appear to have engaged Chrysippus’ especial
attention. First, he wrote twelve works in 23 books on the Liar paradox;
seven works in 17 books on amphiboly; another nine works in another 26
books on other conundrums. In all, twenty-eight works or 66 books -
more than a sixth of his logical oeuvre — were given over to puzzles. The
importance of puzzles within Stoic logic has often been observed: the
Chrysippean catalogue measures this importance. Secondly, there are
some eighteen works in 35 books on the various forms of inference and of
syllogism which the Stoics recognized and investigated. These works cor-
respond, as it were, to Aristotle’s Prior Analytics: they will have presented,
explained, and defended the theory of hypothetical syllogistic and the
system of the ‘five indemonstrables® which was the centrepiece of
Chrysippus’ logical achievement. Thirdly, there are some twenty works in
46 books on the elements of arguments: on the various forms of complex
assertible (five works in 12 books on conditionals); on simple assertibles;
on predicables and terms. Thus Chrysippus devoted as much paper to the
elements of arguments as to the arguments themselves: his work here has
no real parallel in the Peripatetic tradition, and his reflections in this area
(which is now called ‘philosophical logic’) were no less remarkable than
the formal system of inference which he developed.

2: After Chrysippus

Chrysippus was pre-eminent, but he was not authoritative: there were
conflicts within the Stoa, some of them over logic. Thus Cicero informs us
that ‘two of the leading dialecticians, Antipater and Archedemus, both
men of the greatest subtlety,3” disagree on many issues’ - and Cicero
plainly has logical disagreements in mind (Acad. 11.143). We may suppose
that Stoic logic changed and developed, at least in minor ways, in the
course of its long career. There is nothing remarkable about this supposi-
tion (nor is it often remarked).

Diogenes of Babylon professed himself a teacher of dialectic (Cic. De
Orat. 11.157), on which he wrote a handbook (D.L. vi1.71).38 His Handbook
on Utterance may have been a more ambitious work: it probably lies behind
Diocles’ account of Stoic ‘grammar’ in D.L. vir.55-8, and it perhaps

37 Reading spinossisimi (Hermann) for the transmitted opiniossisimi.
38 No doubt there were other logical writings: D.L.’s Life of Diogenes, which will have included a
bibliography, is lost.
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served as the model for the grammatical Handbook ascribed to Dionysius
Thrax.3?

Antipater was keen on sophisms,*® and he discussed the Master
Argument ‘not only in his On Possibles but also in a special work On the
Master Argument’ (Epict. Diss. 11. 19.9). He maintained ‘against the opin-
ion of everyone’ (Apul. Int. 200.17) that there are valid arguments which
have a single premiss.#* And he devised a ‘more concise’ method of
analysing syllogisms by way of the themata (Gal. PHP v 224).

Of Archedemus, who disputed with Antipater, we know a work On
Utterance (D.L. vi1.55) and an On Possibles (Epict. Diss. 11.19.9); he classified
assertibles (D.L. vi1.68); and he referred to predicables as sayables (Clem.
Strom. v111.9.26.4). There is similarly meagre information about Crinis: a
Handbook on Dialectic (D.L. vi1.71), in which he divided assertibles into
simple and compound (D.L. v11.68), explained the idea of a ‘quasi-condi-
tional’ (D.L. vi1.71), gave a formal definition of argument (D.L. vi1.76),
and analysed the concept of a partition or pepiopods (D.L. vi1.62).

The only other major figure*? is Posidonius. It is clear that logic mat-
tered to him;*3 but of the few scraps of information which have come to
us only one excites. In his Introduction to Logic Galen discusses what he
calls a ‘third kind’ of syllogism, alongside Peripatetic categoricals and
Stoic hypotheticals: they are ‘relational syllogisms> At the end of his
account Galen makes reference to Posidonius (xviii.8), and some scholars
infer that Posidonius invented relational syllogistic. But the text is cor-
rupt: Posidonius’ contribution was probably modest.*4

3: Before Chrysippus
One or two of Chrysippus’ book-titles insinuate a complex debate: Against
the Objections to the claim that the same argument can be organized in a syllogis-
tic and a non-syllogistic schema (D.L. V11.194); Against the objections to the work
against cutting indefinites (D.L. vi1.197). Two titles refer explicitly to Philo
of Megara (Against Philo’s On Signs, Against Philo’s On Schemata: D.L.
VII.191, 194*%); and others perhaps refer to other “Megarics’. One title may

39 See Hagius 1979.  *© Posidon. apud Sen. Ep. 137.38-40; and the anecdote in Athen. 186¢.

41 Varro Sat. fr 291; Apul. Int. 200.15-19; Alex. APr. 8.14-9.8; S.E. PH 11.167; M VI11.443.

42 Four minor names: Dionysius of Cyrene; Apollodorus of Seleucia; Diodotus, who taught Cicero
logic (Cic. Brut. 309); and Lucius Aelius Stilo Praeconinus, who was perhaps the first Latin logi-
cian (Gell. xv1.8.2; cf. 1.18.1: Goetz 1894). 43 See esp. Kidd 1978b.

44 See Barnes 1993a. Kidd 1978b,277-9,Kidd 1988,692-6,and Hiilser 1987-8, 1484-7,argue for
a generous attribution.

45 Philo’s works are known only from these Chrysippean titles. For On Signs, TTepl Znpaoc1ddv, see
Ebert 1987, 108-9; 1991, 60-1. On Schemata, Tepi TpdTrwv, must have discussed argument-
schemata, as its position in the catalogue shows.
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advert to Theophrastus: the Solution according to the Older Philosophers
(D.L. vi1.197) discussed an earlier solution to the Liar paradox, and the
only earlier philosopher we know to have written about the Liar is
Theophrastus (D.L. v.49).

No title mentions any earlier Stoic. Yet Chrysippus’ predecessors had
studied logic. Zeno offers an uncertain case. The catalogue of his writings
(D.L. vi1.4) contains a few items which fall under the general heading of
logike, but none which indisputably concerns itself with logic (thus On
Signs may have discussed conditional propositions*® - but its primary
subject was no doubt epistemological). The biographical evidence links
Zeno with Diodorus and Philo and with Stilpo, and we are informed that
he “used to solve sophisms himself, and he urged his pupils to learn dialec-
tic, since it had the power to do this’ (Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1034¢€). A further text
puzzles rather than enlightens:

What are the theorems <of the philosophers>? . .. As Zeno says, they are
concerned with knowledge of the elements of Adyos - knowledge of what
each of them is, of how they relate to one another . . . (Epict. Diss. 1v.8.12)

Are the ‘elements of Adyos’ the elements of reasoning, so that a Zenonian
philosopher must grasp the first principles of logic and their interrela-
tions? Or are they rather the ‘parts of speech’?4” We may be sure that Zeno
recognized the existence and the importance of logic, in some fashion or
other; but there is no reason to believe that he made any serious contribu-
tion to the discipline.*8

For Cleanthes there are several book-titles: On Reason (three books), On
Properties, On the Puzzles, On Dialectic, On Schemata, On Predicables (all in
D.L. vi1.174-5); and On Possibles (Epict. Diss. 11.19.9). The last work dis-
cussed Diodorus® Master Argument, and perhaps reflected more generally
on the logical modalities. On the Puzzles will have dealt with other logical
conundrums; and On Dialectic was perhaps the first textbook in Stoic
logic. More intriguing are two other titles. On Predicables must have dis-
cussed ‘sayables’ or Aext&.4® As for On Schemata or Tepi TpdToov, the
title is ambiguous; but if the word TpdTros is used in its technical sense,
then Cleanthes discussed logical forms.

Finally, Sphaerus: the catalogue in D.L. vi1.178 contains seven or eight
items of logical relevance. Two of them recall Cleanthine titles: Handbook

46 Under the influence of Philo, according to e.g. Rist 1978a, 391; Ebert 1991, 65.

47 Different interpretations in e.g. Graeser 1975, 11-13; Hagius 1979, 1-26; Long and Sedley 1987,
11.190. Cautious comments in Pearson 1891, 58-9; Hiilser 1987-8, 82-3.

48 S0 e.g. Frede 1974a, 14; Long 1978c, 105. The contrary view is urged by Rist 1978a; see also
Hiilser 1987-8, xLv1; Ebert 1991, 56. 49 On Clem. Strom. vi11.9.26.4 see below, p. 210.
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on Dialectic (two books), and On Predicables; one anticipates Chrysippus:
On Ambiguities.

From this brief survey, two banal conclusions: first, Chrysippus had
Stoic predecessors; secondly, his Stoic predecessors were far less prolific
than he.

What of the outside world? There is no need to mention the
Epicureans: rejecting dialectic, they did not attempt to advance it. (But
Philodemus’ work On Signs shows that later Epicureans could interest
themselves in such things as the truth-conditions of conditional proposi-
tions.) Nor will the Academy detain us; for there is no evidence that any
Academician laboured at logic. The Lyceum is another matter.

Of course, Aristotle’s successors studied logic - it was part of their
inheritance; and we know of works by Theophrastus, Eudemus, Phanias,
Strato. But for Phanias there is only a single dubious report; Strato’s
interests do not seem to have gone beyond the subject-matter of
Aristotle’s Topics; and Eudemus’ name is almost always conjoined with
that of Theophrastus, from whom, in logic, we can no more separate him
than we can Rosencrantz from Guildenstern. Peripatetic logic in the
Hellenistic period is for us the logic of Theophrastus.5©

His logical oeuvre filled some forty works in some eighty books.5?
Almost half the titles are Aristotelian or semi-Aristotelian; so, doubtless,
were the contents; and for the remainder, it is usually easy to find a plausible
Aristotelian link.52 But Theophrastus was no lackey: Alexander frequently
cites him; Galen wrote a commentary in six books on his On Affirmation (Lib.
Prop. x1x.47); Porphyry probably wrote a commentary on the same work
(Boeth. Int.? 217.26-8): there must have been some matter there. Moreover,
there are two interestingly unAristotelian titles: Topics Reduced, in two
books (D.L. v.42), perhaps attempted to reduce to categorical syllogisms
the various argument-forms which are collected in Aristotle’s Topics (a
papyrus fragment illustrates what Theophrastus had in mind).>3 On the
Liar, in three books (D.L. v.49), was the first serious investigation of a cele-
brated paradox. In addition,and most significantly, Theophrastus is known
to have worked in the area of hypothetical syllogistic.

50 In general see Barnes 1985, 559-60. For Phainias see Wehrli 1969¢ (he wrote a Cat.: Phlp. Cat.
7.20); for Strato see the catalogue in D.L. v.59. (Note also the titles for Heraclides, D.L. v.88,
one or two of which might betray a logical interest.) For Eudemus see Wehrli 1969b. On
Theophrastus’ logic the pioneering work of Bochenski 1947 is still indispensable; see also
Graeser 1973; Repici 1977; Barnes 1983b, 1985. Texts in Fortenbaugh 1992b.

51 See D.L. v.42-50 (full details in Fortenbaugh 1992b). Counting cannot be accurate; but the
total is surely greater than Bochenski 1947,27-32, or Graeser 1973, 1-3, allow.

52 See the remarks in Bochenski 1947, 52, 66, 110, 125-6; cf. Barnes 1983b, 305.

53 PSI 1095 (= Appendix 2 in Fortenbaugh 1992b): see Solmsen 1929; Bochenski 1947, 25, 119-20.
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If Chrysippus read Theophrastus® On the Liar, did he also read other
works by Theophrastus and did he read Aristotle’s Organon?

The Organon was known outside the Lyceum: Epicurus referred to the
Analytics;3* Eubulides criticized Aristotle’s views on the conversion of
categorical propositions.>> And in his Dialectic Chrysippus adverted in
general terms to Aristotle’s logic (Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1045f-1046a). The later
commentators on Aristotle’s work frequently report debates between
Stoics and Peripatetics and frequently state or imply that Aristotle influ-
enced the Old Stoa.

But Chrysippus® Dialectic refers to Plato and Polemo, Strato and
Socrates, alongside Aristotle, a constellation which hardly suggests that
Chrysippus had his mind on technical logic or the Aralytics - nor does the
text imply acquaintance with any of Aristotle’s writings. And the numer-
ous passages in the commentators either do not purport to give informa-
tion about the Old Stoa>® or else indulge in patent fantasy.57 In short, the
present state of our evidence gives no reason to believe that Chrysippus
cared for, or was influenced by, the formal logic of the Lyceum.

Finally, what of the ‘“Megarics’? Three things emerge from the mists.
First, the ‘Megarics’ were puzzle-mongers. Of Eubulides it is said that

he put forward many arguments in dialectic - the Liar, the Deceiver, the
Electra, the Veiled Man, the Heaper, the Horns, the Bald Man. (D.L.
11.108)

And the evidence associates these and other conundrums with all the
Megarics. Secondly, for Diodorus and Philo at least, puzzle-mongering
was a mode of philosophizing: the Master Argument was rightly taken to
have serious philosophical implications; and we know that both men said
subtle things about conditional propositions and about modality.
Thirdly, there are a few hints of a more general interest in philosophical
logic: Philo put out a book On Schemata;>3 the obscure Clinomachus
wrote on ‘assertibles and predicables and the like’ (D.L. 11.112);5° and
Menedemus ruminated on different types of proposition (D.L. 11.135).

What did the Stoics make of this? On the one hand, Chrysippus dis-
missed some of it as vieux jeu:

54 Phid. Ad Cont., PHerc. 1005, fr.111.9-10: Angeli 1988a, 166-7,233-40.

55 See Alexander’s essay On Conversion and Themistius® Reply to Maximus on the Second and Third
Figures: the two works survive only in Arabic (texts in Badawi 1971, translation of Themistius in
Badawi 1987).

56 E.g. Alex. APr. 402.1-405.16, an essay on negation: see Lloyd 1978b; Barnes 1986a.

57 B.g. Alex. APr. 284.10-17, on the 8épaTa. 58 Above, p. 72.

59 A ‘pioneering study of propositional logic’, according to Sedley 1977, 76; but we know nothing
about the work apart from the reference in D.L.
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What a fate has befallen the arguments of Stilpo and Menedemus. They
were greatly renowned for wisdom and now their arguments have come
to be regarded as something shameful: some of them are pretty crude and
others evidently sophistical. (On the Use of Reason, apud Plu. Stoic. Rep.
1036f)%°

So much for Stilpo, the most popular philosopher of his age.

On the other hand, there is Zeno’s pupillage with Diodorus Cronus;
and there are the Chrysippean titles which refer to Philo and his friends.
Moreover, we know that the Old Stoa was exercised by the Master
Argument, and wrote at length on it. It seems likely that the Stoics inher-
ited from the Megarics their general interest in logical puzzles, and that
Stoic work on the modalities was influenced by Megara. Beyond that the
evidence will hardly take us.6?

60 And from the Mepi Bicov: some people ‘are misled by the Megaric arguments and by other more
numerous and more powerful arguments’ (Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1036€).

61 For a sober assessment see Frede 1974a, 22-3. On the thesis of Ebert 1991, that the
‘Dialecticians’ invented some main elements of Stoic logic, see e.g. Barnes 1993d.
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Logic

JONATHAN BARNES (I), SUSANNE BOBZIEN (II AND
III1.1-7) AND MARIO MIGNUCCI (III.8)

1 The Peripatetics

Late antiquity learned two logics: categorical syllogistic and hypothetical
syllogistic. Categorical syllogistic studies categorical arguments. An argu-
ment is categorical if all its components (its premisses and its conclusion)
are categorical propositions. A proposition is categorical if it ‘says one
thing of one thing’ - or better, if it is simple in the sense of not containing
two or more propositions as components. Hypothetical syllogistic
studies hypothetical arguments. An argument is hypothetical if at least
one of its components is a hypothetical proposition. A proposition is
hypothetical if it contains at least two propositions as components.

It is a plausible guess that this terminology was developed in the
Hellenistic Peripatos. The phrase ‘hypothetical argument’ is attested for
Chrysippus (D.L. vi1.196);! Galen says that ‘the ancients’ spoke of hypo-
thetical propositions (Inst. Log. 111.3), Alexander that they spoke of
‘mixed’ syllogisms (APr. 262.31-2); and ‘the ancients’ in such contexts are
usually the Peripatetics.? Philoponus says that Theophrastus used the
phrase ‘wholly hypothetical syllogism’ (APr. 302.9).

Categorical syllogistic was thought of as essentially Peripatetic, hypo-
thetical syllogistic as essentially Stoic;3 and although it was known that
the Stoics and Peripatetics had disputed with one another in logic no less
than in ethics and physics, it was often supposed that the two syllogistics
were partners, each adequate in its own area. This irenic view is mislead-
ing. The Peripatetics thought that their categorical syllogistic embraced
the whole of logic: any argument which submitted to formal treatment at
all submitted to categorical syllogistic. And the Stoics held the same for
their hypothetical syllogisms. The two systems regarded themselves as

1 But the sense of the phrase in Chrysippus is uncertain, and some connect it with the ‘speech act’
of supposition (T6 UtrofeTikdv): below, p. 201. 2 See Barnes 1990a, 71-3.

3 But some Arabic texts appear to show that there was a Peripatetic form of hypothetical syllo-
gistic: Maréth 1989.

[77]
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rivals; and behind the texts there is a genuine and philosophical rivalry,
between ‘term’ logic which supposes that relations among terms are the
fundamental logical relations and ‘sentence’ logic which assumes that it is
sentences on which logic must ground itself.#

Peripatetic logic in the Hellenistic period is the logic of Theophrastus.
His work on categorical syllogistic is a pendant to the past: he introduced
some new terminology;> he supplemented some of Aristotle’s proofs; he
tidied up Aristotle’s messy remarks about the supplementary moods in the
first figure;® and above all he proposed major alterations to Aristotle’s
modal syllogistic. The alterations turned on his application to modal prop-
ositions of the ‘peiorem’ rule:” ‘Eudemus and Theophrastus say that. . . in
all combinations the conclusion follows the inferior and weaker of the pre-
misses’ (Alex. APr. 124.8-13). The possible is ‘weaker’ than the actual, the
actual than the necessary: hence in a mixed modal syllogism the modality
of the conclusion must be at least as ‘weak’ as the modality of the ‘weaker’
of the two premisses. Theophrastus® adoption of the rule, together with
other pertinent innovations, enabled him to purge Aristotle’s modal syllo-
gistic of some of its confusions and contradictions.?

Several texts prove that Theophrastus discussed hypothetical syllo-
gisms, thereby keeping, vicariously, a promise which his master had made
(Arist. APr. 50a39-b2). The extent and significance of his discussion are
controversial: it has been held, at one extreme, that he anticipated the cen-
tral parts of Stoic logic, and, at the other, that his work did not properly
bear upon hypothetical syllogistic at all;? and the ancient texts do not
speak with one voice.1©

He certainly said something about hypothetical propositions.

In hypotheticals in which the antecedent is not only true butalso evident
and non-controversial, they use the connective ‘since’ instead of ‘if”, the
quasi-conditional instead of the conditional (hence the moderns call

4 On this see Barnes 1983b,279-83.

5 E.g. he called propositions such as ‘Some man is just’ ‘indeterminate’, by contrast with proposi-
tions such as “Socrates is just’, which he called ‘determinate’. Ammon. Int. 9o.12-20 uses the
word &bp1oTos - compare the Stoic terminology at D.L. vi1.70.

6 Alex. APr. 69.26-70.21; see Barnes et al. 1991, 136 n. 157.

7 So called from the scholastic tag: peiorem semper sequitur conclusio partem. Texts in Fortenbaugh
1992b, T105-7; see Barnes et al. 1991, 113 n. 58. On Theophrastus’ modal logic see esp.
Bochenski 1947,73-102.

8 But Theophrastus® system, insofar as we can reconstruct it, has internal incoherences of its
own: Bochenski 1947, 100-1.

9 E.g. on the one hand Prantl 1855, 1.379, on the other Ebert 1991, 15-19.

10 Theophrastus ‘mentioned’ hypothetical syllogisms (Alex. APr. 326,21-2); he discussed the ‘ele-
ments’ of the subject (Boeth. Hyp. Syll. 1.1.3); he wrote ‘lengthy treatises’ on the matter (Phlp.
APr.242.18-21).
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such propositions quasi-conditional). Theophrastus, in the first book of

his Prior Analytics, explains the reason for this usage. (Simp. Cael.

552.31-553-4)
The context and the point of Theophrastus’ remarks are lost; but it is clear
that, in a logical text, he displayed an interest in the differences between
two propositional connectives.

At Inst. Log. 111.3-5, Galen reports that ‘the ancients’ called conditional
propositions ‘hypothetical by connection (katé& ouvéxeiav)’ and disjunc-
tive propositions ‘hypothetical by division (kat& Siaipeotv)’ or simply
‘divisive’. The ancients are contrasted with ‘the moderns’, to whom the
standard Stoic nomenclature is ascribed. In such contrasts the ancients
are often the old Peripatetics: if that is Galen’s contrast here, then (since
the terminology is not Aristotelian) we have a trace of Theophrastan
usage,'! and Theophrastus distinguished two sorts of compound propo-
sition.

Perhaps he also held that there were only two sorts of logically interest-
ing compound proposition. In the later Peripatetic tradition we fre-
quently find the following line of argument:'? ‘A compound sentence
either connects its components, in which case it is conditional, or else it
separates them, in which case it is disjunctive. Hence there are only two
sorts of logical compound.’ This argument, with all its horrid confusions,
seems to go back to Eudemus (Boeth. Hyp. Syll. 1.3.3); and it was perhaps
endorsed by Theophrastus.

Other texts set Theophrastus’ interest in compound propositions in a
broader logical context. One such text concerns ‘wholly hypothetical syl-
logisms>.13 Alexander affirms that

wholly hypothetical syllogisms, too, can be reduced to the three categor-
ical figures, as Theophrastus has proved in the first book of his Prior
Analytics (Alex. APr. 326.20-2)

and he proceeds to explain how the reduction is to be done
(326.22-328.7). Alexander’s discussion is based on Theophrastus; but he
does not simply paraphrase Theophrastus® work,'# and we know that
other logicians had worked on the topic.> How much can we ascribe to
Theophrastus himself?

11 50 Bochenski 1947, 108-9, a conclusion widely accepted.

1280 e.g. Alcin. Didasc. 158; Gal. Inst. Log. 111.1; Alex. APr. 11.20; Boeth. Hyp. Syll. 1.i1.5, 3.2. See
Sullivan 1967, 24-30; Barnes 1983b, 284 n. 25 1985, 567.

13 Detailed discussion in Barnes 1983b.

14 He explicitly notes one point of disagreement: 328.2-5.

15 See Alcin. Didasc.159: Barnes 1983b, 297-8.
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Two points are certain. First, Theophrastus developed a reasonably
detailed theory of wholly hypothetical syllogisms. Secondly, he denied that
they constituted an independent body of logical science - rather, they are
in some sense reducible to categorical syllogisms. One point of uncer-
tainty concerns the very subject matter of the theory. Alexander’s illustra-
tive examples are all arguments with two premisses, each premiss (and the
conclusion) being a conditional proposition of the form ‘If g, then ¢°,
where ‘p* and ‘¢> may be affirmative or negative but are not themselves
hypothetical propositions. Alexander says that these are ‘simple’ argu-
ments, and he adverts to other, ‘compound’ arguments; but he does not
say what a compound argument would look like, nor does he indicate
whether Theophrastus had made this distinction.

But this is not the only element of uncertainty. Alexander says that

an argument of the following sort is wholly hypothetical:
If A, then B.
If B, then C.
Therefore if A, then C.
(Here the conclusion too is hypothetical.) E.g.:
Ifhe is a man, he is an animal.
Ifhe is an animal, he is a substance.
Therefore if he is a man, he is a substance. (APr. 326.22-5)

Some scholars construe the letters in Alexander’s schema as term-letters
(so that the schematic sentences are elliptical), thus supposing that the
conditional sentences of wholly hypothetical arguments must all have the
specific form ‘If x is F, then x is G>. This construe, which greatly limits
the scope of wholly hypothetical syllogistic, is supported by two facts:
first, Philoponus and Boethius clearly use term-letters rather than sen-
tence-letters in their formulations of wholly hypothetical syllogisms;'®
and secondly, a reduction to categorical syllogisms then becomes much
easier to imagine (indeed, Alexander’s first illustration will appear to be
little more than a terminological variant on Barbara, for which see note
132). On the other side, the straightforward reading of Alexander’s sche-
mata takes the letters as sentence-letters, and Alexander never hints atany
restriction on the sort of conditionals with which wholly hypothetical
syllogistic may operate. The problem is of some importance and our evi-
dence does not allow a definitive solution.

However that may be, it is plausible to suppose, on the evidence sup-

16 See e.g. Phlp. APr. 302.22; Boeth. Hyp. Syll. 1.9.2-3. On the issue see Barnes 1983b, 290-5:
contra, Ebert 1991, 17 n.16.
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plied by Alexander, that Theophrastus attempted to survey the possible
kinds of simple wholly hypothetical syllogisms; that he arranged them
into three figures according to the structure of their premisses; that he
proved that second and third figure syllogisms can be derived from first
figure syllogisms;'” and that he remarked upon an ‘analogy’ between con-
ditional and categorical propositions:

being a consequent or apodosis is analogous to being predicated, and
being antecedent to being a subject - for in a sense it is a subject for what
is inferred from it. (Alex. APr. 326.31-2)

According to Alexander, this analogy formed the basis of Theophrastus’
reduction; but how the reduction proceeded Alexander does not say - nor
indeed is it clear in what sense Theophrastus intended the word
‘reduce’.18

The attempted reduction shows that Theophrastus was still working
within an Aristotelian framework; and his general approach to wholly
hypothetical syllogisms was evidently modelled on Aristotle’s way with
categoricals. Nonetheless, the discussion of these arguments goes beyond
anything in the Organon.

On Aristotle’s unkept promise to say how many kinds of hypothetical
syllogism there are (APr. 50a39-b2), Alexander comments thus:

He postpones them, as though intending to discuss them more carefully;
but no book of his on the subject is in circulation. (Theophrastus men-
tions them in his own Analytics; and so do Eudemus and certain others of
Aristotle’s associates.) He means hypothetical arguments (A1) by way of
a continuous proposition (also called a conditional) and an additional
assumption, and those (A2) by way of a divisive or disjunctive proposi-
tion. (And also (A3) those by way of a negative conjunction, if they are
really different from the others.) In addition to these, there are (B4) the
arguments from proportion and (Bs) those which they call qualitative
(those deriving from the more and the less and the equally) and (B6) any
other kinds of argument based on a hypothesis which there may be (they
have been discussed elsewhere). (APr. 390.1-9)

How did Alexander know which types of hypothetical syllogism Aristotle
had intended to discuss? Perhaps he hunted for hints elsewhere in
Aristotle’s work - and in fact most of the items which he lists can be
found, in one form or another, in the Topics. But there is a more plausible

17 Alex. APr. 3277.33—4: Alexander does not illustrate; but see Boeth. Hyp. Syll. 111.1-6, which car-
ries out the analyses in tedious detail.
18 On the Peripatetic conception of reduction see Barnes 1983b,286 n. 3.
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explanation. Alexander reports that Theophrastus had kept Aristotle’s
promise for him: it is tempting to infer that Alexander’s guess about what
Aristotle had intended to do was based on his knowledge of what
Theophrastus had in fact done. Hence Alexander’s list of hypothetical syl-
logisms is a list of the types of argument which Theophrastus discussed.*®
Wholly hypothetical syllogisms are not explicitly named; but they are
no doubt alluded to in (B6), where Alexander must be referring to APr.
325.31-328.7. Item (Bs5) or ‘qualitative’ arguments - the phrase is
Aristotle’s: APr. 45b17 - are explained elsewhere as arguments in which

since items of such-and-such a sort are so-and-so, then items which are

similarly (or more, or less) such-and-such share the same quality. (APr.

324.19-22)

For example: health is more likely to produce happiness than is wealth;
but health does not: therefore wealth does not. Arguments from propor-
tion, (B4), have the general form ‘As A is to B, so C is to D; but A stands in
the relation R to B: therefore C stands in R to D’.

Items (A1) and (A2) are more exciting. Alexander uses the terminology
which Galen ascribes to ‘the ancients’ in order to characterize arguments
of the general form “If A, then B; but C: therefore D’ and ‘Either A or B;
but C: therefore D’. Two instances of (A1):

(1) Ifp,theng

14
Therefore g
(2) Ifp,then g
not-g
Therefore not-p
Two instances of (A2):
(3) Eitherporg
4
Therefore not-g

(4) Eitherporg

not-g
Therefore p

Item (A3) - which has only a tentative status in the list?° - indicates the
general form ‘Not both A and B; but C: therefore D. For instance:

(5) Notboth pand g

4

Therefore not-g

19 3o Prantl 1855,1.379; Barnes 1985, 563-4.  2© For the text see Barnes 1985, 566 n. 16.
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If we allow that Theophrastus said something about such arguments,
two questions arise. First, what exactly did he say about them? To this
question our texts offer no response; but if he discussed them in detail,
and if his discussion (like his account of wholly hypothetical syllogisms)
was modelled on Aristotle’s categorical syllogistic, then we can make a
romantic guess.2!

Secondly, did Theophrastus thereby invent Chrysippean logic??? After
all, the argument-forms (1)-(5) are identical with, or at least intimately
related to, the five ‘indemonstrables’ on which Chrysippean logic
was grounded,?® and Theophrastus flirted with (1)-(5) long before
Chrysippus courted his indemonstrables. Nevertheless, it is plain that
even if Theophrastus discussed (1)-(5), he did not anticipate Chrysippus’
achievement. There are several minor reasons for this answer. (Thus it is
not clear that Alexander wishes to ascribe (A3) to Theophrastus at all.)
And there is a major reason: even if Theophrastus had explicitly recog-
nized all of (1)-(5), his Aristotelian approach to the study and organiza-
tion of argument-forms would have given his discussion of mixed
hypothetical syllogisms an utterly unStoical aspect.?#

11 The ‘Megarics’

Apart from the various logical puzzles and sophisms, there are only two
topics on which we can be sure of a positive contribution to logic?> by the
‘Megarics’.2® These are the positions of Diodorus Cronus and of Philo on
the theory of conditionals and on modal logic. Why the discussion of
these topics came down to us, we can only divine. Certainly both involve
notorious difficulties. Again, they were topics which were extensively and
intensely discussed in Hellenistic logic; so much so that the disputes
became part of the general knowledge of the intelligentsia of the time (e.g.
S.E. M 1.309-10). In addition, the theory of modalities was believed to
have far-reaching results for other areas of philosophy.

The passages on the conditional and on modal logic, together with
some scattered testimonies, allow one to draw some conclusions about
‘Megaric’ logic in general: The treatment of conditionals and modalities
implies that - like most Hellenistic philosophers - the ‘“Megarics’ worked

21 See Barnes 1985, 571-3.

22 So Prantl 1855,1.379; and see also Bochenski 1947, 9; Graeser 1975, 42, 46. Contra e.g. Sandbach
1985,18. 23 Seebelow, pp. 127-31.  2# See Barnes 1985, 574-6.

25 Logic in the narrow sense, i.c. not including contributions to the study of ambiguity.

26 On the extent to which it is legitimate to speak of a ‘“Megaric® (or Dialectical), ‘school’, see
above, p. 47 n. 105.
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with a concept of proposition that differs from ours in that it allows truth-
values to change over time. We may also conjecture that Philo and
Diodorus distinguished between simple propositions, like ‘It is day’, and
complex or non-simple propositions which are composed from simple
ones, for instance disjunctions and conditionals. But although we can
confidently assume that the truth-conditions of non-simple propositions
were examined, we know the ‘Megaric’ views only in the case of the con-
ditional.

X

In the debate about the conditional (cuvnpuévov) the point of disagree-
ment concerned the question of what the right truth-conditions of a con-
ditional were (Cic. Acad. 11.143). This controversy was played out against
the background of a common acceptance of what counts as a conditional,
and what its function is. Conditionals were understood to be non-simple
propositions containing one proposition as antecedent and one as conse-
quent. The antecedent has the particle ‘if* prefixed to it; the standard
form is ‘If p, ¢’ A conditional serves to manifest the relation of conse-
quence (&koAoubic): it announces that its consequent follows from
(&xohoubelv) its antecedent (S.E. M vii1.110-12).27

Philo’s criterion for the truth of a conditional is truth-functional. It
was later generally accepted as a minimal condition for the truth of a con-
ditional. Philo maintained that a conditional is false precisely when its
antecedent is true and its consequent false, and true in the three remain-
ing cases: whenever the antecedent is false, and when both antecedent and
consequent are true (S.E. M vi11.113-17; PH 11.110). Thus this concept of a
conditional comes very close to that of modern material implication. (It is
not quite the same, since Hellenistic truth is relativized to times.) Philo’s
suggestion is remarkable in that it deviates noticeably from the common
understanding of conditional sentences and requires abstraction on the
basis of the concept of truth-functionality.

Remarkable as it is, Philo’s view has the following two drawbacks: first,
as in the case of material implication, for the truth of the conditional no
connection at all between antecedent and consequent is required. Thus,
for example, during the day ‘If virtue benefits, it is day” is Philonian true.
This introduces a variant of the so-called ‘paradoxes of material implica-
tion’. Sextus’ presentation shows that the ancients were aware of this

27 The term &kohoubia was also commonly used for the relation between premisses and conclu-
sion in a valid argument.
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problem. Secondly, due to the time-dependency of Hellenistic proposi-
tions, Philo’s criterion implies that conditionals can change their truth-
value over time: for instance, ‘If it is day, it is night’ is true at night, but
false in the daytime. This is counter-intuitive as regards the ordinary use
of if-sentences. Moreover, if the concept of a conditional is meant to pro-
vide for logical consequence between premisses and conclusion, this leads
to the result that arguments could in principle change from being valid to
being invalid and vice versa.

For Diodorus, a conditional proposition is true if it neither was nor is
possible that its antecedent is true and its consequent false (S.E. M
VIII.115-17; PH 11.110-11). The reference to time in thisaccount (‘was. . . is
possible’) suggests that the possibility of a truth-value change in Philo’s
truth-condition was one of the things to be improved on.

We do not know whether Diodorus had his own modal notions in mind
when talking about possibility in his criterion, or just some pre-technical,
general concept of possibility,2® or whether he perhaps even intended to
cover both.2? If one assumes that he had his own modal notions in mind
when giving this account, the truth-criterion for the conditional stands in
the following relation to Philo’s: a conditional is Diodorean true now pre-
cisely if it is Philonian true at all times. Diodorus has, as it were, quan-
tified the Philonian criterion over time. The conditional ‘If T walk, I move’
is now true because at no time is the antecedent true and the consequent
false. Thus for Diodorus, a conditional cannot change its truth-value. If it
is true (false) at one time, it is true (false) at all times. If on the other hand
one presumes that Diodorus had some unspecified general concept of pos-
sibility in mind when producing his account, the criterion would be cor-
respondingly less specific. However, it would presumably still be a
minimal requirement that it is never the case that the antecedent is true
and the consequent false.

Diodorus’ criterion bears some resemblance to the modern concept of
strict implication. In particular, it shares some of its disadvantages in that
we encounter a parallel to the ‘paradoxes of strict implication’. As in
Philo’s case, no connection is required between antecedent and conse-
quent. This time, whenever either the antecedent is impossible or the
consequent necessary, the conditional will be true, regardless of whether
there is any relevant connection between the two constituent proposi-
tions. So for instance ‘If the earth flies, Axiothea philosophizes’ would be

28 For Diodorus® modal concepts see below. The verb used here for being possible, év3éyxecfon
differs from the word used for possibility in Diodorus’ modal theory, which is SuvaTdv.
29 The latter is argued for in Denyer 1981b, 39-41; cf. also Sedley 1977, 101-2.
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Diodorean true, since the antecedent was considered impossible (D.L.
viL.75). Again, Sextus’ example for the Diodorean criterion (S.E. PH
11.111) suggests that there was some awareness of these paradoxes.

*

Modal logic is the second topic where we have evidence about the posi-
tions of Philo and Diodorus and their influence on the Stoics.3° Although
the modalities were discussed under the heading of ‘On things possible’,
the Hellenistic modal systems were each built on a set of four modalities:
possibility, impossibility, necessity and non-necessity. The matter of dis-
pute was which system was the right one, that is, which one adequately
described the modalities inherent in the world. In connection with this,
an extra-logical concern provided additional fuel to the debate: the belief
that if propositions about future events that will not happen turn out to
be impossible, the freedom and choices of individuals would be cur-
tailed.3?

For the ‘Megarics’ the modalities were primarily properties of proposi-
tions or of states of affairs. There is no discussion of modal propositions,
i.e. of propositions of the type ‘It is possible/possibly true that it is day”.
Philo’s concept of possibility has survived in four sources3? but only in
Boethius are the accounts of all four modal notions reported:

Possible is that which is capable of being true by the proposition’s own
nature. . . necessary is that which is true, and which, as far as it is in itself,
is not capable of being wrong. Non-necessary is that which as far as it is
in itself, is capable of being false, and impossible is that which by its own
nature is not capable of being true. (Boeth. Int. 2.11.234)

So according to Boethius the basic feature of Philonian modalities is some
intrinsic capability of the propositions to be or not to be true or false.
That this feature is intrinsic is plain from the phrases ‘own nature’ and ‘in
itself>. In Simplicius both phrases are used to characterize Philonian pos-
sibility (Simp. Cat. 195); hence both phrases may have originally applied
to all four accounts.

In all sources the concept of possibility stands out, and so it seems
likely that Philo built his set of modal notions on a concept of internal

30 For a detailed discussion of Philo’s and Diodorus’ modal theory cf. Kneale-Kneale 1962,
117-28; Bobzien 1993.

31 This is a variation on the problem of logical determinism which is known from Arist. Int. 1x.
Several of the ‘Megaric’ sophisms touch upon this issue - so the Mower Argument (for which see
Seel 1993), the Lazy Argument (for which see Bobzien 1998, 180-233),and the Master Argument.

32 Alex. APr. 184; Phlp. APr. 169; Simp. Cat. 195-6; Boeth. Int. 2.11.234-5.
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consistency, as given in his account of possibility. Philo’s modal concepts
are thus defined by resort to another, perhaps more basic, modal concept.
As to the kind of consistency Philo had in mind, we learn nothing more.
Notwithstanding this, there can be little doubt that Philo’s modal con-
cepts satisfy a number of basic requirements which normal systems of
modern modal logic tend to satisfy as well. These requirements are:

(i) Every necessary proposition is true and every true proposition pos-
sible; every impossible proposition is false and every false proposition
non-necessary.

According to Philo’s accounts, a proposition that is not capable of false-
hood must be true; one that is true must be capable of being true, etc.

(ii) The accounts of possibility and impossibility and those of necessity
and non-necessity are contradictory to each other.

This can be directly read off the definitions.

(iii) Necessity and possibility are interdefinable in the sense that a propo-
sition is necessary precisely if its contradictory is not possible.

This holds for Philo’s accounts, if one neglects the difference in the two
phrases ‘in itself” and ‘by its nature’ or assumes that originally both were
part of all the definitions. Then a proposition is not capable of being false
precisely if its contradictory is not capable of being true, etc.

(iv) Every proposition is either necessary or impossible or both possible
and non-necessary, that is, contingent.

In Philo’s system this amounts to the fact that every proposition is either
incapable of falsehood, or incapable of truth, or capable of both. The fact
that Philo’s modal accounts - and those of Diodorus and the Stoics, as will
be seen - satisfy these four requirements is of course no proof that the
ancients consciously reflected upon all of them, regarding them as prin-
ciples with which they had to comply.

We know a little more about Diodorus’ modal theory.33 Still, again
only Boethius reports all four definitions of Diodorus’ modal notions:

Possible is that which either is or will be <true>; impossible that which is
false and will not be true; necessary that which is true and will not be
false; non-necessary that which either is false already or will be false.
(Boeth. Int. 2.11.234-5)

33 Qur sources are Epict. Diss. 11.19; Cic. Fat. 12, 13, 17; Fam. 1X, 45 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1055e-f; Alex.
APr. 183-4; Phlp. APr. 169; Simp. Cat. 195; Boeth. Int. 2.11.234, 412.
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Two of these modal accounts are disjunctions, the other two are conjunc-
tions. Provided that Diodorus accepted the principle of bivalence, these
definitions, too, satisfy the modal requirements (i) to (iv).

Apart from that, Diodorus’ modalities are of a very different kind from
Philo’s. There is no modal expression hidden anywhere in his accounts.
Instead, which Diodorean modality a proposition has depends wholly on
the range of truth-values it has at present and in the future. For instance, if
a proposition is always true from now on, it is now both necessary and
possible; if it is, from now on, sometimes true but not always, it is pos-
sible, but not necessary. Hence it is not the case that for Diodorus every
proposition is either necessary (and possible) or impossible (and non-nec-
essary). There are propositions that are contingent in the sense of being
both possible and non-necessary, namely all those which will change their
truth-value at some future time. The proposition ‘It is day’ is such a
case.34

We do not know what exactly motivated Diodorus to introduce these
modal notions.?> But we know that Hellenistic philosophers generally
regarded Diodorus® modal notions as jeopardizing freedom - since they
rule out the possibiliy that something that never happens, or is never true,
is nonetheless possible. For example, if ‘Dio goes to Corinth’ is and will
always be false then ‘Dio goes to Corinth’ is impossible, and then, or so
the thought went, it is impossible for Dio to go to Corinth.3¢

*

Diodorus’ definition of that which is possible can be split into two dis-
tinct claims: first that everything that either is or will be true is possible,
and second, that everything that is possible either is or will be true. The
first statement was not questioned by Hellenistic philosophers. It is the
second claim that was and is considered counterintuitive and in need of
justification; it is this claim which Diodorus attempted to back up with
his Master argument (Alex. APr. 183.34-184.6; Epict. Diss. 11.19.1).

Despite being widely known in antiquity, the argument has not come
down to us; all we have is a brief passage in Epictetus:

34 The dependence of the Diodorean modal concepts on truth-values implies that a proposition
can change its modality, from possible to impossible and from non-necessary to necessary. For
instance, ‘Artemisia is five years old’ is now possible, because it is now true. But it will at some
future time be impossible, namely once Artemisia has reached the age of six, since from then on
it will never be true again.

35 According to Aristotle, some “Megarics’ maintained that the possibility of an event implies its
actuality (Arist. Metaph. ©.3.1046b29-32). Perhaps Diodorus endeavoured to keep the spirit of
this concept of possibility.

36 Fora comparison between Philo’s, Diodorus’and Chrysippus’ modalities, see below, pp. 120-1.
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The Master argument seems to have been developed from the following
starting points: There is a general conflict between the following three
<statements>: (I) every past true <proposition> is necessary; and (11) the
impossible does not follow from the possible; and (111) something is pos-
sible which neither is true nor will be true. Being aware of this conflict,
Diodorus used the plausibility of the first two <statements> in order to
show that (1v) nothing is possible that neither is nor will be true. (Epict.
Diss. 11.19.1)37

This is usually understood as implying that the argument was grounded
on statements (1) and (11), and had (1v), which is the contradictory of (111),
as conclusion. And this is about as far as the passages lead us. But how did
the argument run?3® A viable reconstruction has to satisfy a number of
more or less trivial conditions. It must make use of the principles (1) and
(11) handed down in Epictetus; in addition to these, it must make use
solely of premisses plausible to the Stoics;and it must appear valid. For we
know that different Stoic philosophers attempted to refute one or other
of the principles in Epictetus, but we do not hear of anyone questioning
the truth of any other premiss or the validity of the argument. Moreover,
the reconstruction must employ only the logical means and concepts
available in antiquity; in particular the notions of proposition, conse-
quence, and modalities used must fit in with the logic of the time, and it
must be possible to formulate the argument in ordinary language. Finally,
the restored argument must not have a complexity which precludes its
presentation at a social gathering, since people enjoyed discussing the
Master argument over dinner (e.g. Plu. Quaest. Conv. 615a; Epict. Diss.
11.19.8).

In line with Diodorus® modal definition, the general conclusion of the
argument (1v) may be reformulated as

(1v’) If a proposition neither is nor will be true it is impossible.
The first principle is not so readily comprehensible. It runs
(1) Every past true <proposition> is necessary.

The Greek term used for ‘past’, TopeAnAubos, is a standard Stoic expres-
sion for past propositions, meaning not that the proposition itself sub-
sisted in the past, but that it is in some sense about the past.3® The
principle occurs also in Cicero, together with some explication:

37 There is some additional information in 19.2-9.
38 Cf. Giannantoni 1981cand R. Miiller 1985, 2324 for a historical overview and extensive bibli-
ographies. 39 Cf. below, pp. 95-6.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



90 LOGIC

All true <propositions> of the past are necessary . . . since they are unal-
terable, i.e. since past <propositions> cannot change from true to false.
(Cic. Fat. 14)

From this passage we may infer that it was a peculiarity of all past true
propositions that they cannot change their truth-value to falsehood; and
that because of this they are necessary. This suggests that the past true
propositions at issue do not include all propositions in the past tense, but
that they were those propositions which correspond to some past state or
event. For instance, the true past proposition ‘I went to Athens’ corre-
sponds to the event of my having gone to Athens. It can never become
false. Assume that I went to Athens last month. Then the proposition ‘I
went to Athens’ is not only true now, it will also be true tomorrow, the
day after, and in fact always from now on. The truth of the proposition is
based on the fact that there has been a case of my going to Athens, and -
whatever happens from now on - this cannot unhappen. (One may bring
out this feature more clearly by reformulating the proposition as ‘It has
been the case that I went to Athens>) On the other hand the proposition
“You have not been to Athens’ does not correspond to a past state or event.
Suppose that up to now you never went to Athens. Then the proposition
is true now. Now suppose in addition that you will go to Athens next
week. After you have gone there, the proposition ‘You have not been to
Athens’ is no longer true. Hence it is not necessary. We may hence refor-
mulate principle (1) as

(1) Every true proposition that corresponds to a past state or event is nec-
essary.

The second principle that functions as a premiss in the argument is
(11) The impossible does not follow from the possible,

The principle was accepted by Aristotle and by almost all logicians
Hellenistic and modern alike.#© At least by the Stoics it was understood
as

(11") An impossible proposition does not follow from a possible one.

This amounts to the statement that if a proposition is impossible and fol-
lows from some other proposition, then this other proposition is impos-
sible, too.

The following reconstruction assumes that the argument rests on a

40 The exception is Chrysippus, see below, pp. 116-17.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



THE ‘MEGARICS? 91

couple of further principles, which might have been generally understood
as valid and thus not worth mentioning, or else which might have been
generally accepted by the Stoics, and because of this omitted by Epictetus.
The first additional principle is

(v) If something is the case now, then it has always been the case that it will
be the case.

For instance, if I am in Athens now, then it has always in the past been the
case that I would be in Athens (at some time). This principle gains histori-
cal plausibility from the fact that we find a version of it in Aristotle, and
that another version of it was accepted by the Stoics.#!

The second supplementary principle is

(v1) If something neither is nor will be true, then it has been the case (at
some time) that it will never be the case.

This theorem is based on the idea that if some proposition presently nei-
ther is nor will be true, and you step back in time, as it were, then the for-
merly present ‘not being true’ turns into a future ‘not going to be true’, so
that from the point of view of the past, the proposition will never be true,
and the corresponding state of affairs will never obtain. This is assumed to
hold at least for the past moment that immediately precedes the present.
This principle has some plausibility to it. However there is no unambigu-
ous evidence that it was discussed in antiquity.*>

Fallacies and sophisms were generally presented by means of an exam-
ple which stands in for the general case, and it is a plausible guess that this
was so for the Master argument as well. A suitable example can be found
in Alexander - the proposition ‘I am in Corinth.’ The argument then
starts with the assumption that

(1) the proposition ‘I am in Corinth’ neither is nor will ever be true.
and the conclusion to be demonstrated is that

(C) the proposition ‘I am in Corinth’ is impossible.

By principle (v1) it follows from (1) that

(2) it has been the case (at some time) that I will never be in Corinth.

Using principle (1), that all past truths are necessary, it follows from (2)
that

41 See Arist. Int. 1x.18bg-11; Cic. Div. 1.125; cf. Cic. Fat. 19 and 27.
42 Becker 1960, 253-5 adduces a few passages in which some ideas that are related to the principle
are expressed.
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(3) the proposition ‘It has been the case (at some time) that I will never be
in Corinth’ is necessary.

Butsince necessity of a proposition is equivalent to the impossibility of its
contradictory, from (3) it follows that

(4) the proposition ‘It has always been the case that I will be in Corinth (at
some time)’ is impossible.*3

Now, according to principle (v), it holds that

(5) if I am in Corinth, then it has always been the case that I will be in
Corinth (at some time).

This is equivalent to

(57) the proposition ‘It has always been the case that I will be in Corinth
(at some time)’ follows from the (initial) proposition ‘I am in Corinth’.

This makes it possible to apply principle (11), that the impossible follows
from the impossible, to (4) and (57), so that one obtains as a result that

(C) the proposition ‘I am in Corinth’ is impossible.

And this is precisely what the Master argument was meant to show.
Moreover, this argument appears indeed to be valid.

Where does the argument go wrong? The ancients went in for criticiz-
ing principles (1) and (11), and one may indeed wonder whether (1) covers
cases of the kind to which it has been applied above. But there are also a
couple of things questionable with principles (v) and (vi). With a certain
continuum theory of time, one could state that (vi) does not hold for those
(rather few) cases in which the proposition at issue has started to be false
only at the present moment.*# More importantly, (v) and its variants seem
to smuggle in a deterministic assumption.

11 The Stoics

If Aristotelian logic is essentially a logic of terms, Stoic logic is in its core a
propositional logic. Stoic inference concerns the relations between items
having the structure of propositions. These items are the assertibles
(&&1opaTta) which are the primary bearers of truth-value.*> Accordingly,

43 Assuming that the proposition It has always been the case that I will be in Corinth (at some
time)’ in (4) is at least equivalent to the contradictory of the proposition ‘It has been the case (at
some time) that I will never be in Corinth’ from (3). ~ #* Cf. Denyer 1981b, 43 and 45.

45 In a derivative sense, presentations (pavtaciat) can be said to be true and false: Chrysippus
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Stoic logic falls into two main parts: the theory of arguments (Adyo1) and
the theory of assertibles, which are the components from which the argu-
ments are built.

1: Assertibles

What is an assertible? In order to answer this, it is best to look at the vari-
ous definitions or accounts of ‘assertible’ that have survived. What
appears to be the standard definition states that

(1) an assertible is a self-complete sayable that can be stated as far as itself
is concerned.*®

This definition places the assertible in the genus of self-complete say-
ables,*7 and so everything that holds in general for sayables and for self-
complete sayables holds equally for assertibles. According to the
definition, what marks off assertibles from other self-complete sayables is
‘that (i) they can be stated (ii) as far as they themselves are concerned”.

Assertibles can be asserted or stated, but they are not themselves asser-
tions or statements. They subsist independently of their being stated, in a
similar way in which sayables in general subsist independently of their
being said. This notwithstanding, it is the characteristic primary function
of assertibles to be stated. On the one hand, they are the only entities
which we can use for making statements: there are no statements without
assertibles. On the other, assertibles have no other function than their
being stated.*8

There is a second account of “assertible> which fits in well with this. It
determines an ‘assertible as

(2) that by saying which we make a statement*® (D.L. v11.66; cf. S.E. M
VIIL73574).

‘Saying’ here betokens the primary function of the assertible: one can-
not genuinely say an assertible without stating it. To say an assertible is
more than just to utter a sentence that expresses it. For instance, ‘If it is
day, it is light’ is a complex assertible, more precisely a conditional, that
is composed of the two simple assertibles, ‘It is day’, which comes in as

Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307, 111.13-14 (Hiilser 1987-8, 818; revised text in Marrone 1993); S.E.
M v11.244-5);and in a different sense so can arguments (see below, p. 126).

46T pev &&lwpa . . . elvon AekTOV aToTeAES &TToPavToOV Soov €9’ EauTd (S.E. PH 11.104:
cf. D.L. vI1.65). 47 For self-complete sayables see below, pp. 202-3.

48 1n that respect, assertibles differ from propositional content or the common content of
different sentences in different moods. For a propositional content is as it were multifunctional:
it can not only be stated, but also asked, commanded etc. In contrast, assertibles are unifunc-
tional: one cannot ask or command them etc. 496 NeyovTes &ogavdueda.
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antecedent, and ‘It is light’, which comes in as consequent. Now, when I
utter the sentence ‘If it is day, it is light> I make use of all three assert-
ibles. However, the only one I actually assert is the conditional, and the
only thing I genuinely say is that if it is day, it is light.

This suggests that the phrase ‘can be stated’ is sufficient to delimit assert-
ibles from the other kinds of self-complete sayables. But what then is the
function of the remaining part of definition (1), the phrase (ii) “as far as itself
is concerned’? In fact it does not serve to narrow down the class of assert-
ibles any further. Rather it is meant to pre-empt a misinterpretation: the
locution ‘can be asserted’ could have been understood as too strict a
requirement, that is, as potentially throwing out some things which for the
Stoics were assertibles. For there are two things that are needed for a state-
ment of an assertible: first the assertible itself, secondly someone who can
state it. According to Stoic doctrine, that someone would have to have a
rational presentation in accordance with which the assertible subsists.>°
But there are any number of assertibles that subsist even though no one has
a suitable presentation.>! In such cases, one of the necessary conditions for
the “assertibility’ of an assertible is unfulfilled. Here the qualification “as far
as the assertible itself'is concerned’ comes in. It cuts out this external, addi-
tional condition. For something’s being an assertible it is irrelevant
whether there actually is someone who could state the assertible.

In the two accounts of “assertible’ presented so far, the expression ‘to
state’ (&mogaiveofai) has been taken as basic and has not been expli-
cated; nor do we find an explication of it elsewhere. But there are two fur-
ther Stoic accounts of ‘assertible’, and they suggest that ‘statability’ was
associated with another essential property of assertibles, namely that of
having a truth-value. In a parallel formulation to account (2), we learn that

(3) assertibles are those things saying which we either speak true or speak
false (S.E. M vi11.73)

and several times we find the explication that

(4) an assertible is that which is either true or false (e.g. D.L. v11.65; cf.
66).52

From (3) and (4) we can infer that truth and falsehood are properties of
assertibles, and that being true or false - in a non-derivative sense - is both

50 Cf. below, pp. 211-13. 51 See above, p. 93 and below, p. 211.

52 This account (4) also occurs in the form of a logical principle, ‘(5) every assertible is either true
or false’ (Cic. Fat. 205 [Plu.] Fat. 574¢). This is a logical metatheorem which is usually called
‘principle of bivalence’.
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a necessary and a sufficient condition for something’s being an assertible.
The exact relation between truth, falsehood and ‘statability> we are not
told. But it seems safe to assume first that one can only state something
that has a truth-value, and second that one can only speak true or false if
one ‘says’ something that is itself either true or false, that is, only if one
‘says’ an assertible.

X

From what has been said so far, one can see that assertibles resemble mod-
ern propositions in various respects. There are however essential
differences. For instance, true and false assertibles differ in their ontologi-
cal status. According to a passage in Sextus Empiricus, a true assertible is
opposed to something - i.e. something false - and is real (GTr&pyewv),
whereas a false assertible is opposed to something - i.e. something true -
but is not real (S.E. M vi11.10). A difficulty here is what is meant by ‘being
real’. Perhaps assertibles that are real serve at the same time both as true
propositions and as states of affairs that obtain, whereas there is no corre-
sponding identity between false propositions and states of affairs that do
not obtain, since the Stoics did not allow anything like ‘states of affairs
that do not obtain’.

The most far-reaching difference is that truth and falsehood are tempo-
ral properties of assertibles. They can belong to an assertible at one time
and not belong to itat another time. This becomes obvious for instance by
the way in which the truth-conditions are determined: the assertible ‘It is
day’ is true when it is day (D.L. v11.65). This understanding of “true’ is cer-
tainly close to everyday use: we might say that it is true now that it is rain-
ing, implying that it might be false later. So, when the Stoics say ‘f is true’
we have to understand p is true now”.

A modern proposition is often taken as containing no indexicals.
Examples of such propositions, say “Two plus two equals four’ or ‘Rain
occurs in England on §5/6/94’ given that they are true, do not allow a seri-
ous question: and will they be true? (The present tense used in them is the
a-temporal present.) With an assertible like ‘Dio is walking’ on the other
hand, such a question does make sense: as with Hellenistic examples for
propositions generally, it contains no definite time. This assertible now
concerns Dio’s walking now; uttered tomorrow it will concern Dio’s
walking tomorrow, etc. This ‘temporality’ of (the truth-values of) assert-
ibles has a number of consequences for Stoic logic.

In particular, assertibles can in principle change their truth-value: the
assertible ‘It is day” is true now, false later, true again tomorrow, and so
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forth. In fact it changes its truth-value twice a day. Assertibles which do
(or can) change their truth-value the Stoics called ‘changing assertibles’
(ueTaTmimTovTa). The majority of Stoic examples belong to this kind.

A temporal concept of truth raises questions about the status of tense
and time in relation to assertibles. The Stoics standardly distinguished
past, present,and future assertibles. They were expressed in past, present,
or future tenses. Examples are ‘Socrates walked’, ‘It is night’, ‘Dio will be
alive.” A passage in Sextus (S.E. M v1i1.255) makes the distinction between
something being in the past or in the future and a statement being made
about something past or about something future, and makes clear that
past and future assertibles are not themselves past or future, but about
past or future. They subsist in the present just as present assertibles do.
For they have their truth-value in the present, when they are asserted.
‘Being (about the) past’, ‘being (about the) future’ etc. were hence consid-
ered as properties of the assertibles themselves and not merely as context-
dependent parts of the linguistic structure of the sentences which express
these assertibles.>3

2: Simple assertibles

The most fundamental distinction of assertibles was that between simple
(&mA&) and non-simple (oUy &TA&) ones (D.L. vi1.68-9, S.E. M vi11.93,
95, 108). Non-simple assertibles are those composed of more than one
assertible, which are linked by connective particles, like ‘either. .. or.. >
‘both . . . and . . .># Simple assertibles are defined negatively as those
assertibles which are not non-simple. There were various kinds of simple
and of non-simple assertibles. Before I turn to them, a few preliminary
remarks are in order.

We are nowhere told what the ultimate criteria for the distinctions are.
But it is important to keep in mind that the Stoics were not trying to give
a grammatical classification of sentences. Rather, the classification is of
assertibles. So the criteria for the distinctions are not merely grammatical,
but at heart logical or ‘ontological’. This leads to the following complica-
tion: the only access there is to assertibles is by way of language. But there
is no one-to-one correspondence between assertibles and declarative sen-
tences. For Chrysippus one and the same sentence (of a certain type) may
express an assertible or a self-complete sayable that belongs to different

53 This view that time is - in some way - a property intrinsic to the assertibles leads to several
difficulties; one being the problem of the status of time-indexicals in assertibles (e.g. in ‘I will be
alive tomorrow”); another the relation between a future assertible stated now and a correspond-
ing present assertible, stated at the relevant future time. 54 See below, p. 103.
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classes - although one may ‘reveal itself> more readily than the other.>5
Equally, two sentences of different grammatical structure may express the
same assertible.

This view of the relation between assertibles and sentences offers a
gloomy prospect for the development of a logic of assertibles. How can
we know which assertible a sentence expresses? Here the Stoics seem to
have proceeded as follows: aiming at the elimination of (structural) ambi-
guities they embarked upon a programme of standardization of language
such that it became possible (or easier) to read off from the form of'a sen-
tence the type of assertible expressed by it.

*

I now turn to the various types of simple assertibles. Our main sources for
them are two lists, one in Diogenes Laertius (D.L. vi1.69-70), the other in
Sextus Empiricus (S.E. M vii1.96-100), and a handful of titles of works by
Chrysippus. At first glance, the lists in Sextus and Diogenes do not match
very well: Diogenes enumerates six kinds of simple assertibles, three
affirmative, three seemingly negative; Sextus gives only three kinds,
which show strong parallels to Diogenes’ affirmative ones. But the names
differ in two of the three cases, and their accounts differ, to various
degrees, in all three cases. Diogenes lists negations (&mopaTik&), denials
(&pvnTIKK), privations (oTepnTIKE), categorical (KaTnyopikd), catago-
reutical (kaToryopeuTikd), and indefinite (&opioTa) assertibles. Sextus
lists indefinite (&op1oTa), definite (dopropéva), and middle (uéoo) ones.
The accounts in Diogenes show a greater degree of uniformity and are
more grammatically orientated. They apply exclusively to simple assert-
ibles. The accounts in Sextus on the other hand are rather ‘philosophical’
and do not necessarily apply to simple assertibles only. There are good
reasons for assuming that the list in Sextus is earlier than that in
Diogenes. But it is likely that both lists were developed in the third and
second centuries BC, and the two sets of concepts are in fact perfectly
compatible.>¢ Chrysippus wrote three books about negations and seven

55 Cf. e.g. Chrysippus Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307, x1.19-30 (Hiilser 1987-8, 826; revised text in
Marrone 1993).

56 First, neither of the lists is introduced as an exhaustive disjunction: Sextus introduces the
classification with Tiva pév. .. Tiva 8¢ instead of T& pév . .. T& 8¢ (S.E. M vi11.96); Diogenes
starts with év 8¢ Tofis. . . (D.L. v11.69). Then, although Sextus does not list different types of
‘negative’ assertibles, he discusses Stoic negation (&mwdgaotis) in S.E. M viir.103-7, that is
immediately after his threefold distinction and immediately before talking about non-simple
assertibles, to which he turns with the words ‘now that we have touched upon the simple assert-
ibles to some degree . . .’ (S.E. M vi11.108). Finally, we find traces of most of the kinds of assert-
ibles in Chrysippus, with names from the sets of both authors.
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about indefinite assertibles, one book on catagoreuticals and at least one
book on privations (D.L. vi1.190, Simp. Cat. 396.19-21); he wrote about
definite assertibles (D.L. vi1.197) and used in his writings the term
‘definite’ in the way it is determined in Sextus.>” There are no traces of
the terms ‘categorical’ and ‘middle’; and there is no evidence that
Chrysippus discussed denials.

*

Examples of Sextus’ middle and Diogenes’ categorical assertibles are of
two kinds: ‘Socrates is sitting’ and ‘(A) man is walking’ The rather
unhelpful name ‘middle’ is based on the fact that these assertibles are nei-
ther indefinite (since they define their object) nor definite (since they are
not deictic) (S.E. M vi1.97). Why in Diogenes the assertibles are called
‘categorical’ remains in the dark. They are defined as those that consist of
a nominative case (3p67) TTGO1S), like ‘Dio’ and a predicate, like ‘is walk-
ing’ (D.L. vi1.70). It is noteworthy that assertibles of the type ‘(A) man is
walking’ are extremely rare in Stoic logic: besides the example in Sextus
there seems to be only one other example, namely the second premiss and
the conclusion in the No-one fallacy (D.L. v11.187).

*

The next class of simple assertibles, that is, definite and catagoreutical
ones, have in their standard linguistic form a demonstrative pronoun as
subject expression. A typical example is “This one is walking.” According
to Sextus Empiricus, a definite assertible is defined as one that is uttered
along with reference or deixis (8€1€15) (S.E. M vi11.96). What do the Stoics
mean by ‘deixis> here? Galen (PHP 11.2.9-11) cites Chrysippus talking
about the deixis with which we accompany our saying ‘I’, which here can
be either a pointing at the object of deixis (ourselves in this case) with
one’s hand or finger, or making a gesture with one’s head in its direction.
So, ordinary deixis seems to be a non-verbal, physical act of pointing at
something or someone, simultaneous to the utterance of the sentence
with the pronoun. Further information is provided by a scholium to
Dionysius Thrax, namely that

every pronoun is fully defined either through deixis or through anaphora,
for a pronoun either signifies a deixis, like ‘T, ‘you’, “this one’, or an anaph-
ora, as in the case of “he’ (aU165)

57 Cf. Chrysippus Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307, v.14,17 (Hiilser 1987-8, 820; revised text in
Marrone 1993).
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and that

every deixis is primary38 knowledge and knowledge of a person that is
present. (XDThrax 518-19)

Here deixis and anaphora are contrasted with each other, from which one
may infer that definite assertibles, which require deixis, do not include
those in which a pronoun is used anaphorically.5° Moreover, we learn that
besides ‘this one’ and ‘I, ‘you’ can be used along with deixis. And thirdly,
we learn that deixis is always direct reference to an object that is present.
This suggests that if; say, I point at a statue of Hipparchia and utter “This
one is a philosopher’, I have not performed a genuine deixis. (Whereas, if T
had said “This one is a statue of a philosopher’ I would have.) ‘Deixis by
proxy’ seems to be excluded.

Despite these clarifications of the Stoic concept of deixis, there remain
difficulties with definite assertibles: first, how does one identify a particular
definite assertible? Certainly, the sentence (type) by which a definite assert-
ible is expressed does not suffice for its identification. For example if T have
my eyes closed while someone utters the sentence “This one is walking’,
thereby pointing at someone, I do not know which assertible was stated.
For the sentence “This one is walking’ uttered, say, while pointing at Theo
expresses a different assertible than when uttered while pointing at Dio.5°

However, we have every reason to believe that when now I utter “This
one is walking’ pointing at Dio, and when I utter the same sentence
tomorrow, again pointing at Dio, the Stoics regarded these as two asser-
tions of the same assertible. Thus, regarding the individuation of definite
assertibles, the easiest way to understand the Stoic position is to conceive
of a distinction between ‘deixis type> and ‘deixis token’ a ‘deixis type’
would be determined by the object of the deixis (and is independent of
who performs an act of deixis when and where): whenever the object is the
same, the deixis is of the same type; and the tokens are the particular utter-
ances of ‘this one’ accompanied by the physical acts of pointing at that
object. Hence we should imagine there to be one assertible “This one is
walking’ for Theo (namely with the deixis type pointing-at-Theo), and one
for Dio (with the deixis type pointing-at-Dio).

But now the question arises: how does a definite differ from the corre-
sponding middle assertible - e.g. “This one is walking (pointing at Dio)’

58 <First-hand’ or “prior’ or “primary’ - the Greek word is TTp&TOS.

59 For the Stoic treatment of cases of anaphora see below, pp. 104-5.

60 Qur texts suggest that the Stoics identified a particular definite assertible when it is used, by the
accompanying act of pointing; and when it is mentioned, by the addition of a phrase like ‘point-
ing at Dio’ just as I did above (cf. Alex. APr. 177.28-9).
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from ‘Dio is walking’? Are they not rather two different ways of expressing
the same assertible? Not for the Stoics. For we know that in the case of the
assertibles ‘Dio is dead’ and “This one is dead (pointing at Dio)’ at the same
time one could be true, but the other not (see below p. 116). What is it then
that distinguishes them? Some information about the difference between
middle and definite assertibles can be obtained by scrutinizing the case in
which their truth-values differ.

In a passage that reports Chrysippus’ rejection of the modal theorem
that from the possible only the possible follows®! we learn that the assert-
ible “This one is dead (pointing at Dio)’ cannot ever become true, since so
long as Dio is alive it is false, and thereafter, once Dio is dead, instead of
becoming true, it is destroyed. The corresponding assertible ‘Dio is dead’,
on the other hand, does - as expected - simply change its truth-value from
false to true at the moment of Dio’s death. The reason given for the
destruction of the definite assertible is that once Dio is dead the object of
the deixis, i.e. Dio, no longer exists.

Now, for an assertible destruction can only mean ceasing to subsist.
When an assertible ceases to subsist, that implies that it no longer satisfies
all the conditions for being an assertible. And this should have something
to do with its being definite, that is, with its being related to deixis. So one
could say that in the case of definite assertibles, assertibility or statability
(being &mopavTdv) becomes in part point-at-ability, and Stoic point-at-
ability requires intrinsically the existence of the object pointed at. This is
not only a condition of actual statability in particular situations - as is the
presence of an asserter; rather it is a condition of identifiability of the
assertible; of its being this assertible.62

X

Next the indefinite assertibles. In Sextus, they are defined as assertibles
that are governed by an indefinite part of speech or ‘particle’ (S.E. M
vii1.97). According to Diogenes they are composed of one or more indefi-
nite particles and a predicate (D.L. vi1.70). Such indefinite particles are
‘someone’ (T1s) or ‘something’ (T1). Examples are of the type ‘Someone is
sitting.’®3 Again, Sextus presents special truth-conditions: the indefinite

61 The passage is quoted in full, below, p. 116.

62 Diogenes Laertius® catagoreutical assertibles are defined as being composed of a deictic nomi-
native case and a predicate (D.L. vi1.70). This implies that the object of the deixis must be
referred to by a deictic pronoun in the nominative. The catagoreuticals might then simply have
formed a subclass of Sextus’ definite assertibles.

63 The Stoics had both simple and non-simple indefinite assertibles and Sextus® account of
indefinite assertibles seems to cover both kinds. For the latter see below, pp. 111-14.
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assertible ‘Someone is sitting’ is true when a corresponding definite
assertible (‘This one is sitting’) is true, since if no particular person is sit-
ting, it is not the case that someone is sitting (S.E. M v111.98). This truth
condition, in connection with the requirement of existence of the object
of deixis for the subsistence of a definite assertible, gets the Stoics into
trouble. Assertibles like ‘Someone is dead’, it seems, can never be true —
since no assertible “This one is dead’ can ever be true. The Stoics could
have easily mended this by expanding the truth condition to . .. ifa corre-
sponding definite or middle assertible is true’. The indefinites are the Stoic
counterpart to our existential propositions, and their classification on a
par with the other simple assertibles leads to some complications when it
comes to the construction of non-simple assertibles.®#

We do not know how the Stoics classified simple assertibles that are
expressed by sentences with more than one noun expression, like “This
one loves Theo’, ‘Aspasia loves this one’, ‘Leontion loves someone’ etc.
The accounts in Diogenes make one think that the criterion for classifica-
tion may have been always the subject expression. Atany rate, examples of
these kinds are extremely rare in Stoic texts.®>

*

The most important kind of negative assertible is the negation. For the
Stoics, a negation is formed by prefixing to an assertible the negation par-
ticle ‘not:’ (oUyi, oUk etc.) as for instance in ‘Not: it is day’. The negation
is truth-functional: the negation particle, if added to true assertibles,
makes them false, if added to false ones makes them true (S.E. M vi11.103).

Every negation is the negation of an assertible, namely of the assertible
from which it has been constructed by prefixing ‘not:’. The assertible
‘Not: itisday’ is the negation of the assertible ‘It is day’. An assertible and
its negation form a pair of contradictories (&vTIKéUeV):

Contradictories are those <assertibles> of which the one exceeds the
other by a negation particle, such as ‘It is day’ - “Not: it is day.’ (S.E. M
VII1.89)

This implies that an assertible is the contradictory of another if it is one of a
pair of assertibles in which one is the negation of the other (cf. D.L. v11.73).
Of contradictory assertibles precisely one is true and the other false.®®

64 See below, pp. 111-14.  ©5 Cf. also Brunschwig 1994b, 66—7; Ebert 1991, 117-18.

66 The concept of contradictoriness is pertinent to various parts of Stoic logic, e.g. to the truth-
conditions for the conditional and to the accounts of the indemonstrable arguments; see below,
p. 106 and p. 127.
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Why did the Stoics insist on having the negation particle prefixed to
the assertible? If we assume that they were looking for a standardized for-
mulation for the negation of an assertible which expresses its contradic-
toriness, this becomes readily comprehensible. In order to obtain an
assertible’s contradictory, the scope of the negation particle has to encom-
pass the whole assertible which it negates. This is achieved with a mini-
mum of structural ambiguity if one places it right in front of this
assertible. A negation particle elsewhere in a sentence - especially in its
common place before the predicate - can easily be understood as forming
a negative assertible that is not contradictory to the original assertible.
For instance, in the view of some Stoics, ‘Callias is walking’ and ‘Callias is
not walking’ could both be false at the same time: namely in the case that
Callias does not exist (Alex. APr. 402.3-19).%7 This explains why the Stoics
did not call negative assertibles of this kind negations, but rather affirma-
tions (Apul. Int. 191.6-15; Alex. APr. 402.8-12): for them in the above
example it is affirmed of Callias that he is not walking.

Although in Diogenes Laertius the negation is introduced as one of the
types of simple assertibles, the Stoics equally prefixed the negation particle
to non-simple assertibles in order to form complex negations. The nega-
tion of a simple assertible is itself simple, that of a non-simple assertible
non-simple. Thus, differently from modern logic, the addition of the nega-
tive does not make a simple assertible non-simple. The negation particle
‘not:’ is not a propositional connective (cUv8eoos), for such connectives
bind together parts of speech and the negation particle does not do that.

An interesting special case of the negation is the ‘super-negation’ (Utrep
ATTOPATIKOV) Or, as we would say, ‘double negation’. This is the negation
of'a negation, for instance ‘Not: not: it is day’. This is still a simple assert-
ible. Its truth-conditions are the same as those for ‘It is day”. It posits ‘It s
day’, as Diogenes puts it (D.L. v11.69).

*

Diogenes’ list contains two further types of negative assertibles: denials and
privations. A denial consists of a denying particle and a predicate, the exam-
ple given is ‘No one is walking’ (D.L. vi1.70). That is, this type of assertible
has a compound negative as subject term. Unlike the negation particle, this
negative can form a complete assertible if put together with a predicate.
The truth-conditions of denials have not been handed down, but they
seem obvious: ‘No one ¢’s’, should be true precisely if it is not the case

67 Cf. Lloyd 1978b.
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that someone ¢’s. Denials must have been the contradictories of simple
indefinite assertibles of the kind ‘Someone ¢’s’. But why do they form an
extra class? Would not the negations of indefinite assertibles, like ‘Not:
someone ¢’s’ have sufficed? Possibly the Stoics who introduced denials
pursued a chiefly grammatical interest in classifying assertibles.
Alternatively, they may have aimed at differentiating them from categori-
cal assertibles: although grammatically they could be seen as consisting of
anominative and a predicate, they do not have existential import.©8

X

Finally, the privative assertible is determined as a simple assertible com-
posed of a privative particle and a potential assertible, like “This one is
unkind’ (D.L. vi1.70, literally “‘Unkind is this one’, a word order presum-
ably chosen in order to have the negative element at the front of the sen-
tence). The privative particle is the alpha privativum ‘o> (‘un-’). It is
unclear why the rest of the assertible, ‘(-)kind is this one’ is regarded
merely as a potential assertible. For e.g. in the case of the negation proper,
in ‘Not: it is day”, ‘It is day” is referred to simply as an assertible.

3: Non-simple assertibles

The analogue to the modern distinction between atomic and molecular
propositions is the Stoic distinction between simple and non-simple
assertibles. Non-simple assertibles are those that are composed of more
than one assertible or of one assertible taken twice (D.L. vi1.68-9; S.E. M
VII1.93-4) or more often. These constituent assertibles of a non-simple
assertible are put together by one or more propositional connectives. A
connective is an indeclinable part of speech that connects parts of speech
(D.L. vi1.58). An example of the first type of non-simple assertible is
‘Either it is day, or it is light’; one of the second type ‘If it is day, it is day”.

Concerning the identification of non-simple assertibles of a particular
kind, the Stoics took what one may call a ‘formalistic’ approach, for which
they were often — and wrongly - rebuked in antiquity.¢® In their defini-
tions of the different kinds of non-simple assertibles they provide the char-
acteristic propositional connectives, which can have one or more parts,
and determine their position in (the sentence that expresses) the non-sim-
ple assertibles. In this way it is shown how the connectives are syntacti-
cally combined with the constituent assertibles; their place relative to (the

68 Cf. Ebert 1991, 122. The Stoics can thus express all four basic types of general statements, e.g.
‘Someone ¢’s’,“No one ¢’s’ and ‘No onedoesnot ¢>. 9 Cf. e.g. Gal. Inst. Log. 1v.6; 11L5.
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sentences expressing) the constituent assertibles is strictly regulated. The
advantage of such a procedure is that once one has agreed to stick to cer-
tain standardizations of language use, it becomes possible to discern logi-
cal properties of assertibles and their compounds by looking at the
linguistic expressions used.”®

Non-simple assertibles can be composed of more than two simple con-
stituent assertibles (Plu. Stoic. Rep. 10477c-e). This is possible in two ways.
The first has a parallel in modern propositional logic: the definition of the
non-simple assertible allows that its constituent assertibles are them-
selves non-simple. An example of such a non-simple assertible is ‘If both it
is day and the sun is above the earth, it is light>.7* The type of non-simple
assertible to which such a complex assertible belongs is determined by the
overall form of the assertible. The above example, for instance, is a condi-
tional. The second type of assertible with more than two constituent
assertibles is quite different. Conjunctive and disjunctive connectives
were conceived of not as two-place functors, but - in line with ordinary
language - as two-or-more-place functors. So we find disjunctions with
three disjuncts: ‘Either wealth is good or <wealth> is evil or <wealth is>
indifferent’ (S.E. M vi11.434; S.E. PH 11.150).

It is worth noting that all non-simple assertibles have their connective
orone part of it prefixed to the first constituent assertible. As in the case of
the negation, the primary ground for this must have been to avoid ambi-
guity. Consider the statement

‘pand gorr.

In Stoic ‘standardized’ formulation this would become either
Both pand either g orr

or
Either both p and g or .

The ambiguity of the original statement is thus removed. More than that,
the Stoic method of pre-fixing connectives can in general perform the
function brackets have in modern logic.”?

The avoidance of ambiguity must also have been one reason behind the
Stoic practice of eliminating cross-references in non-simple assertibles.

70 See Frede 19742, 198-201.

71 Cf. S.E. Mvi.230and 232, “Ifit is day, <if it is day> it is light .’

72 In this respect one might rightly consider the Stoic formulation as a fore-runner of Polish nota-
tion; cf. Ebert 1991, 115-16.
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Instead of formulations of ordinary discourse like ‘If Plato walks, he
moves’ and ‘Plato walks and (he) moves’, the subject term is repeated in
full: “If Plato walks, Plato moves’, ‘Plato walks and Plato moves.””3 This
practice of elimination is not reflected upon in our sources, but its regular
occurrence leaves no doubt that it was exercised intentionally — perhaps
to simplify the application of formal logical procedures.

Truth-conditions for the non-simple assertibles are given separately
from their definitions. They suggest that the Stoics were not aiming at
fully covering the connotations of the connective particles in ordinary
language. Rather they lend themselves to the interpretation that the
Stoics attempted to filter out the essential formal characteristics of the
connectives. Leaving aside the negation - which can be simple - only one
type of non-simple assertible, the conjunction, is truth-functional. In the
remaining cases modal relations (like incompatibility), partial truth-func-
tionality and basic relations like symmetry and asymmetry, in various
combinations, serve as truth-criteria.”*

For Chrysippus we know of only three types of non-simple assertibles:
conditionals, conjunctions, and exclusive-cum-exhaustive disjunctive
assertibles. Later Stoics added further kinds of non-simple assertibles,
although the number seems always to have been fairly small. Besides the
three Chrysippean kinds, we find a pseudo-conditional and a causal
assertible, two types of pseudo-disjunctions, and two types of dissertive
assertibles. It is quite possible that the main reason for adding these was
logical, in the sense that they would allow the formulation of valid infer-
ences which Chrysippus’ system could not accommodate. A certain gram-
matical interest may have entered into it, but this alone could not account
for all the choices and omissions made.”>

*

The conjunction (cupTreTTAYuévoy Or CUMTIAOKN) seems generally to
have been regarded as unproblematic. One account runs ‘A conjunction is

73 Cf. D.L. vi1.77, 78, 803 S.E. M v111.246, 252, 254, 305, 308, 423; S.E. PH 11.105, 106, 141; Gell.
xv1 8.9; Gal. Inst. Log. 1v.1; Simp. Phys. 1300; Alex. APr. 345; Cic. Fat. 12-13; see also below,
pp- 111-14 on indefinite non-simple assertibles.

74 In addition to the direct determination of the truth-conditions, we frequently find another way
of providing truth-conditions, namely by stating what a particular non-simple assertible
‘announces’ ¢y yéAAeaBan) (D.L. vii.72; Epict. Diss. 11.9.8). Occasionally, as in the case of
the conditional, this ‘announcement’ covers only the uncontested main features of the truth-
criterion (D.L. vi1.71).

75 The most comprehensive list of Stoic non-simple assertibles is provided in D.L. vi1.71-4. Other
important texts are Gell. xv1.8.9-14; Gal. Inst. Log. 111, 1v and v, and various passages in Sextus
Empiricus.
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an assertible that is conjoined by certain conjunctive connective particles,
like “Both it is day and it is light.” (D.L. vi1.72). Like a modern conjunc-
tion, the Stoic one connects whole assertibles: it is ‘Both Plato walks and
Plato talks’, not ‘Plato walks and talks”. Unlike modern conjunction, the
conjunctive assertible is defined and understood in such a way that more
than two conjuncts can be put together on a par (cf. Gell. xv1.8.10). The
standard form has a two-or-more part connective: ‘both . .. and . . . and
...... > (kad. . . kad. . . kad. . .). The truth-conditions, too, are formulated in
such a way as to include conjunctions with two or more conjuncts. A con-
junction is true when all its constituent assertibles are true, false if one or
more are false (S.E. M vi11.125,128; Gell. xv1.8.11). The Stoic conjunction
is therefore truth-functional.”®

For Stoic syllogistic the negated conjunction (XTTopOTIKT) CUUTTAOKT|)
D.L. v11.80) is of chief importance, since only when negated is the con-
junction suitable as a leading’ premiss.”” Typically of the kind ‘Not: both
¢ and ¢°. Some more complex arguments have conjunctions with negated
conjuncts as minor premiss.”8

X

The conditional (cuvnupévov) was defined as the assertible that is formed
by means of the linking connective ‘if” (i) (D.L. vi1.71). Its standardized
form is ‘If p, g°, with p as the antecedent and g as the consequent.

In Chrysippus’ time the debate about the truth-conditions of the con-
ditional - which had been initiated by the logicians Philo and Diodorus -
was still going on. There was agreement that a conditional ‘announces’ a
relation of consequence, namely that its consequent follows (from) its
antecedent (D.L. vir.71). It was what it is to ‘follow’ and the associated
truth-conditions that were under debate. A minimal consensus seems to
have been this: the ‘announcement’ of following suggests that a true con-
ditional, if its antecedent is true, has a true consequent. Given the accep-
tance of the principle of bivalence, this amounts to the minimal
requirement for the truth of a conditional that it must not be the case that
the antecedent is true and the consequent false - a requirement we find
also explicitly in our sources (D.L. vi1.81). It is equivalent to the Philonian
criterion.

We know that Chrysippus offered a truth-criterion that differed
from Philo’s and Diodorus’ (Cic. Acad. 11.143), and we can infer that

76 See also Brunschwig 1994c, 72-9. 77 See below, p. 121. Cf. also Sedley 1984.
78 For the indefinite conjunction see below, p. 113.
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Chrysippus’ alternative was the one which Sextus reports, without nam-
ing an originator, as third in his list which starts with Philo and Diodorus.
For it is presented as Stoic in D.L. vi1.73 and alluded to as Chrysippean in
Cic. Fat. 12.7°

Sextus ascribes the Chrysippean criterion to those who introduce a
connection (cuvé&ptnotis) (S.E. PH 11.111); this connection can only be
that which holds between the antecedent and the consequent. The
requirement of some such connection must have been introduced to
avoid the paradoxes that arise from Philo’s and Diodorus’ positions. A
look at the criterion itself shows that the connection in question is deter-
mined indirectly, based on the concept of conflict or incompatibility
(u&ym): it states thata conditional is true precisely if its antecedent and the
contradictory of its consequent conflict (D.L. vi1.73). According to this
criterion, for example, ‘If the earth flies, Axiothea philosophizes’ - which
came out as true for both Philo and Diodorus - is no longer true. It is per-
fectly compatible that the earth flies and that it is not the case that
Axiothea philosophizes.

For a full understanding of Chrysippus’ criterion, one has to know
what sort of conflict he had in mind. But here our sources offer little infor-
mation. We find the shift to a modal expression in some later texts,
according to which two assertibles conflict if they cannot be true together.
This confirms that the conflict is some sort of incompatibility. Then there
is a brief passage in Alexander (Alex. Top. 93.9-10) which has been inter-
preted as saying that two assertibles g, g conflict precisely if, assuming
that p holds, g fails to hold because p holds.8° However, the passage need
not be of Stoic origin,and due to the condensed form of the text the inter-
pretation inevitably remains speculative.

It is inappropriate to ask whether Chrysippus intended empirical, ana-
lytical or formal logical conflict: a conceptual framework which could
accommodate such a distinction is absent in Hellenistic logic. Still, we can
ask whether kinds of conflict that we would place in one or the other of
those categories would have counted as conflict for Chrysippus. We can be
confident that formal incompatibility would count. Assertibles like ‘If it is
light, itis light’ were regarded as true (Cic. Acad. 11.98; S.E. PH 11.111) - pre-
sumably because ‘It is light” and ‘It is not the case that it is light’ are incom-
patible, contradictoriness being the strongest possible conflict between

79 Cf. Frede 1974a, 82—3. Sextus mentions a fourth type of conditional, which is based on the con-
cept of emphasis (S.E. PH 11.112). Its truth-conditions are that the consequent has to be poten-
tially included in the antecedent. It is unclear who introduced this conditional. Cf. Frede 1974a,
90-3;Croissant 1984.  8° Cf. Barnes 1980, 170.
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two assertibles. Equally, some cases that some may describe as analytical
incompatibility were covered: for instance ‘If Plato is walking, Plato is
moving’ and ‘If Plato is breathing, Plato is alive’ were regarded as true.

The question then boils down to the point whether any cases of what
one might label ‘empirical’ incompatibility would count as conflict for
Chrysippus.8! There are a number of true conditionals where it is hard to
decide whether the connection is empirical or logical, for instance, ‘If it is
day, it is light> and °If there is sweat, there are invisible pores’. But some
instances of empirical incompatibility were accepted by some Stoics: so
conditionals with causal connections of the kind ‘If someone has a wound
in the heart, that one will die’ were considered true.8?

The connection expressed in theorems of divination on the other hand
seems to have been an exception (Cic. Fat. 11-15). Such theorems are
general statements which give in their ‘consequent’ the predicted future
type of event or state, and in their ‘antecedent’ a sign of the event, to
which the diviner has access. Chrysippus accepted that such theorems, if
genuine, held without exception, and hence that in all instantiations the
‘consequent’ is true when the ‘antecedent’ is true. Nevertheless, he
claimed that they would not make true conditionals.83 Instead, he main-
tained that the diviners would formulate their theorems adequately if
they phrased them as negated conjunctions with a negated second con-
junct; i.e. if instead of ‘If p, ¢’ they said ‘Not: both # and not ¢’.84 Given
that the conjunction and the negation are truth-functional, the resulting
non-simple assertible is equivalent to a Philonian conditional.

X

Grounded on the concept of the conditional, the Stoics introduced two
further kinds of non-simple assertibles (D.L. vi1.71, 72). Both were prob-
ably added only after Chrysippus. Their accounts and truth criteria are in
principle open to interpretation with Philo’s, Diodorus’, or Chrysippus’
truth criterion for the conditional as their basis. Yet the presentation of
Chrysippus’ conditional in the same section in Diogenes suggests that it
was his conditional these later Stoics had in mind.

81 Scholars are divided on this point. Cf. e.g. Frede 1974a, 84-9; Donini 1974-5; Bobzien 1998,
156-70.

82 8.E. M viiL.254-5; cf. M v.104, where the heartwound is referred to as cause (aiTiov); cf. also
Alex. APr. 404.21—4.

83 This implies that Chrysippus thought that there was no conflict in the required sense between the
sign of a future event and the non-occurrence of that event. Perhaps he assumed that there was no
causal connection, either direct or indirect, between sign and future event, letalone any logical link.

84 Cicero’s example for a theorem of the diviners is in fact a negated indefinite conjunction. For
these, see below, pp. 113-14.
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The first, called ‘pseudo-conditional’ (rapacuvnuuévov), is testified at
the earliest for Crinis and has the standardized form ‘Since (érei) p, ¢°.
(D.L. vi1.71). The truth-criterion for such assertibles is that (i) the “‘conse-
quent’ must follow (from) the ‘antecedent’ and (ii) the ‘antecedent’ must
be true (D.L. vi1.74).8>

The second kind is entitled ‘causal assertible’ (aiTi&8¢s) and has the
standard form ‘Because (31671) p, 4. The name is explained by the remark
that ¢ is, as it were, the cause/ground (ciTiov) of 4.8¢ The truth-condition
for the causal assertible adds simply a further condition to those for the
pseudo-conditional ((i) and (ii)). It is the element of symmetry that is ruled
out for causal assertibles: the extra condition is (iii) that if p is the
ground/cause for ¢, 4 cannot be the ground/cause for p, which in particu-
lar implies that ‘Because p, p’ is false. This condition makes some sense:
‘being a cause of” and ‘being a reason for’ are usually considered as asym-
metrical relations. In contrast, assertibles of the kind “Since p, p’ are true
pseudo-conditionals, and it is possible that both ‘Since p, 4> and “Since g,
P’ are true.

X

The Greek word for ‘or’ (7)) has several different functions as a connective
particle, which are distinct in other languages. It covers both the Latin aut
and the Latin ve/ and also both the English ‘or> and the English ‘than’. Not
surprisingly, it plays a role as a connective in at least three different types
of non-simple assertibles.

Chrysippus and the early Stoics seem to have concentrated on one type
of disjunctive relation only: the exhaustive and exclusive disjunctive rela-
tion, called ‘S1eCeuyuévov’, here rendered ‘disjunction’. This is the only
disjunctive that figures in Chrysippus’ syllogistic. In Diogenes it is
defined as ‘an assertible that is disjoined by the disjunctive connective
“either”, like “Either it is day or it is night.” (D.L. vi1.72). As in the case
of the conjunction, the disjunctive connective was understood as being
able to have more than two disjuncts, and there are examples of such dis-
junctions (Gell. xv1 8.125 S.E. PH 1.69; S.E. M vI111.434). Thus the connec-
tive was ‘either...or...or...... >(ATor...M...N...)with its first part
(‘either’) prefixed to the first disjunct.

85 It has been suggested that “Since p, 4’ is an economical and appropriate way of expressing Stoic
sign-inference (so Burnyeat, 1982c, 218-24; Sedley, 1982c, 242-3). For a sign is the antecedent
in a sound conditional which both begins and ends with truth, and is revelatory of its conse-
quent (cf. S.E. PH 11.101,104.106).

86 The Greek aiTiov covers both physical causes and grounds, reasons, explanations.
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The formulation of the truth-conditions raised some difficulties, not
least due to the fact that more than two disjuncts were allowed. Gellius
presents them as follows:

But (i) all the disjuncts must be in conflict with each other and (ii) their
contradictories . . . must be contrary to each other. (iii) Of all the dis-
juncts one must be true, the remaining ones false. (Gell. xv1.8.13)

First a non-truth-functional criterion is given ((i)-(ii)), which is then
immediately followed by something like a truth-functional criterion (iii).
This could be either an alternative truth-criterion; or — similar to the case
of the conditional - just an uncontested minimal requirement, perhaps to
permit one to single out some false disjunctions more readily.8”

It certainly was a necessary condition for the truth of the disjunction
that precisely one of its disjuncts had to be true and all the others false.
But most sources imply that this was not sufficient. The criterion they
state is stricter and typically involves the term ‘conflict’, which is already
familiar from the conditionals. The criterion is in fact a conjunction of
two conditions ((i) and (ii)). First, the disjuncts must be in conflict with
each other; this entails that at most one is true. Secondly, the contradicto-
ries of the disjuncts must all be contrary to each other; this ensures that
not all of the contradictories are true, and hence that at least one of the
original disjuncts is true. The two conditions may be contracted into one
as ‘necessarily precisely one of the disjuncts must be true’. As in the case of
the conditional, a full understanding of the truth-criterion would require
one to know what kind of conflict the Stoics had in mind.

X

According to Gellius the Stoics distinguished two kinds of the so-called
‘pseudo-disjunction’ (Trapadielevypévoy).88 Regarding their standard
form, most examples are formed with ‘either . . . or . . .’ or, occasionally,
justwith ... or...>and some have more than two pseudo-disjuncts. Thus
apparently the two types of pseudo-disjunctions are indistinguishable in
their linguistic form from disjunctions (and from each other). Thus -
unlike the case of the other non-simple assertibles - it becomes impossible
to tell from the language whether an assertible is a pseudo-disjunction or
a disjunction, and hence which truth-conditions it has to satisfy.

87 It is unclear whether the disjunction was ever understood as truth-functional. Reference to the
truth-values of the constituent disjuncts is made repeatedly (Gell. xv1.8.13: S.E. PH 11.191; D.L.
VIL.72).

88 Gell. xv1.8.14. Cf. Proculus (floruit 1st century ap) in the Digesta Iustiniani Augusti 50.16.124.
Other sources mention just one kind, e.g. Ap. Dysc. Conj. 219.12-24.
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If we follow Gellius (xv1.8.13-14), the truth-criteria for the two types of
pseudo-disjunctions are simply the two halves of the truth-condition for
the genuine disjunction: One kind is true if its pseudo-disjuncts conflict
with each other, which entails that at most one of them is true. The other
kind is true if the contradictories of its pseudo-disjuncts are contrary to
each other, which entails that at least one of the pseudo-disjuncts is
true.8®

*

As mentioned above, the Greek word for ‘or’ () serves another purpose:
that of the English word ‘than’. Accordingly, we find a further kind of
non-simple assertible which is sometimes discussed in the context of the
disjunctives. This is the comparative or dissertive®© assertible, formed by
using a comparative or dissertive connective (S10co@nTIKOS oUVSETHOS).
Diogenes reports two types (D.L. vi1.72-3), with the connectives ‘more
(orrather)...than... (udAAov...f...)and ‘less... than... (fTToV...
1) ...). These are two-part connectives, again with the characteristic part
prefixed to the first constituent assertible, thus allowing the identifica-
tion of the type of assertible.

The truth-conditions for these two types have not survived in
Diogenes, but the treatment of such assertibles by the grammarians offers
some help. One text describes the comparative statements as “‘when two
are posited and one of them is stated’, another the connective as ‘as if it
became the umpire of the disjunctive’.®! This suggests that the compara-
tive assertibles stand to the disjunction as the pseudo-conditional to the
conditional: the truth-conditions would be equivalent to those of ‘Both
either p or g and p’ (p udANov ¢) and “Both either p or g and ¢ (p fiTTOV ).

*

The definition of the non-simple assertibles implies that they take any
kind of simple assertibles as constituents, and that by combining connec-
tives and simple assertibles in a correct, ‘well-formed’ way, all Stoic non-
simple assertibles can be generated. But apparently this is not so:
non-simple assertibles that are composed of simple indefinite ones raise

89 This latter type has the modern inclusive disjunction with the connective ‘v’ as its truth-func-
tional counterpart.

90 The Greek names for these assertibles are Siacapolv 16 pdAhov &Elwpa and diocapolv
16 ATTov &§icopa (D.L. vir.72-3). Cf. Sluiter 1988.

91 Otav @V dUo TrpoTedévtrov TO Ev elpnTon (Epimerismi ad Hom. 189); o€l ETTIKPITIK
yevopévn Tfis S1aleuews (Ap. Dysc. Conj. 222.25-6). Moreover, the dissertive statement is
said to ¢y yEAeTaL . . . “TOUTO . . . 0U TOUTO’ (ibid. 223.1).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



112 LOGIC

some special problems. Unlike the case of definite and middle assertibles,
one can conceive of two different ways of putting together indefinite
ones.

First, following Stoic formation rules to the letter, by combining two
simple indefinite assertibles into a conjunction or a conditional, one
obtains assertibles like

If someone is breathing, someone is alive.
Both someone is walking and someone is talking.

According to Stoic criteria these would be true, respectively, if ‘Someone
is breathing’ and ‘Not: someone is alive’ are incompatible and if ‘Someone
(e.g. Diotima) is walking’ is true and ‘Someone (e.g. Theognis) is talking’
is true. However, complex assertibles with indefinite pronouns as gram-
matical subject more commonly tend to be of the following kind:

If someone is breathing, that one (he, she) is alive.
Someone is walking and that one is talking.

Here the truth-conditions are different from those in the previous case.
For the second ‘constituent assertible’ is not independent of the first. Asa
matter of fact, we find no Stoic examples of the first type of combinations
of indefinite assertibles but quite a few of the second (D.L. v11.75; 82; Cic.
Fat. 155 S.E. M x1.8, 10, 11; cf. 1.86). The second type was explicitly dealt
with by the Stoics and it seems that the terms ‘indefinite conjunction’ and
‘indefinite conditional> were reserved for it.°2 In order to express the
cross-reference in the second constituent assertible to the indefinite parti-
cle of the first, ‘that one’ (éxeivos) was standardly used (D.L. vir.75; 82
Cic. Fat. 153 S.E. M x1.8, 10, 11).23

The Stoics were certainly right to single out these types of assertibles as
aspecial category. Plainly, the general problem they are confronted with is
that of quantification. The modern way of wording and formalizing such
statements, which brings out the fact that their grammatical subject
expressions do not have a reference (‘For anything, if it is F, it is G, (x) (Fx
->(Gx)), did not occur to the Stoics. We do not know how far they ‘under-
stood’ such quantification as lying behind their standard formulation.
Three things suggest that at least they were on the right track.

*

92 Cf. Cic. Fat. 15. On the other hand, indefinite disjunctions’, i.e. assertibles of the kind ‘Either
someone ¢’s or that one ’s’ are not recorded.

93 Note that in non-simple assertibles composed of two definite assertibles we have oUTos twice,
and not a cross-reference with éxeivos or any other pronoun; see e.g. S.E. M viI1.246.
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First, in the context of the Stoic theory of definition and division we are
told that the assertible ‘Every human being is a rational, mortal animal’
was reformulated in standardized form as ‘If something is a human
being, that thing is a rational, mortal animal’ (S.E. M x1.8-9). That is, in
general,

All Sare P
became
If something is S, that thing is P.

The term used for such universal assertibles seems to have been ‘universal’
(xoBonikdv) (S.E. M x1.8-11; Epict. Diss. 11.20.2-3).

Secondly, the same passage also tells us something about what the Stoics
regarded as the truth-conditions of such statements: indefinite assertibles
have non-indefinite ones ‘subordinated’ to them. These are all those defi-
nite and middle assertibles that differ from the indefinite only with
respect to their subject. The indefinite conditional is false if (at least) one
of the subordinated conditional assertibles is false (S.E. M x1.9, 11) and a
sufficient condition for falsehood is that at least one of the subordinated
conditionals has a true antecedent and a false consequent (i4id. 10). From
this we can infer that indefinite conditionals are true if all their subordi-
nated conditionals are true. There is some evidence that negative univer-
sals were subjected to a corresponding reformulation. A passage in
Epictetus (Diss. 11.20.2-3) implies that the negative universal ‘No S is P’
became ‘If something is S, not: that thing is P>

Cic. Fat. 11-15 suggests that, parallel to the distinction between condi-
tionals and negated conjunctions, the Stoics distinguished a weaker type
of universal statement, namely of the kind

Not: both something is S and that thing is not P.

Such negated conjunctions would cover mere universality, as in ‘All cats in
this street are tabbies’.

We have seen that in their classification of simple assertibles the Stoics
could fit in all four types of general statement without specific subject
expression.?# But we learn of no standard formulations for Aristotelian
particular statements of the kinds

Some S are P
Some S are not P.

94 See above, pp. 100-3 and esp. n. 68.
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Still, since the negated indefinite conjunction stands in for a universal, it is
possible that the Stoics thought of such particulars as indefinite conjunc-
tions. In that case we only have to remove the prefixed negation in the
negated indefinite conjunction and we obtain the two types of particulars

Both something is P and not: that thing is S
Both something is P and that thing is S.

Here the standard truth-conditions for indefinites apply: there must be at
least one subordinated assertible that is true - for instance ‘Both Diotima
is P and not: Diotima is S’.

Thirdly, one reason for the importance of indefinite conditionals and
indefinite negated conjunctions was no doubt the need to obtain certain
types of valid arguments by means of which one can infer a singular case
from a universal. For instance, the Stoics used arguments of the kind

If someone ¢’s, that one y’s.
Now Dio ¢’s.
Therefore Dio y’s.

These arguments will be discussed later.

The Stoic accounts of assertibles, simple and non-simple, reveal many
similarities to modern propositional logic. It is tempting to draw further
parallels with the modern propositional calculus, but one can easily go too
far. There can be little doubt that the Stoics attempted to systematize
their logic. But theirs is a system quite different from the propositional
calculus. In particular, Stoic logic is a logic of the validity of arguments,
not a system of logical theorems or tautologies, or of logical truths.®> Of
course, the Stoics did have logical principles, many of them parallel to
theorems of the propositional calculus. But, although they had a clear
notion of the difference between meta- and object language,’® apparently
logical principles that express logical truths were not assigned a special
status or dealt with any differently from logical meta-principles. A survey
of the principles concerning assertibles may be useful. First, there is the
principle of bivalence (Cic. Fat. 20), which is a logical meta-principle.
Then, corresponding to logical truths we find:

- the principle of double negation, expressed by saying that a double-
negation (Not: not: p) is equivalent (icoSuvapeiv) to the assertible that is
doubly negated (p) (D.L. v11.69);

95 See below, pp. 121-57. 2 See below, p. 152.
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- the principle that all conditionals that are formed by using the same
assertible twice (Siagopoupeva) (like ‘If p, #°) are true (Cic. Acad. 11.98;
S.E. M v111.281, 466);

- the principle that all disjunctions formed by a contradiction (like
‘Either p or not: p°) are true (S.E. M v111.282, 467).

No principles of commutativity have survived in explicit formulations,
and they may not have been expressed as principles. However, the
accounts of the indemonstrable arguments tend to have symmetry of con-
junction and disjunction ‘built in> so that no extra rules are required.®”
Moreover, at least some later Stoics may have dealt with relations
like commutativity and contraposition via the concepts of inversion
(&vaoTpoen) and conversion (&vTioTpogmn) of assertibles (Gal. Inst. Log.
v1.4). Inversion is the change of place of the constituent assertibles in a
non-simple assertible with two constituents. Thus, with o_, o, standing
for the parts of the connective, ‘o, p, o, ¢’ is inverted to ‘o, g, o, p’
Commutativity could thus have been expressed by saying that in the case
of conjunction and disjunction inversion is sound or valid. In a conversion
the two constituent assertibles are not simply exchanged, but each is
replaced by the contradictory of the other. So ‘o, #, o, 4’ is converted to
‘o, not: g, o, not: p°. The Stoics seem to have recognized that conversion
holds for the conditional; that is, they seem to have accepted the principle
of contraposition (cf. D.L. vi1.194). Moreover, a passage in Philodemus
suggests that some Stoics may have explicitly stated the principle (Phld.
Sign., PHerc. 1065,X1.26-X11.14).

A final question concerns principles regarding the interdefinability of
connectives. There is no evidence that the Stoics took an interest in reduc-
ing the connectives to a minimal number. For the early Stoics we also have
no evidence that they ever attempted to give an account of one connective
in terms of other connectives, or that they stated logical equivalences of
that kind.®8

4: Modality

As the previous sections have illustrated, the Stoics distinguished many
different types of assertibles: simple and non-simple, definite and indefi-
nite, negative, conjunctive etc.; these were generally identifiable by their
form. In addition, the Stoics classified assertibles with respect to certain

97 See below, p. 128.

98 The passage Cic. Fat. 15 that is sometimes cited in this context states that there is a logical
difference between a conditional and a negated conjunction with a negated second conjunct (cf.
also Frede 1974a, 103-4).
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of their properties which were not part of their form. The most promi-
nent ones, after truth and falsehood, were the modal properties possibil-
ity, necessity etc.

Two further such properties were plausibility and probability: an
assertible is plausible (Tr18avov) if it induces assent to it (even if it is false),
like ‘If someone has given birth to (tikTelv) something, she is its mother’;
for a bird who lays or gives birth to (TikTev) an egg is not its mother (D.L.
viL.75). We would expect this rather to be discussed in the context of epis-
temology. An assertible is probable or reasonable (eUAoyov) if it has
higher chances of being true, like ‘I shall be alive tomorrow” (D.L. v11.76;
cf. ibid. 177).

*

Stoic modal logic®® developed out of the debate over the ‘Megaric’ modal-
ities, in particular over Diodorus Cronus’ Master argument and the threat
of logical determinism.1%® Cleanthes, Chrysippus and Antipater wrote
about possibility and all three attacked the Master argument. Cleanthes
rejected its first premiss, that true past propositions are necessary.
Chrysippus had a go at the second premiss, i.e. the principle that from the
possible only the possible follows (Epict. Diss. 11.19.1-5, 9). A passage in
Alexander gives us the details:

But Chrysippus says that nothing precludes that something impossible
follows something possible. . .. For he says that in the conditional ‘If Dio
is dead, this one is dead’, which is true when Dio is pointed at, the ante-
cedent ‘Dio is dead’ is possible, since it can at some time become true
that Dio is dead; but “This one is dead’ is impossible; for once Dio has
died, the assertible “This one is dead” is destroyed, since the object of the
deixis no longer exists. For <in the present case> the deixis is of a living
being and in accordance with <its being a> living being. Now, if - him
being dead - the ‘this one’ is no longer possible, and if Dio does not come
into existence again so that it is possible to say of him “This one is dead’,
then “This one is dead’ is impossible. This assertible would not be impos-
sible, if at some later time, after the death of that Dio about whom the
antecedent was said when Dio was alive, one could say of him again “this
one’. (Alex. APr. 177.25-178.4)

Chrysippus’ argumentation is in short as follows: First, the assertible ‘Dio
is dead’ is possible, since it will be true at some time. Secondly, the assert-

99 For a detailed discussion of Stoic modal logic see Frede 1974a, 107-17, Bobzien 1986, 40-120,
Bobzien 1993.
100 For the “Megaric’ modalities and the Master Argument see above, pp. 86-92.
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ible “This one is dead (pointing at Dio)’ is impossible. For any assertible
that neither is nor can ever be true is impossible. And “This one is dead
(pointing at Dio)’ is necessarily either false (namely as long as Dio is alive)
or destroyed (namely when Dio is dead, since then there is nothing to
point at any more). Thirdly, the conditional ‘If Dio is dead, this one is
dead’ (pointing at Dio) - as long as it subsists - is true:1°! any conditional
of the form ‘If x is ¢-ing, this one (pointing at x) is ¢-ing’ is a true condi-
tional, according to all three Hellenistic truth criteria for conditionals.192
Finally, if'a conditional is true, its consequent follows from its antecedent.
Hence Chrysippus provided a case of a conditional in which the conse-
quent assertible, which is impossible, follows from the antecedent assert-
ible, which is possible. Whatever we may think about it, Chrysippus must
have been sufficiently content with his rejection of the Master argument;
for he developed his own system of modal notions, which soon became
the Stoic one.

*

Stoic modal logic is not a logic of modal propositions, e.g. propositions of
the type ‘It is possible that it is day’ or ‘It is possibly true that it is day’,
formed with modal operators which qualify states of affairs, or proposi-
tions. Instead, their modal theory was about non-modalized propositions
like ‘It is day’, insofar as they are possible, necessary and so on. (This is
well illustrated in the Alexander passage, APr. 177-8, quoted above.) The
modalities were considered - primarily - as properties of assertibles
and, like truth and falsehood, they belonged to the assertibles at a time;
consequently an assertible can in principle change its modal-value. Like
Philo and Diodorus, Chrysippus distinguished four modal concepts:
possibility, impossibility, necessity and non-necessity. Although the
concept of contingency (in the sense of that which is both possible and
non-necessary) was important for the Stoic debate about determinism,
we do not find a special term for it. The discussion of contingent assert-
ibles was usually conducted in terms of two sub-groups, assertibles that
are both false and possible and assertibles that are both true and non-
necessary.103

For the Stoic system of modal notions, the situation with the sources is

101 At the point when Dio dies, the antecedent assertible turns true. The consequent, instead of
turning true as well, is destroyed, and together with it - or so Chrysippus must assume - the
whole conditional is destroyed, i.e. ceases to subsist.

102 gee above, pp. 84-6 and pp. 106-8.

103 Cf. Cic. Fat. 13. For the relevance to the debate about determinism see Bobzien 1997a,75-6.
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bad but not hopeless; besides several passages that deal with some of the
Stoic modalities'®4 there are two reports of a set of Stoic modal defini-
tions, one in Diogenes Laertius (vir.75) and one in Boethius (Ixnt. 2. 11.
234.27-235.4 Meiser); although the reports differ in various respects, they
in fact present the same account. By adding up all the bits and pieces, and
making the plausible assumption that the Stoic modal notions, too, fit the
four requirements of normal modal logic'©5 it becomes possible to
restore as follows the definitions given in Diogenes and Boethius:*°¢

A possible assertible is one which (A) is capable of being true and (B) is not
hindered by external things from being true;

an impossible assertible is one which (A”) is not capable of being true <or
(B") is capable of being true, but hindered by external things from being
true>;

anecessary assertible is one which (A’), being true, is not capable of being
false or (B") is capable of being false, but hindered by external things
from being false;

anon-necessary assertible is one which (A) is capable of being false and (B)
is not hindered by external things <from being false>.

We can be confident that this set of modal concepts was Chrysippus’; for
we know that Chrysippus’ modal concepts were meant to improve on
Diodorus’ (Cic. Fat. 12-14) and in Plutarch (Stoic. Rep. 1055d-f.) we find
remnants of Diogenes’ accounts, with identical formulations, ascribed to
Chrysippus.

The definitions of possibility and non-necessity are conjunctions; in
their case, two conditions (A and B) have to be fulfilled. The definitions of
necessity and impossibility, on the other hand, are disjunctions; in their
case one of two alternative conditions has to be satisfied (A" or B"); in this
way in effect two types of necessity and impossibility are distinguished.
Diogenes’ example, “Virtue benefits® (D.L. vi1.75), most probably illus-
trates necessity of the first type; his example “The earth flies’. (ibid.) illus-
trates impossibility of the first type.

The first parts of all four definitions (A, A’), conjuncts and disjuncts

104 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1055d-f; Cic. Fat. 12—15; Epict. Diss. 11.19.1-5, 9; Alex. Fat. ch. 10.

105 See p. 87.

106 This reconstruction is based on Frede 1974a, 107-14, Bobzien 1986, 45-56. The possibility
definition (SuvaTov pév <éoTiv &Gicopa> T EmidexTikOV ToU &ANOes givan TGOV EKTOS un
gvavTioupévov Tpos TO dAnBEs elvan ) could also be translated as ‘A possible assertible is one
which is capable of being true, when external things do not prevent its being true’ (cf. e.g.
Mates 1961, 41); the same holds for the non-necessity definition. However, this interpretation
is logically and historically less satisfactory (cf. Bobzien 1986, 40-4, 51-3).
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alike, very much resemble Philo’s modal definitions;'°7 this can hardly be
a coincidence. Chrysippus must have chosen Philo’s accounts as the basis
for his own.

In the case of possibility and non-necessity the second parts (B) add a
further condition. These conditions feature ‘external things’ (T& ékTds)
that do not prevent the assertibles from having a certain truth-value. The
affirmative counterparts to these conditions (B") specify the second type
of Chrysippean necessity and impossibility. Here the external things have
to prevent the assertibles from having a certain truth-value. We have no
examples of such external things, but éktds should refer to something
external to the logical subject of the assertible. Things that prevent truth
should include ordinary, physical hindrances: for example, a storm or a
wall or chains that prevent you from getting somewhere; the surrounding
ocean that prevents some wood from burning. It is harder to imagine
what counted as external hindrances for something’s being false.
Presumably they were things that externally forced something to be the
case. Locked doors might force Dio to be or remain in a certain room; and
hence prevent ‘Dio is in this room’ from being false. The accounts leave us
in the dark about another aspect of the external hindrances, namely at
what time or times they are taken as being present (or absent). Knowledge
of this is essential for an adequate understanding of the modalities. At first
blush one might think that the circumstances are meant to hinder just at
the time of utterance of the assertible. But that is unlikely. For it would
have the curious effect that, say, the assertible ‘Sappho is not reading’ is
necessary at a time at which someone keeps her from reading (e.g. by tem-
porarily hiding all reading material), but three minutes later, that hin-
drance being removed, the same assertible would no longer be necessary;
and a few minutes later it could be necessary again etc.108

The passage in Alexander quoted above (Alex. APr. 177-8) suggests that
for the possibility of an assertible, the requirement of absence of hin-
drances is not restricted to the time of its utterance; but rather covers pre-
sent plus future time - relative to the utterance of the assertion. For we
learn that for Chrysippus ‘Dio is dead’ is possible (now) if it can be true at
some time (TToT¢, 177.29-30); equally, that ‘this one is dead (pointing at
Dio)’, which is impossible, would not be impossible (now) if, although
being false now, it could be true at some later time (UoTepdv TOTE,
178.1-4).

107 For Philo’s modal accounts see above, p. 86.
108 Certainly, this would clash with the Stoic assumption that that which is necessary is - in some
sense at least - always true (Alex. Fat. 177.8-9).
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If one reads ‘can be true’ as short for Chrysippus’ requirement “is capa-
ble of being true and not prevented from being true’, it seems that an
assertible is possible for Chrysippus if (A) it is Philonian possible and (B)
there is some time from now on at which it is not hindered from being
true. For instance, ‘Sappho is reading’ is Chrysippean possible, as long as
Sappho is not continuously prevented from reading. Correspondingly an
assertible falls under the second part of the definiens of the impossible if
(B’) it is capable of being true, but is from now on prevented from being
true - as in the above example, if Sappho were suddenly struck by incur-
able blindness or died. Chrysippean necessity of the second type (B")
would require continuous prevention of falsehood; non-necessity at least
temporary absence of such prevention. For example, ‘Sappho is reading’
is non-necessary as long as she is not continuously externally forced to
read.109

*

So we can see that Chrysippus took a middle position between Philo and
Diodorus, combining elements of both modal systems. A comparison
between Diodorus and Chrysippus shows that all assertibles that are con-
tingent for Diodorus are contingent for Chrysippus as well: ‘It is night’
was contingent for Diodorus, since there are present-or-future times at
which it is true, and present-or-future times at which it is false. The same
assertible is contingent for Chrysippus (Alex. APr. 178.5-8), since there
are both present-or-future times at which it is not hindered from being
true, and times at which it is not hindered from being false. But for
Chrysippus, in addition, there are assertibles that neither are nor will ever
be true, butare still possible; namely all those that are false butare at some
present-or-future time not hindered from being true. So, if Hipparchia
never read Plato’s Symposium, ‘Hipparchia reads Plato’s Symposium® would
still not have been Chrysippean impossible; but it would always have been
Diodorean impossible.

Contrasting Chrysippus with Philo, fewer assertibles are possible: for
instance “This wood is burning’ (namely the piece of wood that is and
will be at the bottom of the sea until it decomposes) is Philonian pos-
sible; but it is not Chrysippean possible, since there is a lasting circum-
stance (the sea or its wetness) which prevents the assertible from being
true.

109 Some later Stoics seem to have considered the modalities as merely epistemic (Alex. Fat.
176.14-24); according to them, possible is that which as far as we know is not externally pre-
vented from being the case.
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Why did Chrysippus add the Philonian requirement to his definitions?
The answer should be that there are assertibles that are not in any way
hindered by external circumstances from having a certain truth-value, but
which Chrysippus nevertheless must have wanted not to be contingent:
think of assertibles like “This triangle has three sides’ or “This square is
round’. For such assertibles the first disjuncts of the necessity and impos-
sibility accounts were required.

5: Arguments

The second main part of Stoic logic is their theory of arguments.
Arguments (Adyo1) form another subclass of complete sayables (D.L.
VI1.63); they are neither thought processes nor beliefs, nor are they lin-
guistic expressions; rather, like assertibles, they are meaningful, incorpo-
real entities (S.E. PH 111.52; M v111.336). However, they are not themselves
assertibles, but compounds of them.

An argument is defined as a compound or system of premisses
(AMupoTa) and a conclusion (émigopd, cuptépacux) (D.L. Vil.45).
Premisses and conclusion, in turn, are self-complete sayables, standardly
assertibles, which I shall call the ‘component assertibles’ of the argument.
The following is a typical Stoic argument:

P, Ifitisday,itislight.
P, Butitisday.
C Therefore,itislight.

It has a non-simple assertible (P,) as one premiss and a simple assertible
(P,) as the other. The non-simple premiss, usually put first, was referred
to as the ‘leading premiss’ (1 yepovikov Afjuuc). The second or the last
premiss was called the ‘co-assumption’ (TrpodoAnyis). It is usually simple;
when it is non-simple, it contains fewer constituent assertibles than the
leading premiss. The co-assumption was introduced by ‘but’ (5¢) or ‘now’
(&AA& pnv), and the conclusion by ‘therefore’ (&pa).

All accounts of “argument’ have in common that they talk about a plu-
rality of premisses — and indeed, it was the orthodox Stoic view that an
argument must have more than one premiss.!® We are not told why.
Thus, for the Stoics, compounds of assertibles of the kind

p; therefore p
pand g; therefore p
p; therefore either p or g

110 The exception is Antipater who admitted single premiss arguments; see below, p. 155.
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are not arguments. On the other hand,
If p, p; p; therefore p

counts as an argument - and as valid at that.

A passage in Sextus defines ‘premisses’ and ‘conclusion’: the premisses
of an argument are the assertibles that are adopted by agreement for the
establishing of the conclusion; the conclusion is the assertible that is
established by the premisses (S.E. M vii.3o2; cf. PH 11.136).111
‘Premisses’ and ‘conclusion’ are thus determined as relative terms that
depend on each other. The account of ‘premisses’ illustrates clearly that
for the Stoics the theory of argument is still embedded in the dialectical
practice of conducting arguments by question and answer.

A difficulty with this account is that it seems to imply that something
only counts as an argument if the premisses - at the very least — appear
true to the discussants. This apparently rules out arguments with evi-
dently false premisses and with premisses the truth of which is not or not
yet known. In this way a whole range of arguments seems to be precluded
from being recognized as such by the Stoics: indirect proof, theories
grounded on hypotheses, ‘thought experiments’ arguments concerning
future courses of actions etc.

Perhaps not all Stoics shared this account of ‘premiss’. It is also possible
that difficulties like the above gave rise to the development of the Stoic
device of supposition or hypothesis (Ur68e015)1 12 and hypothetical argu-
ments (Aoyo1 UtrofeTikoi): the Stoics thought that occasionally ‘it is nec-
essary to postulate some hypothesis as a sort of stepping-stone for the
subsequent argument’ (Epict. Diss. 1.7.22 tr. Oldfather).113 Thus, one or
more premisses of an argument could be such a hypothesis in lieu of an
assertible; and it seems that hypothetical arguments were arguments with
such hypotheses among their premisses.''# Hypotheses as premisses
apparently were phrased as ‘Suppose it is night’ (éotew vU€) instead of ‘It
is night’, by which an assertible is expressed (Epict. Diss. 1.25.11-13;

111 ‘Egtablished’ (kaTaokeualduevov) should not mean ‘validly derived’ here, since that would
exclude the existence of invalid arguments.

112 Hypothesis is one of the kinds of self-complete sayables on which see below, pp. 202-3.

113 Chrysippus wrote a considerable number of books on hypotheses and hypothetical arguments
(D.L. v11.196; 197; cf. D.L. v11.66). The placement of the book-titles after those about changing
arguments, which Epictetus repeatedly mentions together with the hypothetical arguments, as
well as the book-titles on hypothesis and exposition (kBeats) in the same section render it
likely that Chrysippus’ hypothetical arguments were those Epictetus talks about. Cf. also
Bobzien 1997b.

114 The range of examples for Stoic hypotheses fits well the above-mentioned types of arguments in
which assertibles would not do as premisses; e.g. “Suppose that the earth is the centre of the
solar sphere’ (Ammon. Int. 2.31-2); “Suppose it is night’ (while it is day) (Epict. Diss. 1.25.11-13).
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Ammon. Int. 2.31-2). These premisses could be agreed upon gua hypothe-
ses; that is, the interlocutors agree — as it were - to enter a non-actual
‘world’ built on the respective assumption, but they remain aware of the
fact that this assumption and any conclusions drawn hold only relative to
the fact that this assumption has been made.115

X

The most important distinction of arguments is that between valid and
invalid ones. The Stoic general criterion was that an argument is valid
(ouvakTikos, TepavTiKOS) if the corresponding conditional formed with
the conjunction of the premisses as antecedent and the conclusion as con-
sequent is correct (S.E. PH 11.137; cf. S.E. M V111.415; PH 11.249). If the
assertible ‘If (both P, and ... and P ), then C’ is true, then the argument
‘P,;...P,; therefore C’ is valid. Diogenes Laertius’ report of the criterion
for invalidity of arguments (D.L. vi1.77) implies that the criterion for the
correctness of the conditional was the Chrysippean one: an argument is
valid provided that the contradictory of the conclusion is incompatible
with the conjunction of the premisses. Thus there is some similarity
between the Stoic concept of validity and our modern one. But it must be
kept in mind that the conditional has to be true according to Chrysippus’
criterion, which as we have seen, is not necessarily restricted to logical
consequence.'1¢ This brings out a shortcoming of the Stoic concept of
validity: for what is needed is precisely logical consequence. It is thus
unfortunate to have the same concept of consequence for both the rela-
tion between antecedent and consequent in a conditional, and the rela-
tion between premisses and conclusion.'*” In any event, the concept of
conflict is too vague to serve as a proper criterion for validity.

Perhaps the Stoic classification of invalid arguments may shed some
further light on their general concept of validity. Sextus tells us about
some Stoics who distinguished four ways in which arguments could be
invalid (M vi11.429-434; PH 11.146-51): first, in virtue of disconnected-
ness (S1&pTnois), that is, when the premisses lack communality or con-
nectedness with one another and with the conclusion, as in

115 Cf. Epict. Diss. 1.25.11-13; on Stoic hypotheses and hypothetical arguments in general see
Bobzien 1997b.

116 Gee above, p. 106. Note also that the Stoic validity criterion differs in both content and func-
tion from the modern principle of conditionalization. For the Stoics, the truth of the condi-
tional is a criterion for the validity of the argument, not vice versa; moreover, the conditional
must be constructed from a Stoic argument, which implies that its antecedent must be a
conjunction.

117 One result of this is that true arguments in modus ponens inevitably turn out redundant. See S.E.
M vii1.441-2 and Barnes 1980, 173-5.
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Ifitis day, it is light.
Now wheat is being sold in the market.
Therefore it is light.

Secondly, in virtue of surplus or redundancy (TropoAk™n), that is, when
something is added extrinsically and superfluously, as “virtue benefits’ in
the following argument:

Ifitis day, it is light.
Now it is day.

And also virtue benefits.
Therefore it is light.

Thirdly in virtue of being propounded in an incorrect (uox0npds) form,
as for example, in

Ifitis day, it is light.
Now itislight.
Therefore it is day.

Finally in virtue of omission or deficiency (€AAeiyis) as in

Either wealth is good or wealth is bad.
But wealth is not bad.
Therefore wealth is good.

Here, what is claimed to have been omitted is the disjunct ‘(or) wealth is
indifferent’ in the leading premiss, and accordingly the negated conjunct
‘(and) neither is wealth good” in the co-assumption, such that the proper
conclusion would have been “Therefore wealth is indifferent’.

This fourfold distinction is unsatisfactory from the point of view of
modern logic: the examples of redundancy and of omission seem to be
perfectly valid;'18 the example of disconnectedness seems to be nothing
but a special case of invalidity due to an incorrect form (and so would be
examples of omission, say, of a whole premiss). This makes the Stoic
authors look rather bad logicians. We could reprove them and leave it at
that. Alternatively, if we acknowledge that Hellenistic theory of argu-
ment developed out of the practice of dialectical debate, and is still
entrenched in that context (recall the account of premisses and conclu-
sion in Sextus), we can at least get an idea of what those Stoics were after.
First, one may notice that Sextus reports that ‘invalid arguments come

118 The fourth, illustrating omission, appears to confound the truth of the leading premiss (and the
way the proponent got it wrong) with the validity of the argument.
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about in _four ways® rather than ‘they distinguished four kinds of invalid
arguments’,'1? and they come about ‘in virtue of” (kat&) disconnected-
ness etc., which might hence be external to them. So we should expect
what follows not to be entirely a matter of formal logic. Indeed, all four
ways in which invalid arguments come about seem to be connected with
the intention of the proponent of the argument. The four ways make most
sense if one understands them as four ways of criticizing an argument by
indicating how to mend it such that the argument that is intended or
appropriate in the particular discourse comes out right. We have to
assume that in the cases of redundancy, omission and disconnectedness
the proponents do not get the form wrong; rather, they envisage the right
form, but add something superfluous, leave something out, or put in the
wrong assertible or assertibles ‘in that form’, as it were. Whereas in the
case of the incorrect form, leaving out, adding, or replacing something
does not help, since the proponent envisages the wrong form and would
justify the argument by referring to the validity of arguments of that
form: in this case the proponent would have to understand that the form
is not correct.

How does Chrysippus’ notion of validity square with this conception
of invalidity? Tested against his general criterion of validity, incorrect
form, disconnectedness and omission (of a straightforward case - one
would hope he did not accept the example in Sextus) would turn out as
invalid, too. But what about redundancy? One can imagine why redun-
dancy was seen as an obstruction to validity. It is not only that, if one pro-
pounds an argument and adds irrelevant premisses, it might obfuscate the
deductive structure of the inference; also, one might claim that the con-
clusion does not in any true sense follow from the irrelevant premisses. We
know that Chrysippus wrote two books about redundancy; they are listed
in the context of his works on syllogistic (D.L. vi1.195). But when we look
at his validity criterion, certainly at first sight it would not outlaw redun-
dancy: if'a conjunction of assertibles (P,, P, ... P) conflicts with another
assertible (not:C), then it will certainly also conflict with it when any fur-
ther conjunct whatsoever is added. This, however, might not in fact be so,
if Chrysippus’ concept of consequence resembled the - implicit - concept
of conflict we find in Alex. Top. 93.9-10.12° For if ‘conflict® means that ‘P,
and P, and . .. P conflict with not:C since, because P, and P, and ... P,
not:C fails to hold’, the addition of a further conjunct might cancel the

119 M v111.429; ‘to come about’ (y {veoBau) recurs three times, and equally in the PH passage.
120 gee above, p. 107.
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5

conflict. Supposing that the above conflict holds, ‘P, ...and P and P, ,
might nonetheless not conflict with ‘not:C’, since P, , is not one of the
factors because of which “not:C’ fails to hold. That is, the ‘because’ would
prevent the addition of irrelevant conjuncts. In this way the idea of the
relevance of the premisses to the conclusion, as a condition for ‘proper
following from’, would be part of the validity criterion.

*

In addition to validity, the Stoics assumed that arguments could have the
properties of truth and falsehood. An argument is true (we would say
‘sound’) if, besides being valid, it has true premisses (D.L. vi1.79, cf. S.E.
Mv111.418); an argument is false if it is either invalid or has a false premiss
(D.L. vi1.79). The predicates of truth and falsehood are here based on the
concept of truth of assertibles, but are used in a derivative sense. The rele-
vance of truth and falsehood of arguments is epistemic rather than logical:
only a true argument guarantees the truth of the conclusion.

But the Stoics went further in assuming that arguments could also have
modal properties: like assertibles, arguments can be possible, impossible,
necessary and non-necessary (D.L. vi1.79). The modal predicates, too, can
only be used in a derivative sense here. The motivation behind such a clas-
sification is easy to make out; again, it is in the first place epistemic. The
time dependency of assertibles affects the arguments. Since the concept of
truth of arguments is based on that of truth of assertibles, and the latter can
change their truth-value, so can arguments. For instance, the argument

Ifitis day, itis light.
Now it is day.
Therefore it is light.

will be true in the daytime but false at night.12* It seems that arguments
with premisses that did (or could) change truth-value were called ‘chang-
ing arguments’ (peTomiTTovTes Adyor) (Epict. Diss. 1.7.1; 111.21.10).
Chrysippus or some later Stoic wrote five books about changing argu-
ments (D.L. vi1.195-6). Now, if like the Stoics one is interested in knowl-
edge gained by inference, one would focus on conclusions on which one
can always rely, that is, on true arguments of which one can be sure that
they are always true - or at least from the time onwards at which the argu-
ment was propounded. It is hence plausible to assume that the modalities

121 Two of several passages that take into account truth-value changes of arguments are S.E. M
vii1.418 and PH 11.139. There the provisos ‘given it is this night” and ‘it being day’ are added
when a particular truth-value of an argument is stated.
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of arguments were introduced in order to have available a way of referring
to arguments which do not change truth-value. For this purpose the
Chrysippean modal accounts'?2 could have been used: for example, a nec-
essary argument would be one that either cannot be false or can be false
but is hindered by external circumstances from being false, and accord-
ingly for the three remaining modalities.

6: Syllogistic

More important for logic proper are the divisions of valid arguments.
These are based primarily on the form of the arguments. The most general
distinction is that between syllogistic arguments (cUAAoYy10TIKOl AdYyO1)
or syllogisms (cuAAoyiopoi) and those called “valid in the specific sense’
(TrepavTikol  €181kdds). The latter are concludent (i.e they satisfy the
general criterion of validity), but not syllogistically so (D.L. vi1.78).
Syllogisms are, first, the indemonstrable arguments, that is, those that are
valid in virtue of having one of a limited number of basic forms, and sec-
ondly those that can be reduced to indemonstrable arguments by the use
of certain rules called ‘G¢paro’.123

The indemonstrable syllogisms are called ‘indemonstrable’ (dvarodder-
KT0S) because they are not in need of proof or demonstration (&wodei€1s)
(D.L. v11.79), since their validity is obvious in itself (S.E. M 11.223). The
talk of five indemonstrables alludes to classes of argument, each class
characterized by a particular argument form in virtue of which the argu-
ments of that class are understood to be valid. Chrysippus distinguished
five such classes; later Stoics up to seven.

The Stoics defined the different kinds of indemonstrables by describing
the form of an argument of that kind. The five Chrysippean types were
described as follows.124 A first indemonstrable is an argument that is
composed of a conditional and its antecedent as premisses, having the
consequent of the conditional as conclusion (S.E. M vii1.224; D.L. vi1.80).
An example is

Ifitis day,itis light.
Itis day.
Therefore itis light.

A second indemonstrable is an argument that is composed of a condi-
tional and the contradictory of its consequent as premisses, having the

122 For Chrysippus’ modal accounts see above, p. 118.
123 For a comprehensive discussion of Stoic syllogistic and its relation to modern logic see Bobzien
1996. 124 For the terminology used cf. the section on non-simple assertibles.
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contradictory of its antecedent as conclusion (S.E. M vii.225; D.L.
vi1.80),e.g.

Ifitis day, it is light.
Not: it is day.
Therefore not: it is light.

A third indemonstrable is an argument that is composed of a negated con-
junction and one of its conjuncts as premisses, having the contradictory of
the other conjunct as conclusion (S.E. M vi11.226; D.L. vi1.80), ..

Not: both Plato is dead and Plato is alive.
Plato is dead.
Therefore not: Plato is alive.

A fourth indemonstrable is an argument that is composed of a disjunctive
assertible and one of its disjuncts as premisses, having the contradictory
of the remaining disjunct as conclusion (D.L. v11.81), e.g.

Either itis day or itis night.
Itis day.
Therefore not: it is night.

A fifth indemonstrable, finally, is an argument that is composed of a dis-
junctive assertible and the contradictory of one of its disjuncts as pre-
misses, having the remaining disjunct as conclusion (D.L. v11.81), e.g.

Either itis day or it is night.
Not: it is day.
Therefore it is night.

Each of the five types of indemonstrables thus consists - in the simplest
case - of a non-simple assertible as leading premiss and a simple assertible
as co-assumption, having another simple assertible as conclusion.'2> The
leading premisses use all and only the connectives that Chrysippus distin-
guished.

The descriptions of the indemonstrables encompass many more argu-
ments than the examples suggest, and this for three reasons. First, in the
case of the third, fourth and fifth indemonstrables the descriptions of the
argument-form provide for ‘commutativity’ in the sense that each time it
is left open which constituent assertible or contradictory of a constituent

125 The forms of the first and second indemonstrables correspond to the basic argument-forms
later named modus (ponendo) ponens and modus (tollendo) tollens and those of the fourth and fifth
to the basic argument-forms later called modus ponendo tollens and modus tollendo ponens.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



THE STOICS 129

assertible is taken as co-assumption. For instance, if we symbolize the
constituent assertibles in a fourth indemonstrable as dl, dz (disjuncts one
and two), the two sub-types covered are of the following kind:

Either d, ord,. now d; therefore not d,.
b
Either d, ord,; now d,; therefore not 4,

Secondly, the descriptions are all given in terms of assertibles and their
contradictories, #ot in terms of affirmative and negative assertibles. In all
five cases, the first premiss can have any of the four combinations of
affirmative and negative assertibles: for instance in the case of the first and
second indemonstrable (if we symbolize affirmative assertibles by ¢, g,
negative ones by not: , not: ¢):12¢

ifp,q ifnot: p,q if p,not: g if not: p, not: g.

Thus, putting together these two points, we have four sub-types under
the first and second description of indemonstrables and eight in the case
of the third, fourth, and fifth, thirty-two subtypes in all.

The third reason for the multitude of kinds of indemonstrables is the
fact that the descriptions, as formulated, permit the constituent assert-
ibles of the leading premisses to be themselves non-simple. And indeed,
we have an example in Sextus which is called a second indemonstrable and
which is of the kind*27

If both p and g, r; now not:r; therefore not: <both p and> 4.

In addition to describing the five types of indemonstrables at the meta-
level, the Stoics employed a second way of determining their basic forms
of arguments, namely by virtue of modes (TpdTtor). A mode is defined -
rather vaguely - as ‘a sort of scheme of an argument’ (D.L. vi1.76; S.E. M
v111.227).128 Diogenes Laertius adds the example

If the first, the second; now the first; therefore the second.

This is an example of the (or a) mode of the first indemonstrable. It differs
from a first indemonstrable in that ordinal numbers have taken the place of

126 Where not indicated otherwise, ¢, ¢, 7, etc. symbolize affirmative and negative simple assert-
ibles alike.

127 §.E. M vi11.237; the text requires emendation: in the conclusion the first conjunct of the leading
premiss has to be added, as is clear from 236.

128 In later authors, TpdTos and the Latin translation “modus® are frequently used as synonyms
either for ‘indemonstrable’ or for ‘basic kind of indemonstrable’ (e.g. Phlp. APr. 244.9, 12, 33
245.23, 26, 33; Cic. Top. 54-7; Martianus Capella 1v.414-21), whereas the term ‘indemonstra-
ble’ is not used at all in these texts. In contrast, what was called TpoTros by the early Stoics is
then called forma in Latin (e.g. Martianus Capella 1v.420) and in Greek probably oxfjua (Phlp.
APr.246.10-12).
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the antecedent and consequent assertibles of the leading premiss, and the
same ordinals are re-used where the antecedent and consequent assertibles
recur in co-assumption and conclusion. It is always whole assertibles that
correspond to the ordinals - as opposed to terms that correspond to the
letters in Aristotelian logic. A mode is syllogistic when a corresponding
argument with the same form is a syllogism. There can be little doubt that
the modes played a prominent role in the Stoic theory of arguments. They
feature in at least seven of Chrysippus’ book titles (D.L. vi1.193-5). But
their exact status in Stoic logic is hard to make out. It seems that modes,
and parts of modes, performed at least three distinct functions.

First, the modes functioned as forms in which the different indemon-
strables — and other arguments - were propounded (S.E. M vii.227; PH
11.292). If for instance one wants to propound a first indemonstrable, the
mode provides a syntactic standard form in which one has (ideally) to
couch it. This is similar to the requirement of couching non-simple assert-
ibles in a certain form, for example, of expressing a conjunction by using
‘both . . . and .. 122 When employed in this way, the modes resemble
argument-forms: the ordinal numbers do not stand in for particular assert-
ibles; rather, their function is similar to that of schematic letters. So, any
argument that is propounded in a particular syllogistic mode is a valid
argument, but the mode itself is not an argument. The logical form pre-
sented by a syllogistic mode is the reason for the particular argument’s for-
mal validity. In this function the modes can be used to check the validity of
arguments.

In the two other ways in which modes and ordinal numbers are
employed the ordinals seem to stand in for assertibles and the modes are
used as abbreviations of particular arguments rather than as argument
forms. In the analysis of complex syllogisms, for purposes of simplicity
and lucidity, ordinals may stand in for simple assertibles, in the sequence of
their occurrence in the argument (S.E. M vi11.235-7). And in the so-called
‘mode-arguments’ (AoyéTpoTror) the constituent assertibles are given in
full when first occurring, but are then replaced by ordinal numbers, as in

Ifitis day, itis light.
Now the first.
Therefore the second.

Here, too, the function is mainly one of abbreviation (D.L. vi1.77). There
are however a couple of pertinent questions on which the texts provide no

129 See above, p. 103.
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unambiguous information. First, it cannot be made out with certainty
what kind of assertibles may correspond to the ordinals in the modes. On
the one hand, in all our sources the ordinals correspond exclusively to
simple affirmative assertibles. This holds even in those cases in which the
illustrative arguments are indemonstrables with negative or non-simple
assertibles as constituents in the leading premiss, such as

If both  and g, r; but not:r; therefore not: both p and 4.13°

On the other hand, two Chrysippean book-titles imply that one and the
same argument can be classified in several modes (D.L. vIiI.194).
Chrysippus may - but need not - have maintained that examples like the
above could be classified not only in the mode

If both the first and the second, the third;
but not the third;
therefore not both the first and the second.

butalso in the mode
If the first, the second; but not the first; therefore not the second.

A related point is the question of whether there was one (typical) mode for
every basic type of indemonstrable, that is, one that fits all first indemon-
strables, one that fits all second indemonstrables etc. Alternatively, there
could have been several (typical) modes for each type of indemonstrable;
that is, as many as there are subtypes. Again, the sources provide no
answer; but if there were just one mode for each basic type of indemon-
strable, this would raise a number of problems.131

X

For a full understanding of Stoic syllogistic it is essential to know what
made Chrysippus choose the five types of indemonstrables; however, the
sources do not permit a clear answer. All we are told expressly is that the
indemonstrables were thought to be evident and hence not in need of
demonstration, and that all other syllogisms could be reduced to them
(D.L. v11.78; cf. above). And we can infer from the presentation of the

130 Cf. S.E. M vii1.236, quoted below, p. 140; see also Martianus Capella 1v.420. I use p, ¢, r for
affirmative simple assertibles in this case.
131 E o. in the case of the third, fourth, and fifth indemonstrables, commutativity would not be
catered for. For instance, how could
Either p, ; 5 therefore not: p,
which is a fourth indemonstrable according to the general account, fit the mode
Either the first or the second; the first; therefore not the second?
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types of indemonstrables that their evident validity is grounded on their
form. No doubt the five types of indemonstrables are basic arguments and
evident ‘in some respects’. But so are other types of arguments.

In which respects then are all and only indemonstrables evident? We may
approach this question in the first place negatively, by listing some ways of
being basic and evident which Chrysippus cannot have had in mind. First
we can see that all indemonstrables (and consequently all Stoic syllogisms)
relate whole assertibles, and not terms as Aristotelian syllogisms do. These
latter, which consist of three different categorical general statements,!32
did not count as syllogisms, let alone as evident for the early Stoics. Second,
it seems that Chrysippus was not entertaining the idea of minimizing con-
nectives. Third, Chrysippus cannot have been concerned to minimize the
number of types of indemonstrables: for, with the help of the first thema,133
second indemonstrables can be reduced to first ones (and vice versa), and
fifth to fourth ones (and vice versa), and this can hardly have escaped his
attention. Fourth, Chrysippus seems not to have aimed at deducing the
conclusions from premisses of the minimum possible strength. For any
conclusion one can draw by means of a first or second indemonstrable (with
aleading premiss ‘If p, 4°), one could also draw from a corresponding third
indemonstrable (with a leading premiss ‘Not: both f and not:4’). The extra
requirement in the truth-criterion for the conditional - compared with the
negated conjunction - that is, the element of conflict, seems completely
irrelevant to the conclusions one can draw in Chrysippus’ syllogistic.

For a conjecture as to what Chrysippus’ positive criteria were it may
help to consider the following points: in the indemonstrables - and conse-
quently in all syllogisms - all and only the Chrysippean connectives (‘and’,
‘if>, ‘or’) and the negation (‘not”) are used to construct non-simple assert-
ibles. Among these non-simple assertibles Chrysippus distinguished a
particular class entitled ‘mode-forming> or ‘grounding assertibles’
(Tpomikov &&iwua). These were apparently conditionals, disjunctions
and negated conjunctions.'34 All the indemonstrables have as leading
premiss such a ‘mode-forming’ assertible.

On the assumption that Chrysippus restricted the connectives to those
mentioned above, the way the Stoics thought about the indemonstrables

132 A paradigm form is modus Barbara: A holds of every B; B holds of every C; therefore A holds of
everyC. 133 Seebelow, p. 138.

134 Later logicians, in particular Peripatetics, would refer to such premisses as “hypothetical propo-
sitions> (UrofeTekai TpoTdoels). Accordingly, they often called standard Stoic arguments
‘hypothetical’, as opposed to the Aristotelian ‘categorical® ones. This use of hypothetical’ is not
to be confused with Stoic ‘hypothetical sayables’ and ‘hypothetical arguments’, see above,
p. 122 and Bobzien 1997a.
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may have been like this. Of all non-simple assertibles, the mode-forming
ones stand out in that they permit the construction of formally valid argu-
ments. In the most basic cases they make it possible to infer, with a simple
assertible as co-assumption, another simple assertible as conclusion. Thus
one obtains exactly the five types of indemonstrables, with all the above-
mentioned subtypes. Perhaps the deductive power of the indemonstrables
was somehow thought to be grounded on the mode-forming assertibles.

But still, why single out the valid arguments composed of a mode-
forming premiss and two simple assertibles? There are certainly other syl-
logisms that are fairly short and simple. What the indemonstrables seem
to have in common (and not to share with others) is that no one could rea-
sonably doubt their validity, simply because understanding the connec-
tives that are used in their leading premisses implies knowing the validity
of the corresponding forms of the indemonstrables. (Understanding
‘Not: both p and ¢’ implies knowing that if one of them holds, the other
does not; understanding ‘If p, ¢* implies knowing that (i) if # holds, so
does ¢, and (ii) if g doesn’t hold, neither does ; and understanding ‘Either
p or g’ implies knowing that (i) if one of them holds, the other does not,
and (ii) if one of them does not hold, the other does.)

This kind of criterion would for instance fail the following two candi-
dates for indemonstrability, although they are simple and evident in some
ways:

.4, therefore p and g

would not rank as an indemonstrable since understanding p does not
imply knowing that if g then ‘p and ¢4°. And

If p, q;if g, r; therefore if p, r
would not rank as an indemonstrable since understanding if p, 4° does not
imply knowing that if ‘if g, 7, then “if p, 7.
*
The situation is slightly complicated by the fact that Chrysippus talked
about a syllogism which he called “fifth indemonstrable with several <dis-

juncts>’ (& TéEPTTTOS S1& TTAEI6VWY dvarodeikTos) (S.E. PH 1.69). Itis of
the following kind (S.E. PH 1.69; cf. PH 11.150; M VII1.434; Phlp. APr.

246.3-4):
Eitherporgorr

Now, neither p nor ¢
Therefore 7.
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Its form obviously differs from the form of the fifth indemonstrables as
given above, which have two disjuncts only in their leading premiss. Some
have thought, therefore, that this is a Stoic complex argument, to be ana-
lysed into two fifth indemonstrables. However, such a reduction does not
work. Syllogisms of this form cannot be reduced in Chrysippus’ sys-
tem.35 This might have been the reason why Chrysippus regarded such
arguments as indemonstrables. However, as the name implies, he did not
introduce them as ‘sixth indemonstrables’; rather they are a special ver-
sion of the fifth, that is, they are fifth indemonstrables.

If we take this seriously, we have to revise our understanding of the fifth
indemonstrable. In line with the account we should assume that the lead-
ing premiss in a fifth indemonstrable has two-or-more disjuncts, and that
the ‘basic idea’ which one grasps when one understands the disjunctive
connective is ‘precisely one out of several’ rather than ‘precisely one out of
two’. This understanding of the major premiss of the fifth indemon-
strables has the consequence that one also has to modify one’s under-
standing of the co-assumption: its description ‘the contradictory of one of
its disjuncts® becomes a special case of ‘the contradictory of one-or-more
of'its disjuncts’, the added possibility coming down to ‘the conjunction of
the negation of all but one of them’. There was a standard way of express-
ing such co-assumptions, namely by ‘neither...nor...>(oUte...0oUTe...)
(e.g. S.E. PH1.69; cf. PH 11.150; M V111.434; Phlp. APr. 246.3-4).

If Chrysippus allowed non-simple conclusions in indemonstrables, we
could have a further kind of ‘syllogism with several disjuncts’ in the case
of the fourth indemonstrables — which, too, is irreducible in Chrysippus’
syllogistic:

Eitherporgorr...;p;therefore neither g norvr. .. .13¢

There could also be third ‘indemonstrables’ with three or more con-
juncts.137 However these would be analysable into indemonstrables.

X

In Cicero and a number of later Latin authors we find a list of seven basic
syllogisms which most probably is of Stoic origin (Cic. Top. 53-7; Boeth.
Cic.Top. 355-8; Martianus Capella 1v.414-21; Cassiod. Inst. 11.3.13). In
addition, we find mention of basic syllogisms other than Chrysippus’
indemonstrables in Galen (Gal. Inst. Log. v.3-4; V1.7; Xv.1-11; cf. X1v.4-8;

135 For the Stoic method of reduction see below, pp. 137-48. 136 Cf. Gal. Inst. Log. xv.9.
137 Cf. Cic. Top. 54-
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10-11) and in a scholium to Ammonius (ZAmmon. APr. X1.3—4; 13-36).
They, too, may be of Stoic origin. Most of these texts adopt the Peripatetic
terminology and refer to the basic syllogisms as hypothetical syllogisms.
The presentation of the list of seven varies slightly from one source to
another, but the first five types tend to correspond closely to the
Chrysippean indemonstrables.?38

Difficulties arise with the sixth and seventh types of argument. Both
have a negative conjunction with two conjuncts as leading premiss; they
are of the kinds

Not: both g and g; now p; therefore not:q (6th)
Not: both g and g; now not:p; therefore g (7th)

The problem is obvious: the sixth looks exactly like a Chrysippean third
indemonstrable whereas the seventh, as it stands, is patently invalid. If
one wants to make sense of them, perhaps the best guess is that the sixth
and seventh basic syllogisms were those with pseudo-disjunctions as lead-
ing premiss.*3? For, with one exception, the additional basic hypothetical
syllogisms in Galen and in the scholium are all of that kind, and several
later sources suggest they are or should be formulated as (negated) con-
junctions.140

X

Not all Stoic syllogisms, or formally valid arguments, are indemon-
strables. Non-indemonstrable syllogisms can be more complex than inde-
monstrables in that they have more than two premisses; but they can also
have just two premisses. For example, in our sources we find Stoic non-
indemonstrable syllogisms of the kinds:

If both p and 4, r; not r; p; therefore not:q (S.E. M vi11.234-5)
If p, ps if not:p, p; either p or not:p; therefore p (S.E. M vi11.281, 466)
If p,if p, q; p; therefore g (S.E. M vii1.230-2).

The Stoics distinguished and discussed a number of special cases of syllo-
gisms, both indemonstrable and non-indemonstrable. First, there is the
class of indifferently concluding arguments (&31a@dpws TepaivovTes); as
example we get

138 Cf. Terodiakonou 1993a. 139 For the Stoic pseudo-disjunction see above, p. 110.

140 Cf. Gal. Inst. Log. v.1 (TrapatrAficiov Sielevypéved) and x1v.6 and 11 for the sixth inde-
monstrable and Ap. Dysc. Conj. 219.18-19 and Digesta Iustiniani Augusti 34.5.13. § 6 for the sev-
enth (cf. also Phlp. APr. 246.5-6). Perhaps the leading premiss of the seventh was originally
‘Not: both not: # and not: g’ and the second and third negation dropped out in the process of
copying - as has been suggested by Becker 1957b, 47.
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Either it is day or it is light.
Now it is day.
Therefore it is day. (Apul. Int. 201.4-7; Alex. Top. 10.10-12)

This argument is of the kind
Either p or g; p; therefore p.

The name of these arguments is presumably based on the fact that it is
irrelevant for their validity what comes in as second disjunct. Often men-
tioned in tandem with the indifferently concluding arguments are the so-
called ‘duplicated arguments’ (Siagopoupevor Adyol) (Apul. Int. 201.
4-7; Alex. Top. 10.7-10; APr. 18.17-18). It seems that their name rests on
the fact that their leading premiss is a ‘duplicated assertible’, that is, com-
posed of the same simple assertible, used twice or several times (Cf. D.L.
vI1.68-9; S.E. M vi11.95, 108). The standard and only example is

Ifitis day, it is day.
Now it is day.
Therefore it is day.

Itis of the kind
If p, p; p; therefore p

and is a special case of the first indemonstrable. It is uncertain whether the
use of the negation of the simple assertible was allowed, e.g. whether this
argument was duplicated:

Either ¢ or not:p; p; therefore p.

Such an example occurs in Alexander (APr. 19.3-10) but it is not called
duplicated.t4?

A third type of syllogism were those with two mode-forming premisses
(o1 d1&x SUo TpoTikddV), that is, arguments composed of two mode-form-
ing assertibles as premisses and a simple assertible as conclusion: the
examples we get are of the kind

If p, g5 if p, not:q; therefore not:p.

A Stoic example is

141 The Aristotle commentators characterized both the indifferently concluding arguments and
the duplicated ones as those in which one premiss is identical with the conclusion, and usually
argued that this fact is the reason why they were not syllogisms (Alex. APr. 18.12-18; Ammon.
APr. 28.9-13; Phlp. APr. 33.23-6). They seem to have been unaware of their special character-
istics and as a consequence the two types seem to have occasionally been confounded (ZArist.
Top. 294b23~9 Brandis).
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If you know that you are dead, you are dead.
If you know that you are dead, not: you are dead.
Therefore not: you know that you are dead. (Orig. Cels. vi1.15)

A related type of syllogism is that with three mode-forming premisses: the
examples are all of the kind

If p, p; if not: p, p; either p or not:p; therefore p (S.E. M vi11.281, 466),

that is, containing only one constituent assertible (and its negation), used
several times. Generally, such syllogisms may have been of the kind

If p, g5 if r, g5 either p or r; therefore g.

This is a simple constructive dilemma, which was used, for example, in
paradoxes. The examples in Sextus would then be a special case of this
kind. (A passage in Alexander (APr. 164.27-31) suggests that the Stoics
distinguished further types of syllogisms.)

X

Arguments of all these kinds were syllogisms. And, since Diogenes
reports that all syllogisms are either indemonstrable or can be reduced to
indemonstrables (D.L. vi1.78), this means that - if they were not inde-
monstrables themselves - these arguments, too, could be reduced to inde-
monstrables. The Stoic expression for reducing arguments was to analyse
(&voUew) them into indemonstrables (D.L. vir.i95; Gal. PHP
11.3.188-90; S.E. M v111.235; 237). What is the purpose of such a reduction
or analysis (&vaAuois)? It is a method of proving that certain arguments
are syllogisms or formally valid, by showing how they stand in a certain
relation to indemonstrables. This relation between the argument-to-be-
analysed and the indemonstrables is basically either that the argumentis a
composite of several indemonstrables, or that it is a conversion of an inde-
monstrable, or that it is a mixture of both. The analysis or reduction was
carried out by means of certain logical meta-rules which determined these
relations. They were called themata (8épata), sometimes translated as
‘ground-rules’. They were argumental rules, i.e. rules that can only be
applied to arguments. They reduce arguments to arguments, not, say,
assertibles to assertibles.142 Our sources suggest that there were four of
them (Alex. APr. 284.13-17; Gal. PHP 11.3.188 De Lacy). We know further
that the Stoics had some logical meta-rules, called ‘theorems’
(BewpnuaTa), which were relevant for the analysis of arguments (D.L.

142 Cf. on this point Corcoran 1974b and Bobzien 1996.
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vI1.195; S.E. M vii1.231; PH 11.3; cf. Orig. Cels. vi1.15.166~-7). Since the
themata were regarded as sufficient for the analysis of all non-indemon-
strable syllogisms (D.L. v11.78), the function of some of the theorems was
presumably to facilitate or speed up the analysis.

It is important to see that Stoic analysis is strictly an upwards method
(to the indemonstrables), rather than a downwards method (from the
indemonstrables). Analysis always starts with a given non-indemonstra-
ble argument, and with the question whether it can be analysed into inde-
monstrables by means of the themata. There are no signs that the Stoics
ever tried to establish systematically (or otherwise) what kinds of formally
valid non-indemonstrable arguments could be deduced or derived from
their set of indemonstrables by means of the themata.

Related to this point is the fact that Stoic analysis was carried through
with the arguments themselves, not with argument-forms or schemata,
although, of course, the analysis depends precisely on the form of the
arguments. This might strike one as odd, since it appears to imply that
analysis had to be carried out again and again from scratch, each time the
(formal) validity of a non-indemonstrable argument was in question. But
this need not have been so: the Stoics seem to have introduced certain
meta-rules, which would state that if an argument is of such and such a
form, it is a syllogism or it can be analysed into indemonstrables in such
and such a way (cf. S.E. PH 11.3 together with Orig. Cels. vi1.15.166-7).
Moreover, at least in complex cases, the modes were employed in order to
facilitate the reduction; that is, ordinal numbers were used as abbrevia-
tions for constituent assertibles (S.E. M vi11.234-6).143 This abbreviation
brings out the form of the argument and makes it easier to recognize
which thema can be used.

*

How did Stoic analysis work in detail? How did the themata and theorems
function, that is, how were they applied to arguments? Let us look first at
the first thema. It ran:

When from two <assertibles> a third follows, then from either of them
together with the contradictory of the conclusion the contradictory of
the other follows. (Apul. Int. 209.10-14)

Here - as in the case of the last three indemonstrables - a formulation is
chosen that leaves the order of the premisses undetermined. The rule may
be presented formally as

143 On this point see above, p. 130. Cf. also Frede 19742, 136-44.
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P,P, |P,

T
P ,ctrd P, }ctrd P,

‘ctrd’ stands for ‘contradictory’, | for ‘therefore’; P,, P, . .. mark places
for assertibles that function as premisses. In an application of the rule the
argument-to-be-analysed (or the original argument) would occupy the
bottom line, the syllogism into which it is analysed the top line. For
instance, if we have a non-indemonstrable argument of the kind

P not:q; therefore not: if p, g
this can be reduced to a first indemonstrable of the kind
If p, q; p; therefore q

by employing the first thema as follows: When from ‘p° and ‘if p, g° ‘¢° fol-
lows (this being the indemonstrable), then from ‘¢’ and ‘not: ¢’ ‘not: if p,
¢’ follows (this being the non-indemonstrable argument). Or formalized:

Ty
psnotg | not: ifp,q

In all cases in which such a procedure leads to one of the five indemon-
strables, the original argument is a syllogism.

By using the rule on all possible kinds of simple non-indemonstrable
arguments, one obtains four new types of syllogisms, namely those of the
kinds (with the indemonstrables into which the arguments are analysed in
brackets)

p,not:q | not: ifp, q (first or second)
$,q | not: either porg (fourth)

notp, notq | not: either porg (fifth)

p,9 Fbothpand g (third)

These arguments may be called ‘simple non-indemonstrable syllogisms>.
In fact, no such arguments are handed down. As will be seen, the first
thema can be used in one and the same reduction in combination with one
or more of the other rules of analysis; it can also be employed several times
in the same reduction.144
*
144 For the analysis of some arguments with more than two premisses a more general version of the
first thema is required; a passage in Galen (Inst. Log. v1.5) suggests that there was such a rule. It
could have run: “‘When from two or more assertibles something follows, then from all but one

of them together with the contradictory of the conclusion, the contradictory of the remaining
one follows.’
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It will be helpful to consider the meta-rule which was known as a ‘dialec-
tical theorem’ (S.E. M vi11.231) before the discussion of the remaining
three themata. This theorem presumably did the same work as the second,
third, and fourth themata together.1#5 Sextus preserves the rule, which
ran simply:

When we have (the) premisses which deduce some conclusion, we
potentially have that conclusion too in those premisses, even if it is not
expressly stated. (S.E. M v111.231)

As itstands, this theorem does not fully determine a method of analysis. It
is only a general presentation of a principle. But the Sextus passage illus-
trates how the analysis works, by applying it to two arguments (S.E. M
vii1.230-8). In the second example the analysis is carried out first with the
mode of the argument, then by employing the argument itself. Let us look
at the former, which begins by presenting the mode of the argument-to-
be analysed:

For this type of argument is composed of a second and a third indemon-
strable, as one can learn from its analysis, which will become clearer if we
use the mode for our exposition, which runs as follows.

If the first and the second, the third.

But not the third.

Moreover, the first.

Therefore not: the second.

For since we have a conditional with the conjunction of the first and
the second as antecedent and with the third as consequent, and we also
have the contradictory of the consequent, ‘Not: the third’> we will also
deduce the contradictory of the antecedent, “Therefore not: the first and
the second’, by a second indemonstrable. But in fact, this very proposi-
tion is contained potentially in the argument, since we have the pre-
misses from which it can be deduced, although in the presentation of the
argument it is omitted. By putting it together with the remaining prem-
iss, the first, we will have deduced the conclusion “Therefore not: the sec-
ond’ by a third indemonstrable. Hence there are two indemonstrables,
one of this kind

If the first and the second, the third.

But not: the third.

145 This can be inferred from the facts that it allows reduction of the same arguments as the so-
called ‘synthetic theorem” which was used by the Peripatetics (cf. Mignucci 1993, 218-21), and
which in turn did the work of the second to fourth themata (Alex. APr. 284.10-17). We are told
that Antipater facilitated Stoic analysis (Gal. PHP 11.3.190). Perhaps it was he who introduced
the synthetic or the dialectical theorem.
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Therefore not: the first and the second.
which is a second indemonstrable; the other, which is a third indemon-
strable, runs like this

Not: the first and the second.

But the first.

Therefore not: the second.
Such is the analysis in the case of the mode, and there is an analogous
analysis in the case of the argument (S.E. M vi11.235-7).

The general procedure of reduction by means of the dialectical theorem
then is as follows: take any two of the premisses of the argument-to-be-
analysed and try to deduce a conclusion from them, by forming with them
an indemonstrable. Then take that ‘potential’ conclusion and look
whether by adding any of the premisses, you can deduce another conclu-
sion, again by forming an indemonstrable. (The old premisses are still in
the game and can be taken again, if required, as is plain from Sextus’ first
example, S.E. M vi11.232-3.) Proceed in this manner until all premisses
have been used at least once and the last assertible deduced is the original
conclusion. In that case you have shown that the original argument is a
syllogism.

Thus, the dialectical theorem turns out to be a rule for chain-argu-
ments by which a complex non-indemonstrable is split up into two com-
ponent arguments. The theorem should suffice to analyse all composite
arguments, i.e. all arguments with any of the following as underlying or
‘hidden’ structures. (A triangle gives the form of a simple two-premiss
argument with the letter at the bottom giving the place of the conclu-
sion. P, ... P, give the places of the premisses, C that of the conclusion of
the argument-to-be-analysed; P« that of a premiss that is a “potential
conclusion’ and hence does not show in the argument-to-be-analysed.
The type of argument-to-be-analysed has been added underneath each
time.)

type (1) (three premiss arguments) P, P,
P{*\/P 4
C

PlaP23P4 |'C

The argument in the above quotation for instance, is of this type.
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type (2) (four premiss arguments)

type (2a) P, P, type 2b) P, P, P, P,
P;k\/P3 N \/ N
Pg* P, C
C

Pl’ PZ’ P3) P4 |- C

One can analyse all the expansions of these types which one gains by add-
ing further two-premiss syllogisms which have one of the explicit pre-
misses as conclusions. These conclusions would thereby become
‘potential’, i.e. would no longer appear in the argument to be analysed,
and would accordingly get an “*>. As is clear from Sextus’ first example of
analysis (S.E. M vi11.232-3), the dialectical theorem also covers inferences
in which the same premiss is implicitly used more than once, but occurs
only once in the original argument. The most basic type of these is:

type (3) P, p,
P3>k P,*
C
Pl’ Pz |' C

Sextus’ first example, which is of the kind “If p, if p, g5 p | 4, is of this type.
A more complex case is

type (4) P, b, P Py
Pﬁ\/Ps*
C
Pl) PZ’ P3 }_ C
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Again, all expansions and variations of these types, and moreover all their
combinations with type (1) can be analysed by repeated use of the
theorem. If one takes together the first thema and the dialectical theorem,
with their help at least all Stoic syllogisms of which we know can be ana-
lysed into Stoic indemonstrables.

X

NextI consider the second, third, and fourth Stoic themata. Formulations
of the third thema have survived in two sources (Simp. Cael. 237.2-4; Alex.
APr.278.12-14). The second and fourth are not handed down. However, a
tentative reconstruction of them and of the general method of analysis by
means of the themata is possible, since there are a number of requirements
which these three themata have to satisfy; they are:

- the second, third, and fourth themata together should cover the same
ground as the dialectical theorem*#¢

- the themata have to be applicable, in the sense that by using them one can
actually find out whether an argument is a syllogism

- they have to be simple enough to be formulated in ordinary Greek

- the second thema, possibly in tandem with the first, is said to reduce
among others the indifferently concluding arguments and the arguments
with two mode-premisses'+”

— the third and fourth themata should show some similarity or should be
used together in some analyses (Gal. PHP 11.3.188 De Lacy).

The following is a reconstruction which satisfies these requirements rea-
sonably well.148

X

The two formulations of the third thema that have survived in Alexander
and in Simplicius present in fact two different versions of it. Alexander
has

When from two <assertibles> a third follows, and two external assump-
tions syllogize one of the two, then the same <i.e. third> one follows
from the remaining one and the external ones that syllogize the other.
(Alex. APr. 278.12-14)

146 See previous note.

147 Gal. PHP 11.3.188 De Lacy; Alex. APr. 164.27-31. For these kinds of arguments see above,
pp- 135-7.

148 For details of this reconstruction of Stoic analysis see Bobzien 1996; for alternative reconstruc-
tions cf. Frede 1974a, 174-96 and Ierodiakonou 1990, 60-75.
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And Simplicius reads
When from two <assertibles> a third follows, and from the one that fol-
lows <i.e. the third> together with another, external assumption,
another follows, then this other follows from the first two and the exter-
nally co-assumed one. (Simp. Cael. 237.2—4)

Both formulations reveal that, like the dialectical theorem, the third
thema is a kind of chain-argument rule which allows one to break up a
complex argument into two component arguments. But the two versions
of the thema differ essentially, in that in Alexander the assumptions or pre-
misses that are taken ‘from outside’ (E§w0ev) deduce one of the premisses
of an argument that deduces the conclusion of the argument-to-be-
analysed; whereas in Simplicius the external premiss comes in, together
with the conclusion of another inference, in order to deduce the conclu-
sion of the argument-to-be-analysed. Formally this difference between
Alexander and Simplicius can be made clear as follows: (P,, P, ... P,
give the places for non-external premisses, E, E,, E, . . . for external pre-
misses, C for the conclusion of the argument-to-be-analysed).

Simplicius’ version: P,P,}P, P,LE}C
P,P,E}C
Alexander’s version: P,P, |C E,E, | P,

P,,E,E, | C

By comparing these versions, one can see that they allow us to reduce
exactly the same arguments, and that they differ only with respect to the
premisses that count as ‘external’.14? I assume that Chrysippus’ version of
the third thema was closer to Simplicius’ version.15°

For the analysis of arguments with more than three premisses one
needs an expanded version of the third thema, in which one of the compo-
nentarguments has more than two premisses. One obtains such an expan-
sion if one modifies Simplicius® version in such a way that the second
component argument can have more than one ‘external premiss.15!

149 For example, one can get from Simplicius® to Alexander’s version by substituting E, for P, E,
for P, P, for P, and P, for E.

150 For 3 detailed discussion of this point see Bobzien 1996, 145-51.

151 Chrysippus’ book title ‘On the <question of> which <premisses> syllogize something together
with another <assumption> or with other <assumptions>> (D.L. vi1.194) - which is part of a
group of titles on arguments and their analysis - might refer to the third thema. It has ‘with
another <assumption> or with other <assumptions>> instead of Simplicius’ ‘with another
<assumption>, that is, it would refer to a plural of external premisses.
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Perhaps Simplicius mentioned only one external premiss because the
example he uses has only one. The expanded version of the third thema
then runs:

When from two assertibles a third follows, and from the third and one or
more external assertibles another follows, then this other follows from
the first two and those external(s).

Or formalized: (T,) P P,}P, P,,E ...E }C

P,,P,,E ...E | C

1723

There are two types of composite arguments the reduction of which is not
covered by the third thema, namely first those in which there are no ‘exter-
nal’® premisses, but instead one of the premisses used in the first compo-
nent argument is used again in the second component argument; and
secondly those in which both a premiss of the first component argument
and one or more external premisses are used in the second component
argument. One may conjecture that the remaining two themata covered
these two cases. They hence could have run:

the second thema:

When from two assertibles a third follows, and from the third and one (or
both) of the two another follows, then this other follows from the first
two.

formalized: (T,) P,P,}FP, P,(P,,)P,}C

P,,P,}C
the fourth thema:

When from two assertibles a third follows, and from the third and one (or
both) of the two and one (or more) external assertible(s) another follows,
then this other follows from the first two and the external(s).

formalized: (T P,P,}P, P,,P,(P,)E...E }C

P,,P,,E ...E | C

13723
Each of the second to fourth themata thus has a typical kind of argument
to which itapplies; but they can also be used in combination or more than
once in one reduction. Going back to the types of arguments distin-
guished when discussing the dialectical theorem one can see that argu-
ments of type (1) take the third thema once; those of types (2a) and (2b)
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take it twice. More complex ones — without implicitly multiplied pre-
misses — take it more often. Arguments of type (3) take the second thema
once; those of type (4) take the fourth and third each once. More complex
arguments may take combinations of the second, third, and fourth them-
ata. Occasionally the first thema is needed in addition. Taken together the
second, third, and fourth themata cover precisely the range of the dialecti-
cal theorem.

X

How were the themata applied? Before I describe the general method of
analysis, here are a few examples. First, take again the second example
from the Sextus passage (S.E. M vii1.230-8, used there to illustrate the
dialectical theorem). The argument-to-be-analysed is of the kind

Ifboth p and g, r; not:r; p } not:q.

It has three premisses and takes the third thema once. By simply ‘insert-
ing’ this argument into the thema we obtain:

When from two assertibles

i.e. If both p and g; not:r
a third follows

i.e. not: both pand g (by a second indemonstrable)
and from the third and an external one

iep
another follows

i.e. not: g, (by a third indemonstrable)
then this other

i.e.not: g
also follows from the two assertibles and the external one.

Or, using the formalized version of the thema:

If both # and g, r; not:r | not:both p and 4 Not:both p and g5 } not:q

(T,)

If both p and g, r; not:r; p | not:g
Examples of the use of the second thema we obtain from some of the spe-
cial types of non-indemonstrable arguments. Indifferently concluding
arguments like

Either itis day or itis light.
Now it is day.
Therefore it is day.
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use the second thema once and reduce to one fourth and one fifth inde-
monstrable

Either p or g;p | not:q Either p or g; not:q | p

(T,
Eitherporg;p | ¢

Syllogisms with two mode-premisses like those of the kind
Ifp, g5 if p, not:q; therefore not:p

take the first thema twice, the second once and reduce to two first inde-
monstrables. The analysis works again step by step from the bottom line
(a) to the top line (d):

(d) p,ifp,not:q | not:g

T
© Ifp,qsptq p,q} not:ifp,not:g

(T,
(b) Ifp,q;p | not:if p, not:g

T

(a) Ifp,q;ifp,not:g | not:p

In general then, the method of analysis into indemonstrables by means of
the themata appears to have worked as follows. In a very first step, you
check whether the argument-to-be-analysed, or original argument, hap-
pens to be an indemonstrable. If so, it is valid. If not, the next thing to do
is to try to pick from the set of premisses of the argument-to-be-analysed
two from which a conclusion can be deduced by forming an indemon-
strable with them.

If the original argument is a syllogism, this conclusion, together with
the remaining premiss(es) (if there are any), and/or one or both of the pre-
misses that have been used already, deduces the original conclusion -
either by forming an indemonstrable or by forming an argument that by
use of the four themata can be analysed into one or more indemonstrables.
Hence you see whether one of the remaining premisses plus this conclu-
sion yields the premisses to another indemonstrable (in which case you
apply the third thema); if there are no remaining premisses, or none of
them works, you look whether one of the premisses already used in the
first step is such a premiss (in which case you apply the second or the
fourth thema).

If the second component argument thus formed is an indemonstrable
too, and all premisses have been used at least once and the last conclusion
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is the original conclusion, the analysis is finished, the original argument a
syllogism. If not, the same procedure is repeated with the argument
which is not an indemonstrable (i.e. the second component argument,
which has the original conclusion as conclusion); and so forth until the
premisses of the second component argument imply the original conclu-
sion by forming an indemonstrable with it.

Ifatany pointin the analysis no indemonstrable can be formed, the first
thema might help: namely if the negation of the conclusion would produce
a premiss you need, i.e. a premiss which together with one of the available
premisses makes up a pair of premisses for an indemonstrable. If at any
step the application of none of the themata leads to two premisses that can
be used in an indemonstrable, the argument is not a syllogism.

This method of reduction is practicable and easy. All one has to know is
the themata and the five types of indemonstrables, plus those four types of
simple arguments which can be reduced to indemonstrables. The number
of steps one has to go through is finite; they are not very many, even in
complex cases. The method appears to be effective, the system decidable.

X

Stoic syllogistic is a system consisting of five basic types of syllogisms and
four argumental rules by which all other syllogisms can be reduced to
those of the basic types. In Sextus Empiricus (PH 11.156; 157; 194) we find
Stoic claims that can be understood as the assertion of some kind of
completeness in their logical system. We learn that the valid non-
indemonstrable arguments have the proof of their validity from the inde-
monstrables (194), that the indemonstrables are demonstrative of the
validity of the other valid arguments (156) and that those other arguments
can be reduced (dvagépecdai) to the indemonstrables (157).

The implication that the proof of the validity of the non-indemonstra-
bles is given by reduction is confirmed by Diogenes (D.L. vi1.78) who
reports that all syllogisms are either indemonstrables or can be reduced to
indemonstrables by means of the themata. We may then assume that the
claim of ‘completeness’ in Sextus is that (at least) all non-indemonstrable
syllogisms can be reduced to indemonstrables by the themata (or by related
theorems). One could take this as the - trivial — claim that the themata (or
theorems) lay down or determine whether an argument is a syllogism. But
this is unlikely. Rather, we should assume that the Stoics had - indepen-
dently of the themata - some pretechnical notion of syllogismhood, and
that the indemonstrables plus themata were devised in order to ‘capture’
this notion; perhaps also to make it more pellucid and precise.
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This is a plausible assumption. It leaves us with the following problem:
how can we find the independent Stoic criteria for syllogismhood? that is,
how can we decide which peculiarities of the Stoic system preceded their
choice of logical rules and which peculiarities are simply a result of their
introducing these rules? The paucity of evidence does not allow us to fully
answer this question. A fortiori, we cannot decide whether the Stoics
achieved completeness, i.e. were successful in devising their rules in such
away that they adequately covered their pretechnical notion of syllogism-
hood; and consequently, whether they were successful in demonstrating
the completeness of their syllogistic.

Still, it is possible to determine a number of features of the Stoic system
that are relevant to its completeness, and thus to narrow down consider-
ably the number of possible interpretations of what completeness they
wanted. It is safe to assume that the Stoic system shared the following
condition of validity with modern semantic interpretations of formal
logic: it is necessary for the validity of an argument that it is not the case
that its premisses are true and its conclusion is false. Accordingly, it is a
necessary condition for formal validity (syllogismhood) that no syllogism
or argument of a valid form has true premisses and a false conclusion. To
this we can add a number of necessary conditions for Stoic syllogismhood
which are not requirements for formal validity in the modern sense, and
which show that the class of Stoic syllogisms can at most be a proper sub-
class of valid arguments in the modern sense.

First, there is a formal condition which restricts the class of syllogisms
not by denying validity to certain arguments, but by denying the status of
argumenthood to certain compounds of assertibles. Stoic syllogistic is
interested in formally valid arguments, not in propositions or sentences that
are logically true. And their concept of argument is narrower than that of
modern logic: an argument must have a minimum of two premisses and a
conclusion. That is, Stoic syllogistic considers (tests etc.) only arguments
of the form

A} A

in which A is a set of premisses with at least two (distinct) elements. Stoic
syllogistic does not deal with arguments of the forms

FA AlB or A}

A consequence of this is that there is no one-to-one correspondence
between valid arguments and logically true conditionals. Such a corre-
spondence exists only between a proper subclass of the latter - those
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which have the form ‘If both A and B and . . ., then C’ - and valid argu-
ments.152

Second, there is the restriction of validity through the requirement of
non-redundancy of the premisses:!>3 an argument is invalid according to
redundancy if it has one or more premisses that are added to it from out-
side and superfluously (S.E. M 11.431). For cases of non-indemonstrable
arguments one may interpret the clause ‘from outside and superfluously’
as meaning that there is no deduction in which this premiss, together
with the others of the argument, deduces the conclusion.!34 The require-
ment of non-redundancy leads to the exclusion, for instance, of the fol-
lowing kinds of arguments from being syllogisms:

b5 q; therefore p
If p, g5 p; r; therefore g

although they are valid in all standard propositional calculi.

A third restriction known to us - independently of the themata — con-
cerns the wholly hypothetical ‘syllogisms’. (Their prototype is ‘If p, g5 if g,
r; therefore if p, r.) There are some hints that the Stoics considered such
arguments as valid but not as syllogisms.*5%> We do not know whether this
restriction was part of the Stoic pretechnical notion of a syllogism, or
whether these arguments were excluded because they were not analysable
in the system.

In addition to these three requirements the Stoics apparently main-
tained that an argument cannot have two identical premisses. That is,
compounds of assertibles of the form

AAALB
were, it seems, considered as a non-standard way of putting the argument
AA LB,

that is, as an argument in which the same premiss is stated twice rather
than in which two premisses of the same form and content are stated.!>6

152 For instance, although any conditional of the form ‘If A, A’ is true for the Stoics, there is no valid
argument of the form ‘A | A’ since no compound of assertibles of that form is an argument.

153 For redundancy see above, p. 125.

154 So the premiss ‘Either p or not: #° is not redundant in the argument “If p, p; if not: p, p; cither p
or not: p; therefore p’ since there is a deduction of the conclusion in which it is used. Namely
when one considers the argument as a special case of the simple constructive dilemma.

155 Cf. for instance Frede 1974b, n. 5 (b) and (c); see also Alex. APr. 262.28-31. For the status of
wholly hypothetical ‘syllogisms’ in Stoic logic see above, p. 133 and below, p. 156.

156 At least this is implied by a passage in Alexander (Alex. APr. 18.2—7), which is most certainly
Stoic, and which maintains that an ‘argument’ of the form A, not: not: A | B’ is in actual fact of
the form ‘A } B>, and hence no argumentatall.
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Hence there can be no ‘structural rules’ which allow us to indiscrimi-
nately eliminate or introduce doublets of premisses - as there often are in
rule-deductive systems.

We are now in a position to examine whether the Stoic system of syllo-
gisms, as containing indemonstrables and themata, captures the - at least
partly - pretechnical notion of syllogismhood as determined by the three
requirements stated. And we can see that their system does not permit
reduction of any of the arguments that are precluded by them from being
syllogisms. First, no one- or zero-premiss arguments are reducible, since
every indemonstrable has two premisses, and every thema can be applied
only to arguments with two or more premisses. Secondly, redundant
arguments cannot be reduced: the indemonstrables have no ‘redundant’
premisses, and the themata require that all premisses of the argument-to-
be-analysed are components of the indemonstrables into which it is ana-
lysed - either as premiss or as negation of a conclusion. Thirdly, no wholly
hypothetical ‘syllogisms’ are indemonstrables, nor can they be reduced to
indemonstrables; for the last three themata require that one splits off one
two-premiss argument each time they are used, and this two-premiss
argument must contain at least one simple proposition,’57 because it
must be either an indemonstrable itself or reducible into one by the first
thema. And any reduction to an indemonstrable by means of a single appli-
cation of the first thema also requires that the argument-to-be-analysed
contains at least one simple proposition. So far then Stoic syllogistic coin-
cides with what might have been their pretechnical concept of syllogism-
hood.158

7: Arguments valid in the specific sense

Finally, the second group of valid arguments distinguished by the Stoics,
the arguments called ‘valid in the specific sense’ or ‘specifically valid’ (D.L.
vi1.78). The surviving information on these arguments is sparse and many
details are under dispute. At least two subclasses were distinguished. One
were the so-called ‘subsyllogistic arguments’ (UtroouAAoy1oTikol AdyoL),

157 Or a substitution instance of a simple proposition.

158 Can we state positively what the claim of completeness could have been? Maximally, the claim
could have been that the class of arguments that either are indemonstrables themselves or can
be analysed into indemonstrables by means of the themata contains precisely all arguments of
the form ‘A | A’ with A={P, ... P} and n> 2, which (i) because of their form can never have
true premisses and a false conclusion, (ii) contain - as relevant to their form - only the Stoic log-
ical constants ‘not. . ., ‘either...or.. > if ... then.. > ‘both...and .. > (iii) contain no pre-
miss doublets and no redundant premisses, and (iv) are not wholly hypothetical, and (v) are, or
are composed of, nothing but self-evidently valid arguments. Perhaps a proof of this kind of
completeness is possible.
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another the arguments named ‘unmethodically concluding’ (&ueb68wos
TepaivovTes). There might have been a third group; there might have been
more. How was the validity of the specifically valid arguments explained
or justified? At D.L. vi1.79 we read that all (valid) arguments were con-
structed by means of the indemonstrable syllogisms. If we take this at face
value, the validity of the specifically valid arguments might have been
grounded on or justified by the validity of syllogisms. This justification
one would expect to vary from subclass to subclass.

X

Only two short passages explicitly talk about subsyllogistic arguments
(Alex. APr. 84.12-14; Gal. Inst. Log. x1x.6), and a further passage briefly
discusses them without naming them (Alex. APr. 373.28-35). From these
texts it emerges that a subsyllogistic argument differs from a correspond-
ing syllogism only in that one (or more) of its component assertibles,
although being equivalent to that in the syllogism, diverges from it in its
linguistic form. Examples are of the types

‘p’ follows from ‘¢’; but p; therefore g. (Alex. APr. 373.31-5)
instead of a first indemonstrable and
It is false that ‘both p and ¢°; but p; therefore not: 4. (D.L. vi1.78)

instead of a third indemonstrable. We may assume that the reason why
subsyllogistic arguments were not syllogisms was that they did not share
their canonical form. This distinction displays an awareness of the
difference between object- and meta-language: a conditional is indeed not
the same as a statement that one assertible follows from another. The valid-
ity of a subsyllogistic argument might have been established by construct-
ing a corresponding syllogism and pointing out the equivalence to it.15°

The unmethodically concluding arguments are slightly better attested.
Stoic examples are:

Dio says that it is day.
But Dio speaks truly.
Therefore it is day.

159 Training in recognizing which kinds of assertibles were equivalent to which seems to have been
part of some Hellenistic logic courses (cf. Gal. Inst. Log. xv11.5). The manuscript text of the first
Galen passage mentioned (Gal. Inst. Log. x1x.6) is corrupt. It can be read as implying that the
Stoics distinguished a further class of specifically valid arguments which were linguistic muta-
tions of syllogisms. Cf. Barnes 1993d, 38-43; 52.

160 Gal. Inst. Log. x1x.6; Alex. APr. 21-2; 68-9: 345-6; Top.14-15; [Ammon.] APr. 70.11-15; Phlp.
APr. 35-6.
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and

Itis day.
But you say that it is day.
Therefore you speak truly.161

These arguments, as they stand, are not Stoic syllogisms. They are neither
indemonstrables nor can they be reduced to them. For they contain no
non-simple assertible as component. What was the reason for their valid-
ity? Perhaps they were dubbed ‘unmethodically concluding’ because
there is no formal method of showing their validity; but even then their
validity must have been justified somehow - and if we take the remark at
D.L. vi1.79 seriously, these justifications should have involved some suit-
ably related syllogisms.

We have no direct evidence for a way of detecting ‘corresponding syllo-
gisms’, as in the case of the subsyllogisticals. One foolproof method is of
course to add as leading premiss a conditional formed by the conjunction
of the premisses as antecedent and the conclusion as consequent (and to
conjoin the former premisses). For instance, add:

(pand g->r) Ifyousay thatitis day and you speak truly, then it is day.
to the conjunction of the premisses and the conclusion

(pandg)  You say thatitis day and you speak truly.
G Therefore it is day.

This operation makes any argument into a syllogism, namely into a
Chrysippean first indemonstrable. But, obviously, this cannot be the
method devised to justify the validity of the unmethodicals. For it would
equally work for invalid arguments.

Still, this might be a step in the right direction. First, Chrysippus used
just such a first indemonstrable (with ‘it is light’ instead of ‘it is day”) in
the discussion of the Liar,'%? as a parallel argument to

If you say that you are lying and you speak truly, you are lying.
But you say that you are lying and you speak truly.
Therefore you are lying.103

161 Alex. APr. 345.24-30;22.17-19. The first example occurs with ‘you’ instead of “Dio’ in Gal. Inst.
Log. xviL.2. 162 For the Stoic discussion of this paradox see below, p. 165.

163 Cic. Acad. 11.96. Equally, the second example is parallel to the second argument of the paradox
of the Liar, cf. [Acro] Scholia vetustiora in Horatii Epist. 11.1.45 (= FDS 1215): dico me mentiri et men-
tior verum igitur dico; see also Placidus Liber Glossarum 95.14 (= FDS 1217). The liar might thus
have provided the context in which these examples arose. Cf below, p. 166.
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So after all, there is some indication that the Stoics adduced syllogisms
that correspond to unmethodicals.*6# Still, the Stoics must have ensured
somehow that invalid arguments could not be justified as valid by forming
a parallel syllogism with such a conditional added as leading premiss. To
achieve this they might simply have stipulated that the added conditional
must be true. For the truth of a conditional formed by the conjunction of
the premisses of an argument as antecedent and the conclusion as conse-
quent is nothing but the Stoic general criterion for the validity of an argu-
ment.16>

But we are still left with the question: what was the ground for the
validity of the unmethodicals? For, although the conditional, if added,
makes the unmethodical into a formally valid argument, it does not pro-
vide a reason or explanation for its validity. The reason for the validity -
and for the truth of the added conditional - should rather be the truth of
one or more ‘universal’ assumptions on which the argument is based, and
which have not been made explicit in the argument. And indeed Galen
reports that the Stoic Posidonius called atleast some of the unmethodicals
‘concludent on the basis of the power of an axiom’ (Gal. Inst. Log. xv111.8).
Moreover, both Alexander (e.g. Alex. APr. 344-5) and Galen (Inst. Log.
XVII.1-4) state that the arguments the Stoics call unmethodicals depend
on some universal statement or principle. Now it is likely that they took
over the idea of an implicit universal assumption from the Stoics together
with the category of unmethodicals. For the Stoics, universal proposi-
tions are standardly formulated as conditionals.1¢® In our example a plau-
sible candidate for such a universal would be:

(1) If someone says something and that thing obtains, that one speaks
true.

However, note that if one actually added such a Stoic universal to an
unmethodical, one would not get a formally valid argument or syllo-
gism; and that there is no reason to think that the Stoics wanted it to be
added.

An argument would then be unmethodically concluding if the follow-
ing requirements are fulfilled:167 a corresponding syllogism can be con-
structed by adding a conditional formed with the conjunction of the
premisses as antecedent, the conclusion as consequent. This conditional
must be true, and it is true, since the unmethodical argument is valid.
However, it does not provide any reason for the argument’s validity.

164 pgce Barnes 1990a,81. 105 Seeabove, p. 123. 166 See above, p. 113.
167 For different views see Frede 1974a, 121-3; Barnes 1990a, 78-81.
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Rather, the ground for its validity is the truth of some universal assump-
tion which is not made explicit in the argument.

X

There are a number of arguments which were regarded as valid by some
Stoics, some of which might have been counted as specifically valid argu-
ments.

There are first Antipater’s single-premiss arguments (WOVOAT|UUOTOL).
The orthodox Stoic view was that arguments must have at least two pre-
misses. However, Antipater admitted single-premiss arguments, and he
presumably regarded at least some of them as valid. If we trust Apuleius,
Antipater adduced arguments like

You see.
Therefore you are alive. (Apul. Int. 200.15-18)

Another example is “You are breathing. Therefore you are alive’ (Alex. Top.
8.19). What reasons he had for admitting such arguments, we are not told.
But it is unlikely that Antipater proposed that these arguments were syl-
logisms (as Alex. Top. 8.16-17 has it). For they are certainly not valid in vir-
tue of their form. Thus Antipater might have thought of them as
unmethodically concluding, perhaps with a non-explicit assumption of
the kind ‘If someone is breathing, that one is alive.’*68

Secondly, there are the arguments with an indefinite leading premiss
and a definite (or middle) co-assumption, which were mentioned earlier
in the context of non-simple assertibles.1¢® Chrysippus’ work ‘Of argu-
ments constructed from an indefinite and a definite <premiss>* (D.L.
vi1.198) may have dealt with such arguments. A typical example is

If someone walks that one moves.
This man walks.
Therefore this man moves.17°

Despite the similarity, this is not a straightforward first indemonstrable,
as would be

If Plato walks, Plato moves.
Plato walks.
Therefore Plato moves.

168 Cf. Alex. Top. 8.20-22 where ‘<someone> who is breathing is alive’ (6 &vamvéwv 7)) and
‘Everyone who is breathing is alive’ (r&s 6 &varrvécov (1)) are given as alternative reasons for
the concludency of the single-premiss argument: the first is a later Stoic non-standard formula-
tion of universals, the second is Peripatetic. 169 Above, p. 114.

170 Aug. Dial. 111.84-6 Pinborg; cf. Cic. Fat. 11-15.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



156 LOGIC

Preoccupied with linguistic form as the Stoics were, they must have noticed
this. So if they did not simply smuggle such arguments into the class of syl-
logisms, how did they justify their validity? Presumably by referring to the
truth-conditions of the leading premiss. Since its truth implies the truth of
all subordinated assertibles, one can always derive the particular condi-
tional one needs (‘If this one walks, this one moves®) and thus form the
needed syllogism, in this case a first indemonstrable. This relation between
the indefinite conditional and the corresponding definite and middle ones
might have been counted as an implicit assumption by which validity was
justified (but which if added would not make the argument formally valid).
For similar reasons one may conjecture that Stoic arguments of the kind

If someone ¢’s, p; this one ¢’s; therefore p171

were regarded as unmethodically concluding.

Although it is unlikely that the early Stoics discussed Aristotelian logic,
later Stoics were confronted with Peripatetic forms of arguments, in partic-
ular with categorical ‘syllogisms> and wholly hypothetical ‘syllogisms>.172
We know that some ‘moderns’ (vecoTepot) - who may well have been Stoics
- claimed that the unmethodically concluding arguments resembled cate-
gorical ‘syllogisms’ (Alex. APr. 345.13-17).

For the Stoics, following their policy concerning the formulation of
universal statements, an argument in modus Barbara

‘A holds of every B; B holds of every C; therefore A holds of every C’
becomes:

If something is A, that thing is B.
If something is B, that thing is C.
Therefore, if something is A, that thing is C.

This is still not a Stoic syllogism. So, if anything, categorical ‘syllogisms’
could only have had the status of specifically valid arguments.

There is no direct evidence that the Stoics discussed wholly hypotheti-
cal ‘syllogisms’; i.e. arguments of the type

Ifp, then g; if g, then r; therefore if p, then 7.

There are two such examples that use typically Stoic constituent sen-
tences.”3 All one can say is that wholly hypothetical ‘syllogisms’ should

171 Cf. S.E. PH 11.141; M V111.313.

172 For these kinds of argument see above, p. 150. Here I put ‘syllogism’ in quotes to indicate that
although the Peripatetics considered them syllogisms, presumably the Stoics did not.

173 Ammon. APr. x1.1-3: Alex. APr. 374.23-35. Ironically, the latter is employed to discredit this
type of argument.
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not have counted as syllogisms, since they cannot be analysed into inde-
monstrables by the themata. One would expect them to have been men-
tioned, had they been regarded as syllogisms. But if the Stoics
reformulated modus Barbara in the way suggested, and considered the
resulting arguments valid, they must also have considered wholly hypo-
thetical ‘syllogisms” as valid.

8: Paradoxes

In the Stoic classification of arguments sophisms, the ancient counter-
parts of modern paradoxes, are put under the head of false arguments. A
false argument is an argument which either has something false in its pre-
misses or is formally incorrect (D.L. vi1.79). What makes a false argument
asophism is that its conclusion is evidently false and it is not clear on what
the falsity of the conclusion depends (Gal. Pecc. Dig. v.72-3). As Sextus
explains, in a sophism we are solicited to approve a clearly false conclusion
by having endorsed premisses which look plausible and seem to yield the
unacceptable conclusion (S.E. PH 11.229).

To understand the meaning of this characterization it must be remem-
bered that sophisms are supposed to be part of a (real or fictitious) discus-
sion. One is asked to accept some propositions from which an overtly false
conclusion isderived, and in this way the answerer is left in the embarrass-
ing position of admitting a completely unacceptable statement. The many
situations described by Plato in the Euthydemus caricature this sort of con-
text.

This account explains the role that, according to the Stoics, dialectic
should play regarding sophisms. It should not only distinguish sophisti-
cal from good arguments but also be able to solve them by showing what
is wrong with them in such a way that any embarrassment is dispelled
(S.E. PH 11.229, 232). Their being classified among false arguments offers
an indication of what one must look for in solving them: either the con-
clusion does not follow from the premisses or at least one of the premisses
is false.

The Stoic characterization of paradoxes looks traditional and reminds
us of the Aristotelian definition of contentious deductions at the begin-
ning of the Topics (100b23-6). This impression is reinforced by Galen
when he points out that sophisms resemble true arguments and stresses
thata trained dialectician, being acquainted with good arguments, can eas-
ily detect and solve bad ones (Gal. Pecc. Dig. v.73). Quintilian echoes this
way of thinking when he reports that a training in solving paradoxes is
part of the formation of the Stoic wise man because he cannot be mistaken
even in trifles (Quint. Inst. 1.10.5), and so does Seneca when he dismisses
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people who consume their time in examining the Liar paradox (Ep. 45.10).
Even apart from this practice, the general definition of a sophism seems to
reflect the style of the Platonic-Aristotelian tradition rather than the role
that paradoxes played in the philosophical debate with which the early
Stoics were confronted. We will see in a moment that the picture is much
more complicated than one might expect.

*

Our sources offer a rather confused report of a classification of paradoxes.
According to Diogenes Laertius sophisms are first divided into those
depending on utterance and those depending on states of affairs (D.L.
vi1.43—4). This distinction reminds us of the division of refutations into
refutations depending on language and refutations independent of lan-
guage, which constitutes the leading distinction of Aristotle’s treatise
dedicated to paradoxes (Arist. SE 165b23-4.). Nothing is said about the
Stoic sophisms depending on utterance but we may guess that they had to
do with language and ambiguity, and the analysis of amphibology
reported by Galen may give an idea of the way in which they were pre-
sented.174

We have no definition of the second group of sophisms either, but a list
of them is given, which includes some of the most important and famous
paradoxes such as the Liar, the Sorites, the Veiled Man, the Horned Man,
the Not-someone, the Mower.17> Diogenes’ list is interrupted in its mid-
dle by a different classification of sophisms, according to which they may
be either defective or aporetic or concludent. It is not clear what Diogenes
hints at by defective and concludent arguments. Probably, there is here
the superimposition of two different and possibly unrelated classifica-
tions of sophisms. This impression is reinforced by the fact that Diogenes
elsewhere mentions among the aporetic arguments paradoxes which are
here distinguished from the aporetic ones.?”® Moreover, Cleanthes dedi-
cated a work to the aporetic arguments and, more conspicuously,

174 Gal. Soph. x1v.595-8. See also Atherton 1993.

175 D.L. vi1.44. Diogenes’ list is interesting for at least two reasons. The names of the arguments
are in the plural (yeuSopévous Adyous, awpiTas éyKekaAuuuévous, kepaTivas and so on),
and this may be taken as an allusion to different versions of the same argument. Moreover,
beside the ‘Lying arguments’, other less-known arguments are quoted, i.e. Truth-telling argu-
ments (&AnBevovTas <Adyous>) and Denying arguments (&ropdokovTas <Adyous>). There
are reasons to believe that these are versions of the Liar (cf. Clem. Strom. v.1.11.6 and Epict. Diss.
111.9.21).

176 Among the aporetic arguments D.L. vi1.82 lists the versions of the Veiled Man, the Disguised
Man, the Sorites, the Horned Man and the Not-someone arguments, while Luc. Symp. 23
quotes as aporetic the Horned Man, the Sorites and the Mower.
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Chrysippus is reported to have written an On the Aporetic Arguments of the
Dialecticians in five books.177

It might be that the Stoics had a technical and refined definition of apo-
retic arguments. Late sources hint at complicated characterizations of
arguments where the aporetic ones seem to be to some extent related to
the presence of a vicious circle of the sort which occurs in the Liar para-
dox.178 But there is no evidence that this classification of paradoxes goes
back to the early Stoics, and it seems to be based on external and logically
unimportant features of the arguments involved.17® At any rate, the ter-
minology of ‘aporetic argument’ seems to be old. The Greek &mopov was
translated by Cicero as inexplicabile’3° and in the Latin medieval tradition
as insolubile. This does not mean that ancient logicians, and in particular
the Stoics, were pessimistic about the solution of some paradoxes. The
number of works dedicated by Chrysippus to the Liar paradox may show
that in some cases he was not happy with his own solution, but not that
the Liar or any other important paradox was considered unsolvable by
him. The aporetic character ascribed to certain sophisms depended pri-
marily on the impression they made on people to whom they were
directed. Aporetic arguments were those in which it is very difficult for
the answerer to see where the fallacy lies, since both the premisses and the
logic of the argument appear to be acceptable, although something wrong
is derived. In the very end it may be that the difficulty for the answerer to
get free of the paradoxes becomes a difficulty also for the experienced
logician who tries to solve the paradoxes and detect their fallacies. Butitis
not because of this that some paradoxes received their qualification of
aporetic.181

*

Itis sufficient to describe briefly the puzzles mentioned by Diogenes to be
aware that the Stoics dealt with the most difficult paradoxes that have
intrigued philosophers and logicians ever since. At least two different ver-
sions of the Veiled Man are known. In the more popular one, Callias is
asked whether he knows that Coriscus is a cultivated person. When Callias
answers affirmatively a veiled man is shown to him so that Callias cannot

177 D.L.vi1.175 and 198. 178 Rh. Gr. 1v, 154.2-25 and V11, 1.163.4-19.

179 It may be interesting to observe that some of the arguments logically related to the Liar paradox
are labelled by Gellius (v.10.1-16) as ‘convertible arguments’. 180 Cic. Acad. 11.95.

181 This interpretation is indirectly confirmed by Alexander of Aphrodisias (fr. 1.91.1-4, text in
Vitelli 1902) where he says that if one both claims that an argument is about aporetic material
and gives a solution of it, then the argument is aporetic not in itself but with respect to the skil-
fulness of the listener.
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recognize him and say whether he is cultivated or not. Since it turns out
that the veiled man is Coriscus the conclusion is drawn that Callias both
knows and does not know that Coriscus is cultivated.82 The puzzle is well
known to modern logicians and it has to do with substitutivity in opaque
contexts. Eubulides, a disciple of Euclid of Megara, is said to have dealt
with this paradox,83 and Aristotle discusses it (SE 179a33ff.); but there is
no testimony to the way in which the Stoics faced it, although we know
that Chrysippus dedicated to it a treatise in two books (D.L. vi1.198).

Among the titles of Chrysippus’ works we find also a treatise on the
Disguised Argument (TTepi ToU SioAeAnBTos, D.L. vi1.198), and the
hypothesis has been made that it does not refer to a version of the Veiled
Man but to a puzzle, hinted at by Plutarch, concerning the wise man who,
on the one hand, can hardly be aware of being such from the very begin-
ning of his being wise, and, on the other hand, should not be unaware of
his state since he is wise (Plu. Virt. Prof. 75c-e). But the fact that a
Disguised Argument is mentioned among the puzzles considered by
Eubulides (D.L. 11.108) and referred to in connection with Timon (Clem.
Strom. v 1.11.5) points to an origin which is outside Stoic philosophy and
offers reason to consider it as a version of the Veiled Argument, as the
Electra evidently is.184

Another argument mentioned by Diogenes is the Not-someone
(OUT15). Itis not clear why such a name was given to this puzzle'8> but its
content is described by several sources in more or less the same way. As
Diogenes puts it (D.L. v11.82), it consists of two premisses one of which is
an indefinite and the other a definite assertible and one of its possible
forms is as follows:

If anyone is in Athens, he is not in Megara
Man is in Athens

Man is not in Megara?8¢

where ‘Man’ must be taken as a general term denoting a particular entity.
Interpreted in this way the argument is sound,'87 and the false conclusion

182 [Alex.] SE 125.13-18.

183 D.L. 11.108. However, D.L. 11.111 attributes the Veiled argument to Diodorus Cronus.

184 For the Electra see Luc. Vit. Auc. 42-3. Before having recognized Orestes Electra knew and did
not know her brother.

185 Simp. Cat. 105.7-20 and Phlp. Cat. 72 not. crit. ad lin. 4 have different explanations. Remember
however that a concept for the Stoics is a Not-something (0¥ T1): D.L. vi1.61. See below, 411.

186 This is Simplicius’ formulation (Cat. 105.7-20). See also Elias Cat. 178.1-12.

187 For this reason I do not think that we need to change cuvakTIKSS into cuVaTTIKSS in D.L.
vi1.82,as Frede 1974a, 57 n. 10 has suggested.
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simply shows that a general term cannot be taken as referring to a particu-
lar. It has been suggested that the puzzle was used by the Stoics to prove
that the Platonic conception of universals is false.138 We know that
Chrysippus dealt with it in at least two, and possibly three, works (D.L.
VIL.197).

The Horned Argument was famous among the Ancients and its pater-
nity has been attributed both to Eubulides or to Diodorus Cronos.*3° Its
formulation is very simple and consists of the following argument:

If you have not lost something, you have it

You have not lost horns

You have horns1°©

Gellius has an interesting point about this puzzle, which looks quite naive
especially in comparison with the others. He claims that the argument has
to do with the rule of dialectical inquiry according to which one should
notanswer in a way that is different from the way in which the question is
put. But this rule cannot be observed in the case of the Horned Argument
otherwise one cannot escape the conclusion. To the question: ‘Does one
have what one has not lost?’ the answer cannot simply be ‘Yes’ or ‘No>. To
get free from the Horned Argument one should rather answer: ‘I have
everything I had, if I have not lost it.’ But in this way the answer is not
simple (Gell. xv1.2.1-13).

Far more interesting is the Liar paradox. We will discuss later the for-
mulation that the Stoics favoured. For the present it is sufficient to point
out that various versions of it were known. One popular variant of it was
the so-called Crocodile. A crocodile kidnaps a child and he proposes the
following pact to its parent: I will give you back your child if you guess
what I intend to do with him. If the parent says that the crocodile will eat
the child, then he cannot have his child back. But the same happens if he
chooses the other horn of the dilemma. Therefore, he will never get his
child back (Luc. Vit. Auc. 41-2). The same holds in the case of the daughter
of a seer taken by bandits.1®1 It is not clear whether all these cases are
equally strong. However, they share to some extent with the proper Liar
paradox what is called the self-reference of the truth value of the critical
propositions implied by the arguments.

The traditional ascription of the Liar paradox to Epimenides has no

188 Cf. Sedley 1985,87-92. 189 D.L.vir.i87and 111, 199 D.L.vir.187.
191 Rh. Gr. v, 1. 162.11-163.1.
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support in the texts.192 Diogenes claims that this paradox was dealt with
by Eubulides (D.L. 11.108), and some form of it was perhaps known to
Aristotle, when he considers a series of cases in which contradictory state-
ments appear prima _facie to be true of the same thing. He claims that the
problem can be solved by distinguishing different aspects or senses
according to which the predicates are true of their objects. The same solu-
tion is applied by him to the case of a person who promises that he will not
keep his oaths and to the case of a person who apparently at the same time
tells the truth and a falsity (Arist. SE 180a23-b7). However, Aristotle
should not have had in mind the real paradox as it is formulated today and
as the Stoics probably thought of it, otherwise his solution would have
been clearly inadequate.

The Sorites, which we will discuss later, was also known to Eubulides
(D.L. 11.108). It has sometimes been claimed that this paradox was known
to Zeno of Elea when he stated that if a bushel of grain makes a noise fall-
ing from a given distance, then any part of it however small must make a
noise. But Aristotle’s criticism makes it clear that what is in question is
Zeno’s belief in a law of proportionality, which has no relation to the
Sorites (Arist. Phys. V11.250219-25).

*

It is a common view that Eubulides proposed his paradoxes without try-
ing to solve them and his approach is normally contrasted with the Stoic
attitude where a strong attempt at solving them can be detected. This
opinion is connected with another view according to which Eubulides
had invented his paradoxes to show that the world of experience is
contradictory or that plurality is inconsistent, according to the Eleatic
positions to which his master, Euclid, subscribed. This picture looks
attractive, but there is no evidence to supportit. We do not know on what
assumptions Eubulides’ interest in the paradoxes was based nor is it clear
what use he made of them. It may be that he invented and discussed them
just for their own sake and this view fits the picture that Sextus gives of
him by putting him in the company of those who cultivated only logic
among the philosophical disciplines (S.E. M vi1.13).

Although we cannot say what use Eubulides made of the paradoxes he
invented, subsequent philosophers became increasingly aware of their
importance in philosophical debate. Diodorus Cronus, a pupil of
Eubulides, surely used and debated some of the paradoxes he heard from

192 Cf. the texts assembled at DK 3 B1 and Mates 1961, 84.
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his master, and he passed them to Arcesilaus and the Academics, who
applied them against the Stoics.1®3 The Academics used the Sorites to
undermine the Stoic distinction between apprehensive and non-appre-
hensive presentations (S.E. M vi1.415-21), and, according to Sextus, they
had recourse to the Veiled argument to the same effect (M vi1.410). The
Stoics themselves exploited paradoxes to criticize other philosophical
positions, as the case of the Not-someone argument shows.

It is plausible to think that the Stoics formulated some of their doc-
trines with an eye to avoiding paradoxes. It is a characteristic Stoic view
that a man who becomes wise achieves this state instantaneously, that is,
by performing a single virtuous action. Before this last performance he is
just as vicious as every non-wise man (Plu. Comm. Not. 1063a-b). This
strange and extreme doctrine, according to which Plutarch can ironically
say that the Stoic wise man is the man who was the worst in the morning
and becomes the best in the evening (Plu. Virt. Prof. 75d-e), is probably
the result of protecting the distinction between wisdom and vice from
soritical attack. If the border-line between the two states is sharp, in the
sense that there is a fixed point which makes the non-wise wise, ‘being
wise’ is not a soritical predicate, i.e. it cannot be treated in the way in
which a predicate such as ‘few’ can be treated, and therefore no soritical
argument can be brought against it.

Paradoxes were used as powerful weapons in philosophical debate and
this helps to explain Chrysippus’ concern for them. He had to deal with
them to defend the major points of his philosophy from Academic attacks.
However, to account for the astonishing number of works that he dedi-
cated to paradoxes, as is shown by the catalogue of his writings,'%# one
must probably consider also the interest that he had for them as a logician.
There are clues that Chrysippus was to some extent aware of the formid-
able logical and philosophical problems which lay behind some of the par-
adoxes.

X

We cannot analyse all the paradoxes dealt with by the Stoics, and we shall
examine in some detail only two of them, the Liar paradox and the Sorites.
What s probably the oldest formulation of the Liar can be found in Cicero:

Clearly it is a fundamental principle of logic that what is pronounced
(this is what they call ‘assertible’ (&Eicopo), that is ‘e¢fatum’) is either true

193 Sedley 1977, 89-96.
194 D.L. vi1.196-8. Sections five to nine of the logical writings are dedicated to paradoxes.
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or false. Then, are the following assertibles true or false: ‘If you say you
are speaking falsely and you tell the truth about it, you are speaking
falsely *** you are telling the truth’? You claim that these assertibles can-
not be explained. (Cic. Acad. 11.95)

The personal pronoun ‘you’ at the end of the translation addresses
the Stoics and we may think that the formulation of the Liar refers
directly to the Chrysippean one. ‘Mentiri’ is normally rendered by ‘to lie’,
which is, of course, a possible translation. But one might also render the
Latin by “speaking falsely’ as the Greek yeUdecban which is behind the
Latin allows. The advantage of this translation is that we avoid all the
problems connected with the psychological act of lying. What we say by
lying may be true if our beliefs are false. By taking “mentiri> as ‘speaking
falsely> we are faced with the simpler situation of someone who utters
false assertibles, and this is a necessary condition for constructing the
paradox.

Unfortunately, there is a lacuna in the text between ‘you are speaking
falsely” and ‘you tell the truth’, and it has been filled up in various ways by
the editors. Three solutions have been proposed which are relevant for the
philosophical understanding of the paradox:

() si te mentiri dicis, mentiris et verum dicis [If you say you are speaking
falsely, you are speaking falsely and you are telling the truth]*®5

(1) si te mentiri dicis idque verum dicis, mentiris <an> verum dicis? [1f you say
you are speaking falsely and you tell the truth about it, are you speaking
falsely or telling the truth?]*9¢

(111) si te mentivi dicis idque verum dicis, mentiris <et, si te mentiri dicis, idque
mentiris> verum dicis [If you say you are speaking falsely and you tell the
truth about it, you are speaking falsely; and if you say you are speaking
falsely and you tell the truth about it, you are telling the truth].1°7

None of these proposals is satisfying. To get (1) one must not only add et,
but also delete idgue verum dicis, which is attested by all MSS, and this is a
strange way to fill up a lacuna. If (11) is adopted it becomes difficult to
understand the meaning of the expression: ‘are the following assertibles
true or false’ which introduces (11) since (11) is a question and it does not
make sense to ask of a question whether it is true or false. With (111) no
logical paradox arises. To prove this claim we must consider what the sen-

195 On the basis of an old correction of the Codex Vossianus and by deleting “idgue verum dicis’. See
Plasberg 1922, ad loc.

196 By analogy with Gell. xvii1.2.10. Cf. Reid 1885, 290-1; Riistow 1910, 89.

197 For the text see Hiilser 1987-8, 1708-12, following a note of Plasberg 1922, ad loc; Barnes 1997.
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tence by which the paradox starts refers to. Let us give a name to the ‘you’
of whom Cicero is speaking and call her ‘Calpurnia’. Suppose that
Calpurnia says:

(@ mentior [I am speaking falsely]

This assertible, like the Greek yeUSopal, may be taken to have different
truth conditions according to different situations to which it may be
related. To decide whether (a) is true or false we must establish to what
assertibles (a) refers. It may be that (a) refers to a finite set @ of assertibles
which does not include (a). In this case no paradox arises and (a) will be true
if all assertibles in ® are false and will be false if at least one of them is true.
But it may be that the set of assertibles with respect to which we evaluate
(@) includes () itself. In this case we can get a paradox if either (a) is the only
assertible uttered by Calpurnia or all assertibles in ® are false. If ® contains
atleast one true assertible, (a) is simply false and no paradox arises.

Let us now return to the passage in Cicero and assume that he is
spelling out a real paradox. It is hard to believe that he is considering the
case that () refers only to itself, because this condition is not normally
meant by (a) and it is usually added as an explicit statement by people who
present the paradox in this way. Therefore, Cicero must say something to
mean that the non-empty set of assertibles to which Calpurnia is referring
is entirely constituted by false assertibles. A little reflection shows that
this condition is not implied by (111). Given that ® is not empty the second
conjunct of (111) means:

(1r*) If you say that you are speaking falsely in all your statements and you
thereby speak falsely, then you are telling the truth

and the truth of the antecedent of this conditional implies that not every
statement of yours is false. From this the truth thatall your statements are
false, which alone makes the consequent of (11r¥) true, does not follow.

An alternative way to fill up the lacuna and get a real paradox is by
means of:

(1v) () si te mentiri dicis idque verum dicis, mentiris <et (B), si mentiris,> verum
dicis [() If you say you are speaking falsely and you tell the truth about it,
you are speaking falsely, and (B) if you are speaking falsely, you are telling
the truth].

From a palacographical point of view the corruption can easily be
explained. Moreover, (1v) represents an adequately paradoxical formula-
tion of the Liar. Suppose as before that Calpurnia by uttering (a) refers to
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whatever she is saying. In () Calpurnia says that whatever she is saying is
false and that in saying so she tells the truth. Therefore () is false, being
something she has said. But if all her utterances are false and she speaks
falsely by stating (a), as is stated by (B), she tells the truth about it, and
consequently (a) is true. A contradiction is generated. The difference
between (111) and (1v) is that in (111) the two conjuncts are independent
assertibles, while in (1v) the antecedent of () is supposed to be the same as
the consequent of (). This allows us to say that the claim that (a) is false,
as is implied in the antecedent of (B), is made under the condition that
Calpurnia is saying that she is speaking falsely and that she is telling the
truth. This implies that every statement different from (a) Calpurnia may
have made and (a) itself are false. Therefore, (a) is true. The reasoning
becomes really paradoxical.

This interpretation is confirmed by the way in which the puzzle is pre-
sented by Gellius (xvi11.2.9-10). What is interesting in his formulation is
that the hypothesis that I am really speaking falsely is stated first, that is,
as a condition for the paradoxical assertible. In other words, Gellius states
two clauses, i.e.:

(b)) Tam really speaking falsely (mentior)
and
(¢)  IsaythatIam speaking falsely (dico me mentiri)

These two clauses are also present in other versions of the paradox.18
Why is the assumption that I am really speaking falsely made explicit? The
reason, I believe, depends on the implicit interpretation of (). If (2) had to
be interpreted as an immediately self-referring assertible, there would be
no need to add condition (b) to get the paradox. On the other hand, by tak-
ing (a) as including other assertibles different from (a), condition () is
required for the construction of the paradox. Therefore, the Gellius for-
mulation of the Liar confirms our interpretation of the Cicero passage and
the filling up of the lacuna proposed in (1v).

Actually, after this discussion one might be tempted to propose an even
more conservative version of the Academica text, simply reading

(V) si te mentiri dicis idque verum dicis, mentiris <et>verum dicis [If you say you
are speaking falsely and you are telling the truth about it, you are speaking
falsely and you are telling the truth].

198 Cf. [Acro] Scholia vet. in Horatii Epist. 11 1.45 (= FDS 1215); Anon. in SE Paraph. 25, 58.29-33
(=FDS 1218).
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If Calpurnia utters (a) and what she is saying is the case, in the sense that it
refers to a set of false assertibles among which there is (a) itself, then she is
really speaking falsely because all assertibles to which (a) refers are false
and (a) is one of them. But, by the same token, she tells the truth because
she is really speaking falsely, it being the case that all assertibles to which
(@) refers and (a) itself are false. The conclusion is that (1v) or (v) may be
taken as a way to formulate the Stoic version of the Liar, which is a real
paradox.

X

Had Chrysippus a solution for the Liar paradox? To judge from the num-
ber of works he dedicated to the subject one has the impression that he at
least attempted to give an answer to this puzzle. This impression is con-
firmed by a passage in Plutarch where he claims that Chrysippus’ solution
of the Liar was in overt contrast to some usual views about logic (Plu.
Comm. Not. 1059d-e). Plutarch makes two points against Chrysippus: (i)
he refused to qualify as false the conjunction of a contradictory pair, i.e.
admitted that there is at least one contradiction (the conjunction of an
assertible with its denial) which is not false; (ii) he would have admitted
arguments with true premisses which are sound from a logical point of
view and nevertheless have false conclusions.

X

Perhaps the first Plutarchan objection may be expanded as follows. The
Liar paradox shows that the Liar’s critical assertible, namely

(@)* Tam speaking falsely

is, or better entails, a contradiction, since it turns out that it is at the same
time true and false. However, Chrysippus denied that this assertible is
false, and in this way he would have accepted a contradiction which is not
false. The second criticism can be reconstructed along the same pattern.
In the Liar there is a sound argument by which one can show that (a)* is
false. Chrysippus would have maintained that (@)* is not false. In this way
he would have subverted the notion of sound inference, by admitting cor-
rect inferences in which the premisses are true together with the negation
of the conclusion.

What emerges from Plutarch’s arguments is that Chrysippus, possibly
in contrast to other members of his school, maintained that the Liar’s crit-
ical assertible, our ()%, cannot be qualified as false. By considering this
claim in the light of the subsequent discussion of the Liar paradox in the
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Middle Ages, we may appreciate its philosophical relevance: Chrysippus
cannot be ranged among the forerunners of the so-called restringentes, that
is, the people who believed that (a)* is a false assertible on the grounds
that it yields a contradiction. From this perspective Plutarch’s criticism,
although clumsily constructed, has a philosophical respectability.

Shall we range Chrysippus among the cassantes, i.e. people who
believed that the Liar’s critical statement is not an assertible because it is
meaningless? This interpretation has been widely adopted and might be
defended by the observation that if Chrysippus denied that (a)* is false, he
surely could not have believed that (a)* is true. Therefore, he ought to
have admitted that (a)* is neither true nor false, so that it is not an assert-
ible. This interpretation finds indirect confirmation in Alexander of
Aphrodisias. Commenting on an Aristotelian locus where, by attributing a
predicate to a subject, the conclusion can be drawn that the subject has
contrary predicates (Arist. Top. 113a24-32), he explicitly reports that the
locus may be used to prove that (a)* is not an assertible, since if one
assumes that (a)* is an assertible a contradiction follows, namely that (a)*
is both true and false (Alex. Top. 188.19-28). Unfortunately, Alexander
does not tell us who were the people who used this sort of reductio ad
impossibile. Clearly, he is not referring to the standard Peripatetic view
about the Liar.19® May we say that he is hinting at the Stoic view?

This question seems to have an affirmative answer if we consider
Cicero’s testimony. He attacks Chrysippus, with a strategy which is not
very different from that used by Plutarch, by showing that his solution of
the Liar is inconsistent with other major tenets of Stoic logic. His point is
as follows:

Ifassertibles of this sort cannot be explained and for them there is no cri-
terion290 according to which you can answer the question whether they
are true or false, what happens with the definition of an assertible as that
which is true or false? (Cic. Acad. 11.95)

I take “assertibles of this sort’ to refer to sentences such as (a)*, the critical
statement of the Liar paradox. If so, Cicero’s text contains an important
piece of information, since it implies that (2)* not only cannot be said to be
false, as Plutarch reports, but also cannot be said to be true; for otherwise
itis difficult to see why (a)* is said to be inconsistent with the definition of

199 E.g. [Alex.] SE 170.29ff. commenting on SE 18ob2-7. Alexander of Aphrodisias apparently had
adifferent view (fr. 1, text in Vitelli 1902).

200 The Latin is “iudicium’ which is a translation for the Greek ‘kpitrpiov’. Elsewhere ‘kpitripiov’
is rendered by ‘terminatio’ (Cic. Fin. v.27) or ‘norma’ (Acad. 1.42).
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an assertible. This interpretation is confirmed by what Cicero goes on to
say about Epicurus and the Stoics. The latter behave incoherently. On the
one hand, they attack Epicurus for having allowed exceptions to the
Principle of Bivalence and, on the other, they are themselves adopting
the view that there are assertibles such as the Liar which are not subject to
the laws of logic. Cicero is alluding to Epicurus’ claim that the Principle of
Bivalence admits exceptions, since it does not hold for future contingent
assertibles.2°! The Stoics, while criticizing Epicurus, allowed the same for
another kind of assertible, namely for assertibles such as (2)*.202

Then is Chrysippus a forerunner of the Mediaeval cassantes? On reflec-
tion, the passage in Cicero does not warrant this conclusion. Typical of
the solution proposed by the cassantes was the view that (a)* is not an
assertible, since it is meaningless. The idea which emerges from the
Ciceronian passage is the opposite: while in Alexander and for the cas-
santes (a)* is not an assertible, Cicero seems to imply that the Stoics con-
sidered it to be an assertible, and for this reason he finds that their
position is inconsistent. Moreover, Cicero offers a reason why Chrysippus
believed that (@)* is neither true nor false: because there is no criterion for
assigning one of these truth-values to it. Of course, to make the argument
work, one should not take the criterion of which Cicero is speaking to be
an epistemological criterion. We cannot infer that (a)* is neither true nor
false from the fact that we do not know whether it is true or false. To make
the reasoning work we must take ‘criterion’ as referring to the objective
conditions for assigning a truth-value to an assertible independently of
our capacity to recognize them. Therefore, what is implicit in Cicero’s
point s that an assertible such as (a)* was said by Chrysippus to be neither
true nor false, because there is no criterion for attributing a truth-value to
it, namely because its truth-conditions are not given.

If this interpretation is accepted it seems that the Stoic approach to the
Liar contained an important idea. What makes an assertible such as (a)*
paradoxical is not its own form or intrinsic structure, but the truth condi-
tions which allow its evaluation. Since truth-conditions may change
according to the history of the external world, it may happen that the
same assertible is evaluated as false or paradoxical according to different
external situations. Of course, this approach to the Liar would imply a
revision of the notion of an assertible, and Cicero is right in pointing to
the inconsistency between the standard Stoic definition of an assertible
and the Chrysippean view about the Liar. It is reasonable to think that

201 gee below, pp. 517-18. 292 Cic. Acad. 11.97.
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Chrysippus was aware of the problem and that he had an answer to it,
even if we do not know it.

X

Let us now consider the case of the Sorites.203 Its name comes from
‘ocwpods’, ‘heap’ or ‘pile’, and according to Galen the argument was called
this way ‘after the matter which first led to this question, I mean the heap’
(Gal. Med. Exp. xv1.2). His way of presenting the argument probably
reflects the way in which it originally had been expounded. Is a single
grain of wheat a heap? The answer is: ‘No°. Are two grains a heap? The
answer is again: ‘No’. Going on by adding one grain to the previous quan-
tity we never reach a heap. As Galen explains, the reason why one never
gets a heap is that if one denies that a certain amount of grains is a heap,
one cannot allow that that amount plus a single grain becomes a heap
(Med. Exp. xvi1.1-3).

The ancient authors were well aware that the argument had a general
form and could be applied to many things. For the same reason which
forces us to conclude that there are no heaps, compels us to state that
there are no waves, no flocks of sheep, no herds of cattle, no open seas, no
crowds. And for the same reason we must deny that there is boyhood,
adolescence and manhood or seasons (Gal. Med. Exp. xvi.1). In the Galen
text the form of the ascending Sorites is presented: even if we add millions
of grains one by one to a given collection that is not a heap, we never reach
a heap. The ancients knew also the descending form of the Sorites. The
most famous version of it is the Bald Man. Consider a man with luxuriant
hair and everybody will agree that he is not bald. Take a hair away. He is
still not bald. By repeating the operation we reach a moment when our
poor man has no hair atall and is not yet bald (Gal. Med. Exp. xx.3).

Given the variety of the forms in which the Sorites was presented, we
are entitled to look for the logical structure which is common to all of
them. The argument is surprisingly simple. Consider a collection of
grains of wheat formed by one single grain. Call it a,. Clearly, it is not a
heap. For the sake of simplicity, omit the negative way in which the case of
the heap is expressed and simply state

(1) Fa)

This assertible is supposed to be true by hypothesis. Consider now a sec-
ond collection a, formed by two grains of wheat, and a series of these col-

203 Cf. Barnes 1982b, Burnyeat 1982b, Williamson 1994.
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lections such that each of them differs from the immediately preceding
one only by having one grain more. So we get a succession of individuals

(*) <a,,a,,a5,...,0,>

This succession need not be infinite. It is enough that it is sufficiently
large to allow us to state that, e.g., its last element is not F (or that itis a
heap in this case). Therefore, we assert

M -Fay,

This statement is also true by hypothesis. For a sufficiently large 7 it is
difficult to deny that 4, is a heap. Thirty million grains of wheat reason-
ably form a heap of wheat, and if you are uncertain let us increase # as
much as you like. At the end we should geta heap, if there are any heaps in
the world.

To get the paradox we need a second assumption, namely that in
general if a (j=1,2,...,n) is F, then gy is also F. For instance, if the col-
lection of j grains of wheat is not a heap, neither is the collection of j+1
grains. In other words, we assume that each pair of contiguous elements
of the succession (*) is constituted by elements which cannot be distin-
guished as far as F is concerned. Call this thesis the ‘Indiscriminability
Thesis’. We can express it by means of:

aT) Va;(Fa)— Faj, ,))

Itis easy to see that by using (1) and an appropriate number of instances of
(IT) we reach the negation of (t). We can construct the following argu-
ment:

(SR) (1) Fa,) by hypothesis
() Fa,)— Fa,) by (IT)
(3) Ha,) by modus ponens
4) Fa,)— Fa,) by (IT)
(5) Ka,)
&ﬁ) }’(an_ D by modus ponens

p+1) Fa,_,)—Ka,) bydT)

(#+2)  Fa,)
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Thus, we have a contradiction because (p+2) is the negation of (}). The
same pattern applies to the descending Sorites.

Let us call (1) the categorical premiss or assumption of the argument and (2),
(4), (p+1) the conditional premisses. Clearly, premisses such as (3), (5), (p) are
not proper assumptions of the argument, since they are obtained by modus
ponens and may be eliminated. Let us call them the intermediate premisses.
(IT) does not work as an explicit premiss of the argument. It has the func-
tion of ensuring that we can rely on the conditional premisses — we need it
to justify them. In this respect our reconstruction of the argument is near
to the Galen text, where the idea that for each case one is allowed to assert F
of it is justified by the remark that one single grain of wheat added to a non-
heap of wheat cannot provide a heap. This is the same as our thesis (IT).

It is obvious that neither the categorical nor the conditional premisses
of our argument are logical laws. Their truth, or at least plausibility,
depends on the choice of predicate F and individuals a, . . ., 4,,. As we have
seen, the individuals must be ordered and form a series and the predicate
must apply to them. This is meant by a passage of Galen where he says that
a soritical argument may be construed when we have to do with anything
‘which is known from its name and idea to have a measure of extent or
multitude, such as the wave, the open sea, a flock of sheep and herd of cat-
tle, the nation and the crowd’ (Gal. Med. Exp. xvi.1). What ‘is known from
its name and idea to have a measure of extent or multitude’ is the soritical
predicate as applied to an ordered series of individuals 4,,. . ., a,. They
must be such that a measure can be applied to them, and this in effect
means that they can be counted. There is no reason to think that soritical
predicates themselves must represent quantitative notions,2%4 and our
sources make it clear that purely qualitative concepts were also submitted
to soritical treatment. Sextus, for instance, reports that Chrysippus had to
defend the notion of apprehensive presentation from soritical attacks (M
VI1.416-17). What is peculiar to soritical predicates is rather that they
apply to an ordered series of individuals in such a way that they satisfy (IT).

It should be clear that (SR) is not a single argument but a succession of
arguments. However, a passage of Diogenes Laertius suggests that the
Stoics sometimes presented the Sorites in the form of a single argument.
The version reported by him is as follows:

It is not the case that two are few and three are not also; it is not the case
that these are few and four are not also (and so on up to ten thousand).
But two are few: therefore ten thousand are also. (D. L. v11.82)205

204 pace Burnyeat 1982b,318-20. 205 Reading pupicov and pUpiainstead of Sékorand Sékar.
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We know that Chrysippus in some cases reformulated conditionals as
negated conjunctions,?°¢ and this may mean that the Stoics took the con-
ditionals of the Sorites as weak implications, approximately what we call
‘material implications’. It may be pointed out that the type of conditional
involved in the Sorites does not substantially affect the logical structure of
the argument. The only condition which is required to originate the para-
dox is that the conditional admit the application of modus ponens. By apply-
ing this rule several times we are able to get the conclusion of (SR).207

X

Once the structure of the Sorites is exposed, it is easy to see on what its
force is based. When premiss (1) and thesis (IT) are stated, the argument
becomes straightforward, because it is simply based on modus ponens,
which is one of the most elementary rules of deduction. Therefore, from
the point of view of logic nothing suggests that argument (SR) is formally
invalid.

On the other hand, a contradiction arises, and we must suppose that
there is something wrong with (SR). Since the inconsistency does not
apparently depend on the logic of the argument, it must depend on the
premisses which are assumed. Premiss (1) seems to be based on immediate
observation, and therefore can hardly be rejected. The intermediate pre-
misses depend on modus ponens, and they are as safe as their premisses.
Thus, we must look at one of the conditional premisses, and since they are
justified by (IT) we must discharge (IT). If (IT) is false, its negation is true,
and this allows us to reject one of the conditional premisses of (SR). There
is a grain of wheat which makes a heap out of a collection that is not a
heap, and there is a hair whose subtraction makes a non-bald man bald.
That would be plausible if we take ‘heap’ to mean: ‘a collection of 1 ele-
ments’, where 7 is a fixed number. Therefore, while a collection of 7-1
grains is not a heap, a collection of # grains is a heap. But this does not
seem to be the meaning we attribute to a word such as ‘heap’, nor in
general to soritical predicates. These predicates are intrinsically imprecise
and vague and so we may think that it is for this reason that they cannot
admit the sharp treatment imposed by logic. It is only when we make the
soritical predicates precise that we can avoid the paradox.

206 Cic. Fat. 15.

207 If one wants to remain strictly faithful to the Stoic formulation of the argument (IT) must be
presented as
aT*  Va-(Fa) ~-Fa;, )
and a rule based on the third indemonstrable must be substituted for modus ponens to get the
paradox.
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Is it along these lines that the Stoic analysis of the paradox developed?
To answer this question we must consider the evidence at our disposal,
which is rather disappointing. Comparing the Stoic attitude to paradoxes
with that of the sceptics, Sextus says that in the case of a Sorites
Chrysippus recommended us to refrain from assenting to at least some
premisses put forward by the adversary (S.E. PH 11.253-4). The point is
repeated to some extent by Sextus elsewhere (M vi1.416) and on the same
lines Cicero reports that according to Chrysippus the wise man must stop
answering before entering the dangerous area of the argument (Acad.
11.93).

There is a standard interpretation of these texts which consists in say-
ing that after all the Sorites is a reductio ad absurdum. Deduction (SR) ends
in a contradiction. Therefore, at least one of its premisses is false, and of
course this means that one of the conditional premisses is so. Since the
wise man knows by logic that one of the premisses is false he must refuse
to assent to it. But the predicates of the assertibles in question are to some
extent vague and he is not able to locate where the false premiss lies. This
is the background against which one is asked to understand Chrysippus’
suggestion: the wise man should start answering some of the clear cases
and refrain from committing himself on the non-clear cases. If he does not
stop soon enough he will be led to admit something false. To use Cicero’s
words, the wise man ‘like a clever charioteer, will pull up [his] horses,
before [he] gets to the end, and all the more so if the place where the
horses are coming to is steep’ (Acad. 11.94).

In the end, this interpretation consists in attributing to Chrysippus a
denial of (IT), and this means that there are no predicates which make
adjacent pairs of individuals indistinguishable and there is a magic grain
of wheat which turns a collection of grains into a heap. If this was the
Chrysippean answer to the Sorites why did he order his sage to keep silent
after a few questions, and not rather suggest that he use an exact defini-
tion of the notion of a heap? One might try to answer this objection by
pointing out that the notion of a heap is imprecise, not because it does not
imply a limit in itself, but because nobody knows where it is. By adding
grains to a collection step by step we do indeed reach a point where this
collection becomes a heap, but nobody knows where this point lies. But
from this perspective the objection that Cicero raises against Chrysippus
is legitimate. If the wise man has to stop answering ‘a little while before
[he] come[s] to many’ and withhold his assent before things become
obscure, the wise man is compelled to withhold his assent even from
things which are perfectly clear and safe (Cic. Acad. 11.93-4).
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One could try to defend Chrysippus’ position from this objection by
taking his view not as an epistemic but as an ontological one. To make the
point clear let us first determine what is obscure in a soritical argument.
Cicero clearly says that the wise man should at a certain moment stop
answering questions such as ‘Are three few?’ Therefore he must refrain
from assenting to some of the intermediate premisses of (SR). Then the
whole point is: on what does the obscurity of these intermediate pre-
misses depend? The traditional answer is: it depends on one of the preced-
ing conditional premisses, for which it is not clear whether it is true or
false, although in itself it is either true or false. But to avoid the conse-
quence that in this way the wise man is obliged to refrain from assenting
to true assertibles, one could reason in a different way. The obscurity of
the intermediate premisses cannot depend on the preceding conditional
premisses. It is for exactly the same reason that we accept that if two
grains do not form a heap, then three grains do not form one either, and
that if two million grains do not form a heap, then two million and one
grains do not form one either, since, to make the point with Galen: ‘I
know of nothing worse and more absurd than that the being and not-
being of a heap is determined by a grain of corn’ (Gal. Med. Exp. xvi1.3). In
this way our intuitive notion of a heap is preserved.

The obscurity of some of the intermediate premisses of (SR) might be
based on the idea that soritical predicates make the assertibles of which
they are part behave in a special way with respect to truth and falsity. The
idea is that to claim that one grain is not a heap of wheat is pretty true, as
well as to state that, say, 10,000 grains are a heap. But what happens with,
let us say, 5,000 grains? Are they a heap or not? One might claim that if
saying that one grain is not a heap is completely true, to claim that 5,000
grains are not a heap is less true, although it is not yet completely false.
With respect to deduction (SR) the situation might be as follows. Suppose
that one is asked to admit F(a,), e.g., that one grain of wheat is not a heap.
The answer is of course: “Yes’, because F(a,) is simply true, let us say 100
per cent true. Then take premiss (2), the first conditional premiss, which
is supposed to be absolutely true by the indiscriminability thesis. By
modus ponens we immediately get (3),F(a,). Now Fa,) is also true, but per-
hapsalittle less than F(a,),let us say 99 per cent true. Two grains of wheat
are not a heap, but not as truly as before. By repeating the procedure a
sufficient number of times we get assertibles which are less and less true.

From this perspective soritical predicates admit of degrees of truth, in
the sense that they are more or less true of the objects to which they apply.
These degrees vary in a continuous way. What happens when we submit
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assertibles formed by these predicates to the laws of logic is that the laws
of logic hold, but locally, that is, in the short distance. If we apply modus
ponens in a chain like (SR), we can safely do so only if we do not repeat the
process too many times. That is all.2%8 It is enough to stop in due time. In
due time for what? For not deriving a false assertible, or an assertible
which is so little true as to become obscure, from completely true pre-
misses. Then Chrysippus’ suggestion becomes clear: stop the process
before the dark precipice of assertibles which are so little true that they
are almost false. And if we interpret it in this way, we can also answer
Cicero’s objection: the wise man never refrains from assenting to simply
true assertibles. He is allowed to suspend his judgement when confronted
by assertibles which are less than simply true. This way of solving the
Sorites paradox has a price: we must give up the idea that modus ponens
preserves truth in the long run. Its repeated application in a deductive
chain may create problems when soritical predicates are involved. The
evidence of which we dispose does not allow us to ascribe this view to
Chrysippus. However, it is consistent with the statements that our
sources attribute to him and allows us to reject Cicero’s objections.

If we take this approach to Chrysippus’ position we can conclude that
his view about the paradoxes is much more modern than the view repre-
sented in the Aristotelian tradition. His solution of the Liar paradox
requires a reform of his notion of an assertible, since he seems to admit
assertibles which are neither true nor false. On the other hand, if his way
out of the Sorites was based on a limitation of the range of application of
modus ponens, it is not too bold to conclude that he was aware that an
answer to the main paradoxes implies that we must give up some of our
common-sense beliefs. It is not without sacrifices that we resolve para-
doxes.

208 A is well known, it is not difficult to give a precise semantic basis to the idea we are proposing.
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Language

DIRK M. SCHENKEVELD AND JONATHAN BARNES (I.Z)*

I Linguistics

1: The study of language

In the classical period, the Greek language was studied by philosophers,
sophists and rhetoricians, and the contributions of Aristotle and
Theophrastus in particular are very valuable. But only in the Hellenistic
era does grammar show significant development and almost becomes a
discipline in its own right. Although their origin as students of poetry is
never forgotten, grammarians now start to be acknowledged as teachers
and scholars in the fields of phonology and morphology. To some extent
they also study syntax and pragmatics, while semantics provides, as it
were, their basic approach. This development is the result of the concur-
rence of three kinds of linguistic analysis: in philosophy, rhetoric and
scholarship. Students of each of these disciplines look at language from
their own specific point of view and in a different context. Thus, philos-
ophers, especially Stoics, are interested in the nature of language and its
relationships to reality and knowledge, and analyse speech in the con-
text of their study of logic, which analysis has its consequences for their
physics and ethics. Rhetoricians are more concerned with ways of
manipulating people by means of language; and scholars develop tools
for language analysis in order to edit and explain the texts of Homer and
other poets. These different concerns greatly advance the study of lan-
guage although the complete emancipation of grammar as a discipline to
be studied for its own sake, like mathematics, is not achieved in this
period.?

The extent of the evolution is well demonstrated by the use of the very
word ypaupaTiki. To Plato Téyvn ypouuaTiky means ‘the art of putting

*J. Barnes’ contribution runs from p. 193 to p. 213.
1 Varro’s approach in De lingua latina x (c. 50 Bc) may have been the exception; cf. D. J. Taylor
1987b, 188-9.

[177]
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together letters>? but to Dionysius Thrax it is ‘(the art of) grammar>.3 He
defines Téxvn ypoupaTikn# as ‘the practical study of the normal usages of
poets and prose writers’ and distinguishes six parts, all of them related to
the exegesis of literature. After him, Asclepiades of Myrlea makes a useful
distinction between three parts: in the ‘more special’ part the grammarian
is concerned with textual criticism and explanation, in the ‘historical’ one
with realia and also with lexicography, while in the ‘technical’ part we find
the systematic description of language, ‘grammar’ in the modern sense.
This technical part not only describes the parts of speech (uépn Adyou),
phonology included, but also looks at how to achieve correct Greek in pro-
nunciation, orthography and inflection.5 The term ypapuaTikos then
denotes the scholar (and teacher) of grammar as well as of textual criticism
and related subjects, and ‘scholar’ is, therefore, often a more correct mod-
ern translation than ‘grammarian’.®

This situation, however, is not reached before the end of the second
century BC or even later. Before this time, grammarians (scholars), like
Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus of Samothrace, do not write
separate treatises on grammar, and their grammatical knowledge and
competence can only be inferred from their works on Homer and other
authors. Rhetorical writings on e.g. tropes and figures also deal with mat-
ters of language.” As to philosophers, from Epicurus and the Peripatos
after Theophrastus no particular works on linguistic topics are known,
though Epicurus expresses some views on language in his Letters and also
- at greater length - in his On Nature.® The Stoics are known to have
treated many grammatical aspects in a systematic way in their Téxvai
mepl pwviisand their treatises on onuaivéuevaare also important in this
respect. In both categories we possess no originals, however, the exposi-
tions in D.L. vi1 being our main source. Later grammatical writings help
to fill this gap only to a limited extent.

This picture of the growth of grammar deliberately ignores the once
popular view of a fundamental opposition between philosophical, largely

2 Plato Soph. 253a, Crat. 431¢. To Aristotle (Int. 1726) ‘questions of language, in so far as they were
not of a mere logical nature, had to be relegated to rhetoric and poetics’ (Pfeiffer 1968, 76).

3 More general is Eratosthenes’ definition of ypauupoTikn as the perfect skill in writing, cf.
Pfeiffer 1968, 162.

4 Techne § 1 Uhlig. The quotation in S.E. M 1.53. proves this part to be genuinely Dionysian. From
§ 6 onwards the Techne is now considered to be of later date (Kemp 1991, 307-15) and we can
only guess what may have been there originally (Schenkeveld 1995, 41-52).

5 Siebenborn 1976, 32-3.

6 See Pfeiffer 1968, 156-9 on the meanings of the terms g1AGAOYo0S, KpITIKSS, and ypow-
PoTIKSS.

7 Most of them are now lost and have to be reconstructed with the help of later treatises.

8 In the reconstruction of book xxviir by Sedley, 1973; see also Tepedino Guerra 1990.
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Stoic grammar with Pergamene grammar as its offshoot on the one hand,
and technical, Alexandrian grammar on the other, an opposition inten-
sified by an alleged controversy between analogists and anomalists.
Modern research has shown that the latter controversy, if not totally an
invention of Varro, was of limited importance only,? and the topic of anal-
ogy versus anomaly will be dealt with below (p. 183) in its proper context.
For the rest, no fundamentally different approaches between philoso-
phers and grammarians to technical matters, such as the distinction of
parts of speech, can be detected. 1

X

The question of how language, or languages, came into being is a different
one from that about the relationship, original or later, between the form
and the meaning of words. However, the questions are to some extent
related and a view on the origin usually implies an opinion about the orig-
inal relationship but not the other way round.*?

About the origin of language two views prevailed. One is that language
gradually and naturally (pUoer) evolved in a collective of men, whereas the
second opinion is that some individual (god or man), or individuals,
invented language and put names to things (Béoe1). The other question
about the relation between form and meaning (dpfoétreia, or &pboTNS
TéV dvopdTeov) leads either to the conviction that, at least in the original
state of language, by nature (pUoer) forms completely agree with mean-
ings, or to the view that this relation is fortuitous and the product of con-
vention (vopw or katd ouvBnknu).l? Connected with the former
position is the view that later the agreement was lost because forms were
corrupted and changed. Given this view etymology helps to recover the
original form and thus the true meaning of the word.

Epicurus, an exponent of the evolutionary view, distinguishes two
stages, the first being that individuals felt compelled by their feelings and
impressions to utter sounds in an individual way and according to their
geographical situations.'3 This process is considered a natural one and

9 Blank 1982, 1-4 and Ax 1991,289-95.

10 Research in the history of ancient linguistics received a new impetus at the end of the fifties
with the publications of Fehling 1956-7 and di Benedetto 1958-9 on the analogy/anomaly con-
troversy and the authenticity of Dionysius’ Techne respectively, and significant progress was
made from the seventies onwards. The received accounts of this history, like that of R. H.
Robins 1979, are now being replaced, but a communis opinio has not yet been achieved. See D. J.
Taylor 1987b, 177-88 and Schenkeveld 1990a.

11 See Fehling 1965 on how the two questions get mixed up in antiquity, a confusion still virulent.

12 Cf. M. Kraus 1987, 168-202 and Joseph 1990.

13 Ep. Hdt. 75-6; Lucr. v.1041-5 and Diog. Oen. f. 12 Smith.
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Epicurus emphatically rejects the possibility of imposition by one person.
Arguments against the latter view are such as ‘why would one person be
able to do what others could not do at the same time?” However, at a sec-
ond stage Epicurus accepts the imposition of words but now as an act of
consensus of the people concerned. At this stage greater accuracy is
reached and new designations are introduced.

When speaking of the force of the feelings and the impressions which
led to utterances Epicurus is rather vague.14 The greater accuracy men-
tioned in the second stage probably refers to the replacement of deictic
forms by explicit designations. The reference to different languages
with their own development alludes to earlier discussions, such as in
Plato’s Cratylus 383, in which the existence of different languages with
different names for one and the same notion was also used as an argu-
ment against the natural rightness of names and as a proof for the con-
vention view. To Epicurus the geographical differences explain the
existence of linguistic differences. But by speaking of ‘individual feel-
ings and impressions’ and connecting these with geographical distinc-
tions he invites the objection that it is thus impossible to translate from
one language to another. This point may not have bothered him, the less
so if the differences he is talking about concern those between Greek
dialects.'5

Epicurus® own account is part of the epitome of his philosophy in his
Letter to Herodotus and has no context. Lucretius offers such a context by
putting his description into the framework of a whole theory of the evolu-
tion of civilization, and Epicurus may have done the same. Atany rate, his
combination of a natural origin for language with a subsequent 6éoei-
stage is a creative reaction to older discussions.

*

Definite texts on Stoic views on the origin of language are lacking because
they probably paid little attention to this question. From their view thata
fully rational correspondence between word and meaning existed it may
follow that they favoured a conscious invention of language. Its inventor,
ifany, is a king if Varro’s theory on the fourth ‘level’ or ‘step’ of etymology
(gradus etymologiae) with the Latin king (rex Latinus) as its name-giver
(impositor),r® reflects Stoic thought; but this cannot be proved. Epicurean
criticism of the 8éoei-view has been explained as a reaction against such a

14 The same vagueness in Lucr. v.1028.
15 Differently on these points Hossenfelder 1991b,221-4.  1®LLv.8-9.
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Stoic theory but can also be seen as directed against Plato’s repeated use of
one law-giver.1”

More is known of Stoic views on the relation between form and mean-
ing. This subject is treated in extenso below,'8 but here a few words are in
order. The Stoics assume a direct and simple mimetic relationship
between the form of words and their meaning at an original stage. As one
text has it, ‘according to the Stoics the first sounds are imitations of the
things (pragmata) of which the names are said”.*® This direct relationship
is best illustrated by onomatopoeic words; for there meaning and signifier
coincide with each other and with their referent.2° This interpretation is
the accepted one but the text quoted above also allows an interpretation
by which there is only a direct relation between form and referent. Some
support for this exegesis seems to be found in the long discussion of Stoic
etymology by Augustine, who distinguishes a category of words in which
there is a resemblance of word to thing in tactus, such as mel, lana, and
vepres. However, this statement involves a neglect of the role of meanings,
which would be quite un-Stoic and it seems certain that Augustine intro-
duces views of his own.2* We may therefore be content with the first
interpretation.

Even so, matters are problematic because according to Aulus Gellius,
Chrysippus asserts that ‘every word is ambiguous 4y nature, since two or
more meanings can be understood from it>.22 Because of the lack of quota-
tion marks and other means of distinguishing between metalanguage and
language Greek was very much open to ambiguity. This fact may have
contributed to Chrysippus’ statement on the naturalness of ambiguity
but it evidently is at cross-purposes with the statement that words origi-
nally imitated the things.23

For non-onomatopoeic words the principle of a natural similarity is less
clear since they have been gradually corrupted.?# Already Plato refers to
three modes of change in word-forms, those of adding, moving or remov-
ing a letter. After the Hellenistic period a four-stage scheme (quadripertita

17 E.g. Lucretius v.1041-5; Diog. Oen. Fr. 12 Smith; Plato Crat. 388e1. See Sluiter 1990, 18-20.

18 See below, pp. 197-213. 19 Orig. Cels.1.24. 20 August. Dial. 6.

21 August. Dial. 6. He probably misunderstands his source, Varro fr. 113 Goetz-Schoell
(= Diomedes Ars gramm., Gramm. Lat. 1.428,22-8); see Sluiter 1990, 35-6.

22 x1.12.1 and August. Dial. 9.

23 Perhaps Chrysippus meant to say that every utterance can fail to achieve the correct result
because the addressee misunderstands it, not that every utterance is of its nature ambiguous.
Cf. Sluiter 1990, 127 and Atherton 1993, 298-310.

24 August. Dial. 6. This corruption of language strongly resembles the ethical notion of
S1aoTpo@mn, by which man was corrupted from a perfect rationality (D.L. vi1.89). See Sluiter
1988.
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ratio) is found in various departments of grammar and rhetoric, not only
for etymology.25 It is unclear whether the Stoics developed it; but some
such scheme will have been used by them.

At this point etymology enters into the discussion, a method strongly
favoured by the Stoics.2¢ The main task of etymology is to explain for
what reasons and how a word got its original form, and how this was
changed - and thus to detect its true meaning.2” The term éTUpoAOY K&
is not found before Chrysippus?® and étupoAoyia is to all appearances a
Stoic coining, by which they indicate that the search for the reason why a
particular name has been given to a particular thing is related to the search
for truth.2® In this process one detects the similitudo between word and
meaning. However, other principles of word-formation have also been
active, to wit contrarium (e. g. lucus a non lucendo) and vicinitas, which our
source, Augustine, explains by abusio, figurative language, and for which
he gives piscina (swimming pool) as a dubious example. Taken by itself this
tripartite scheme looks very Stoic, for resemblance and contrariety are
also known as processes in the formation of general concepts; but one
should be careful in taking the whole of Augustine’s chapter as truthfully
representing Stoic thought.3° Alongside this scheme the fourfold scheme
of changes in words mentioned above is also applied. Application of these
methods helps to bring back a particular word to a form for which the rea-
son of its genesis can be given. Of course, the combination of these, or
similar, views allows the Stoics much latitude in using etymology as a
means of understanding both things and words, and one will not be sur-
prised to find the most fantastic explanations in our texts.3! But fantasy
in this respect is not a specifically Stoic trait.

A quite different matter is the position of etymology in the whole sys-
tem of Stoic dialectic and specifically its relationship to their views on cor-
rect Greek. In the genuine part of Dionysius’ Techné etymology is one of
the six tasks of the grammarian and it also plays a role in later theories on
hellenism.32 But whether etymology ever had a definite place in the Stoic
system we do not know.33

25 dpaipeois (detractio), TTpdobeis (adiectio), ueTdBeo1s (transmutatio) and vaAory ) (immutatio).
See Ax 1987 for the origins of this scheme (Plato Crat. 394b) and its various applications.

26 For the relation of etymology to allegoresis see below p. 222.

27Varro LLv.2; XDThrax 14.23-4 and Cic. NDur.62. 28 D.L.vi1.200 £TUpOAOY IKS.

29 Herbermann 1991,356-9. 39 Fehling 1958 on Barwick 1957.

31 Galen, PHP 11.2,5~7 [ = v.241K] criticizes Chrysippus’ fondness for etymological explanations.

32 Siebenborn 1976,140-6. 33 Cf. Hiilser 1987-8,746—7. Too confidently Amsler 1989,22-3.
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The relationship between form and meaning is also an object of debate
when philosophers look at contemporary Greek, written texts of classi-
cal authors, like Homer and the tragedians, included. Here many dis-
crepancies between form and meaning are to be found and Chrysippus
devotes a work in four volumes to this phenomenon, On the anomalies
concerning Aé€ers. Anomaly pertains to cases such as those where words
indicating privation do not have the corresponding form (e.g. Tevia,
‘poverty?), and also the other way round.34 Anomaly also refers to the
irregularity of one single city being designated by a plural form.35
According to Varro3® this theory of anomaly was wrongly transferred by
Crates of Mallos to derivational and inflectional morphology when he
contends that in this field arbitrariness reigns and only ordinary lan-
guage (consuetudo, ouvnBeia), not analogy, is to be followed. This, Varro
says, he did in opposition to Alexandrian grammarians like Aristarchus,
who favour analogy (analogia) that is, they detect patterns in inflection
and apply these in order to decide on doubtful forms, insofar as custo-
mary language permits this.37 Varro solves the disagreement by stating
that in derivation anomaly is pre-eminent but in inflection analogy,
though common parlance plays a role of its own. In books viii-x Varro
offers many instances of the anomalist position, of that of the analogists,
and of his own solution, respectively. He mentions Aristarchus and
Crates as the main antagonists but also refers, both in this context and
elsewhere, to other Hellenistic authors. Thus, according to Varro this
quarrel was rife in the period of about 200-150 Bc and continued up till
his own time.38

Apart from Varro we have no unambiguous mention of this quarrel.3°
It is wrong, therefore, to accept Varro’s statement about the extent and
duration of the controversy as trustworthy, and scholars should not have
inferred a long and drawn out quarrel between analogists and anomal-
ists.49 On the basis of some disagreement between Aristarchus and Crates
and using the well-known strategy of disputare in utramque partem Varro
either invented the quarrel or, more probably, enlarged a dispute on

34 These words were also discussed in Chrysippus’ On privatives (Simp. Cat. 396.2-22).

35 Ap. Dysc. Conj. 215, 14-22, who also mentions the use of a passive form in an active sense, e.g.
udyopat, ‘to fight’, but this example looks un-Stoic, see below, p. 190.

36 Varro LL 1x.1 and v1Ir.23.

37 The analogy, or ratio, has at least four terms, of which one is doubtful or unknown and can be
decided upon, e.g. amor:amori= dolor: dolori (supposing that the form of this dative is doubtful).

38 Ax 1991,289-93.

39 Aulus Gellius 11.25 derives from Varro. Sextus M 1.176-240 never alludes to the quarrel though
attacking grammarians for defending analogy and neglecting anomaly.

40 See the history of this interpretation in Ax 1991,293-4.
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minor matters.#! Crates may, deliberately or inadvertently, have trans-
ferred the notion of anomaly to the domain of inflection in order to stress
the importance of common usage as compared to analogy, a factor which
was applied by some grammarians to a ridiculous extent.*2

*

Ancient grammar is a ‘word and paradigm model’ based as it is on the
word as an isolable linguistic entity and on paradigms of associated
forms.#3 However, proper definitions of word as well as of phrase or sen-
tence are lacking. The Stoics introduce the notion of atoTeAhs Sidvoia,
‘a complete, independent thought’ and this is the closest ancient linguists
come to a definition of a sentence.*# Ancient grammar, moreover, does
not have the notion of syntactic subordination. To the Stoics a proposi-
tion like “if it is light, it is day’ is comparable to ‘both it is day and it is
night’; both are a combination of two propositions which are connected
by a conjunction and function on the same level. This view becomes the
traditional one.*> Though expressions like katnydpnua and mTTdols
opb justify a syntactic interpretation of predicate and subject, the very
use of TrTédo1s dpbn for the nominative case also prevents dissociating
subject from nominative and consequently a proper analysis of e.g. infini-
tive constructions. No such distinctions are made by grammarians either
nor do they develop an autonomous syntax.*¢ Even so, ancient linguists
are able to describe many syntactic phenomena, albeit often in a convo-
luted way.

The following survey focuses on matters of phonology, morphology
and syntax insofar as they were discussed by the Stoics, the leading philo-
sophical contributors to the development of grammar. The efforts of
grammarians will be discussed to some extent but their main contribu-
tions appear to fall outside our period.

*

The Stoics develop what we call a grammar in the context of their dialec-
tic. We can reconstruct it from what they say both in the topos on
@wvn (sound, speech) and in that on onuaivopeva (meanings). The con-

41 Blank 1982,2-4 and Ax 1991,294-5.

42 S.E. M 1.176 ff. has some amusing examples. The use of &uoiov, ‘similar’, in definitions of anal-
ogy (e.g. S.E. M 1.199) and its antinomy &vépoiov, which looks like &vcopoov (ibid. 236-7) as
well as the fact that the usual Greek word for ‘derivation’, Tapaywyt), may also mean
‘inflection’ (Schenkeveld 199ob, 297-8), may have brought Crates to his position.

43 Robins 1979, 25.

44 In practice uépos, bopiov, vopaand Aé€is are used for “word’ and Ay os often agrees with our
‘sentence’ or ‘phrase>  *° Cf. Sluiter 1990,137-8.  *© Baratin 1989, 487-91.
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tents of the first topos are mainly known from Diogenes® summary based
on the Téyxvn Tepl pwoviis by Diogenes of Babylon.#” The structure of
this Stoic Téyvn is tripartite.#® A first part considers the constituents of
language: general definitions of gwvn, Aé€is (lexis) and Adyos (logos) fol-
lowed by the list of the letters (oToixeix) and differences between lexis
and logos, and concluding with a treatment of the parts of speech. A sec-
ond part discusses the uses of language: right versus wrong usage, espe-
cially in prose, followed by the characteristics of poetry and a section on
ambiguous use of language. The third part consists of definitions of
genus, species etc. (But the position of this section here is not without
problems.) For the second topos Diogenes is again our chief source.

Stoic phonology is the first Greek systematic theory of sound and
speech,*® though the Academy and Aristotle had imparted significant
impulses.5© Whereas to Aristotle sound was a stroke of the air, from Zeno
onwards the Stoics define sound as ‘air being struck’, by which phrasing
they express the corporeality of sound.>! This materialism of sound, a big
issue in philosophical discussions,>2 is important to the Stoics in order to
underpin the differences between corporeal sound and incorporeal AekT&
(lekta).53 Aristotle started from wo@os (any sound), which he also defined
as ‘the proper object of perception by the sense of hearing’.>4 Diogenes of
Babylon takes over the latter definition>3 but applies it to peovn, voice. It
is apparent that in this way he and other Stoics immediately focus their
discussion on voice, not on sound in general, thereby giving rise to confu-
sion between sound and voice. This mix-up was rightly criticized later
on.5°

The Stoic theory is directed towards its prime member, the logos. By
means of a dihaeretic method based on the presence or absence of the fea-
tures of scriptibility or articulacy they first narrow down voice to lexis
(expression), as ‘written, or articulated voice’ and the feature of semantic-
ity then decides whether a lexis is logos or not.>7 Zeno defines logos as
‘meaningful voice issued from the thought>8 and lexis as being scriptible.

47 D.L. vi1.55-62, who also cites Archedemus’ treatise with the same title and Posidonius’
MTepi Aé€ecos eloarywyn.

48 See also Schenkeveld 199oa for the influential reconstruction of Barwick 1922, 91-2 based on
the form of Latin artes, which is rejected here.

49 Texts in D.L. vir.55-7and ZDThrax 482.5-32. 50 See Ax 1986, 113-15 and 137-8.

51D.L.virLss. 52 E.g. [Plu.] Plac. 9o2f-903a and ZDThrax 482.14-19. Sec Ax 1986, 177-81.

53 On AexTd see below, pp. 198-213. 54 Dean. 11.8 and 6, cf. HA 1.1 and 1v.9.

55 See Ax 1986, 173 and Schenkeveld 1990b, 302 for a definition given by older Stoics.

56 Simp. Phys. 425, 34-7. See also Ax 1986, 174. 57 D.L.v11.56-7; Gal. PHP 11.5.6-24.

58 The addition of “issued from the thought’ is related to the discussion about the place of Adyos
and the governing part of the soul (TO T)yepovikdv uépos Tfis Wuyfs) in the heart, not in the
brain (Gal. PHP 11.5). The addition at the same time excludes animals and young children from
having Aoy os (Hiilser 1987-8, 536-8).
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Later, under Aristotle’s influence, Diogenes of Babylon defines lexis as
‘articulated voice which may be either meaningful (logos) or not’. In the
latter case the standard examples are meaningless words like BAiTupt and
oKklvdayds, denoting a twang of a harp-instrument and of a kind of banjo
respectively.’® The switch from scriptibility (Zeno) to articulacy
(Diogenes) as the starting point for further distinctions may be due to a
wish for more exactness, as articulation is seen as the prerequisite for
scriptibility. Grammarians make quadruple distinctions based on the fea-
tures of scriptibility and intelligibility.6©

Logos includes any meaningful expression, from a single word through
phrases to whole texts, and these expressions are lexeis at the same time.
Thus fiuépa ot (it is day’) is a good example of both lexis and logos®!
since these words form a string of scriptible or articulate sounds and have
a meaning as well.62 The difference between these two important con-
cepts is also expressed in another way: voices are uttered (TTpoépeiv)
whereas Aéyev is expressly reserved for Tpdry pata (states of affairs).©3

Both /exis and logos can be subdivided into oTorygia, elements. The ele-
ments of the /exis are the twenty-four letters, which in Diogenes’ account
are grouped into seven voiced and six unvoiced. The remaining eleven let-
ters are not mentioned here but are classified as semivoiced by Sextus.®#
Together with the unvoiced they form the group of the consonants. The
Stoics may also have made a similar distinction. If this is so, they put the
three aspirates theta, phi, chi, under the semivoiced, whereas in the Techne
they are classified as unvoiced. Distinctions between voiced, semivoiced,
and unvoiced sounds are known from Plato and Aristotle onwards and
were further developed by students of musical metres like Aristotle’s
pupil, Aristoxenus of Tarentum.®5

This Stoic theory concerns sounds, but the introduction of scriptibility
suggests to scholars that the system confuses written with spoken lan-
guage. Later grammatical theory may sometimes justify such a charge but
generally speaking philosophers and grammarians keep written and spoken
language apart and distinguish between ypdupaTa and oToryeia as enti-
ties of graphic representation and of voice respectively.® Thus the Stoics
speak of the elements of the lexis, define these as the twenty-four

59D.L.vir.57and S.E. Mviir.133.  ©© See Ax 1986, 236-9 and Desbordes 1990, 104-6.

61 The text in D.L. v11.56 is corrupt and Casaubon’s restoration suggests an additional difference
between a single word (A¢€15) and a group of words (AOyos ), a distinction known from other,
non-Stoic sources. See Ax 1986, 199-200. 62 Baratin 1991, 196.

63 D.L. viL57,cf. S.E. M viiL.8o. 64 D.L.vIL57;S.E. M 1.100-2.

65 Plato Crat. 393c; Arist. Poet. 20 and D.H. Comp. 14.

66 Cf. the modern notions of ‘graphemes’ and ‘phonemes’.
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ypaupaTa but immediately notice a threefold usage of this latter word:
“The word “letter™ has three meanings: (1) the element, (2) the character
(written form) of that element and (3) the name, e.g. alpha.>®7 Starting from
the constituent of oral voice they define the other usages in its terms.
Grammarians change this perspective when they say that otoryeiov has
three (or four) senses, namely the written character, its value (8Uvapis) and
its name, the fourth being the position of an element before or after another
one.®8 A genuine confusion of written and oral language is therefore not a
characteristic of ancient linguistic analysis,®® but from its beginnings
onwards this analysis tends to a very close connection of the two languages,
a tendency caused both by the habit of reading aloud and by the fact that
the primary objects of study were the written texts of classical authors.”°

X

The elements of lggos are the parts of speech, word classes.”* These com-
bine aspects of form and meaning. In fact, the verb is defined in lekta-
terms, but lekta cannot be identified without words and phrases.
Accordingly, the differentiation of lekta corresponds to that of the signifi-
ers and so can be used by grammarians.”> Another consequence is that
Stoic ‘grammar’ mainly discusses what is of interest to students of logic
and does not strive after completeness. On many points, e.g. the status of
the copula éo11 (is”),73 it is silent.

Chrysippus and Diogenes classify five parts of speech, rpoonyopia,
dvopa, pfiua, ouvdeopos and &pbpov and Antipater adds a sixth,
pecoTns,’# the adverb,”> which was originally included under the
verb.”¢ Pronoun, participle and preposition are not seen as independent

67 The insertion in D.L. vi1.56 of <16 oTo1xelov> is necessary and more probable than that of <kad
1 ToUTou dUvapis after xapakThp ToU oToryeiou (Barwick 1957, 54n.). Cf. Egli 1967, 277
and Desbordes 1990,116.  ®8 S.E. M1.99 and ZDThrax 317.7.

69 See Desbordes 1987 and Sluiter 1990, 196.

70 Apart from these distinctions the Stoics also use 81&AekTos in the senses of “dialect’ (first occur-
rence for this meaning) and ‘national language’, whereas Aristotle used it in a more general
sense of ‘articulated voice’.

71 Zto1xeia or pépm ToU Adyou D.L. vir.58 and Gal. PHP viit.3. Texts in FDS 536-93 with refer-
ences to the other topos. 72 A. C. Lloyd 1971, 61-3.

73 See Nuchelmans 1973, 51 and Kerferd 1978b, 262-6.

74 ‘Proper name, appellative, verb, conjunction, article, adverb’. D.L. vi1.57. The reports on the
development of the whole system in D.H. (Comp. 2 and Dem. 48, cf. Quint. Inst. 1.18) are
artificial reconstructions.

75 Thus in Aristarchus’ scholia on Homer, e.g. 1.446b. To take it as ‘participle’ (e.g. Forschner
1981, 70) neglects the tradition that the Stoics do not distinguish the participle as a separate
class. The traditional name is later émrippnpa.

76 Stoics also call it Tav8ékTns, “all-receiver’ (Charis. Ars gram. 247.13-3). Pinborg’s suggestion
(1961) that the Stoics emphasize the rational contents of interjections and put them under the
adverb has no basis (Sluiter 1990,209-11).
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classes and appear under article, verb and conjunction respectively. For
example, the participle is an ‘inflectional form of the verb>77 though also
a species of the appellative.”® Grammarians order these items into inde-
pendent classes and increase the number of parts of speech to nine or ten,
though eight becomes the standard number.”® The Stoic series has one
surprise, the inclusion of the conjunction under parts of the logos, for
Aristotle defines his oUvBeopos as ‘non-significant’. Because, however,
to the Stoics connections between states of affairs in the nature of things
are real and are reflected in language by different conjunctions of implica-
tion etc., they never doubt that conjunctions have a well-defined mean-
ing.80 They bind together the parts of the /ogos and their meaning is to
indicate the sense of this complex. Maybe a special term, ‘to announce’
(émrayyeéMeobar), expresses the way this class signifies. In Diogenes’
examples all conjunctions stand in front position and thus can be said to
‘announce’ how to take the following expressions.3?

Apart from the adverb all Stoic parts of speech get a definition in
Diogenes’ account. Thus the ‘article’ is ‘a declinable part of speech, distin-
guishing the genders and numbers of nouns, e.g. 6, 1), T6. However, this
article also comprises pronouns since the Stoics distinguish between
‘indefinite (or non-specific) articles’ (=articles proper), and “‘definite (or
specific) articles® embracing personal, demonstrative and anaphoric pro-
nouns.8? Later the latter words get a status of their own and are called
&vtwvupial. To call the articles ‘indefinite’ looks strange but it may be
significant that examples like 6 derrviioas (‘one who has dined’) with a
non-specific reference are often cited.?3

TMpoonyopia, appellative, is distinguished from dvoua, proper name.
This differentiation is attacked by grammarians, who prefer évopa to
cover all nouns.®4 The main reason for this division lies in the theory of
the categories, where a distinction between ‘commonly qualified’ and
‘particularly qualified’ exists.8> The definitions are for the appellative ‘a
part of speech signifying a common quality’ (e.g. &vBpcoTros, ‘man’; or
{1rros, ‘horse’), and for the proper name ‘a part of speech showing an

77 ZDThrax 356.11-12 and 518.17-32, on which see Schenkeveld 1990b, 297-8.

78 Priscian. x1.1, 548,15-17 appellatio reciproca.

79 Aristarchus uses eight classes (Ax 1991, 285), Dionysius of Halicarnassus nine (Schenkeveld
1983,70-2).

80 Frede 1978, 62-4; Sluiter 1990, 14. Differently e.g. Nuchelmans 1973, 70-1. Posidonius (Ap.
Dysc. Conj. 214.4-20) challenges the view of oUv8eopor being non-signifying - see below,
p.209.  31D.L.vir.71-3.

82 Ap. Dysc. Pron. 5.13-19. Schenkeveld 1983, 74-6; di Benedetto 1990, 19-29.

83 Frede 19742,51-67. 84 ZDThrax 356.16-357.26 with allegedly Stoic arguments.

85 The relationship between Stoic ‘categories’ and parts of speech is much debated. See Hiilser
1987-8,1008-9.
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individual quality’ e.g. Aioyévns, ZwkpdTns. The distinction is of value
in discussions about the truth-value of propositions and is related to the
use of deictic pronouns,®® but it has little success in grammatical treatises.

Stoics distinguish at least four cases,3” nominative (dp61)), genitive
(yevikn), dative (SoTikn) and accusative (adTiaTikn), and perhaps a fifth
case, the vocative (kAnTikr)).88 Whereas Aristotle takes the nominative as
the noun of which the other cases are TTwoe1s,39 to the Stoics the nomi-
native, like ZcokpdTns, “falls’ from the concept of Socrates in our mind
and is therefore a ‘case’.?? The various names of the cases are Stoic inven-
tions and become traditional.®*

The definition of the conjunction as ‘a part of speech without cases
which joins the parts of the logos® covers both our conjunction and our
preposition. For ‘the parts of the logos® are not only individual words or
parts of a sentence bound together by prepositions or conjunctions but
also parts of the lggos as an argument consisting of a complex of phrases.??
Prepositions are called prepositive conjunctions and the conjunctions
proper just cUvdeopot. Later the status of prepositions as a word class of
their own (Trpobéoeis) becomes secure.?3 The conjunctions®# are clas-
sified according to their semantic value in non-simple propositions. Thus
the Stoics call €i (‘i) a oUvBeopos cuvatrTikds because it functions as a
conjunction of implication in the &§icwopax ouvnupévov by announcing
that its second part follows consequentially upon the first part. Further
types are ‘subconditional® (étrei, ‘since’), ‘conjunctive’ (kai, ‘and’), ‘dis-
junctive’ (fjTotl. .. 7}, ‘either. .. or’), ‘causal’ (51611 ‘because’),?5 and ‘indi-
cating “more” or “less™ (uSAAov, ) TTOV).26

X

The Stoic treatment of the verb is highly original.®” Diogenes’ defini-
tion pfipais ‘a part of speech signifying a non-combined katnydpnuor’.
This and his alternative one, ‘an undeclined part of speech, signifying

86 S E. Mvii1.96-8; D.L.vir.68-70. 87 E.g. Ammon. Int. 42.30-43.24.

88 The content of Chrysippus® On the five cases (D.L. vi1.192) is unknown.

89 He uses TrTd01s in other contexts for e.g. adverbs derived from adjectives.

90 Ammon. Int. 42.30-43.24.

91 The reason for the name ciTioTik™ (accusativus) is problematic. 92 D.L. vi1.76.

93 Ap. Dysc. Synt. 436.13-437.2 and Conj. 214.8-9 but D.H. Comp. 102.16-17 is still troubled by
the status of é1ri (a conjunction or a preposition?). 94 Compare above, p. 188.

95 This type may have included final conjunctions; see Sluiter 1990, 154-5.

96 D.L.vi1.71-3. Ap. Dysc. Conj. 251.27-252.6 and 250.12-19 also mentions ‘inferential’ (&po) and
‘assumptive’ (8¢ ye) as conjunctions. From D.L. vi1.67 and S.E. M vi11.70-4 one may perhaps
infer a distinction of expletive conjunctions. For the use of this theory of conjunctions in other
parts of Stoic philosophy see Brunschwig 1978b, 62-9 and Sluiter 1988, 59-62.

97 Cf. Hiilser 1987-8, 932-1007, with discussion of the various, often contradictory traditions.
Miiller 1943 still is fundamental, followed by Pinborg 1975, 85-95.
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something which can be attached to one or more things’ have no refer-
ence to time, which to Aristotle distinguishes pfjua from dvoua.®® The
reason for this omission may be that the early Stoic pfijua includes
adverbs.

Two texts which discuss different types of predicate suggest or imply
distinctions at the linguistic level.?® Predicates are divided into ‘upright,
active’ (6pBov), ‘supine’ or ‘passive’ (UTTiov)!®0 and ‘neuter’
(oU8¢Tepov). This distinction is linked to that between active and passive
dispositions (8i1&8eo1s) whereas in the case of ‘neuter predicates’ the verb
shows pure activity or passivity (Troinois or Teiols kadopd). These
semantic distinctions are made without attention to the form of the verb.
Because of their interest in morphology grammarians later introduce a
different ordering and call, for example, TrepiraTel (‘he walks?) an ‘active
verb’.

The Stoics probably discern several moods of the verb,'°! called
S1&beots or EykAiois. The indicative, optative, imperative and moods of
question, oath and suggestion are distinguished whereas neither infini-
tive nor subjunctive are yet seen as separate moods.*°? Originally treated
as concomitants of verbs, adverbs,'?3 especially modal ones, seem to be
exploited in order to distinguish between moods of question, whereas
adverbs like p& or vr) are thought to announce an oath. The various lekta
are connected with dispositions of the soul.1%4 No text, however, states
that the production of a lekton results from an inclination of the soul
(ByxAiois wuxis), a statement which would give a definite link with a
Stoic theory of moods.

Their theory of tenses (xpovot), a hot item in modern scholarship,105
has the following terms:1°¢

gveoTaos® ToapaTaTikds (extending present) ~ present
gveoTaws ouvTeNikds (completed present) ~ perfect

98 Int. 16b6. 29 Porph. apud Ammon. Int. 44.11-45.9; D.L. vi1.64 - below, p. 245.

100 Within the class of UtrTia the reflexive predicates have a status of their own and are called
&vTimreTovidTa, e.g. keipeTal, ‘he cuts his hair oft, because the agent includes himself in the
sphere of the action (D.L. vi1.64). Probably, this predicate is interpreted as keipeton Ug’
¢auToU. Thus Miiller 1943,57. 101 Texts in FDS 90g9-13. See Schenkeveld 1984, 333-51.

102 p L. vir.65-8 and Ap. Dysc. Synt. 43.15-18.

103 This follows from the criticism by Stoics of Zeno’s definition of the Télos as TO
Suohoyoupévws  Cfiv without Tij ¢@Uoel. They call this definition an éAdTTOV 1
KaTNyOpnua(Stob. 11.75.11-76.8). The missing TT&d01s TA&Y1ais governed by the adverbial
partofthekatnydpnpa. 194 S.E. Mviit.397; Theon Prog. 62.13-20 and Sen. Ep. 117.3.

105 Texts in FDS 807-26. A survey of interpretations in Berretoni 1989, 33-8.

106 The examples, if present, all concern indicatives, not other moods. - Traditional theory
keeps the words marked by *; for perfect and pluperfect it uses Topokeipevos and
UTTEPOUVTEALKOS.
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TAPQYNUEVOS TTapaTaTikos* (extending past) -~ imperfect

TTapunUévos cuvTeAIKSs (completed past) ~ pluperfect
&oéproTos* (undefined) ~ aorist
WEAAwV* (future) ~ future

From this list with its oppositional pairs it has been inferred that the
Stoics apply a tense system to one based on the notion of ‘aspect®1°7 or
vice versa. However, there is no indication that next to tense the Stoics dis-
tinguish a separate category of aspect. To the Stoics time is an incorporeal
continuum which can be infinitely divided. For this reason no time is
wholly present inasmuch as the present consists of a part of the pastand a
part of the future. Past and future are parts of time and stretch out infi-
nitely on one side but are limited by the present, which acts as a kind of
joining.198 Like Aristotle,'% the Stoics start their division from the
moment of speaking, the present,!1° and use temporal adverbs to define
the relations of times, and thus of tenses, to the present time. Thus, the
present tells that some action, started in the past, will continue; the
imperfect that a small part has yet to be achieved.**! The aorist, with its
past sense, is made more precise by the addition of &pT1 (just/just now>)
and so becomes a perfect; the addition of r&Aaur (‘once’) makes it a plu-
perfect.'12 But the perfect is not a past tense notwithstanding close links
with the past,'13 for it tells about something present which has been
achieved a short time ago. In all, the Stoics use only one category, xpovos,
and define tenses both in terms of the location of processes in time and in
terms which structure time seen as completed or extending.114 The latter
opposition concerns both the time of an action and its progress, both of
which are related to motion.

The Stoics may have led grammarians in organizing categories of
mood, voice and tense - as well as gender, number and case of the nomina -

107 Often also called Aktionsart, confusingly. Pohlenz 1939, 177-8 thinks of influence of the Semitic
aspectual system on the analysis of the Greek verb since the early Stoics came from a Semitic
milieu. Though often repeated this view is wrong, see Versteegh 1980, 349.

108 Cf. Long and Sedley 1987,vol.1,304-8. 199 Phys. 1v.10-14, €sp. 13.

110 8 E. M v111.254-6.

111 5DThrax 250.26-21.25; Choerob. Can. 11.23-13.17; Priscian. vii1.38-40 and 51-6; these texts
probably go back to a work of Ap. Dysc. - See Berretoni 1989, 60 for a graphic representation of
the tenses put on a continuous line.

112 To Aristotle, Phys. 222a24-6, w6 Te (‘once’) indicates a time defined (piopévos) in relation to
‘the now” because it is separated from it by a certain time; his examples contain an aorist and a
future tense. Perhaps the Stoic term &bp1oTOS contains a criticism of Aristotle. In our sources
aorist and future are closely coupled.

113 See the discussion in S.E. M vi11.254 of expressions with perfect tenses referring to the past.

114 Cf. S.E. M x.85-100 on &§ioopata ouvTeAeoTikS and TopaTaTikd. See Berretoni 1989,
60-3.
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by means of accidentia, ‘constant attributes’. This Latin term is a transla-
tion of oupPBePnkdTa and in texts on the Stoic theory of causes and effects
this word means necessary or constant consequence.'!5 But it is not
found in grammatical texts as a technical term for constant attributes of
verb or noun.?1® The traditional Greek name is TTapeTopeva, a word
known from Aristotelian works in the sense of necessary consequence,
and it may well be that Stoics, too, used this term.117

The Stoic system is continued by grammarians although not without
changes. It is the first conscious effort to structure the description of the
Greek verb, it is original in many respects and at times looks naive.'18 But
it shaped Latin grammar and consequently those of modern languages.

*

The contribution of Hellenistic scholars to the development of Greek
grammar is difficult to ascertain because the tradition is fragmentary and
first and foremost because their task is conceived as of explaining literary
texts, especially poetry, not writing a grammar. The first to write such a
treatise is Aristarchus’ pupil Dionysius Thrax but what we have under the
name of Techne is, apart from the first five sections, not by him.11® He
defines ypaupaTikm as ‘the practical study of the normal usage of poets
and prose writers’ and divides it into six parts, out of which the fifth one,
‘a detailed account of regular patterns® would come close to what we call
grammar. The parts are in an ascending order, the final being ‘a critical
assessment of poems’, which is called ‘the noblest part of all that the art
includes’120 Dionysius’ forerunners, too, give thought to grammatical
matters in their explanations of Homer and other poets but not in a
systematic way. We can reconstruct, therefore, a set of rules being applied
in practice (‘practical grammar®), rather than a formal grammar. Thus
Aristophanes of Byzantium has a knowledge of regular patterns in the
inflection of words, uses several technical terms and talks about the char-
acteristics of the preposition. He also applies five different criteria (e.g.,
gender, case) to decide which is the correct form of a word but does not
prescribe a norm for the correct word.121

Aristarchus of Samothrace uses a system of eight parts of speech with

115 Forschner 1981, 85-90.

116 D H. Comp. 132.7and 135.4 = Dem. 242.20 uses T& cuuPePnrdTa for accidentia in an unusually
wide sense. 117 Frede 1978, 67-8.

118 E.g. in what it said about the difference between perfect and pluperfect tenses. Most scholars
ascribe those statements to the grammarians, without much validity, however.

119 Kemp 1991 with a survey of modern scholarship, and Schenkeveld 1995, 41-52.

120 <Critjcal assessment’ (kpio1s) concerns the authenticity of texts (S.E. M 1.93), not their literary
value. 121 Ax1991,277-82.
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their accidents and applies these and other notions to decide on syntacti-
cal differences (oxnuaTa) between Homeric usage and that of his own
time. All this presupposes a highly developed apparatus to describe gram-
matical, and specifically morphological, phenomena. Aristarchus also
deals with grammatical matters in their own right when defining pro-
nouns as ‘words ordered according to person’ and calling the pronoun
TS ‘subsidiary’, because it is put after specific personal pronouns.!2?
His pupil Dionysius Thrax shows Stoic influence by labelling several pro-
nouns ‘deictic articles’ (see above), defining the verb as “a word signifying
a predicate’ and separating the proper noun from the common noun.23
His definition of ypaupaTik (see above) includes the term éuTreipia,
‘practical study’, against which designation later grammarians, like
Asclepiades of Myrlea, protest because to them ypouppoTikn is a Téxvn
having a logical basis, not merely dependent on practical skill.»24 But
Dionysius’ term does not imply such a contrast.

Alongside these artes with their succinct presentation, longer treatises of
a different character are mentioned; their general title is On Hellenism (i.e.
correct Greek). The oldest ones apparently date from the first century Bc
and also from this time date their first Latin counterparts, de sermone latino.
In these treatises matters of pronunciation, orthography, inflection and
conjugation, usage of single words and syntax are discussed. Three factors
guide the authors in their activities, analogy, common usage (cuvrfeic)
and literary tradition (%istoria or Tap&doois).125 As we have seen, some of
these subjects are also a matter of discussion among philosophers.

2: Meaning

Chrysippus described dialectic as the study of what signifies and of what
is signified (D.L. vi1.62): the concept of signification, or meaning, thus
stands in the middle of his logical interests; and it will not surprise that
semantic issues engaged Stoic attention.

The Stoics say that three items are linked to one another: what is sig-
nified, what signifies, what obtains. What signifies is the utterance
(pwovn), e.g. ‘Dio>. What is signified is the object (rpdryua) itself which
is shown by the utterance and which we grasp when it subsists in our
minds but which foreigners do not understand although they hear the
utterance. What obtains (T6 TUyyavov) is the external item, e.g. Dio
himself. Of these items, two are bodies - viz. the utterance and what

122 Ap. Dysc. Pron. 3.12-13; 62.16-17; Synt. 137.9-138.9. See Schenkeveld 1994, 275-8.

123 Ap. Dysc. Pron. 5.13-19; 2DThrax 160.24-161.8. In all these points the Techné ascribed to him
differs. 124 8.E. M 1.57-90. See Calboli 1962, 162-9.

125 Siebenborn 1976, 35 and ch. 4.
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obtains - and one is incorporeal - namely the object signified or the say-
able (AekTov)...(S.E. M vii.11-12)

The Stoics thus appear to offer a three-tiered account of meaning:
utterances signify objects, which in turn stand in a certain relation to
external items: the word ‘Dio’ signifies an incorporeal item, which Dio
himself ‘obtains>.

Aristotle had spoken of four tiers:

The items in the utterance are symbols of affections in the soul, and the
written items are symbols of items in the utterance. Just as the written
forms are not the same for all, so the utterances are not the same either.
But the primary items of which these are signs - affections in the soul -
are the same for all, and the objects of which these are likenesses are
thereby the same. (Int. 16a3-8)

Three of Aristotle’s tiers seem to match the Stoic tiers:12¢ ‘items in the
utterance’ correspond to the Stoic ‘utterances’; ‘affections in the soul’,
which the later tradition usually identified with thoughts,'27 answer to
the Stoic ‘objects’; and Aristotle’s ‘objects’ match the items which in the
Stoic account are said to ‘obtain’.

Aristotle’s pregnant remarks raised numerous questions for his follow-
ers,among them the following two. First, why suppose that the ‘interme-
diate’ items, the items between utterances and external things, are
‘affections of the soul’? Here the Stoics were taken to be in disagreement
with the Peripatetics; for they called their own ‘intermediate’ items AekT&
or ‘sayables’. This first question will return after the Stoic view has been
outlined. Secondly, why suppose that there are any ‘intermediate’ items at
all? To this second question at least one early Peripatetic could find no
answer,!28 and abandoned the Aristotelian view:

Epicurus and Strato the physicist allow only two items, what signifies
and what obtains. . . (S.E. M vi11.13)

Thus Strato apparently adopted a more parsimonious account. But we hear
nothing more of Strato’s semantic views, nor does any other Hellenistic
Peripatetic seem to have interested himself'in semantic issues.2?

Sextus couples Strato with Epicurus - and here we are better informed.

*

126 For the place of y pduporta in the Stoic account see e.g. D.L. vir.56.

127 E.g. Ammon. Int. 17.22-6, 18.29-30; Boeth. Int.? 11.28-30 (from Alexander).

128 A later answer in Alexander, apud Boeth. Int.> 40.30-41.11.

129 Ammon. Int. 65.31-66.9, has been taken to show that Theophrastus too preferred parsimony
(Bochenski 1947, 39-40; Graeser 1973, 60); but the text bears on a completely different topic:
Gottschalk 1992.
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Epicurus ‘admits only two things’. Sextus’ brief reference at M vii1.13 is
repeated at M vi11.258 and echoed by a polemical passage in Plutarch:

If these things subvert life, then who goes more wrong about language
than you (i.e. you Epicureans), who do away entirely with the class of
sayables (AexT&), which gives substance to language, admitting only
utterances (pwvai) and what obtains (TuyxdvovTa) and saying that the
intermediate objects which are signified - through which learning and
teaching and preconception and thought and impulse and assent come
about - do not exist at all? (Plu. Col. 1119f)

It is not clear how much theory lay behind these jejune reports;'3° but
Epicurus’ view on meaning, developed or undeveloped, explicit or
implicit, seems to have made do with only two sorts of item, words and
things.

So much the better. For, very roughly speaking, you know what the
word ‘cow’ means if you know that ‘cow’ is true of an object just in case
that object is a cow (or just in case that object is an animal of such-and-
such a shape).13! In general, and still very roughly, you know what a
declarative sentence, S, means when you know that S is true if and only if
P; you know what a predicative expression, ‘F()’, means when you know
that ‘F()’ is true of x if and only if Gx; and so on. An account of meaning
developed along these lines will not invoke any ‘intermediate’ items.

Yet there are other texts which suggest that Epicurus held a modified
version of the Peripatetic theory, and the chief text comes from the pen of
Epicurus himself:

First, then, Herodotus, we must grasp the items which are collected
under the sounds (T& UtroTeTarypéva Tois ¢ldyyois), so that we may
refer what is believed or investigated or puzzled over to them and may
thus come to a judgement, lest everything be unjudged (if we offer
proofs ad infinitum) or else we make empty sounds. For it is necessary that
the primary concept (16 Tp&TOV évvdnua) should be looked at in con-
nection with each sound and should need no proof, if we are to have
something to which to refer what is investigated or puzzled over and
believed. (Ep. Hdt. 37)

Presumably ‘the items which are collected under the sounds’ are the
meanings of the sounds; and since these items are then identified with
‘primary concepts’, Epicurus is saying that meaningful sounds mean con-
cepts.

This text is supported by a parallel passage in Diogenes Laertius (x.33,

130 “There really is no such thing as Epicurean semantics’: Glidden 1983b, 204.
131 See S.E. PH 11.25 and M v11.267 for the Epicurean definition of man.
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where ‘preconceptions’ replace primary concepts); and the claim that
there can be no investigation and no inquiry without preconceptions is
ascribed to the Epicureans in several further texts.132 Thus it seems that
the Epicureans did postulate ‘intermediate’ items between words and
things: where the Peripatetics placed affections of the soul, there the
Epicureans located concepts or preconceptions.!33

But is the Letter really inconsistent with the reports in Sextus and
Plutarch?'34 We may usefully distinguish two questions. (1) What does
the word ‘cow’ mean? Or in general, what does a linguistic item L mean?
One answer might be: “The word “cow™ signifies an animal of such-and-
such a sort;and in general, L signifies some sort of thing.’ (2) When I utter
the sentence “That’s a cow’, how is it that I may thereby say that thatis a
cow? Or in general, how, by uttering L can I thereby say something about
objects of a particular type? One (partial) answer is roughly this: ‘In utter-
ing “That’s a cow” I say that that is a cow only if I have a true preconcep-
tion of what a cow is, that is, only if I truly believe that cows are animals of
such-and-such a sort.” The two questions are linked; but they are not the
same question and they do not admit the same answer. The idea which
Sextus and Plutarch report is an appropriate answer to question (1). To
which question does the passage from the Letter address itself?

The passage is primarily concerned with epistemological problems,
and it makes (inter alia) two connected points. First: if you are to investi-
gate or puzzle over anything — more generally, if you are to believe or talk
about anything - then you must have a concept of the thing in question.
This point is simple and true: if I am to wonder whether, say, the thing
over there is a cow, then I must know what a cow is; for if T have no idea of
what a cow is, no conception of a cow, then I cannot think (and I cannot
say) anything atall about cows.'35 The second point is that these concepts
must be ‘primary’ or ‘evident’; that is to say, they must not stand in need
of ‘proof”. This suggests that concepts should be construed as propositional
items: my concept of a cow is, or is expressed by, a proposition such as ‘A

132 §.E. M 1.57; v11.331a; x1.21; Cic. ND 1.43; Clem. Strom. 11.4.16; Plu. fr. 215f. Note also Phid. Ir.
xLv.1-6: the word 6upds has two senses - and it is sometimes to be taken ‘in accordance with
this TPOANWYIS’, sometimes in accordance with that. Here it would be easy to translate
TEOANYIS as ‘meaning’.

133 S0 e.g. Long 1971d, 120-2; Sedley 1973, 20-1; Long and Sedley 1987, 1.101 (further references
in Glidden 1983b, 186 n. 8). The view is summarized thus: “TTpoAnyiIs is some sort of mental
entity to which words refer’ (Long 1971d, 131 n. 33).

134 For a developed account of the following sketch see Barnes 1996c; an alternative account in
Everson 1994b.

135 This point is closely connected with ‘Meno’s paradox’, and it was perhaps so connected by
Epicurus himself; at all events, Plu. fr. 215f cites the point as the Epicurean answer to the para-
dox.
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cow is an animal of that shape.’13¢ The suggestion is confirmed by two
fragments of Book xxvii1 of Epicurus On Nature: there the verb ‘collect
under’ (UTTOoT&TTEWY) reappears in a context which is clearly concerned
with words and utterances, and in one of the two passages it is explicitly
stated that what is ‘collected under’ an utterance is a belief.137

IfTam to investigate cows, or even to say that the animal over there is a
cow, then I must have a preconception of a cow; and this preconception
must be primary in the sense that it does not itself presuppose some fur-
ther belief (a prepreconception, as it were). If there were no primary pre-
conceptions, then there would be a regressive infinity of beliefs: an
investigation requires a preconception, a preconception requires a pre-
preconception . . . If there were no preconceptions at all, my words would
be ‘empty’ and I would not be engaged in any investigation.

All of this bears directly on question (2); none of it bears directly on
question (1) and it is not evident that it implies, indirectly, any answer to
question (1). If this is so, then we may accept the evidence of Sextus and
Plutarch: the Epicureans saw no need to posit any intermediate semantic
items.

*

The Stoics thought more about meaning than the Peripatetics or the
Epicureans cared to do; and certain texts, among them the passage in
Sextus, M vii1.11-12, with which this section began, insinuate a rich and
subtle semantic theory. But it is best to proceed modestly.138
First, then, the Stoics distinguished between what is uttered and what
is said:
Saying and uttering are different; for what we utter are utterances
(poovadi), whereas what we say are objects (Trpdy nota), which in fact are
sayables (AexT&). 139

Secondly, they distinguished between what is said and what is spoken
about:#%you may speak about Chrysippus, butyou cannotsay Chrysippus.

136 S e.g. Striker 1974, 71-2.

137 PHerc. 1479/1417, f. 6 col. 1 5-13, at line 13; see also ft. 13 col. v1 inf. 2-col vi1 sup. § (text from
Sedley 1973).

138 The issue is difficult and contested; for recent accounts see Schubert 1994, and Frede 1994. A
view different from the one developed in this section is preferred below, pp. 400-2.

139 D.L. vi1.57 (the force of the last clause - & &%) kai AekTd& Tuyydvel - is obscure). Certain
grammarians later used the word AekTov as a synonym for Aé€1s (S.E. M 1.76-8), and this usage
may perhaps explain how some authorities were capable of identifying Stoic AekT& with peovai
(e.g. Phlp. APr. 243.4;[Ammon.] APr. 68.6).

140 plyrimum interest utrum illud dicas an de illo: Sen. Ep. 117.13.
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Chrysippus is not an ‘object’; for objects lie ‘between’ words and the
world.141

The Stoics called these objects Aektd: the word was used by
Chrysippus,and by Cleanthes before him;'4? but it was not a Stoic neolo-
gism. It occurs several times in fifth-century drama: there, something is
AekToV (for someone) if it can be said or is the sort of thing to be said (by
him);'43 and the word did not change its sense when the neuter adjective
hardened into a noun - a AekTdv is a ‘sayable>. 144

Sayables are, among other things, meanings.'#> Suppose, then, that
you utter the Greek sentence ‘Aicov TreptmaTel’: then what (if anything)
that sentence means is fixed by what (if anything) you can say in uttering
it. More precisely, the sentence ‘Aiwov Trepirartel” means that Dio is walk-
ing if and only if in uttering ‘Aicov TrepiTTaTel’ you can thereby say that
Dio is walking. In general:

S means that P if and only if in uttering S x can thereby say that P.

This abstract schema may serve to introduce the notion of the sayable into
an account of meaning. But it only fits assertoric sentences: meanings and
hence, presumably, sayables must also be associated with non-assertoric
sentences, and with sub-sentential components of sentences.

The Stoics speak of sayables in connexion with non-assertoric utter-
ances. Thus

they call certain sayables imperatival, namely those saying which we give
a command (e.g.: Come hither, dear wife). (S.E. M vi11.71)

In uttering the sentence ‘Come hither, dear wife’, I thereby say some-
thing, and in saying it I give a command. But what sayable do I say? The
question causes anglophones a minor embarrassment; for we standardly
report what someone says by saying ‘He said that . . >, and sentences of
this form can only report assertoric sayings. A paratactic analysis will spare
the blushes. The analysis invites us to rewrite ‘He said that Dio was walk-
ing’ as:

Dio is walking.

He said that.

141 For the metaphor see e.g. Plu. Col. 1119f, Ammon. Int. 17.25-8. For the word Trp&yua see e.g.
Nuchelmans 1973, 47-9; P. Hadot 1980.

142 For Chrysippus see e.g. Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307, vii1.16; x1.23; for Cleanthes, see Clem.
Strom. v111.9.26.4. 143 E.g. S. Phil. 6335 E. Hipp. 8753 Ar. Av. 422 Pherecrates ft. 157.

144 <Sayable’ is vile; but English has nothing decent to offer.

145 For their other employments see below, pp. 400-1. Note that some grammarians later used the
word AekTOV in the sense of “meaning’: e.g. Ap. Dysc. Pron. 59.1- 6; Adv. 136.32.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



LINGUISTICS 199

- where the demonstrative pronoun ‘that> may be taken to refer to what is
said by the first sentence. In general, the analysis offers us the formula:

P.
He said that.

The formula is not a barbarism (“He’s as honest as the day - that’s what
they said before he became a politician’); and non-assertoric sentences
may be substituted for ‘P> (‘Forget all about her - that>s what he said).
Thus we may report the sayable said in uttering the imperatival sentence
as follows:

Come hither, dear wife.
He said that.

This indeed is more or less what the ancient texts do.

The abstract meaning schema can now be adapted; and we might
choose to express the general idea thus: To know what a sentence S means
is to know something of the following sort:

P.
In uttering S x can say that.

And here any sentence may be substituted for ‘P

Different sentences express different kinds of sayables, and these kinds
are catalogued in several sources. No catalogue contains more than eleven
items, but in all some fifteen or sixteen items are mentioned.'#® The clas-
sification depended on the different kinds of thing which a speaker may
do in saying a sayable, rather than (say) on any grammatical features of the
sentences used to express the sayables.?#7 Thus imperatival sayables are
‘those saying which we give a command’; and in general, different replace-
ments for ‘¢’ in the schema

P.
In saying that, x ¢’s.

146 Ammon. APr. 2.5 (cf. 26.33), Int. 2.28, implies that the Stoics had a canonical list of ten items,
five of which he identifies with the five sorts of Adyo1 which the later Peripatetics recognized.
Lists explicitly attributed to the Stoics: S.E. M vi11.72~-5; D.L. vi1.65-8; Ammon. Int. 2.9-3.6;
Anon. Proleg. Hermog. Stat. 186.17-188.5; ZArist. 93b20-36. (These lists differ in important
respects, and there are also trifling differences in terminology and choice of example.) See also:
Sudas.v. &Eiwpa (an abbreviated version of D.L.); *Aphthon. 11.661.25-662.26 (deriving from
Anon. Proleg.). Similar lists, without reference to the Stoics: Phil. Congr. 148; Agr. 140; D.H.
Comp. 8 (32.7-13); Theon Prog. 62.10-21, 87.13-90.17. Note also D.L. v11.63 (with Suda s.v.
KTy Spnua); Simp. Cat. 406.20-8. On the issues raised by the list see esp. Schenkeveld 1984;
cf. Pachet 1978; Hiilser 1987-8, 1114-17.

147 D.H. Gomp. 8 (32.7-13) says that ‘we give our expressions a form appropriate to the different
things we do in uttering them’; but he does not ascribe this thought to the Stoics.
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will determine different kinds of sayables.148 In this formula, ‘¢’ may pre-
sumably be replaced by any verb which denotes a ‘speech-act’, so that
there will be as many kinds of sayable as there are speech-acts. But there
are indefinitely many kinds of speech-act and indefinitely many possible
replacements for ‘¢>. Philosophical (and perhaps also rhetorical) interests
will have determined which kinds of sayable came to be mentioned.

The surviving lists of sayables no doubt derive from handbooks (cf.
Philo Agr. 140); but we know that Chrysippus discussed some of the say-
ables they catalogue,'4? and it is plausible to suppose that the handbooks
draw ultimately on Chrysippus.

Diogenes Laertius mentions ten items in all, offering first an unadorned
list and then a descriptive catalogue. The catalogue begins with (1)
&€icopaTa or assertibles, items ‘saying which we make assertions, and
which are either true or false’. Note that &1copaTa are not assertions: the
sentence ‘If Dio is walking, there is grain in the market® makes one asser-
tion but it contains three &§icopaTa; for the antecedent and the conse-
quent of the conditional are each &€icoporra.13 Then come (2) questions
and (3) inquiries: questions demand ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ in reply, inquiries
demand something discursive. Next, (4): “an imperatival is an object say-
ing which we command, e.g.: You, go to the streams of Inachus’. Then (5)
oaths; and (6) invocations - an invocation is ‘an object such that were one
to say it, one would be making an invocation; e.g.: Great son of Atreus,
Agamemnon, King of Men’. (7) ‘Like an assertible is an object which, while
having assertible expression, falls outside the class of assertibles because it
is filled out by a further item or because of an alteration (r&80s); e.g.: The
Parthenon is indeed beautiful; how like the sons of Priam is the shepherd.
Both these examples contain an additional particle: ‘indeed (ye)’ or how
(&pa)>. It is not clear what “alterations® might be pertinent.'>* The discur-
sive catalogue ends with (8) puzzlements, which are items like questions
(‘Are pain and life related?’) but which do not demand an answer.

Diogenes’ list omits (8) but contains two items not in the catalogue:!>2
(9) curses (Sextus’ illustration: “May his brains flow on the ground as the

148 S.E. M vii1.71-3 uses the formula “AekTd& of such-and-such a sort are those saying which we do
so-and-so’ for four of the seven types he lists; D.L. vi1.66-8 uses virtually the same formula for
four of his ten items.

149 In addition to the texts discussed below note the titles in D.L. vii1.191: [Tepi TpooTary pdTwv
(2 books), Iepi épwoTrioews (2 books), TTepi Tevcews (4 books).

150 On &&1coparTa see above, pp. 93-103.

151 Or does “Tr&Bos’ here mean ‘emotional tone’? (So Atherton 1993, 357.) S.E. gives D.L.’s second
example and says that it is ‘more than an assertible’: if this is his name for this class of sayable (cf.
Theon Prog. 87.14), then presumably ‘altered’ assertibles were not included in it.

152 The text of D.L. vi1.66-8 is certainly corrupt in places; and it is likely that the list and the cata-
logue originally coincided.
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wine flows from this goblet’), and (10) hypotheses or suppositions
(Ammonius’ illustration: ‘Suppose that the earth is the centre of the sun’s
sphere®). To these ten items we may properly add (11) prayers, which
appear in Sextus (and also in Philo). Some would subjoin (12) expositions
(‘Let this be a straight line’); but it is perhaps a later supplement.153

The Stoics were not the first philosophers to observe that there are
differences among assertibles and imperativals and questions and the rest;
but their analysis of these sayables was original - and unlike Aristotle,
who had relegated to rhetoric or poetics the study of any items which are
neither true nor false,># they regarded all these things as falling within
the province of logic. How they treated them may be illustrated by two
texts.

The first concerns oaths.155 In the course of an argument, the details of
which may be ignored, Chrysippus urged that:

Swearers must either swear truly or swear falsely at the time at which
they swear; for what they swear is either true or false, since it is in fact an
assertible.

Suppose that Porsenna swears an oath by uttering the sentence ‘By the
nine gods, I shall not let them pass.” What he says is:

By the nine gods, I shall not let them pass.
What he swears is:
I'shall not let them pass.

And this is an assertible (although Porsenna does not assert it), and hence
it is either true or false. (In the same way, if you say:

Do not steal,

you thereby forbid, and also order; but you do not forbid or order what
you say, nor do you forbid what you order.)15¢

There are obscurities here; but it is plain that Chrysippus had
reflected on the relations among sayables of different types: in particu-
lar,an oath is not an assertible, and yet it may ‘contain’ an assertible. The
phrase ‘contained assertible’ is found in the Logical Investigations,*57 and

153 Only in Ammon. and ZArist. (Egli’s addition of <ol ékBeTikév> to the list in D.L. is gratu-
itous). Itis true that Chrysippus wrote [Tepi Utrobéoewov and also TTepi ékBéoecov (D.L. vi1.196)
- but these works are not listed in the Téros Tepi T& Tpdyuataand probably have nothing
to do with types of AekT&.

154 See Int. 16b33-17a7. The first attempts to distinguish among items of this sort were made by
Protagoras and Alcidamas: D.L. 1x.53-4 (cf. Arist. Poet. 1456b15-17).

155 Stob. Ecl. 1.28.17-19; cf. J. D. G. Evans 1974. Note that (in this text at least) oaths are taken to
refer to the future, i.e. to be solemn promises. 156 See Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1037de.

157 x 9-10: Treprednupéva &E1co{ portax (oaths are in the offing: note Jouv[ in line 8).
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it is reasonable to suppose that Chrysippus had said more on the matter
than our brief text preserves.

The Logical Investigations supply a second illustration. In columns
x1-x111 of the papyrus, Chrysippus is discussing some puzzles raised by
imperatives, one of which is indicated in these words:

... such cases too, e.g.

Walk - otherwise sit down.

For everything falls under the command; but it is not possible to take any
predicable in its place - for no object is signified by such a thing as He is
walking - otherwise sitting down.1>8

The problem is this. The sentence ‘Walk - otherwise sit down’ appears to
express a command, and a single command. (‘Everything falls under the
command.’) Now in general if a sentence ‘qa!> expresses a command
addressed to a, then to the verb or verbal phrase ‘p()’ there must corre-
spond a predicable; and if this predicable is expressed by the verbal phrase
‘@*( )’, then the sentence ‘p*3” (where °3° is a demonstrative pronoun)
must express an ‘object’ and in particular an assertible. But in the case
before us ‘no object is signified by such a thing’.

Chrysippus eventually concludes that ‘it is plausible that there is a
predicable of the sort to be walking - otherwise sitting down® (x111.19-22):
there is an object signified by ‘¢*()’ and the command is after all unprob-
lematical. But the interesting point is not the conclusion nor even the
puzzle itself; rather, it is the fact that Chrysippus’ discussion was based on
two semantic principles. The first principle, that to every imperatival sen-
tence ‘pa’’ there must correspond a predicable ‘¢*()’, rests on the thought
that every command is a command o do something, to \p.*5° The second
principle, that if “‘p*( )* expresses a predicable, then ‘p*3” expresses an
assertible, connects predicables to a particular sort of assertible. Thus
commands and assertibles, two different types of sayable, are linked. The
link is made by the predicable and with predicables we pass from the sen-
tential to the subsentential level.

*

There were sayables connected with subsentential items:

Of sayables, the Stoics say that some are self-complete (cUToTeEAR), oth-
ers deficient (AAiTrf}). Deficient are those which have an unfinished

158 x11.12-19. At 15-17 I read: . . . ‘karnySpnu[o 58] peTodaPeiv oUb[ev] éoTv . . > Otherwise I
follow the text in Hiilser 1987-8, 826. For discussion see Barnes 1986b.

159 The next puzzle to which Chrysippus turns (ueT& 8¢ TaUTar: x111.24) relies on the same princi-
ple (x111.24-9).
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expression, e.g.: ‘writes’ (y pagel) - for we go on to ask: Who? Self-com-
plete are those which have a finished expression, e.g.: Socrates writes.
(D.L.v11.63)160

Sayables are thus classified by appeal to the linguistic items which express
them, so that a sayable is self-complete if and only if it is expressible by a
finished expression.'* But when is an expression ‘finished’? The answer
in the text is unsatisfactory. Having heard ‘I write’ (ypd&ew), I will not
ask: Who?,and having heard ‘Socrates writes’, I may well ask: What? or To
whom? - yet the former expression is unfinished, the latter finished.6?
Perhaps the best we can do is take the notion of a finished expression (a
sentence) as primitive: a sayable is self-complete ifand only if it is express-
ible by a sentence.

Deficient sayables are genuinely sayable (the adjective ‘deficient’ is not
alienating), even if they were perhaps regarded as potentially ‘parts’ of self-
complete sayables (S.E. M v111.83), which are themselves sometimes called
compound or complex.13 Although several texts imply that there were
different types of deficient sayables, no text offers a list. But it is clear that
predicables, karnyopruara, were deficient sayables par excellence: there
were monographs on them by Sphaerus (D.L. vi1.178), Cleanthes (D.L.
VII1.175), Chrysippus (at least four works, one in ten books: D.L. vi1.191).

Diogenes Laertius offers three distinct accounts of what a predicable is:

A predicable is (1) what is remarked of something, or (2) an object put
together about some thing or some things, as Apollodorus says, or (3) a
deficient sayable put together with a nominative case to generate an
assertible. (D.L. v11.64)

The definitions are successively more specific; but it would be rash to infer
that they are also chronologically successive. They all agree that a predi-
cable is a sayable - an ‘object (Trp&ypo)’ or something ‘remarked’. In the
sentence ‘Socrates writes’, the verb ‘writes’ is not itself a predicable;'64
rather, the verb expresses or signifies a predicable.16>

160 Cf. e.g. S.E. M v111.12, 70; Phil. Agr. 140 (TéAe10s/ &TeAns). The Peripatetics and the grammar-
ians make a similar distinction: see Nuchelmans 1973, 90-7.

161 See DThrax 514.35-515.5, 536.1-4, for the idea that parts of speech combine to “finish’ a
AO6yos (a view which is ascribed to ‘the philosophers). Note that the Suda, s.v. KaTnyopnua;,
refers to a finished thought (31&voia) rather than a finished expression (cf. Varro, apud Gell.
xv1.8.6-8; Apul. Int. 190.3;and e.g. Ap. Dysc. Synt. 111.1553 S.E. PH 11.176).

162 <y ndpw’ is classified as a verb, i.c. an unfinished expression: D.L. viL.58; Suda s.v. pfipc.
Presumably the Stoics took it as elliptical for ¢y c ypdew’.

163 E.g. S.E. PH 11.108-9; M vi11.79-84; cf. the definition of “predicable’ at D.L. vi1.64, cited below.

164 The Stoics often used the infinitive form of the verb to name the predicable: see Chrysippus
Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307; S.E. PH 111.143 M 1x.211; Cic. Tusc. 1v.9.21; Sen. Ep. 117.3, 12. Note
the infinitive in the text ascribed to Zeno at Stob. Ec/. 1.13.1c.

165 See the definitions of the verb, pfiua, at D.L. vir.58 (with Suda s.v. pfjuc): see above, pp.
189-90. The second definition clearly matches the Apollodoran account of predicables.
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A predicable is a deficient sayable inasmuch as it cannot be said simpli-
citer; it is a sayable inasmuch as it can be said of something or other. The
meaning of a verb or verbal phrase is fixed by what, in uttering it, you can
say of something: you understand what a verb or verbal phrase, V, means if
and only if you know that anyone who utters a sentence which couples V
and a name can thereby say of something that it is so-and-so. (You know
the meaning of . . . pontificates’ if you know that anyone who utters a
sentence of the form ‘x pontificates’ may thereby say of something that it
pontificates.)

Definition (3) refers explicitly to assertibles; but predicables are also
contained in other types of self-complete sayable. Should we suppose
different predicables for different self-complete sayables? (Does the verb
in ‘Is Socrates writing?’ signify an interrogative predicable, distinct from
but no doubt closely related to the predicable signified by the verb in
‘Socrates writes’?) The fragments of the Logical Investigations show that,
for Chrysippus, one and the same predicable may feature in different sorts
of self-complete sayable. And definition (3) indirectly supports this
notion: a predicable is something which will make an assertible if put
together with the right items (although it will of course generate other
sayables in other surroundings).

Definition (3) also invokes a ‘nominative case’. Why only the nomina-
tive? and why, indeed, a case, in the singular? The definition restricts pred-
icables to the meanings of verbs which produce a sentence when they are
concatenated with a single noun in the nominative case; and it ignores
one-place verbs which take an oblique case, and many-placed verbs.
Definitions (1) and (2) are not thus restrictive. According to definition (2),
a predicable is ‘put together about some thing or some things”:1¢¢ the plu-
ral disjunct, ‘or some things’, is presumably meant to add something.
Now verbs take plural as well as singular subjects, and perhaps the defini-
tion intends to make it clear that predicables may be said of a plurality of
items as well as of a single item.1%7 But perhaps the plural was intended to
meet the needs of many-placed verbs.

However that may be, the Stoics were aware of such items. Porphyry
outlines what he calls ‘the Stoic classification of the terms predicated in
propositions’.

166 Cf. Cic. Tusc. 1v.9.21: . . . earum rerum (= wpcry W&Twv?) quae dicuntur de quodam aut quibusdam,
quae kaTnyopnuata dialectici appellant . . .

167 Note that Chrysippus wrote about singular and plural expressions: D.L. vi1.192; and self-com-
plete Aext& will presumably be either singular or plural (see e.g. S.E. M x.99). Chrysippus’
Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307, refers more than once to singular and plural predicables (fr. 1.5-7;
1.15-203 11.21-6): see Marrone 1984.
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What is predicated is predicated either of a name or of a case; and either
itis complete as predicated and self-sufficient, together with the subject,
for the generation of an assertion, or else it is deficient and needs some
addition in order to make a complete predicate. Now if it makes an asser-
tion when predicated of a name, they call ita predicable or a concomitant
(cUuPapa) (both words mean the same): thus ‘walks® - e.g. “Socrates
walks>. If when predicated of a case, they call it a quasi-concomitant, as
though it resembles a concomitant and is as it were a quasi-predicable:
thus ‘it rues’ (ueTapéAel) — e.g. ‘it rues Socrates’ (ZLKPATEL PETAMEAEL).
Again, if what is predicated of a name requires the addition of a case of
some name in order to make an assertion, it is said to be less than a pred-
icable: thus ‘loves’, ‘favours’ - e.g. ‘Plato loves’ (when Dio is added to this
it makes a definite assertion, ‘Plato loves Dio’). If what is predicated of a
case needs to be put together with another oblique case to make an asser-
tion, it is said to be less than a quasi-concomitant: thus péher (‘there is
care’) e.g. ZwkpdTel *AAkIB1&Sous uéAer (‘to Socrates there is care for
Alcibiades’;i.e. “Socrates cares for Alcibiades’). (Ammon. Int. 44.19-45.6)

The passage is contaminated with Peripatetic terminology, but its Stoic
credentials are not to be denied.*¢8

Two intersecting distinctions are made, from which four types of defi-
cient sayable emerge. Among (Greek) verbs, some take a noun in the nom-
inative as their subject, while others take a noun in an oblique case. (The
Greek for ‘Socrates changes his mind’ is ZcokpdTel peTapéAel, where
peTapéAel is impersonal and Scokpderet is in the dative.) Call sayables sig-
nified by the former sort of verb direct predicables, those by the latter
oblique predicables. Again, some verbs make a sentence when attached to a
single noun, others require something more (‘walks’ needs one noun,
‘loves’ two). Call sayables signified by the former sort of verb complete
predicables, those signified by the latter deficient predicables. Then the
Stoics, according to Porphyry, distinguished: (1) complete direct predi-
cables, which they called concomitants, or simply predicables; (2) com-
plete oblique predicables or quasi-concomitants; (3) deficient direct
predicables or less-than-predicables; and (4) deficient oblique predicables
or less-than-quasi-concomitants.

They thereby saw something which Peripatetic logic missed, namely

168 Similar material in: Steph. Int. 11.2-21; Anon. Int. 3.6-17; ZLucian 128; Priscian Inst. Gramm.
XVIL.4-5; Suda s.v. oUpPapa (see Hillser 1987-8, 954-7); also Ap. Dysc. Synt. 111.155, 187 (see
Hiilser 1987-8, 946-9); Pron. 115.9-13. Note also the casual reference to a ‘less than a predica-
ble> at Stob. Ecl. 11.7.6a (for the text see Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 11, 390); and observe that
D.L.v11.64 originally alluded to at least some of the material (the lacuna will have contained the
contrast to T& pév cUpBauaTa. . .).
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the distinction between what we now call monadic and polyadic predi-
cates. But their vision was partial and blurred. First, the distinction
between complete and deficient predicables corresponds to a distinction
between monadic and dyadic predicates and nothing suggests that the
Stoics had grasped the general notion of a polyadic predicate. Secondly,
the distinction is interlaced with another distinction which is of no logi-
cal interest: the distinction between direct and oblique predicables
merely reflects an idiosyncrasy of Greek grammar. Finally, there is no evi-
dence that any Stoic exploited the distinction in his account of inference
and syllogism - the distinction remained logically inert.

But Chrysippus wrote at length on predicables; and his Logical
Investigations shows how detailed - and how recherché - his discussions
could be. In particular, he wrote On Upright and Supine Predicables (D.L.
vI1.191),'6% and this distinction is closely related to the distinctions
rehearsed by Porphyry:

Some predicables are upright, some supine, some neutral. Upright are
those which are put together with one of the oblique cases to generate a
predicable e.g. ‘hears’, ‘sees’, ‘converses’. Supine are those put together
with the passive particle e.g. ‘Tam heard’, ‘T am seen’. Neutral are those of
which neither is the case: e.g. ‘to think’, “to walk’. (D.L. v11.64)17°

Little is known of the doctrine summarized here: ‘the Stoics did much
work in this area, but their teaching and most of their writings are now
lost’ (Simp. Cat. 334.1-3).

The terminology, allegedly taken from wrestling, was adopted by the
grammarians and used for the active (‘upright’) and passive (‘supine’)
moods;'7* and the Stoic distinction, although it was not primarily linguis-
tic, presumably somehow reflects these grammatical notions. Thus neutral
predicables will have answered roughly to intransitive verbs, uprights and
supines to transitive verbs; and the distinction between upright and
supine will have matched the linguistic distinction between active and pas-
sive. It is tempting to connect all this with the distinctions reported by
Porphyry; but there is no easy way to produce a satisfying synthesis.

X

169 The matter is alluded to in the Logika Zetemata, PHerc. 307: fr. 3.4-18; 1.23; 11.17-21: see
Marrone 1984. Note also the MMepi oupBaudTtwv (D.L. vir.192 - if von Arnim was right to
emend the MS reading cuvoupdTw).

170 D.L. adds a reference to reciprocals, &vTitreTrovBéTay but the text is uncertain, and the two
other passages which refer to them are obscure (Phil. Cher. 79-81; Orig. Cels. v1.57 - neither of
whom mentions the Stoics). See Hiilser 1987-8,962-3.

171 See ZDThrax 247.10-115401.1-20; 548.34-549.3.
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Predicables were discussed in detail and from several points of view.172
And predicables are ‘parts® of complete sayables. What of their other
parts? In the simple sentence ‘Socrates writes’ a proper name is combined
with the verb: presumably the name has a meaning. Does it signify a say-
able, and is the complete sayable expressed by ‘Socrates writes’ composed
of two deficient sayables, one expressed by ‘writes’ and the other by
‘Socrates’? And what of common nouns or ‘appellatives’ such as the word
‘cow’? Or of the demonstrative pronouns (‘this’, ‘oUtos’) which were of
such importance to Stoic logic?'73

Predicables were said to combine with cases, TrTcwoeis. Cases are not
utterances, but rather objects which are signified;'”# and we should
therefore expect proper names and the rest to signify cases. Sextus speaks
of cases as the items signified by common nouns:

By this utterance (‘kUwv’, ‘dog’) is signified the case under which the
barking animal falls . . . (S.E. M x1.29)

The utterance signifies the case, and items in the world fall under the case.
Cases stand to appellatives as predicables stand to verbs. The same view
emerges from a text in Clement:

Cases are agreed to be incorporeal - hence the sophism is solved as fol-
lows: “What you say comes out of your mouth’ - true; ‘But you say a
house: therefore a house comes out of your mouth’ false; for we do not
say the house, which is a body, but the case, which is incorporeal and
which the house obtains. (Clem. Strom. vi11.9.26.5)175

It seems reasonable to assume that proper names too signify incorporeal
cases.176

As for demonstrative pronouns, one passage reports that they ‘signify a
reference (8eii5) or an anaphora’ DThrax 518.39-519.3). This might

172 T have not mentioned tenses, for which see above, pp. 190-3.

173 For different views on these matters see e.g. Egli 1967, 31; Long 1971c, 104-6; Nuchelmans
1973, 57, 68 (two contradictory positions); Baldassarri 1984, 81-3.

174 So, explicitly, XD Thrax 230.34-6 (but he does not explicitly mention the Stoics, and in some
texts TToEeLs are said or implied to be nouns: see Atherton 1993, 279-89); see e.g. Delamarre
1980.

175 Clement is purporting to represent a Stoic view (the sophism was propounded by Chrysippus,
D.L.vi1.187, with a wagon instead of a house); and the passage from which this text is extracted
has been treated as an important document for various Stoic notions. Alas, Clement is irreme-
diably confused.

176 But note D.L. vi1.58: “an appellative, according to Diogenes of Babylon, is a part of speech sig-
nifying a common quality - e.g. man, horse; a name is a part of speech showing a proper quality
- e.g. Diogenes, Socrates’. Qualities are bodies. Hence either cases are not incorporeal or nouns
do not signify cases. Perhaps Diogenes of Babylon held a heterodox view? or perhaps the report
in D.L. is mistaken?
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suggest that the meaning of a demonstrative is given by its reference (you
understand what ‘he’ means in the sentence ‘He is writing’ if and only if
you know who ‘he’ is being used to refer to); and then there is no case or
TTo1S intervening between the word and its referent. But elsewhere we
are told that in the sayable expressed by the sentence ‘oUtos mepimarel’; a
predicable is linked to a deictic case (TrTédo15). Hence demonstratives, like
proper names and appellatives, signify incorporeal cases.

Sextus reports that proper names signify sayables: at M viii.11-12 the
name ‘Dio’ signifies a sayable which the man Dio in turn ‘obtains’;'77 and
elsewhere he says that the Stoics

take self-complete sayables'78 to be composite: thus ‘It is day’ is com-
posed of “day”’ and ‘it is’. (M v111.79)

He no doubt construes the word ‘day’ as an appellative; and he strongly
suggests that both parts of the assertible ‘It is day’ are sayables. At M
vi11.83 ‘Socrates is’ is treated in the same way as ‘It is day’: the proper
name ‘Socrates’ is implicitly taken to signify a sayable. Appellatives and
proper names signify sayables. And since they also signify cases, cases
must be a special type of sayable.

If names and the like signify sayables, then presumably they can be used
to say something. But can words such as ‘cow’ and ‘Dio’ and ‘this’ be so
used? No ancient text hints at an answer. A guess: you understand what an
appellative, A (‘cow’), means if and only if you know that anyone who
utters a sentence of the form ‘x isan A (a cow)’ can thereby say of something
that it falls into the class of Fs (that it is an animal of such and such a sort).
You understand what a name, N (‘Dio’), means if and only if you know that
anyone who utters a sentence of the form ‘x is N (Dio)’ can thereby say of
something that it is b (Dio). You understand what a demonstrative o (‘this’)
means if and only if you know that anyone who utters a sentence of the
form ‘&’ can thereby say of the item to which he is adverting that it is .

However that may be, even if words like ‘this’ and ‘Dio’ signify non-
corporeal cases, they are surely also (and at the same time) used to refer to
something other than a case - to this thing, to Dio himself. And in fact sev-
eral texts report that external items ‘obtain’ (Tuyxcvew) or fall under
(tritrTew) cases: Dio and dogs fall under or obtain the cases which the
words ‘Dio’ and ‘dog’ signify.17? Although these notions are nowhere

177 The text of the crucial sentence (. . . &v 8¢ dodouaTov MOOTEP TO TNUXIVOUEVOV TTP&Y M Kad
AekTOV &Trep &ANBEs Te yiveTan 1) WelSos) may be corrupt; but M viir.7s takes up the same
example and unmistakably implies that there is a sayable signified by ‘Dio’.

178 Text after Heintz.
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explained, it is natural to suppose that an item obtains or falls under a case
insofar as a word which signifies the case refers to the item.

Cases have items falling under them: does anything else? Are there
items which fall under predicables? or under complete sayables? The pas-
sage at M vi11.11-12 has suggested a luxuriant theory: any sentence, S, sig-
nifies a self-complete sayable, /A, which in turn may be obtained by an
item in the world, I; and each significant part of S signifies a deficient say-
able, which is a part of /A, and which may be obtained by an item in the
world, which in turn is a part of I.

The luxuriant theory faces some difficult questions; and the evidence
for ascribing it to the Stoics is exiguous. Perhaps, then, it was only cases
which enjoyed obtainers. And perhaps these obtainers are not really part
of the Stoic semantic theory at all: in order to know what A, or N, means
we do not need to know what A, or N, refers to except insofar as knowing
that x falls into the class of Fs, or that it is b, is itself a way of knowing
what A, or N, refers to.

So much for verbs and names. But there are also other parts of speech,
and it is natural to wonder whether the Stoics associated incomplete say-
ables with such things as adverbs and connectives. In particular, we might
expect the Stoics to have said something about connectives; for otherwise
their semantic views will not have engaged with sentences central to their
logical concerns. The evidence bearing on this issue is meagre and difficult
to assess; 80 but we are least ill informed about connectives.

Connectives fall into the hospitable class of cUv8eopor, a class which
also includes prepositions and verbal prefixes.?8* And we know that

Posidonius, in his On Connectives, argues against those who say that con-
nectives do not show anything but only bind the expression together.
(Ap. Dysc. Conj. 214.4-6)

It is not clear who or what Posidonius!82 was attacking. Late Peripatetic
texts endorse the view that only nouns and verbs have genuine signification
in their own right: other linguistic items merely ‘co-signify”. It is possible
that this view goes back to Theophrastus, who held that nounsand verbs are
the only parts of logos, other linguistic items being parts of lexis (Simp. Cat.
10.23-7);and perhaps Posidonius was attacking a Theophrastan theory.

179 §.E. Mv111.12, 75 (‘Dio*); x1. 29 (‘dog?); cf. Clem. Strom. vi11.9.26.5; Plu. Col. 1119f. And note two
controversial texts: on Simp. Cat. 209.10-14 see Mansfeld apud Hiilser 1987-8, 1068-71; Stob.
Ecl.1.12.3 (= Arius Didymus) is either corrupt or confused. 180 See Atherton 1993, 304-10.

181 See above, p. 189.

182 Here,and at Synt.1v.65, Ap. Dysc. is surely referring to the Stoic Posidonius: Kidd 1988, 11.200.
Posidonius’ view was accepted by Chaeremon: Ap. Dysc. Conj. 248.1-12.
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Nor is it clear what view Posidonius himself preferred. In particular, it
is not clear whether he gave an account of the meaning of connectives in
terms of ‘intermediate’ items — whether, in other words, he thought that
connectives signified sayables. Such an account is not difficult to formu-
late. For example: you know what ‘and’ means if and only if you know
that anyone who utters a sentence of the form ‘S and S*°, where S means
that P and $* means that Q, can thereby say that P and Q,_

*

Why did the Stoics introduce sayables in the first place? It is often sup-
posed that the word “AekToVv’ was first used by Cleanthes of predicables;
then extended by Chrysippus to cover self-complete sayings; and later
stretched to include the meaning of any part of speech.83 The only evi-
dence for this pretty story comes from Clement, who remarks that
‘Cleanthes and Archedemus call predicables sayables’ (Strom. vi11.9.26.4);
but Clement does not mean that Cleanthes (and Archedemus) used the
word ‘sayable’ exclusively of predicables. In any event, we may still wonder
why the Stoics wanted to insinuate something between words and the
world,and why the items which they insinuated were sayables rather than
something else.

The Stoics did not, so far as we know, argue for the existence of say-
ables. After all, it is evident that there are sayables; for it is evident that we
can say things and sayables are simply what we can say. In a sense, then,
neither the Peripatetics nor the Epicureans can have denied the existence
of sayables; rather, they held that there was no need to posit sayables in
addition to certain other items. The Stoics differed from their colleagues in
according a special status to sayables. What was this status?

First, sayables figure regularly in the standard list of Stoic incorporeals:
time, place, void, sayables; and a dozen texts repeat the claim that sayables
have no body.*84 The point was hardly contested within the school*8> -
and yet it cannot have been an obvious or a welcome truth. Not obvious,
since the Stoics were notorious materialists who saw solid stuff'in virtues
and vices, impulses and assents (Plu. Comm. Not. 1084a); not welcome,
since on Stoic theory only bodies can act and be acted on?8¢ - and sayables
appear to do both. They appear to be acted upon, insofar as certain assert-
ibles may change their truth-value and others may perish. They appear to

183 See e.g. Hillser 1987-8, 832-3; cf. Nuchelmans 1973, 47, 71-2.

184 The four incorporeals: e.g. S.E. M x.218; x1.224, 230; M 1.28 (see e.g. Bréhier 1910). Sayables as
incorporeal: e.g. S.E. PH v11.81; M v11.38; VII1.12,69, 258, 4093 IX.2113 XI.2243 M 1.20, 155-6; Plu.
Comm. Not. 1074de; D.L. vir.140 (reading T& Aext& with von Arnim for TaUTa); Sen. Ep.
117.13; Cleom. 1.i.8. 185 Except by Basilides: S.E. M vi11.258.

186 E.g. Cic. Acad. 11.39 (Zeno): see below, pp. 383 and 481-3.
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act: proofs, which are sets of sayables, may affect us in one way or another
(S.E. M vi11.409-10); being wise, which is a predicable, benefits us (Sen.
Ep. 117.2-3). The Stoics conjured away these appearances. Their presti-
digitations could have been avoided had they simply declared sayables to
be corporeal. And there is worse: not only are sayables not corporeal -
they do not even exist. A sayable is something, T1; but it does not exist, it
is not &v (Plu. Col. 1116bc; Comm. Not. 1074d).

No text expressly tells us why the Stoics adopted these theses. In his
account of the Stoic theory of concept formation Diogenes Laertius
reports that ‘things are also conceived of in virtue of a sort of transference
(peTdPoois) - e.g. sayables and place’ (vi.53). Now the fact that the con-
cept of X is got by “transference’ from Y might perhaps have been taken to
show that X’s are essentially dependent on Y’s and hence are not ‘real’
existents. But Diogenes Laertius does not report such an argument (nor
does he indicate what was the base from which the concept of a sayable
was transferred). Nonetheless, the Stoic theses are coherent — indeed,
plausible. Of course, there are sayables; that is to say, people can (and do)
say things. But sayables do not really exist: Chrysippus uttered the sen-
tence 20pos 6 Znvwv and thereby said that Zeno was wise; Chrysippus
existed, and so did the sounds he uttered (and so, come to that, did Zeno);
and there is the sayable which he said - but this is not some further item in
the world, distinct from Chrysippus and his utterance.*8”

Next, how do sayables relate to utterances and to thoughts? Plainly
there are unsaid sayables - there are things which we can say and which no
one has said or ever will say.188 Plainly, too, there are unthought sayables
- there are things which we can say and which no one has thought or ever
will think.189 But two theses connecting sayables and thinking may plau-
sibly be ascribed to the Stoics: every sayable is thinkable, or whatever can
be said can be thought; and every sayable which is said is also thought, or
whatever is being said is being thought.

In more than one text, sayables are closely allied to presentations, and
hence to thoughts, in the following way:

A sayable, they say, is what subsists in accordance with a rational presen-
tation; and a presentation is rational if what is presented in accordance
with it can be set out in a Adyos. (S.E. M vi11.70)19°

187 But then the Stoic theory is barely distinguishable, ontologically speaking, from the
Epicurean.’ Exactly.

188 pace S.E. M vii1.80: ‘every sayable must be said - that is how it got its name’.

189 See Barnes 1993c; contra D.L. viL.43, which is muddled or corrupt; and Syr. Met. 105.19-30,
which conveys a late misunderstanding.

190 Cf. D.L. v11.63 (with Suda s.v. kKaTny6pnua); S.E. M viiL.12.
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The second sentence is difficult;1®* but what matters here is that rational
presentations are to be identified with thoughts (D.L. vi1.51). The first sen-
tence is also difficult: I take it to mean that if something is sayable, then it
corresponds to a rational presentation, its content is the content of a
rational presentation; or in other words: if something is sayable, then it is
thinkable - indeed, if x can say that, then x can think that.

The second thesis emerges from the following passage:

Saying, they say, is producing an utterance which means the object
which is being thought. (S.E. M vi11.80)

I say something at a time t if and only if at t I produce an utterance U
which signifies a sayable S and in addition I am thinking S at t. Or rather,
if I say Sitis not merely that I utter U while thinking S; rather, my uttering
U is in part caused by my thinking S. For, in the words of Diogenes of
Babylon,

itis plausible that speech (A&yos), being given significance and as it were
stamped by the thoughts in the intellect, should be emitted and should
extend in time for as long as the thinking and the activity of saying
last.192

The metaphor suggests that the sentences which I utter would be sense-
less had I not given them my intellectual stamp; but the suggestion is
false (I cannot create significance in my utterances, nor can I stamp them
at will). Diogenes’ argument, however, requires only the following the-
sis: I say S at t only if; at t, I utter U, which means S, because I am think-
ing S. My thinking does not endow my utterance with meaning: it
ensures that its meaning is my meaning and it thereby distinguishes me
from a babbler or a parrot. (According to Chrysippus, parrots and infants
‘do not speak but as it were speak’, non loqui sed ut loqui: Varro LL v1.56.)

One final question about the ‘ontology’ of sayables may be mooted:
what are the identity conditions for sayables? when is S the same as S2?
The question arises in at least two fields in which the Stoics laboured: it
arises in connection with definitions (which induce synonymy - and
hence sameness of sayables); and it arises in connection with ambiguity
(which points to difference of sayables). No ancient text suggests that the
Stoics discussed the question of “‘same-saying’.

*

191 For a different translation see Kerferd 1978b, 253-4.
192 Apud Gal. PHP v.242,where there are also similar fragments of Chrysippus: see Tieleman 1996.
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The twin strengths of the Stoic theory are plain: meanings are explained
in terms of saying and thus placed firmly in the public realm - no hint of
the ‘private thoughts’ which bedevilled the history of semantics for two
millennia; and at the same time, the theory is ontologically parsimonious
- it does not invent entities (not even sayables, which do not exist). The
weakness is this. The Stoic theory rests heavily on the notion of saying -
and yet it offers no account of the identity conditions for sayables, it does
not explain when you and I say the same thing.

X

Like other philosophers®3 the Stoics pay attention to ambiguities.!%4
Their definition is: ‘an ambiguity is an expression which signifies two or
even more things, as far as expression is concerned, taken in its proper
sense, and according to one and the same linguistic idiom. This expres-
sion consequently makes the plurality of meanings understood simulta-
neously’.195 Diogenes’ instance concerns a written text,!°¢ and Galen too
has written expressions in mind when he refers to a list of eight types of
ambiguity distinguished by ‘the more refined Stoics’,'°7 in order to prove
its inferiority to Aristotle’s distinction of sophisms TToap& TV A&Civ:

(amphiboly which is)

(1) common to what is divided and what is non-divided (Diogenes’
example);

(2) due to homonymy in single words (&v8peios, meaning both ‘manly,
brave’ and ‘belonging to a man’);

(3) due to homonymy in complex expressions (&vBpwTds éoTiv), refer-
ring to the existence of either the substance (oUoia, ‘man is’) or the case
(rtédois, ¢ “man> is’);198

(4) due to omission (example corrupt);!2?

193 From Democritus (DK 68 B26) onwards.

194 Witness Chrysippus’ seven treatises on this subject (D.L. vi1.193) and cf. Gell. x1.12.1. More on
this in Atherton 1993.

195 D.L. vi1.62. This definition thus excludes amphibolies arising from metaphorical or different
local usages.

196 AYAHTPIZTTENTTQKEN meaning either “a flutegirl has fallen® or ‘a court has fallen three
times’. For centuries Greek was written without word division.

197 On Fallacies 4. A partially parallel text in Theon Prog. 81.30-83.13; cf. Quint. Inst. viLg.
Augustine Dial. 8 contains an extensive list of types of ambiguitas, which list is a blend of logical,
grammatical and rhetorical doctrines but looks essentially Stoic (Ebbesen 1981,1.38-9).

198 Thus Ebbesen 1981, 1.36 and n. 41. Differently, referring to the “Nobody> sophism (D.L.
vi1.186-7), Edlow 1975, 429-30.

199 Probably: ‘Of which are you?” For the middle word is omitted, e.g. ‘master’, “father’ (Galen’s
text as restored by Sedley in Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 11, 230-1). Some link with the sophism
in Arist. SE 179b39-180a7 seems present, pace Sedley.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



214 LANGUAGE

(5) due to pleonasm (&mrnyodpeuocey aTéd pr) AV, admitting of the
interpretations ‘he forbade him to sail’ and ‘he forbade him not to sail’);
(6) due to uncertainty to which word a non-significant part belongs;

(7) the same but now for a signifying word;2°0

(8) amphiboly which does not show what refers to what (Aicov <éoT1
ko> ©€wv,201 ‘Dion <is also> Theon’, or vice versa, or ‘Dion is, also
Theon’, meaning that both are existing).

The Stoic types of ambiguity look like a mixed bag and are probably based
on the following distinctions: (A) single words (1)-(5), divided into cases
of homonymy of single words, words in combination and both at the
same time (1)-(3), and cases of omission and redundancy (4)-(5);2°% (B)
construction of words (6)-(8).203 The difference between types (2) and (3)
will be that &vBpsios has two meanings whereas type (3) adverts to the
fact that every word, in addition to its regular signification(s), is also its
own name, a point stressed in reports on the sophism ‘what you say goes
through your mouth’2°4 Ambiguities (6) and (7) involve both joining or
separating morphemes and introducing pauses in the continuous script
and look therefore at an act of oUvTa€ls.205 Type (8) is comparable to
phrases with two accusatives in an accusative-infinitive construction
which Aristotle examines?©® and in which the governing role of the con-
stituents is unclear. Despite the presence of a syntactical aspect in types
(1) and (3) they concern the ambiguity of one word only and this marks
them off from types (7) and (8).

Galen deplores the absence of a type due to Trpocwdia, which covers
accent, breathing and quantity, but type (6) seems related to this. In all,
the Aristotelian list of six types of sophisms due to linguistic features20”
has been radically rearranged by the Stoics. The main difference in
approach is that Aristotle lists types of sophistical arguments whereas the
Stoic classification has a much wider scope of linguistic ambiguities. Thus
while Aristotle distinguishes one type based on amphiboly, the Stoics use
amphibolia as a general term.

200 The examples concern two epic lines; the latter line is also discussed by Arist. SE 166a37.

201 Text as restored by Sedley in Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 11,230-1.

202 These are part of the quadripertita ratio of adiectio, detractio, translatio and mutatio (Ax 1987), cf.
above, p. 182. These categories recur in Sextus’ account of the Stoic classification of inconclu-
sive arguments (M vii1.429-34 and PH 11.146-50) - and in Quintilian’s list of means of dis-
ambiguation (Ebbesen 1981,1.32-3).

203 The main distinction of types (A) and (B) is in agreement with that of Aristotle between Adyos
and dvopa in cases of homonymy and amphiboly (SE 166a15-16) and that in Quint. Inst. viL.g.

204 D.L. vi1.187 and Clem. Strom. vi11.9.26.5 with the telling word TTédo1s.

205 Cf. Desbordes 1990,227-34.  20¢ E.g. SE 166a22-32.

207 SE 4. Homonymy, amphiboly, joining and separation of words, TTpoodia and oxfina Tis
Aé€ews, e.g. active forms of verbs not meaning an activity.
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The examples sometimes betray trivial pursuits2©8 but are intended to
drive home the idea that sentences may conceal ambiguity, which fact can
hinder the right way of doing dialectic. Disambiguation is often very easy
to achieve provided one considers the examples in their context. But most
discussions of ambiguity start from isolated cases. Perhaps the Stoics said
that ambiguous expressions are disambiguated by their context, for we
find such statements later.20°

This theory influences both rhetoric and grammar. The lists of Theon
and Quintilian (see note 197) are rhetorical applications. Of more impor-
tance is the influence on the theory of status by Hermagoras?1© and the
reception of &ugiPoAia in the wide sense under the tropes. Thus gram-
marians adopt &ugiBoAic under the vices of style (vitia orationis).211

X

At the end of his survey of the topos Trepi pwvis Diogenes lists short defi-
nitions of some notions, like ‘definition’, ‘outline’ and “partition’, which
the Stoics use as tools of methodology. The presence of these items here is
not self-evident, witness Diogenes’ remark ‘according to some Stoics’, but
they appear nowhere else.212 The list consists of nine items?13 and after
this comes &ugiBoAia, the presence of which together with solecism etc.
elsewhere?14 is less surprising. These methods are much used in ethical
texts, and Chrysippus’ treatises concerning definitions are put under his
ethical works.215 One understands the predicament of some Stoics where
to put these in their system.216

Partition occurs when a generic subject matter is split up into its sub-
headings but does not imply that these are species; they are more like sec-
tors of discussion.?1” In contrast with Platonic and Aristotelian
dihaeretic methods the host of Stoic definitions does not look like the
result of Siaipeois.218 Within definitions Stoics allow for looser defini-
tions, called ‘outline accounts’, a term taken over from Aristotle. By
means of an outline one offers initial help for discussion. The true nature

208 Cf. Arist. SE 166a18-21 on éTricToTan ypdupaTa, ‘he knows letters’ and “letters have knowl-
edge’. 299 Ap. Dysc. Pron. 52.2-8; Quint. Inst. vi1.9.9; Aug. Dial. 8.

210 Frs. 12 and 20; but the Stoic Nestor (date unknown) eliminates this status (ZHermog. Stat.
VIL.1.226.13-20). 211 Because of its obscurity. Ebbesen 1981,1.36-40.

212D L. vi1.60-2 cf. 44.

213 Definition (8pos); outline (UTToy pagt, a simpler kind of definition); division (S1aipeotis) and
its related notions of contradivision (&vTi81aipeots) and subdivision (UroSiaxipeois); genus
(y#vos) and species (£1805); concept (évvdnua) and partition (pepiouds). Related texts in FDS
622-31. 214 D.L.vI1.44. Cf. Schenkeveld 19902, 89-96.

215D L.vi.199-200. %1€ For the sake of completeness they are discussed here.

217 Mepiopds is to grammarians the ‘parsing’ of words. 218 Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 1, 193.
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of'a subject, however, must be revealed by the true definition. Chrysippus
defines it as ‘a representation of a peculiar characteristic’ and Antipater as
‘a statement of analysis matchingly expressed’. Chrysippus’ peculiar char-
acteristic (id10v) is an essential, not just a unique, feature. By ‘matchingly’
(&mropTIgOVTWLS) Antipater apparently means that a true definition is nei-
ther too broad nor too narrow, whereas the term ‘analysis’ may point to
the division by genus and species.?1?

11 Rhetoric

About 160 Bc the debate on the status of rhetoric started by Plato gets a
new impetus,22® which is caused by a renascence of rhetorical studies.
Under the Hellenistic kings oratory loses parts only of its domain, but for
unknown reasons teaching in rhetoric steeply declines until the start of
the second century. The teachers of rhetoric, now called cogioTai, have a
high rating because they instruct aspiring politicians. The same goal is
professed by philosophers and hence there is a revival of the philosophers’
debate on the art of rhetoric.221

The main challenge to rhetoric is that it is not an art or expertise
(Téxvn). Additional arguments are that it does not make individuals or
states happy and that an orator is often constrained to defend criminals.
Moreover, one can be a good orator without formal training and, con-
versely, many instructors of rthetoric are poor speakers. But the chief point
of the attack is that rhetoric is not an organized body of knowledge,222 so
that the rhetorician is not an artist or expert.223 Thus the debate turns on
the question whether with Aristotle one accepts rhetoric as an art even
though like dialectic it does not belong to a specific field of knowledge, or
rejects his argument.224

219 D.L. vi.60. Another definition of Antipater’s, “a statement expressed with necessary force’, and
explained by ‘with reciprocal force inasmuch as a definition is meant to be reciprocal’®
(ZDThrax 107.4-6), should be linked with Chrysippus’ statement about the relation between
universal propositions and definitions (S.E. M x1.8-11, see above, p. 113).

220 Traditionally linked with the Athenian embassy of three philosophers to Rome in 155 B (Cic.
De or. 11.155).

221 See Goudriaan 1988. Critolaus, Carneades and Diogenes are mentioned in this connection
(Phld. Rhet. books 1-1115 Cic. De or. 1.915 96-112; Quint. Inst. 11.17.1-4; S.E. M 11.10-47).
Discussion in Barnes 1986d with earlier studies.

222 This definition of Téyvn is Stoic but accepted by many others, see Hiilser 1987-8, 426 7.

223 Phid. Rhet., PHerc. 1672, 11.xxviii.2-15 and S.E. M 11.9-10.

224 Cic. De or. 1.91 reports debates on this subject held in the late second century by Charmadas the
Academic and the rhetorician Metrodorus; the accounts in Quintilian and Sextus probably
reflect a contemporary revival of the issue (Barnes 1986d, n. 20).
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After Theophrastus the Peripatos no longer, so far as we know, makes origi-
nal contributions to rhetorical theory. Demetrius of Phaleron, Hieronymus
of Rhodes and others write on several aspects but leave almost no trace in
the tradition and Critolaus with his pupils reject rhetoric.22> This picture
agrees with the fact that Cicero and Quintilian mention these individual
Peripatetics a few times only, much less often than Aristotle and
Theophrastus. However, according to Quintilian ‘especially the leaders of
the Stoics and Peripatetics’ studied rhetoric more zealously than rhetori-
cians, and Cicero too speaks of ‘very many precepts’ left by Aristotle’s fol-
lowers.226 In their reconstruction of the history of rhetoric they probably
follow a tradition in which recollection of Peripatetic contributions is still
alive but these are mainly Aristotle’s and Theophrastus’.227

Ancient sources stress a consistently hostile attitude of Epicureans to
most rhetorical activities.2?8 Now Philodemus asserts that Epicurus and
his followers Metrodorus and Hermarchus accept an art of sophistic rhet-
oric.22? Philodemus’ thesis is that there is a Téxvn, called cogioTikn,
which concerns written and impromptu speeches of an epideictic kind,
but that this art is not competent in instruction in forensic and symbou-
leutic oratory. For these latter genres no art atall is competent. By analysis
of statements of Epicurus and Metrodorus he tries to show that these
‘Men’ are of the same opinion, but then he interpolates his own ideas into
the text of Metrodorus and misrepresents the views of the Men.23°
Epicurus did write a book on rhetoric but in this he will have urged the
rejection of all types of rhetoric.

More is known about the Stoic theory of rhetoric though their contri-
bution is now seen as less important than in previous studies.?31
Rhetoric, the ‘science (¢rioTnpn) of speaking well’, is closely connected
with dialectic, both being parts of ‘logic’232 These sciences can only be
practised well by the infallible wise man, who will thus play a role in soci-
ety unless circumstances make this impossible.233 The Stoics distinguish

225 Wehrli 1969d, 125 with references. 226 Quint. Inst. 111.1.13-15; Cic. Inv. 11.7.

227 See Kennedy 1994a.

228 Cic. Fin. 1.5.14, Tusc. 11.7; Quint. Inst. 11.7.15 and x11.2.24; D.H. Comp. 24, p. 122, 8-12. See
Sedley 1989a and De Lacy 1939, 88-9 for a possible explanation of this attitude.

229 Rhet. 1, PHerc. 1427, Vii.9-29.

230 Goudriaan 1989, 33-5 comparing Rhet. 11, PHerc. 1672, xxii.7-203 lib. inc., PHerc. 1015/832, vol.
1. p. 283 Sudhaus; and 111, PHerc. 1506, xL-xL1 Hammerstaedt. Differently now Blank 1995,
186-8. 231 Gee Kroll 1940, 1081 on the tendency to ascribe much to Stoics without proof.

232 Their main difference is that rhetoric involves continuous discourse (D.L. vi1.41-2, cf. Zeno’s
illustration by means of a closed fist and an open hand, Cic. Or. 32.114 etc.), whereas dialectic
though initially restricted to the form of question and answer and later having a wider reach
(Long 1978c¢, 102-13) never loses its purely argumentative character.

233 D.L. vir.121-2; Phld. Rhet. 111, PHerc. 1506, coll. ii and vii (vol. 2.203 f. and 209 f. Sudhaus); Cic.
De or.111.18.65 and S.E. M 11.6.
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a triad of oratorical genres and it may be indicative of their preferences
that next to forensic and symbouleutic oratory they call the third one not
epideictic (display oratory), as Aristotle did, but encomiastic.234 The
Stoic orator will be involved in all three kinds. To some Stoics, however,
rhetoric was an expertise. Science differs from expertise inasmuch as the
former is an unchangeable disposition and the latter a tenor (€§15), which
admits of degrees and can be attained by not (yet) wise men. To define
rhetoric as an expertise offers hope for an aspiring Stoic orator to attain
proficiency and, at any rate, allows for more technical instruction.?3> But
some problem still remains on this point.236

As to the technical part of rhetoric, Diogenes gives a very short sum-
mary, which looks like traditional theory: rhetoric has three parts, foren-
sic, symbouleutic and encomiastic. Its division is into invention, style
(ppdois), disposition (T&&is) and delivery, and a speech consists of pro-
logue, narration, the part against the adversaries and epilogue; the
absence of the traditional part of proof probably is a matter of inadvertent
omission in our source.>37 The stress on forensic speech is in accordance
with ancient teaching.

Stoic presentation is austere, without much ornament, rather argu-
mentative and, at least to Cicero, unattractive.?38 The style of Stoic ora-
tory is like that of their dialectic and in accordance with their ethics of the
wise man.239 With this picture agree other pieces of information about
Chrysippus’ exclusion of emotional appeal from the epilogue,24°® which
injunction derives from the Stoic abhorrence of passions, the rejection of
rhetorical devices like hyperbaton which disturb the natural word-order
the Stoics assume to exist,>4! and the report on Chrysippus’ admittance
of occasional solecisms and ellipses.242

Soa Stoic list of five virtues of speech (&petai Adyov) with its inclusion
of kaTaokeun) seems to contradict what a Stoic speaker should do.
However, in comparison with Theophrastus® canonical list this group
contains one significant addition, brevity (cuvTouic). Moreover, some

234 D.L.viL.142.

235 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1047a (Chrysippus); Phld. Rhet. 111, PHerc. 1506, col. viii (vol. 2.211 f. Sudhaus);
Quint. Inst. 11.17.2. 239 Atherton 1988, 420-2.

237 Atherton 1988, 398. Similar explanation for the absence of memory among the tasks of an ora-
tor.

238 Cic. Brut. 117-21; Parad. Stoic. 1-3; De orat. 1.50; 11.157-9; 111.65—7; cf. Atherton 1988, 401-5,
who, rightly, points out the biassed stance of Cicero.

239 Thus P. Rutilius Rufus, an almost perfect Stoic, when accused of extortion refuses to employ
the usual rhetorical devices and is consequently condemned (Cic. De orat. 1.229 and Brut.
114-15). 240 Rh. Gr.1.454.1 Spengel; cf. Quint. Inst. vi.1.7.

241 Theon Prog. 81.30-83.14 with Atherton’s explanation (1988, 415-17).

242 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1047b.
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definitions show a specifically Stoic approach. The five virtues are EAAN-
VIoWOS, oopnveld, ouvTopia, Trpétrov and kaTookeun) while among the
vices are mentioned BapPapiopds and coloikiouods.243 Hellenism, cor-
rect Greek, is ‘language faultless in its technical and non-arbitrary
usage’.2#+ This definition presupposes a set of rules to be followed con-
cerning the usage of Greek.245 Often three criteria are mentioned, anal-
ogy, linguistic usage and literary tradition,>4¢ but we do not know
whether the Stoa also applies these criteria. The next three virtues stress
the link between wording and content, clarity presenting in an intelli-
gible way what is thought, brevity containing the bare minimum required
for clarification of the subject-matter, while appropriateness is concerned
with the object in question only. The audience is not involved, as they
were in Aristotle’s treatment.2#”7 This neglect of the audience also
explains the elevation of brevity to the Stoic list, since common rhetoric
does not require this feature in every instance. Kataokeun, finally, is not
ornamentation in a favourable sense but avoidance of i81coT10U6s, vulgar-
ity or colloquialism.

All this comes down to a theory of a sober style which is applicable to
both philosophy and oratory without any, or much, difference between
the two. Nevertheless Cicero exceptionally praises Stoic orators for their
use of embellishment.24® Chrysippus encourages attention to various
kinds of delivery?#° and, indeed, in order to be successful a Stoic orator
will not avoid every kind of ornament or emotion. But in principle he will
eschew these as mere appendages.2>°©

X

Direct influence of Hellenistic philosophies on rhetorical theory is
difficult to detect: thus the existence of the important theory of otdoels
(status), a contribution of Hermagoras of Temnos and other rhetoricians,
can be explained without having recourse to philosophical influence. A
more acceptable view is that rhetoricians use ideas of Aristotle and
Theophrastus but also of Isocrates, apart from what their own practice
taught them. Thus they continue the instruction begun by Aristotle and
Theophrastus of setting up themes for discussion?5* but apply these to
their own situation. Like philosophers, rhetoricians train their pupils for

243 Diogenes’ phrasing (vi1.59) suggests more vices; in [Herodian] De soloec. 308.16 six vices are
mentioned, one of which is dxupoloyia, use of words in an improper sense. This together
with &odgelicralso occurs in D.H. Lys. 4. 244 Cf. D.L. vi1.42. 245 Frede 1978, 39-41.

246 Siebenborn 1976,53-5. 247 Rhet.u.7. 248 Defin. u1.19.

249 Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1047a-b. 250 Hence their failure as rhetoricians: thus Atherton 1988, 425-7.

251 E.g. Top. 104b1-8 and 35-6.
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discussing general and specific subjects. These exercises are called 6¢o1s
and UtroBéois respectively. A 8éo1s, or an undefined question (quaestio infi-
nita), is ‘Should one marry?’ or ‘Do gods exist?, but ‘Should Cato marry?’
is a UroBéois because defined (finita).252

Some parts of Aristotle’s theory of Toro1253 recur in Hermagoras’ sys-
tem, albeit with a big difference. For whereas Aristotle’s ToTro1 (places
where to find arguments) are applicable to all three kinds of oratory
Hermagoras focuses on judicial oratory and gives to each individual status
there a particular list of T61ro1.254 Aristotle distinguished general TéTrO1,
which give arguments applicable in every discipline, from specific ToTro1
and Hermagoras replaces this distinction by loci communes and loci
belonging to a specific status. At the same time loci communes are now also
called the arguments themselves, not only sources for arguments, and
they may be used in every situation and serve to heighten the style of the
oration.2%3

As to the theory of style, the author of On Style heavily leans on
Aristotle’s Rhetoric in his discussion of periodicity and prose rhythm but
his theory of four styles (and their vices) is a development of
Theophrastus® doctrine of virtutes dicendi.>>¢ Later rhetoricians follow
suit for to them these virtues no longer have to prevail everywhere in a
speech. They set those which must be present everywhere (EAANVIopdS
and cagnvela) apart from the others which may be present in specific
circumstances and which are now split up into three types of style.257
This system of &peTai has rivals and all these find a definite form in the
theory of three genera dicendi (‘high, low and mixed or middle styles?).258

Rhetorical handbooks offer an elaborate theory of tropes and figures,
which influential scholars have claimed to be a major invention of the
Stoics,25? but this view is now being abandoned.2¢° A more useful answer
is that with the help of Peripatetic notions both grammarians and rhetori-

252 Cic. Or. 45-6.

253 Theophrastus is said to have revised the topics curriculum (Alex. Top. 55.24~7 and 125), Strato
to have added a new ToTOS (Alex. Top. 339.30) and according to Chrysippus (Plu. Stoic. Rep.
1045f) he was the last Peripatetic to pay attention to dialectic. See Ophuijsen 1994 for likely
further indications. And above, p. 0oo.

254 Calboli Montefusco 1991, 24-6. Status is the issue on which a speaker may base his attack or
defence. The main status are those of conjecture, definition, quality and objection (Kennedy
1994b,97-101).

255 Calboli Montefusco 1991, 25-32. These loci communes become the ‘common-places’ in the sense
of ‘cliché, truism’. Another development concerns Aristotle’s enthymeme, a rhetorical syllo-
gism in which one premiss and/or the conclusion may be omitted. Alongside of this comes the
full-blown argument, étrixeipnua, consisting of five parts (Cic. De inv. 57-76).

256 Kennedy 1989a,196-8. 257 D.H. Pomp. 239.5-240.20 and Th. 360.2-21.

258 gchenkeveld 1964, ch.iii. 239 Barwick 1957, 88-111 followed by Kennedy 1994b, 91-2.

260 E.g. by Ax 1987 and Baratin and Desbordes 1987.
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cians gradually make systems of their own.26! Some separate evolution of
these theories in the circles of grammarians and rhetoricians must be
assumed, since from Cicero onwards differences in definition, classifica-
tion and terminology are linked to these groups.262

111 Poetics

In the classroom the grammarian explains classical poetry as a part of the
cultural heritage. This instruction does not threaten the philosopher’s
status though problems still arise, for example, to what extent pupils
should accept poetical wisdom, and, probably, this question is tackled in
Chrysippus’ treatise On the interpretation of poems, the subject of which
belongs to the ethical department.263

Epicurus may well have been hostile to poetry but later Epicureans
seem to have weakened this position to a certain extent. Philodemus, our
main source, slashes down all theories of others and interesting ideas of
his own, like inseparability of form and content, seem prompted by his
wish to expose others’ follies rather than to make an original contribution
of his own.264

After Theophrastus, Praxiphanes of Mytilene advocates ‘the Long Epic
of organic size’265 and Callimachus writes a treatise against his views.
Praxiphanes specializes in the sort of literary criticism which came to be
called ypappaTikn and according to Clement of Alexandria he was the
first to be called ypoppaTikds. 266 But Peripatetic contributions to poeti-
cal theory after Theophrastus are not known.2%7

Chrysippus is credited with the wish ‘to accommodate the stories of
Orpheus, Musaeus, Hesiod and Homer to his own statements about the
immortal gods in order that even the most ancient poets, who did not
even suspect this, might be seen to have been Stoics’; but this representa-
tion is Cicero’s distortion of Epicurean polemic against the Stoics,2°8 and

261 A first step can be seen in PHamb. 128, wrongly ascribed to Theophrastus (Schenkeveld 1993).

262 Schenkeveld 1991.

263 D.L.vi1.200. Cf. Plu. Poet. Aud. (‘How the young man should study poetry?), but it is uncertain
whether Chrysippus’ treatise is the main source of Plutarch’s.

264 See Innes 1989, who is more confident on this point. Philodemus’ theory falls outside the scope
of this survey, but see Obbink 1995. 265 Schol. Flor. on Call. Aitia 1-12.

266 Styom. 1.16.79.4.

267 Wehrli 1969d, 121-5. Philodemus’ attack in Po. 1v, PHerc. 207, concerns Aristotle’s On Poets, not
an early Peripatetic treatise, as Janko 1991 shows.

268 Cic. ND 1.41, which arguably derives from Phld. Piet., PHerc. 1428, col. 6. 16-28 Henrichs (cf.
Long 1992, 49-50). Philodemus just says that ‘Chrysippus, like Cleanthes, tried to harmonize
the things [i.e. divine names and myths transmitted by the poets] attributed to Orpheus and
Musaeus, and things in Homer, Hesiod, Euripides and other poets with Stoic doctrine.’

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



222 LANGUAGE

should not be taken as proof that the Stoics are the great practitioners and
defenders of the allegorical interpretation of poetry.26? In other texts279
they say that Homer and Hesiod included in their poems myths which
give a true insight. Moreover, the great bulk of what is viewed as Stoic
allegoresis consists of etymologies of names of gods because originally
these names represent the way people understood the world.27* In other
words, the poems of Homer and Hesiod are like clearing houses of
ancient, pre-philosophical wisdom on theology. These myths must be
interpreted, but this does not imply that Chrysippus detects a gap
between surface meaning and hidden sense. Zeno’s statement ‘that
Homer wrote some things in accordance with opinion and other things in
accordance with truth®?72 is not a plea for allegorical interpretation
either, for it expresses the common view that Homer sometimes overlays
truths with a mythical covering to flavour his style and to enchant his
audience.?”3 Zeno, Chrysippus and other Stoics apply much philological
acumen to the text of the epics by suggesting other readings or when ety-
mologizing; their interpretation goes along the lines of Stoic beliefs but
does not imply that either the poets or the original myth-makers deliber-
ately concealed their truths about nature in misleading myths. Others,
like Heraclitus and Pseudo-Plutarch go several steps further and propa-
gate the view that Homer was his own allegorist.274

Other facets of ancient poetics have been ascribed to the Stoics,275
albeit without much foundation. Several titles of Stoic works on poetry
are known?76 and their fragments mostly pertain to philological interpre-
tation. But an interesting remark of Cleanthes shows his awareness of the
power of poetic form: philosophical prose lacks the words proper to
‘divine greatness’ and metre, melodies and rhythms come as close as pos-
sible to the truth of theory on divinity.277

*

So far the harvest of philosophers’ contributions to poetics is not signifi-
cant. This statement would be different if more were known of the con-

269 E.g. Joosen and Waszink 1950, 285-6; Pépin 1976, 125-31; Pfeiffer 1968,237.

270 Cjc. ND 11.63-72 (the account of the Stoic spokesman Balbus) and [Plu.] Plac. 879c-88od.

271 E.g. Cornutus (first cent. ap) in his De natura deorum. 272 D. Chr. Or. 53.4.

273 Thus Strabo (e.g. 1.2.7-9), who holds the same view for Homer’s geographical descriptions; cf.
Plu. Poet. Aud. 20f., who attacks the Stoics for giving childish etymologies, not for using alle-
gorical interpretation. 274 Long 1992.

275 De Lacy 1948 and (extremely liberally) Colish 1990, 58-60.

276 Zeno wrote On Homeric Problems (in five books) and On Poetic Reading, Cleanthes On the Poet and
Chrysippus On Poems, How to Interpret Poems and Against the Kritikoi (D.L. V11.45 1753 200).

277 Phld. Mus. v, PHerc. 1497, col. 28; cf. Sen. Ep. 108.10 and see Asmis 1992, 400-1. For
Posidonius’ definition of poetry see below (p. 224).
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tents of Philodemus’ On Poems and the works of authors he attacks.278 We
now have much of book vand pieces of the other books. In book v he deals
with views of several persons of whom Neoptolemus, an anonymous
author (a Stoic?) and Crates of Mallos get a long discussion, and he ends
with a short disputation of thirteen opinions, culled from a similar work
of his teacher Zeno of Sidon. Other fragments mention a specific group of
kp1Tikoi. On the whole, Philodemus’ targets look more like grammarians
and literary critics than philosophers?7? but this distinction may be too
definite. From his treatment we get the impression of a continuing discus-
sion in the Hellenistic period of the relationships between content
(31évoix) and form, especially composition and arrangement of words
into lines (oUvBeois), and its ensuing effect of sound (e¥pwvic). Thus to
the kp1Tikoi content and choice of words are common to all poets and a
poet’s only means to achieve excellence is in putting together his material
in an individual way, that is, through oUvbeois and eUgwvia. If these are
good, a poem is good. To know this one needs no logos, for the trained ear
is sufficient to make judgements.28° Crates accepts euphony as a criterion
but only insofar as it agrees with the rational principles of the poetic art;
but he also says that what one judges in a poem is ‘not without the
thoughts, but not the thoughts themselves’.281 The anonymous author,
who is said perhaps to adhere to Stoic tenets and whose name may be
Aristo,282 also accepts euphony as very important but at the same time
asks for serious meaning. Similar and other statements are found in
Philodemus’ doxography at the end of his fifth book.283

Before this part Philodemus discusses views of a Neoptolemus, who is
identical with Neoptolemus of Parium, one of Horace’s sources for his Ars
poetica.?8+ He distinguishes between Troinua as the aspect which is
related to style only and moinois which involves content, thought, plot,
and characters. Together they are the €idn of the poetic craft, which is
mastered by its third member, the poet. Philodemus opposes this theory
and finds the main differentia in the fact that a short poem, or a part of a
larger one, is Troinua, and a large poem, like the Iliad, Troinois. Probably

278 See now the contributions in Obbink 1995.

279 Praxiphanes, Demetrius of Byzantium, Neoptolemus, an anonymous author (see n. 282) and
Crates of Mallos. See Isnardi Parente 1987, 97.

280 gee Schenkeveld 1968; Blank 1994 and Porter 1995.

281 See Asmis 1992, 398 and Porter 1992, 112-14, who interprets these lines (col. 28. 26-9) as sug-
gesting allegoresis. Though Crates calls himself kp1Tikos, not ypapuatikéds (S.E. M 1.79 and
248), Philodemus does not present him as belonging to the kp1Tikoi (Po. v.xxvii.7—9 Mangoni).

282 Aristo of Chios was a pupil of Zeno. The latest discussions of Jensen’s crucial supplements in
col. 13.28-30, which give awkward Greek, in Isnardi Parente 1987, 1-3 (contra) and Asmis
1990c, 149-50 and Porter 1994 (pro). 283 See Asmis 1992.

284 pp. v coll. 13.32-16.28 Mangoni. See Brink 1963, 48-51;and Mangoni 1993, 53-61.
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Neoptolemus’ differentiation is a reaction against Callimachus’ insistence
on small poems displaying the poet’s craft, for he claims unity for big
poems also.28> Later, Posidonius argues that moinua is a metrical or
rhythmical way of elaborate speech (he exemplifies it by one poetic line),
and Troinois is a ‘significant Troinua that contains an imitation of things
divine and human’ This difference is related to the Stoic distinction
between lexis as diction and lggos, meaningful diction,28¢ but the addition
about the particular type of mimesis shows that he has epic poetry in mind
in particular.287 In this way Posidonius, too, is involved in the debate on
long and short poems.

Like most Greeks (and Romans) Neoptolemus stresses both moral
function and pleasing effect as aims of poetry.288 Eratosthenes is one of
the few who hold that every poet aims at entertainment (Yuyaywyia)
only?8? and though to Philodemus, too, poetry is morally neutral?°° he
does not mention him. Connected with entertainment is the notion of
pavTaoia, visualization or presentation of images to the mind of a writer
and through the text to a reader. Perhaps this theory of pavtaciain liter-
ary criticism is a Stoic contribution. Indeed, Chrysippus says that any
product of human techne is preceded by a pavtacia of the TexviTng,2o1
but already in Aristotle the term is there, albeit outside his Poetics and
Rhetoric, as well as all the separate elements of this theory. The ensuing
typology of the narration which has degrees of truthfulness as its criter-
ion?92 may be due to Peripatetic scholarship as well.293

X

The relationship between Alexandrian scholarship as the art of under-
standing, explaining, and restoring the literary tradition and Peripatetic
philosophy is a complex one. Pfeiffer favours the opinion that because of a
new conception of poetry Philitas and Zenodotus initiate a new disci-
pline.2%4 At the same time he acknowledges as a second stage of the pro-
cess the great debt of the Alexandrians to Aristotelian criticism, and this
point should be stressed to a greater extent.2®> The scholia on Homer and
the tragedians show that the Alexandrian scholars use Peripatetic stan-

285 Brink 1963, 43-74; 79-150 for more (possibly) Aristotelian reminiscences in these fragments.

286 geeabove,p. 186. 287 D.L.vi.6o. 283 Phid. Po. v col. 16 and cf. Hor. Ars 333-4.

289 Strabo1.1.10. 299 Pov. col. 1-2 Mangoni.

291 David Prol. 43.30-44.5, cf. Meijering 1987, 105.

292 “True, false and as-it-were-true stories® are distinguished by Asclepiades of Myrlea (S.E. M
1.252-5 and 263-4). 293 Meijering 1987, 18-25; 53 and 73-98.

294 pfeiffer 1968, 140, cf. 1,67, 88, 104 etc.

295 Pfeiffer 1968, 95; Meijering 1987, and Richardson 1994, 27-8.
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dards in their criticism. The terms may change??° but the ideas remain the
same: poetry creates emotions and this effect is also achieved by a poet’s
arrangement of his material (oikovopio). Aristarchus’ atheteses depend
on his implicit poetics about functionality and internal consistency2°”
and his defence of mythical impossibilities recalls Aristotle’s views.298

A special case is Crates.2?? Practising in Pergamum he applies Stoic
views in his own way to Homer’s description of the heaven represented
on the shield of Achilles3°° and thinks that Homer’s cosmos is spherical
in shape, which view he defends at other places too. Aristarchus often
reacts against Crates’ exegetic tours de _force. In all, Crates seems to be an
outsider to the mainstream of Hellenistic scholarship.3°1

296 Thus pUfos (plot) is replaced by Utrdfeots. 297 See Schenkeveld 1970.
298 Porter 1992, 73-84, also defending Aristarchan provenance of the maxim ‘elucidate Homer
from Homer’ against Pfeiffer 1968, 225-7. 299 Porter 1992, 85-114.

300 1, xviii.481-9.
3017anko 1995, 92-5 (cf. also Porter 1992, 95-114) suggests that Crates had great influence on
Roman thought about poetry and language.
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Introduction: the beginnings of
Hellenistic epistemology

JACQUES BRUNSCHWIG

1 The epistemological turn

It is generally agreed that the Hellenistic period is the great age of
ancient epistemology. For a variety of reasons, many of which have noth-
ing to do with the history of philosophy, the period is standardly
deemed to start in 323 BC on the death of Alexander the Great. By a curi-
ous coincidence, two philosophers of signal and symbolic importance
had connections with Alexander. The first is Aristotle, who had been
tutor to the young Alexander and who died a year after his royal pupil,
leaving a vast body of scientific and philosophical work which, after a
period of mixed fortune, would for centuries be considered - in particu-
lar by the sceptics! - as a model of dogmatic thought. The second is
Pyrrho, some twenty years younger than Aristotle, who accompanied
Alexander on his eastern campaign: he returned from Asia in his prime,
and the words and deeds which filled the rest of his long life caused him,
rightly or wrongly, to be regarded for centuries as the eponymous hero
of scepticism.

It is tempting - and conventional - to assert that, on Aristotle’s death,
philosophy saw itself driven from a happy paradise of epistemological
innocence, and that the poison of doubt, spat out by the serpent of
Pyrrhonism, would oblige any future philosopher who failed to succumb
to it to earn his neo-dogmatic bread by the sweat of his brow. And this pic-
ture makes a pleasing diptych with the picture which is painted, with
equal facility, of the state of ethics: before the geopolitical earthquake pro-
voked by Alexander, the moral existence of the Greeks had been firmly
framed by the ethical and political structures of the city-state; after the
earthquake, the new Hellenistic schools could offer the shaken citizenry
nothing more than recipes for individual salvation.

The widespread notion that the beginning of the Hellenistic period is

1SeeS.E.PH 1.3.

[229]

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008


USER
Underline

USER
Underline


230 THE BEGINNINGS OF HELLENISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY

marked by an ‘epistemological turn’ rests on considerations both philo-
sophical and historical. From the philosophical point of view, it seems
natural to suppose that the birth of an epistemology worthy of the name -
that is to say, of systematic reflection on the possibilities and the limits of
knowledge, on its criteria and its instruments - implies the prior exis-
tence of a sceptical challenge; for there must be something to jolt us out of
the naive complacency which marked our initial forays into the field of
knowledge before we had taken stock of the intellectual means at our dis-
posal. The gage will be thrown - and picked up - only by men who have
already lost their epistemological virginity.

From the historical point of view, it can be maintained that, before the
death of Aristotle, there were no true sceptical schools of thought in
Greece. Sceptical inclinations, sceptical arguments, even sceptical think-
ers may indeed be discovered. But the inclinations coexist with opposite
inclinations; the arguments are not collected in any systematic fashion;
and the thinkers, isolated or eccentric, are peripheral figures. Again,
before various types of self-conscious and articulated scepticism made
their appearance at the beginning of the Hellenistic period, Greek think-
ers, when they considered epistemological problems, took the possibility
and the actuality of knowledge for granted and concerned themselves pri-
marily with the nature of knowledge, its origins, and its structure. (The
case of Aristotle is often presented as a paradigm.) This epistemological
optimism is of a piece with what are called the ‘realist’ presuppositions of
Greek thought; for, since the time of Parmenides, it was not - or not pri-
marily - truth which raised philosophical problems: it was error.2

Towards the end of the fourth century, however, Greek theorizing
about knowledge seems to ‘undergo some dramatic changes: new techni-
cal terms are introduced by Epicurus and the Stoic Zeno, indicating a
shift of interest from the question “What is knowledge?>, given that there
is such a thing, to “Is there any knowledge?>.3 It is tempting to suppose
that this reorientation was the effect of a radical questioning of the very
possibility of knowledge, a questioning which first appears in the two
chief versions of Hellenistic scepticism which go back to Pyrrho and to
Arcesilaus (who was the younger by some fifty years). After these men, the
critical question became the primary question to which every philosophi-
cal school had to provide an answer. (Thus Aristocles of Messene at the
start of his critical exposition of Pyrrhonism: ‘It is necessary to examine
first of all our capacity for knowledge; for if by nature we are incapable of

2 See esp. Burnyeat 1982a; Denyer 1991. 3 Striker 1990, 143.
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knowing anything, then there is no need to proceed further on any other
matter’ (cited by Eus. PE x1v.18.1).)

The answer to the critical question usually took the form of a theory
about the ‘criterion of truth’: either it was said that we have no access to
truth atall, that s, that there is no such criterion; or else it was maintained
that we do have one or more ways of discovering the truth, ways which
must then be identified and described (this was the task to which, each in
their own manner, the Epicureans and the Stoics dedicated themselves).
The official stance of the sceptics was this: they suspended judgement
about whether or not there is a criterion (cf. PH 11.18). In this way the
remarkable interest shown by Hellenistic philosophy in the problem of
the criterion* may be seen as a sign of the new predominance of epistemo-
logical concerns.

This orthodox interpretation needs to be modified in various ways,
both philosophically and historically. First, it is plain that the two ques-
tions which are supposed to have dominated classical epistemology and
Hellenistic epistemology - the questions ‘What is knowledge?’ and ‘How,
if at all, is knowledge possible?’ - are not entirely independent of each
other. An answer to the first question necessarily has implications for the
second. The higher the bar of knowledge is set, the more difficult it is to
clear - and you can only clear it at the height at which it has been set. If we
look, say, at Plato’s Theaetetus we see that the first answer to the question
‘What is knowledge?’, namely the suggestion that knowledge is percep-
tion, is immediately conflated with Protagoras® thesis that ‘man is the
measure of all things’, which excludes all objective knowledge and leaves
the notion of truth with no sense outside a framework of universal relati-
vism.> Again, Aristotle, discussing demonstrative knowledge rather than
knowledge in general, had already shown (AP0 1.3) that if you suppose all
knowledge to be demonstrative, then you must admit (as some of his con-
temporaries admitted) that knowledge either is impossible, insofar as it
presupposes an infinite regression, or else is either circular or based on
arbitrary hypotheses.® Before the Hellenistic period, then, it seems that
philosophers were perfectly aware of the fact that any conception of what
knowledge is will have implications for the possibility of human access to
knowledge.

4 For which see below, pp. 261-4; 316-21; 338-9.

5 The seminal importance of the Theaetetus for all ancient and modern epistemology has often
been stressed; see most recently and most forcefully Burnyeat 1990.

© Infinite regression, reciprocity (or the ‘diallele’), and mere hypothesizing were invoked, much
later, in the sceptical interest: they are three of the ‘tropes’ ascribed to Agrippa. See Barnes
1990b.
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From an historical point of view, observe that the different versions of
scepticism which appeared in the Hellenistic period always claimed pre-
Aristotelian pedigrees. This is true of Pyrrho, who, we are told, declared
himself indebted to Democritus (D.L. 1x.67); it is true of Timon, who
assigned a special role to Xenophanes in his Silli; and it is true of
Arcesilaus, scholarch of the Academy, who claimed to be faithful to the
tradition of Socrates and Plato.” These exhibitions of ancestral portraits
were admittedly retrospective; and they were sometimes so contrived as
to border on the absurd. Even so, and remembering that our evidence is
patchy and that a large number of texts are lost, we can be sure that
Hellenistic scepticism was not a creation ex nihilo, and that reflection on
the limits and sometimes on the vanity of knowledge had occupied the
Presocratics and the Sophists, not to mention Socrates himself. Ifit is sug-
gested that the earlier philosophers had never faced epistemological chal-
lenges comparable to those which were to determine a central part of the
agenda of the Hellenistic schools, then it is enough to invoke the serious-
ness with which Plato, in the Theaetetus, treats the threat posed by
Protagorean relativism,® and the crucial debate on the principle of non-
contradiction and the law of excluded middle which Aristotle conducts
with opponents whom later Peripatetics - and some modern scholars -
thought they could identify as precursors of Pyrrho or even as Pyrrho
himself.®

*

To introduce the issues discussed in this Part it is useful to recall that the
ancient authors - historians, doxographers, polemicists, philosophers
(including the sceptical philosophers themselves) - found it difficult to
locate scepticism on the philosophical map. For - to change the metaphor
- in the farmyard of ancient philosophy there strutted many a fine dog-
matic fowl and scepticism waddled about like an ugly duck.

There are many reasons why it was difficult, both historically and con-
ceptually, to classify and categorize scepticism. First, if scepticism made its
official entry in the Hellenistic period, it did so in two different intellectual
contexts and in two different forms: the scepticism of Pyrrho and the scep-

7 See Cic. De Orat. 111.67; Fin. 11.2; Acad. 1.46; Anon. Proleg. in Plat. Phil. 10. On the sceptical inter-
pretation of Plato see the discussion between Annas 1990a and Lévy 1990; and also Lévy 1992.

8 Note, however, the important remarks in Annas and Barnes 1985, 97-8, on the difference
between relativism and scepticism.

9 See Aristocl. apud Eus. PE x1v.18.2. On Aristotle’s attitude to the sceptical ideas of which he was
aware see Long 1981; Berti 1981; Barnes 1987. On Pyrrho as au fait with Aristotle see Conche
1973, 17, 35-6; Reale 1981, 281-3, 316-21.
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ticism of Arcesilaus. And since these two thinkers made a great stir and yet
left nothing in writing, their views were all the more liable to be adapted
and distorted by later thinkers. Pyrrho,as peripheral a figure as he was orig-
inal, was deemed to have introduced a version of scepticism which was
upheld for a time by his immediate pupils, in particular by Timon, and
which was revived much later by a long sequence of philosophers from
Aenesidemus to Sextus Empiricus, philosophers whom it is convenient to
label Neopyrrhonians. A little later than Pyrrho, Arcesilaus was elected
head of Plato’s Academy and introduced a sceptical interpretation of the
heritage of Socrates and Plato. He thus inaugurated a series of ‘Academies’,
which developed and changed, through incessant argument with the
Stoics, down to the time of Carneades and of Philo of Larissa and
Antiochus. The historical and philosophical relations between the two
branches of scepticism are very obscure. It seems likely that Arcesilaus had
heard of Pyrrho; but ancient sources which couple the two men usually do
so to mock or compromise Arcesilaos.1© Later, the Neopyrrhonians refer to
the sceptical Academy only to distance themselves from it, ascribing to the
Academy a negative meta-dogmatism - which they seem to have invented
for their own purposes.t! Philosophically speaking, it is difficult to distin-
guish between the Neopyrrhonian and the Academic versions of scepti-
cism, and scholars ancient and modern have offered different accounts.'?
The dual nature of ancient scepticism was not the only reason for doxo-
graphical embarrassment. To begin with, could you speak of a sceptical
school at all? The very idea of sceptical doctrines, on a par with the doc-
trines of the other philosophical schools, seemed a contradiction in terms:
if'a philosophical school is defined by its ‘dogmas’ - by the characteristic
theses which it maintains and in favour of which it argues - then how
could there be a school without dogmas, an antidogmatic (or rather an
adogmatic) school? The problem was posed in these terms first by the
sceptics themselves and then by the doxographers. Sextus?!?3 asks whether
properly speaking scepticism is a ‘sect’ (aipeois) at all. His answer is inter-
estingly subtle. Instead of flatly denying that the sceptics ‘belong to a
sect’, he distinguishes between two senses of ‘aipeois’; a strong and a

10 As did Aristo in his famous parody of Homer, on which see below, n. 72.

11 On all this see S.E. PH 1.1-3, 226-35; Cic. Acad. 1.45; on the sense which should be given to the
terms ‘negative dogmatism’ and ‘metadogmatism’ see Barnes 1992, 4252 n.54, 4254 n.72.

12 See Gell. x1.5.1-8. Plutarch wrote an essay on the subject (Lamprias catalogue no. 64) which has
not survived. See Striker 19815 Decleva Caizzi 1986.

13 PH 1.16-17, the immediate source of which is certainly the same as that of a text in D.L. 1.20.
(According to Glucker 1978, 176 the source is Aenesidemus; but note that the same problem
about non-dogmatic schools is posed in connection with the Cynics: D.L. v1.103.)
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weak. In the strong sense a sect involves ‘adherence to a number of dog-
mas which cohere both with one another and with the phenomena’, a
dogma being ‘an assent to something unclear’: in this sense only dogmatic
schools are sects. But in the weak sense a sect is

a way of life which coheres with an account in accordance with the phe-
nomena, the account showing how it is possible to live correctly (where
“correctly” is taken not specifically with reference to virtue but more
loosely) and also supplying the ability to suspend judgement. (S. E. PH
1.17)

and in this sense the sceptics do belong to a sect. This distinction and the
fact that it is found in Sextus is enough to show how the sceptics’ own
reflection on their philosophical position could influence and guide the
work of the doxographers: in order to write On Sects, TTepl Aipéoewv, they
needed a criterion to determine what was a sect and what was not.

The same connection between philosophical preoccupations and his-
torical concerns can be seen in another branch of the doxographical tradi-
tion, where the material is organized not by sects but by ‘successions’
(Sr1odoyad). Pyrrho’s position in a scheme of this sort seems firmly fixed
by the authors of “Successions’, who regularly set him in a line which goes
back (by way of intermediaries) first to the Atomists, Leucippus and
Democritus,and then to the Eleatics, Parmenides and Melissus and Zeno.

The most interesting thing about these genealogies, from our pre-
sent point of view, emerges from their attempts to fit the sequence
Parmenides-Democritus-Pyrrho into a larger context; for here we find
hesitations and debates which show what was at stake when scepticism
came to be located in the history of ancient thought. Sometimes the
general schema is bipartite (Ionians and Italians);'# the succession
Parmenides-Democritus is fitted in either by positing a line Pythagoras-
Xenophanes-Parmenides!> or else by connecting Parmenides directly to
the Pythagorean Ameinias.1® In the latter case, Xenophanes finds himself
isolated - perhaps as the first of the sceptics.!” Sometimes the general
schema is tripartite (Ionians, Italians, Eleatics). The Eleatic line is then
presented as starting from Xenophanes, the putative teacher of
Parmenides. Xenophanes stands at the interchange, with possible connec-
tions upline towards the Pythagoreans and downline towards the
Eleatics. Diogenes Laertius reflects these differences inasmuch as he pre-
sents Xenophanes now as a pupil of the Pythagoreans (1.15), now as an iso-

14SeeD.L.1.13-15. 15 D.L. L1s;cf. Arist. Metaph. A.g86b21.  1° Sotion in D.L. 1x.21.
17 Sotion in D.L. 1x.20.
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lated figure (1x.20), now as someone whom Parmenides ‘heard but did not
follow’ (1x.21).

The fact that Xenophanes occupies the key position is no doubt due
first of all to his sceptical inclinations which are exemplified above all in
DK 21 B 34,a celebrated and much discussed fragment which, on one pos-
sible interpretation, may be seen as an exposition of the first argument in
favour of scepticism.'® But equally important is the fact that, for this very
reason, he was an object of sustained attention, if not from Pyrrho him-
self,1? then at least from his principal pupil Timon. Timon was certainly
the first to set the new form of wisdom incarnated by his master in the
context of the Greek philosophical tradition: he was concerned to scotch
the idea that Pyrrho was a peripheral or even an exotic figure, and to show
that several earlier philosophers could be presented as honourable if
errant ancestors of Pyrrhonism. Timon’s work, despite its satirical and
burlesque aspects, was based on accurate knowledge. Antigonus of
Carystus made use of it in his life of Pyrrho. It was taken seriously by
Sotion, who wrote in detail about Timon in Book x1 of his Successions2©
and who had devoted a whole book to the Sil/i.2! Timon not only set
Pyrrho on a pedestal: he also gave him a determinate position on the
chessboard of ancient philosophy.

Let us now consider, from the epistemological angle, the section of the
‘succession’ which runs from Democritus to Pyrrho. Here we meet a
notion often invoked by modern scholars - the notion of sceptical atom-
ism. What it amounts to is this. A certain number of philosophers, of
whom the least ill known to us are Metrodorus of Chios and Anaxarchus
of Abdera, developed the atomistic physics of Democritus and at the same
time watered the seeds of scepticism which they found sprouting in his
epistemological nursery. But their sceptical atomism was inherently
unstable and it soon separated into a non-atomistic scepticism (Pyrrho)
and a non-sceptical atomism (Epicurus).

This schema implies, among other things, that Pyrrho was a thinker
preoccupied by epistemological issues - indeed, that he was a sceptic
whose views derived straight from Democritus.?? In order to assess the
historical and philosophical credentials of the schema let us first examine

18 The fragment was often cited and discussed by the sceptics (see S.E. M vi1.49, 1103 VI11.326; par-
tial quotations elsewhere). Among numerous modern analyses see Fraenkel 1925, Guthrie 1962,
1.395-401, Barnes 1979, 137-43, Lesher 1978, Hussey 1990.

19 As far as I know, no text indicates that Pyrrho had any interest in Xenophanes.

20See D.L.1x.110,112,115. 21 See Athen. vi11.336d.

22 0n Democritus’ epistemology see (out of a vast literature) Guthrie 1965, 11.454-65; Barnes
1979, 559-64; MacKim 1984.
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the relation between its two extreme points, Democritus and Pyrrho.
Pyrrho’s interest in Democritus is firmly attested: according to the evi-
dence of his close pupil and follower, Philo of Athens, the authors whom
Pyrrho quoted most frequently were Democritus and Homer. What
Democritus did he quote? The text does not tell us but we may guess, on
analogy with what it tells us about Homer:

He admired him and frequently cited the line: ‘As are the generations of
leaves, so are the generations of men’ [I/. v1.146]; he also compared men
to wasps and flies and birds;*3 and he quoted these verses too: ‘And you
too, my friend, you die. Why grieve so? Patroclus is dead, a far better man
than youw’ [1/. xx1.106—7]; and all the verses which seem to bear on men’s
instability and futility and on their childishness. (D.L. 1x.67)

This invocation of Homer is utterly different from that of ‘certain people’
who presented Homer as ‘the founder of the sceptical school’ on the
grounds that ‘more than anyone he said different things at different times
about one and the same matter and never asserted anything fixedly dog-
matic’ (D.L. 1x.71). This absurd explanation comes at the beginning of a
passage, workmanlike if somewhat muddled, in which Diogenes lists the
ancestors of scepticism (1x.71-3) - and where of course we find
Democritus and his ‘sceptical’ fragments.

It is plain that the Homer who interested Pyrrho was the observer of
the human tragi-comedy and not the putative author of a sceptical episte-
mology. It is odds-on that there was a similar difference between the
Democritus who interested Pyrrho and the Democritus whose epistemo-
logical patronage Pyrrho’s later followers were to claim. Pyrrho’s
Democritus, we may suppose, was the laughing philosopher: not a man
who theorized about knowledge but a man who contemplated a world
entirely ruled by chance and necessity; not an epistemologist who
despaired of finding the truth but a detached observer of a universe which
has no meaning.

The line which leads from Democritus to Pyrrho does not, after all,
seem to take us from one sceptical epistemology to another. And thus we
should not suppose that the principal intermediaries who, in the tradi-
tional genealogy, separate and link the two thinkers will be found in their
expected places. They are Metrodorus of Chios and Anaxarchus of

23 Decleva Caizzi 1981a, 20 and 173, is surely right to construe the sentence in such a way that
Pyrrho rather than Homer is the author of the comparisons (pace Hicks 1925, Russo 1978,
Gigante 1983b).
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Abdera, men who are in any case very different from each other; and
although they are not properly speaking Hellenistic philosophers, a few
lines may be devoted to them here inasmuch as they standardly feature in
Pyrrho’s intellectual pedigree.

X

If the label ‘sceptical atomist’ can be applied to anyone, then Metrodorus
of Chios is probably the best candidate. We are told that,an atomistand a
Democritean as far as principles went, he was independent ‘in everything
else’ (Theophrastus apud Simp. Phys. 28.277 = Phys. Op. ft. 8 Diels = fr. 229
FHSG). It is not easy to determine what ‘everything else’ was. It seems
clear that he was very interested in meteorological questions (DK 70 a
9-21). Again, in support of Democritus’ theory of the infinity of worlds,
he employed an original metaphor and implicitly used an interesting ver-
sion of the principle of sufficient reason: ‘It is absurd that a single stalk of
corn should appear in a large field or a single world in the infinite void’
(DK 7046).

At the same time, he appears to have been a sceptic; for according to
several sources he began his work On Nature with a shattering declaration:
‘None of us knows anything not even whether we know or do not know
this very thing (sc. that we do not know anything).”>4 The phrase was
striking enough to win notoriety, extreme enough to be taken25 as the
inspiration for Pyrrho’s extravagances, and subtle enough to have been
transmitted in different forms, some of them more and some of them less
complex.2® Whatever the precise wording and the exact sense of
Metrodorus’ declaration, it turns on the ingenious device of combining a
first order statement of ignorance (‘we do not know anything’) with a sec-
ond order statement of ignorance the content of which is the first state-
ment (‘we do not even know this, viz. that we know nothing”). This
complexity seems to intimate a scepticism which has already reached a
refined level and which is trying to defend itself in advance against the

24 OuBeis fudY oUdty oldev, oU8” aliTd ToUTo, TdTepOV ofSauev 9| oUk oidawev (Eus. PE
X1V.19.8). The sentence seems to admit of two grammatically possible construals: (a) one,
which my translation presupposes, takes aTd ToUTO to refer to the initial proposition (‘none
of'us knows anything”) and to serve proleptically as object of the verbs oiSauev 7} oUk oiSapev;
(b) x¥Td ToUTO could also be read as a second object of 0idev and taken to refer to the indirect
question, TOTEpoV oidauev 1) oUK oiSapev: the translation would then be: “None of us knows
anything, not even this, viz., whether we know or do not know.” But I find it difficult to con-
strue the verbs of the indirect question without any object; hence I prefer (a).

25 Already by Eusebius, in the context of his quotation.

26 See esp. Cic. Acad. 11.73; S.E. M vi1.88; cf. DK 69 4 2570 A 23, A 25. See Brunschwig 1996.
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charge of negative meta-dogmatism to which first order sceptical state-
ments are liable.2”

These reflections only sharpen the paradox: how can Metrodorus’
sophisticated scepticism be reconciled with his atomistic physics and
with his meteorological researches? To solve this problem some scholars
have played down Metrodorus® dogmatism in physics,2® others (more
numerous) his scepticism.2? A third solution may be suggested. It starts
from asking who are ‘we’, to whom Metrodorus ascribes a dual ignorance.
The word ‘we’ need not necessarily refer to all men at all times: it might
refer rather to men as they are now, before they have read Metrodorus’
book and before they have been convinced by the truth of the doctrines
which he expounds there. From this point of view, the opening declara-
tion, far from forbidding a dogmatic exposition of atomistic physics,
might actually have been designed to underline the rational power and
the scientific importance of the atomic theory.3°

Democritean atomism is a strongly counterintuitive theory. We see
colours and we hear sounds (in other words, we use the ‘bastard’ form of
knowledge: M vi1.139) not only before we have learned the truth of atom-
ism but also long afterwards (see M vi1.136-7; D.L. 1x.72). In this way,
then, we remain ‘separated’ from the truth even after we have learned
atomic physics, and thus first order scepticism is true. But once we have
been taught atomism, we know that we are ‘separated’ from the truth, we
know why we are, and we know what this truth is: in this way we can
overcome second order scepticism. The double form of the sceptical state-
ment, far from making its scepticism more radical, may therefore be
intended to show us our second order ignorance and to encourage us to
make the necessary effort to overcome it, without thereby offering any
hope of conquering first order ignorance.

Such an interpretation is speculative; but it fits well enough with the
few other pieces of information which we have about Metrodorus’ episte-
mological ideas. These pieces, it is true, seem at first sight full of contra-
dictions. On the one hand we are told that according to Metrodorus (as
according to Pythagoras, Empedocles, Parmenides, Zeno, Melissus,

27 It is often supposed (e.g. Ernout and Robin 1925-8, 11.226 -7, Burnyeat 1978) that the form of
scepticism criticized at Lucr. 1v.469-73 is Metrodoran; and from this are drawn conclusions of
some historical magnitude (Lucretius could not himself have chosen to attack such an antique
form of scepticism and must therefore be drawing directly on Epicurus). But I do not see how
one can identify Metrodorus with a sceptic against whom Lucretius ofjects that he cannot know
that he knows nothing. So too Vander Waerdt 1989, 241-2 and n. 48.

28 E.g. Nestle1932. 29 E.g. Brochard 1887/1923, 48.

30 Cf. Zeller & Mondolfo 1969, 314;dal Pra 1975 (1950), 53.
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Anaxagoras, Democritus, Protagoras and Plato) ‘all sensations are false’
(Aet. 1v.9.1). On the other hand, we are told that according to him (as
according to Protagoras) ‘we must trust only our bodily perceptions’
(Eus. PEx1v.2.4 and 19.8). Note that this mirrors the contradiction which
pervades the doxography on Democritus in relation to his view of the
‘phenomena’.3! Note further that, in the first text, Metrodorus is placed
in the company of those many philosophers who, in rejecting the senses,
gave a fundamental role to imperceptible entities in their ontology (num-
bers, particles, atoms, Forms): no doubt he is placed among them gua ato-
mist. On the other hand, in the second text Protagoras is his only
companion; and here Eusebius tells us who his source was.
Aristocles, whom Eusebius quotes, said:

Some have maintained that one should trust nothing but perception and
images. According to some people, Homer himself hints at such an idea
when he says that Ocean is the principle of everything, meaning that
things are in a state of flux. Of those of whom we have knowledge,
Metrodorus of Chios seems to have expressed the idea, although it is
Protagoras of Abdera who first stated it plainly. (Eusebius PE x1v.20.1)

Itis clear enough that Aristocles is here drawing on the first part of Plato’s
Theaetetus; for he is about to summarize its objections to Protagoras.
Nonetheless, he cautiously introduces Metrodorus into the sensationalist
genealogy of Plato’s dialogue. Why does he do so? and why with such cau-
tion?

It is probable that he had a text of Metrodorus to hand but an obscure
text, separated from its context. I think that this text has survived.
Eusebius tells us (PE x1v.19.9) that near the beginning of his work On
Nature Metrodorus wrote: ‘All things are whatever Tis may think them.’ It
is an enigmatic phrase which has baffled the modern commentators.3?
You need only interpret the word ‘Tis” in an individual sense in order to
reach a Protagorean interpretation (‘All things are whatever each may
think them®). Nonetheless, Aristocles had some reason for hesitating to
enlist Metrodorus in the army of the sensationalists; for Metrodorus’ sen-
tence can also be interpreted in a rationalist sense (‘All things are whatever
one can think them’ that is, ‘everything rational is real’). Connect this with
the argument in proof of the plurality of worlds which I cited earlier and

31 According to Democritus, the phenomena are ‘all true’ (Arist. An. 1.404a27; GC 1.315bg; Metaph.
[".1009b12) or “all false’ (S.E. M v11.135, 369; VIIL.6, 56).

32 See Zeller & Mondolfo 1969, 314; Dumont 1988, 946; des Places 1987, 169; Alfieri 1936, ad loc;
Mondolfo 1934, 305-6.
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it corresponds well to the intellectual position of a tough Democritean,
for whom all worlds exist which are conceptually compossible with one
another and with our own - and who thus lies on the line leading from
Democritus to Epicurus rather than on the line leading from Democritus
to Pyrrho.33

According to the traditional ‘succession’, Anaxarchus of Abdera stands
somewhere between Metrodorus and Pyrrho, whose teacher and friend
he was. He was certainly a complex and an interesting character — and a
philosopher of sorts.3# But — despite a few scraps of evidence to the con-
trary — he seems to have been neither an atomist nor a sceptic, and he may
be held to have contributed nothing to epistemology. To be sure, Sextus
counts him among those who ‘abolished the criterion’ (M v11.88),and it is
in this context that he ascribes to him (and also to the Cynic Monimus) a
splendidly Shakespearean saying: ‘they compared the things that exist
(T& 8vTO) to scene-painting, and supposed that they were like the visions
of'adreamer or a madman’. The theatrical image might well have appealed
to a2 Democritean inclined towards scepticism; but the association with
Monimus might rather suggest an interpretation of the words T& &vTa
(‘the things that exist’) in terms not of the world of nature but rather of
the world of human action and human practice.

The fact is that Anaxarchus was primarily a court philosopher, whose
complex attitude towards Alexander the Great has been assessed in
widely differing ways. Two fragments of the only work ascribed to him,
an essay On Kingship, show him mainly interested in the practical relations
between intellectuals and the king: he claims to be a polymath (a claim
hardly compatible with his supposed scepticism), and tries to show when
polymathy is advantageous and when it is disadvantageous in dealings
with the powerful. As to his influence on Pyrrho, it appears to have been
fundamentally ethical in content and negative as well as positive.3>

33 In Lucr. v.526-8, 531-3 (cf. 1344-5), if not in the surviving works of Epicurus, we find the idea
that in virtue of the principle of icovopia all the rationally possible explanations of a meteor-
ological phenomenon are true in one or other of the infinite worlds, even though it is impossi-
ble to say which of them holds in our world. Nothing allows us to ascribe to Metrodorus an
anticipation of the Epicurean doctrine of multiple explanations; nonetheless, his well attested
interest in meteorology, the domain par excellence for the doctrine, might have drawn him to the
attention of the Epicureans. Perhaps they discovered in him the model for their own combina-
tion of a confident rationalism with a limited and tentative form of ‘scepticism’ (as in the pas-
sages of Lucr. just cited). See, along similar lines, Sedley 1976a, 136 and 156 n. 77.

34 See Loppolo 1980b, Gigante & Dorandi 1980, Dorandi 1994c and d, Brunschwig 1994f.

35 See the anecdotes in D.L. 1x.63; and note Timon’s ambivalent quatrain (fr. 58) where the ulti-
mate source for the judgement must surely have been Pyrrho himself.
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11 Pyrrho

Pyrrho has much in common with Socrates - in particular, each had a
unique character, and each wrote nothing. Such things lend themselves to
passionate attachments, to the birth of legend, and to distortions of every
kind. With regard to Pyrrho it is sometimes tempting to adopt the splen-
did agnosticism of a late sceptic, Theodosius, who said, logically enough,
that scepticism should not be called Pyrrhonism ‘since if the movements
of someone else’s mind cannot be grasped, we shall never know Pyrrho’s
state of mind, and, in ignorance of that, we shall not be able to call our-
selves Pyrrhonians® (D.L. 1x.70). Modern interpretations of Pyrrho’s
thought are numerous and deeply divided.3¢ The problem which most
concerns us here, and which is not at all new, is this: to what extent can
we attribute to Pyrrho a sceptical epistemology more or less close to
the one which was developed in his name by Aenesidemus and the
Neopyrrhonians? and to what extent was Pyrrho rather - or indeed pri-
marily - a moralist, the inventor of a new art of happiness based on impas-
sibility and imperturbability? (Which is how he always appears in Cicero,
whose texts regularly associate him with the indifferentists Aristo of
Chios and Herillus of Carthage.)37

According to an ancient orthodoxy, promoted by the Neopyrrhonians,38
Pyrrho was above all an epistemologist: he was a thorough-going sceptic.
Modern scholars who accept this orthodoxy rely primarily on a passage in
Aristocles, which is unanimously and rightly held to be crucial to the inter-
pretation of Pyrrho’s thought, and which will later be quoted in full. In
spite of certain difficulties, which will be rehearsed in due time, this text
has been thought to ascribe the following epistemological position to
Pyrrho: ‘he urged, no doubt on the basis of some of the arguments later col-
lected by Aenesidemus, that “our perceptions and our beliefs are neither

36 A helpful summary in Reale 1981, who catalogues no less than eight different (and unequally
represented) interpretations, namely: (1) ‘epistemologico-phenomenalistic’ (roughly, the
Neopyrrhonian interpretation, still the most widespread since Hirzel 1877-83, Natorp 1884,
Zeller 1909; cf. Stough 1969, Dumont 1972, dal Pra 1950/1975, Russo 1978); (2) ‘dialectico-
Hegelian’; (3) ‘scientistic> (Pyrrho as an empirical thinker, like the later sceptical doctors; cf.
Mills Patrick 1899 and 1929); (4) ‘practico-ethical’ (the main rival to (1), mainly represented by
Brochard 1887; cf. Robin 1944, von Fritz 1963, Ausland 1989, Hankinson 1995); (5) ‘metaphys-
ical’> (Raphael 1931); (6) ‘antimetaphysical-nihilist> (Conche 1973); (7) ‘orientalist’ (Frenkian
1958, Piantelli 1978, Flintoff 1980); (8) ‘literary”’ (see the astonishing - and in many ways pro-
phetic - paper by Malaparte 1929).

37 See 69A-M Decleva Caizzi. Aristo and Herillus are peripheral Stoics: Cicero refers several times
to the fact that these representatives of indifferentism - with whom he associates Pyrrho - have
been discredited and forgotten (see Off. 1.6 Fin. 11.35,v.23; Tusc. v.85; De orat. 111.62).

38 But note the cautious words of Sextus, PH 1.7.
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truthful nor liars”. Then “how are things?” They are unassessable and
undecidable. Our attitude to them will therefore be one of indifference, and
dopaoia (aphasia) will follow, with tranquillity its shadow. “Is honey really
sweet?” We shall not say “Yes”, we shall not say “No”. (Nor shall we say
“Yes and No”, nor even “Neither Yes nor No”.) Rather, we shall say “No
more sweet than not.” By that formula we shall mean that we cannot say
what honey is like, and our use of the formula expresses our suspension of
judgement on the question . . . All we can do is say how things appear.’3?
Since the text in Aristocles derives from Pyrrho’s own pupil Timon, ortho-
dox scholars think that we shall do well to believe it.

Other scholars have denied that Pyrrho’s motivation was epistemolog-
ical. With individual variants and using different arguments, most of the
heterodox have portrayed a Pyrrho who was primarily a moralist; and
they have offered a different interpretation of the passage in Aristocles.
Since this section will offer a fairly radical version of the ethical interpre-
tation, the reader should be reminded that there are many other sugges-
tions on the market and that the case of Pyrrho is, and is likely to remain,
highly controversial.

It may be helpful to begin by looking at the evidence for Pyrrho’s phil-
osophical education. We have already seen that the distant influence of
Democritus must have been that of a moralist rather than an epistemolo-
gist; and we have also seen that the direct influence of Anaxarchus was less
that of a teacher of doctrine than of a model - a controversial model - of
behaviour. But Anaxarchus is not the only teacher whom the tradition
ascribes to Pyrrho.

At first obscure and poor, a painter of little talent,*® Pyrrho became the
pupil of “Bryson <pupil> of Stilpo’ (Alexander Polyhistor, apud D.L. 1x.61)
before becoming the pupil of Anaxarchus. This text has given rise to much
discussion - not least because there may have been more than one philo-
sopher called Bryson. The details need not concern us, but there is some-
thing philosophical at stake: the presence of Bryson ensures that Pyrrho is
notsolely attached to the tradition of Abdera and Democritus; in addition
he is connected to the Megaric or the Dialectical tradition - and hence to
Socrates. (Thus Pyrrho gains legitimacy and chronological priority over
Arcesilaus, who also claimed Socrates as a forebear.) We may suppose

39 Stopper 1983, 274-5.

40 Antigonus of Carystus ap. D.L. 1x.61-2. According to Aristocles (Eus. PE x1v.18.27) - if the text
is construed in what I think is the correct way, given the syntax and the context (so des Places
1987) - Anaxarchus himself had been an unsuccessful painter before being converted to philos-
ophy by reading Democritus (pace Decleva Caizzi 1981a, 91, and most other commentators).
Why not?
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either that Pyrrho was in fact taught by Bryson (of Heraclea) but that the
doxography falsely made this Bryson a Megaric,*! or else that Bryson was
indeed attached in some way to the Megaric tradition and that the doxo-
graphy falsely made him Pyrrho’s first teacher. The second hypothesis
may be supported by several considerations. The sources closest to Pyrrho
- Timon and Antigonus of Carystus - are silent about Bryson. Moreover,
Pyrrho’s peculiar attitudes to language are not at all Socratic or dialecti-
cal: he often talked to himself; if someone with whom he was conversing
left him, he continued to talk by himself; he went off on his own without
saying anything to anyone; above all, he broke the first rule of the dialecti-
cal game by giving long speeches in answer to questions (D.L. 1x.63-4).42
In order to give Pyrrho’s philosophical pedigree a Socratic touch, by
means of the putative influence of Bryson, the doxography had to do some
pretty fancy footwork.

The education of Pyrrho calls for a few words on another question which
has spilt much ink: were there any eastern influences on his thought or his
style of life?+3 We know that he accompanied Anaxarchus on Alexander’s
expedition to the east - although we know virtually nothing about his rela-
tions with Alexander. He was impressed by the criticism which ‘an Indian’
addressed to Anaxarchus (D.L. 1x.63). And Diogenes Laertius says that, in
following Anaxarchus ‘everywhere’, ‘he made contact with the Indian gym-
nosophists and with the <Persian> Magi; and this appears to have been the
origin of his noble manner of philosophizing, when he introduced <into
Greece> the form of inapprehensibility and of suspension of judgement,
according to Ascanius of Abdera’#* But even if we allow that there was a
genuine oriental influence,*> we must still determine whether the influ-
ence was felt on the practical or rather on the theoretical level.

On the practical level it has been maintained that Pyrrho must have
borrowed from the east certain types of ascetic and ‘impassive’ behaviour
which had no genuine precedents in the Greek world, but the oddities of

41 S0 Déring 1972 Decleva Caizzi 1981a.

424y Tals {nTroeoty U oUdevds kaTeppoveiTo S1& TO E6odIKds Aéyelv kal Trpods
épcdtnotv (‘in philosophical inquiries he was inferior to no one because he spoke continuously
even in answering questions’). We must certainly reject Wilamowitz> conjecture <kai
81>e6081kdds (‘because he spoke equally well in continuous discourse and in replying to ques-
tions®) which does not fit the context and which takes the wit from the remark. The MSS text is
retained by Robin 1944, 22 (with excellent comments) and Decleva Caizzi 1981a, 42,94, 182.

43 Most of the general works on Pyrrho discuss the question; see also Frenkian 1958; Piantelli
1978; Flintoff 1980; Stopper 1983.

44 The ‘gymnosophists® or naked sages were a sort of fakir - like the legendary Calanus who
climbed fearlessly onto the pyre and did not flinch as he burned, much to the astonishment of
Alexander and his companions (Plu. Alex. 69.7; Arr. An. viL.3).

45 But note the doubts in Long 1974, 80.
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Pyrrho’s conduct have been sketched earlier and need not be rehearsed
here.#® On the theoretical level, we must admit that the probability of any
deep influence of Indian thought on Pyrrho is greatly reduced by the lin-
guistic obstacles to intellectual communication between Greeks and
orientals.#” Despite this difficulty, some scholars have thought to find a
precise trace of eastern influence in the use of a fourfold argument-schema
or quadrilemma. The form is often used by certain Indian philosophers to
expound problems and to show by successive steps that they are insolu-
ble. (For example, is the world (1) eternal, or (2) non-eternal, or (3) both,
or (4) neither?) Did Pyrrho use the schema?

The question arises in connection with the most important surviving
piece of evidence for Pyrrho’s thought, namely the fragment of Aristocles
(apud Eus. PEx1v.18.1-4). Here I cite only the part which is relevant to the
quadrilemma. It is the statement of what you must say ‘of each thing’ if
you are to be happy, namely: ‘it no more is or is not or is and is not or nei-
ther is nor is not’#8 This key sentence (like so many key sentences in
Greek philosophy) is, alas, syntactically ambiguous; and the translation
has tried to reproduce the ambiguity. In order to dissolve it, we must
choose between the following two constructions:

[A] Of each thing you must say <either>[A1] ‘it no more is than is not’ or
[A2] ‘it both is and is not’ or [A3] ‘it neither is nor is not>.

[B] Of each thing you must not say [B1] ‘it is’ rather than [B2] ‘it is not’,
nor rather than [B3] ‘it both is and is not” nor rather than [B4] ‘it neither
is nor is not”.

The quadrilemmatic structure is found in [B], not in [A].

The choice between [A] and [B] bears on a second issue, philosophically
far more significant. According to [A] we are to state the contradictory
propositions [A2] and [A3], while according to [B] we are to avoid stating
these same propositions [B3] and [B4]. The question of the quadrilemma
thus connects with the question of whether Pyrrho wanted deliberately to
pick up the challenge thrown down by Aristotle to anyone who denied the
principle of non-contradiction and to show that he could perfectly well
speak and think in ways which Aristotle had claimed were impossible.*®

46 Note merely that in reaction to the anecdotes which were intended to stress Pyrrho’s eccentric-
ity (Antigonus, apud D.L. 1x.62~3), Aenesidemus maintained that he did not lack “foresight’ in
practical affairs (D.L. 1x.62). Certain anecdotes allow us to see how this double interpretation
derived from the studied ambiguity of some of his sayings (see Brunschwig 1992).

47 See Str. X1v.1.64.

48 o udAhov éoTv §| oUk éoTv A Kad 0TIy kad oUk EoTiv 7 oUTe €TV oUTe OUK E07TIV.

49 The same problem arises at the practical level. Aristotle asks “why does [anyone who rejects the
principle] not fall into a well or over a precipice in the morning unless he thinks that it is not
equally good and not good to do so? It is quite plain that he thinks one better and the other
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Aristotle said, of anyone who rejected the principle, that “plainly dis-
cussion with him gets nowhere since he says nothing; for [i] he does not
say thus or not thus, but rather [ii] he says at the same time both thus and
not thus, and [iii] conversely he denies both these propositions, saying
neither thus nor not thus. Otherwise there would already be something
determinate’ (Metaph. [.1008a30-4). If we compare this text with the text
of Aristocles, then at first sight the comparison favours interpretation [A]:
[i] answers to [A1], [ii] to [A2] and [iii] to [A3]; it is just as if Pyrrho took
over the words which Aristotle had found absurd. But it has been argued,
in the opposite sense, that the parallelism between the two texts is in itself
suspect.>° Moreover, the state of ‘aphasia> which, according to Timon, is
the result of the Pyrrhonian ‘disposition’; excludes the assertion of
contradictory conjunctions such as [A2] and [A3]: a fortiori it excludes the
separate assertion of each conjunct, which is implied in the assertion of
the conjunction itself.51

These are real difficulties for interpretation [A] (which remains the
more commonly accepted and which is grammatically the more natural).
But they do not oblige us to accept the quadrilemmatic interpretation,
[B]. Rather, they encourage us to revise interpretation [A] in such a way
that it does 7ot encourage a violation of the principle of non-contradic-
tion. Such a revision is possible enough: since [A1] does not violate the
principle, whereas [A2] and [A3] do, we could suppose that [A2] and [A3]
are intended not as expressing alternatives to [A1] but rather as ‘rhetorical
variants, couched in a deliberately paradoxical form, of the o p&AAov
formula, <and> are not to be taken literally or at their face value’52 Or,
and perhaps better, [A2] and [A3] may be taken as expressing a pis aller:
““of each thing, do not say that it is rather than (0¥ p&A\Aov ) is not™; or, if
you insist on affirming or denying something, “affirm both thatitis and that it
is not, or deny that it is and that it is not>>.53 In other words: do not affirm
anything rather than deny it; but if you must affirm something, then
affirm its contradictory at the same time, and if you must deny something,
then deny its contradictory at the same time.>* Whatever the merits of
such a solution, we may at least conclude that interpretation [A] can be

worse’ (Metaph. I".1008b15-19). The anecdotes about precipices and swamps, told in very simi-
lar terms by Antigonus in D.L., seem expressly designed to show that Pyrrho had meant to
demonstrate that you could live in a manner which Aristotle had declared impossible. See
Conche 1973; Reale 1981. 50 See Stopper 1983, 272-4.

51 This point too is made by Stopper 1983, 274. 52 Stopper 1983,273.

53 Robin 1944, 14 - my italics.

54 We might suggest that Pyrrho found himself affirming and denying for the same reason which
made him climb trees when he was chased by fierce dogs: it is hard ‘wholly to divest the man’
(D.L. 1x.66). But in cases of verbal weakness, the fight T¢&> Adyc is easier - you need only add
the contradictory.
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maintained without making Pyrrho into an enemy of the principle of
non-contradiction. It follows that interpretation [B], with its orientali-
zing implications, is not mandatory.

It is now time to set down the whole of Aristocles’ report. All commen-
tators agree that it is of primary importance for understanding Pyrrho’s
thought.

Itis necessary to examine first of all our capacity for knowledge; for if by
nature we are incapable of knowing anything, then there is no need to
proceed further on any other subject. This was maintained by some peo-
ple in the past whom Aristotle confuted.>> Pyrrho of Elis is famous for
having said things of this sort; but he himselfleft nothing in writing. His
pupil Timon says that anyone who is to be happy must consider the fol-
lowing three items: [1*] first, what things (T& Tpd&yuaTa) are like by
nature; [2*] secondly, what our attitude towards them ought to be; [3*]
finally, what will be the result for those who adopt this attitude. [1] As
for the things, he (sc. Timon) says [1a] that he (sc. Pyrrho) declares them
all to be equally without difference, without balance, without decision
(&1 Tons &didpopa kal doTdBunTa kal &vetrikpiTa), [1b] that for
this reason (81 ToUTo) neither our perceptions nor our beliefs are
either true or false. [2] This is why [2a] we must not trust them, but [2b]
must be without belief, without inclination, without bending
(&8o&doTous kal &kAvels kol &kpaddvTous), [2¢] saying of each
thing: it no more is than is not, or it is and it is not, or it neither is nor is
not. [3] For those who adopt this attitude, Timon says, the result will be
first aphasia and then tranquillity (&tapa&ic). (Aenesidemus says pleas-
ure.) Such, then, are the main points of what they say. Let us now see if
they are right. (Eusebius PE x1v.18.1-5)

The text has a complex structure. Eusebius quotes from Book viir of
Aristocles’ On Philosophy (PE x1v.17, title and 10). Aristocles himself is
summarizing (T& kepdAaia: XIv.16.5) a text taken from an unspecified
work by Pyrrho’s pupil, Timon, there being no texts from Pyrrho’s own
hand. But since he mentions Aenesidemus, he cannot have taken the
whole passage directly from Timon.

Whereas the relation between Aristocles and Timon has been the sub-
ject of much discussion, there has been too little interest in the relation
which the text supposes to hold between Timon and Pyrrho: what exactly
(according to Aristocles) does Timon ascribe to Pyrrho?>¢ We cannot
answer: everything in the text. For in addition to the sentences preceded

55 Aristocles must be thinking of texts such as Metaph. I".1007b20; |.1053235; K.5-6.
56 Here I summarize the ideas developed in Brunschwig 1994e; see also Bett 1994b.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



PYRRHO 247

by “Timon says that . . > we find one sentence, and only one, preceded by
“Timon says that Pyrrho declares . . . This is sentence [1a]; and, on syntac-
tical grounds, it seems that we may assert that the text does not ascribe to
Pyrrho what follows, namely inference [1b].57 Presumably Timon does
not ascribe the inference to Pyrrho because it is in fact his own.

The content of the inference has embarrassed the commentators. If
‘things’ are ‘without difference, without balance, without decision’, surely
this is because we lack the means to differentiate and to balance and to
decide them? The cognitive impotence of our perceptions and beliefs
ought, it seems, to be the cause and not the consequence of these characteris-
tics of “things’. This is why Zeller>® proposed to read 81& T6 instead of d1&
ToUTo (‘things are without difference . . . because our perceptions . . .).
Certainly, the inference is found in this form among the Neopyrrhonians.
Nonetheless, if an ‘epistemological’ premiss must thus be prefixed to the
‘ontological’ proposition [1a], it is hard to see why or in what sense the
‘nature of things’ could then be the first point which, according to Timon,
anyone seeking happiness should consider. Can we conserve the transmit-
ted text and at the same time give a decent sense to the inference?

Some scholars have tried to do so by giving the three Pyrrhonian adjec-
tives an ‘objective’ rather than a ‘subjective’ meaning.>® Others have pre-
ferred an ethical meaning.6° In fact, there is a very simple way of ensuring
that the inference is not ‘zany’:6! we need only suppose that, for Timon (if
not also for Pyrrho) our perceptions and our beliefs are themselves
‘things’ (Tpdyuate). With this premiss understood, what holds of
‘things’ in general will hold also of perceptions and beliefs in particular -
and we need only add that the special way in which perceptions and
beliefs are ‘without difference, without balance, without decision con-
sists in being ‘neither true nor false’.62

If we put these different observations together, we shall conclude thatit
was Timon who took it on himself to subsume perceptions and beliefs
under the general heading of ‘things” and hence to give Pyrrho’s thought

57 Itis natural to construe the sentence as consisting of two acc. + inf. clauses depending on ¢noiv
(“Timon says (a) that Pyrrho declares . . ., and (b) that for this reason our perceptions. . ) rather
than as a conjunction of a participial clause and an acc. + inf. clause, each of which depends on
&mogaive (‘Timon says that Pyrrho declares (a) things to be indifferent. . . and (b) that for this
reason our perceptions. . .%). 58 1870, 493 n. 23 warmly endorsed by Stopper 1983,293.

59 See esp. Decleva Caizzi 19812, 104,223-7.

60 See the references in Gérler 1985, 333,and esp. Ausland 1989.

61 As Stopper calls it: 1983,293.

62 On this interpretation we need not be embarrassed by the fact that, according to [1b], our per-
ceptions and beliefs are neither true nor false: on other interpretations logic suggests that they
should simply be called false.
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an epistemological complexion - a complexion which it cannot originally
have had, precisely because Timon found the need to introduce it. If we
remove from Aristocles’ text everything which derives from Timon rather
than from Pyrrho, that is, at least [1b] and [2a], then the remainder has no
epistemological significance. For the remainder is a three part recipe for
happiness: the first part concerns ‘the nature of the things’ (in a sense
different from the one adopted by Timon, namely: the nature of things and
of states of affairs to the extent that they bear upon our acting, TpaTTeIv,
and form possible objects of positive or negative choice); the second part
concerns the attitude which we ought to take to ‘things’ of this sort; and
the third part describes the ethical gains which will accrue from this atti-
tude. Nothing in all this, so construed, bears on the problem of our cogni-
tive access to the world: on the contrary, everything bears on the problem
of our moral attitude and of our happiness. If we ascribe to Timon rather
than to Pyrrho the epistemological part of Aristocles’ text, then we have
confirmation of the ethical interpretation of Pyrrho’s philosophy which
has rivalled the dominant epistemological interpretation ever since the
time of Cicero.

Let me briefly offer a second argument for the same conclusion. We
have seen earlier that at the beginning of his account of Pyrrho, Diogenes
Laertius draws on the unknown Ascanius of Abdera in order to find in
Pyrrho’s travels in the East and his meetings with the gymnosophists and
the Mages the origins of the ‘noble mode of philosophizing> which he
introduced into Greece. This noble mode consisted in ‘the form of inap-
prehensibility and of suspension of judgement’ - that is to say, a sceptical
theory of knowledge.63 What did Diogenes (or his source) find to justify
this interpretation? ‘Pyrrho said that nothing is either noble or ignoble,
just or unjust, and that similarly in every case nothing is in truth - rather,
men do everything which they do by convention and custom; for each
thing is no more this than that.’ The generalizations in the text (‘nothing’,
‘in every case’, ‘everything’) seem at first sight to have a vast scope - indeed
itis tempting to believe that they cover all possible predicates (‘each thing
is no more F than not-F) including even existence itself (‘nothing exists in
truth’). But the context invites us to limit the generalizations to ethical
predicates of the sort illustrated in the text (‘noble’ and ‘ignoble’, just’
and ‘unjust’); and ‘truth’ is contrasted, in the context, simply with ‘con-
vention and custom’ which determine the actions of men.%4

63 See above, p. 44 and n. 243.
64 The strictly practical import of the paragraph seems to be confirmed by the next sentence:
dkdAoubos & Av ko TG Biw (‘he was consistent <with these declarations> in his practical life
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This being so, it is easier to understand how Timon, when he decided to
speak in his master’s persona,®> was able to endow his moral ‘word of
truth’ with what has seemed a strangely dogmatic tone.®° It is also easier
to understand the attitude of Epicurus and of the first Stoics, who were
early engaged in bloody battles with the sceptical Academy but who seem
to have had no interest in attacking Pyrrhonian scepticism.®” Pyrrho was
not the first Pyrrhonian. The first Pyrrhonian was Timon, the most cele-
brated of Pyrrho’s immediate pupils.

*

Timon played a major part in placing Pyrrho’s thought in its historical
and philosophical setting, and it was he, it seems, who first gave Pyrrho’s
ideas an epistemological complexion. Next something must be said about
the epistemological aspects (such as they are) of Timon’s work.

In analysing the text of Aristocles we found arguments to show that
Timon had introduced into his exposition of Pyrrho’s thought an episte-
mological motif which was not originally there. This fits well with other
texts which indicate Timon’s own epistemological interests. He wrote a
work On Perception (cited by D.L. 1x.105), in which he expressed an idea typ-
ical of Neopyrrhonian phenomenalism and illustrated it with an example
which was to become celebrated: “That honey is sweet, I do not affirm
(oU Tifnu1); that it seems so (paivetan) I allow.” The same phenomenalism
is attested by a verse from the Indalmoi which is quoted several times:®3 ‘But
appearance (pouvouevov) dominates everywhere, wherever it can reach.’

Timon also found occasion to exercise his satirical muscles in epistemo-
logical discussion. According to D.L. 1x.114 ‘against those who claimed
that the senses had value when they were confirmed by the intellect, he
used constantly to cite the line: “Attagas and Numenius have joined
forces™. Attagas and Numenius, it seems, were two celebrated bandits;
and whatever the precise sense of the barb, its aim was evidently to dis-
credit the senses and the mind at the same time. It thus appears to attack a
very precise epistemological position, namely a non-Epicurean version of
the theory of confirmation or émiuapTUpnois.®® It is noteworthy that

too’). Given the context, Dumont 1969, 720 and 1972, 176, 190-1 etc. is surely wrong to trans-
late “He took ordinary life as his guide’ (modelled on the several Neopyrrhonian formulae of a
similar form and with this sense: S.E. M x1.1653; PH 111.2; etc.).

65 Cf. S.E. M x1.20 (= Indalmoi fr. 68 Diels).

66 On this much discussed fragment see Brochard 1887 (1923), 62; Robin 1944, 31; Burnyeat
1980b (who suggests an ingenious way of silencing the dogmatic tone); Decleva Caizzi 1981a,
255-62.  ©7 See Vander Waerdt 1989. 8 D.L.1x.105; S.E. M vi1.30; Gal. Dig. Puls. 1.2.

69 See below, pp. 283-5.
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Timon ‘constantly’ engaged in epistemological discussions of this sort.
Nor was he content to limit his answer to a joke. According to Sextus M
111.2, he wrote a book Against the Physicists in which he seems to have
treated seriously and technically certain fundamental issues in the philoso-
phy of science: he urges us to consider first of all the question of what prin-
ciples should be adopted ‘by hypothesis’ and without demonstration.”®

It is interesting, too, to learn that Timon was much engaged with
Arcesilaus: for the most part he attacked him;”* but he also wrote in praise
of him - presumably after Arcesilaus® death - in his Funeral Banquet for
Arcesilaus. According to Numenius (quoted by Eus. PE x1v.6.5), he went so
far as to recognize Arcesilaus’ title to the name okeTrTikos or ‘sceptic’ — a
report which is probably not literally correct but which may contain a
kernel of truth. We may suppose that the initial animosity which Timon
felt towards Arcesilaus, who belonged to his own generation, was moti-
vated by the desire to show Pyrrho as the inaugurator of a sceptical philo-
sophy for which Arcesilaus, although he hid in the shadow of Socrates and
Plato, himself claimed authorship. Thus Timon needed to show that
Arcesilaus had plagiarized Pyrrho, that he had added nothing to the scep-
ticism which Pyrrho had invented apart from the fraudulent resources of
dialectic and eristic.”? The best - if not the most elegant - way of dis-
counting the originality of Arcesilaus was plainly to inject, retrospec-
tively, a suitable dose of epistemology into Pyrrho’s thought; and this is
precisely what Timon did. Once the operation had been performed (and
once Arcesilaus was dead), Timon could afford to be magnanimous and to
‘point out not the elements of disagreement but rather the elements of
agreement between his own position and that of the philosopher who,
throughout his life, had been his rival’.”3

Given the ambivalent interest which Timon showed for the person and
the thought of Arcesilaus, it may well seem ‘plausible to assume that the
Pyrrho of Timon’s writings represents the doctrine Timon himself devel-
oped under Pyrrho’s influence - at a time when the debate between
Academic sceptics and the dogmatists was well under way and had
reached considerable sophistication’”# Pyrrho’s role in the creation of a

70 On the hypothetical method from Aristotle to the Neopyrrhonians see above, p. 231 and n. 6.

71 D.L. 1x.115, fully confirmed by fragments 31-4 of the Silli.

72 See the fragments of the Silli reported by D.L. 1v.33 and Numen. ap. Eus. PE XIV.5.11-14 (= f.
25 des Places). The rapid success of Timon’s operation is shown by the celebrated verse of the
Stoic Aristo of Chios who, parodying Homer in a very Timonian vein, described Arcesilaus as
‘Plato in front, Pyrrho behind, Diodorus [Cronus, the celebrated dialectician] in the middle’
(S.E. PH 1.234; Numen. apud Eus. PE x1v.5.13). 73 Di Marco 1989, 14.

74 Frede 1973, 806.
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sceptical theory of knowledge, then, is no more than an ex post facto inven-
tion; and the invention dates not from Aenesidemus in the first century Bc
but rather - to some degree at least - from Timon two centuries earlier.

This may help us to understand why the problem of distinguishing
between Academic and Pyrrhonian scepticism, to which the ancients
themselves devoted whole essays,”> has remained unsolved and is perhaps
insoluble: the two traditions were contaminated from the start. We can
also understand why the ancients disagreed with one another about the
continuation of Timon’s school.”¢ The efforts of those ancient scholars
who were set on discovering gapless ‘successions’ only masked the fact
that the success of Timon’s operation was ephemeral. The lively and fer-
tile epistemological debates during the Hellenistic period are those which
match the Stoics with the Academics and the Epicureans. We must wait
until Aenesidemus for the name of Pyrrho to come to the surface again.
This time, it is true, it will remain afloat for centuries.

1 Cyrenaic epistemology

The sceptical Academy is not the only Hellenistic school to produce an
epistemology which would later attract the Neopyrrhonians: the
Cyrenaics did so too.”” Although the school is often presented in the
doxography as though its sole interest were ethics,”® so that today it is
primarily known for championing a moral hedonism which is at odds
on certain central points with Epicurean hedonism,”® it in fact also
advanced, probably from the second half of the fourth century, certain
epistemological views. The epistemology was original and radical and
strictly sceptical in tenor - at least insofar as the external world is con-
cerned. Alas, we are ill informed on the theory and our sources are rare
and for the most part hostile.

The Cyrenaics are traditionally counted among the ‘minor Socratics’.
Story ascribes the foundation of the school to Aristippus of Cyrene, a

75 Seeabove,n.12. 7% SeeD.L. 1x.115-16.

77 Basic texts: the complex doxography in D.L. 11.65-104, which juxtaposes an account of the doc-
trines ‘common’ to the school and accounts of the various ‘independent’ members of the sect,
and which is particularly concerned with Cyrenaic ethics and psychology; see also Aristocl. ap.
Eus. PE x1v.19.1-7; Plu. Col. 1120b-f; S.E. M vi1.190-200. Fragments and testimonia have been
collected and edited more than once: Mannebach 1961; Giannantoni 1958, 1990. A detailed
study of Cyrenaic epistemology in Tsouna McKirahan 1992 and 1998.

78 See esp. Arist. Metaph. B.g96a29-b1; Eus. PE xv.62.7-11 (it is not clear how this testimonium
should be divided between Aristippus and Aristo of Chios); but the idea that the Cyrenaics were
solely interested in ethics must be qualified - see D.L. 11.92, and esp. S.E. M vi1.11 (= Sen. Ep.
89.12). 79 See esp. Bollack 1975; Déring 1988; Laks 1993b.
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friend of Socrates and a contemporary of Plato. But it is unlikely that we
should attribute to Aristippus, who was a witty and sophisticated devotee
of pleasure, the philosophical elaboration of Cyrenaic hedonism,3° let
alone the peculiar epistemology of the school, which is in many respects
ofa piece with its psychology and its ethics. The elaboration of all this was
probably the work of Aristippus the Younger, known as the Metrodidact
because he had received his philosophical education from his mother,
Arete, who was the daughter and pupil of the older Aristippus.

The career of the Cyrenaic school was relatively short: there are only
five generations of teachers and pupils in the ‘succession’ at D.L. 11.86,
which is in any event a fabrication. But it was an active career. As well as
those who kept alive the spirit of the school’s founder, we hear of three
philosophers who introduced innovations and ideas of their own:
Hegesias, Anniceris, Theodorus. But as far as epistemology is concerned
we cannot tell whether these three men held any theories of their own;
and, relying on the evidence of Eusebius (PE x1v.18.31-2), we may assume
that Cyrenaic epistemology is essentially the creation of the younger
Aristippus,®! and hence of a thinker who stands, chronologically, some-
where between Pyrrho and Epicurus.

Virtually the whole of Cyrenaic epistemology is contained in a phrase
which all our sources report in almost the same words: ‘feelings (Tr&8n)
alone are apprehensible (kataAnTT&)’. The language is mongrel: if it is
certain that the word ‘“mébos’ played an important part in all aspects of
Cyrenaic thought, ‘kaToAn TS’ belongs to the epistemological vocabu-
lary of the Stoa, and it must have been borrowed thence to express the
Cyrenaic thesis either by later members of the school or else by the doxo-
graphical tradition. Eusebius perhaps preserves the wording originally
used by Aristippus:82 ‘we have perception (cionois) of feelings alone”.
Any account of Cyrenaic epistemology will consist in a commentary on
this phrase.

First let us consider the word “mr&®os’. It belongs to the same family as
the verb ‘“raoyewv’ (‘undergo’, ‘suffer’, “feel’); and it denotes any effect
produced on a patient by the action of an agent which affects it. The word
does not in itself imply that the patient is a perceiving subject: a heated
stone ‘suffers’ under the action of fire. Nonetheless, we may ask whether

80 The cardinal text is Eus. PE x1v.18.31-2. But sec Déring 1988.

81 Aristocl. ap. Eus. PE x1v.19.1, ascribes the epistemological theory to ‘some of the people from
Cyrene’. It is hard to give a precise sense to this phrase; but it is plain that Aristocles would not
have used it had he thought that the theory had been common doctrine in the school since
Aristippus the Elder. 82 So Mannebach 1961, 116.
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the Cyrenaic notion of ‘feeling’ should be understood as a physical change
or whether it denotes a subjective psychological experience or perhaps
muddles these two things together.

Certain texts suggest a physical interpretation. According to the dox-
ography ‘common’ to the whole school, the Cyrenaics ‘posited two feel-
ings, pain and pleasure, the one, pleasure, being a smooth movement and
the other, pain, a rough movement’ (D.L. 11.86). The two feelings seem
here to be identified with two movements, each of which is characterized
in physical terms; and the identification appears to be confirmed by some
of the words which the Cyrenaics used to express perceptible feelings: ‘we
can say infallibly . . . and irrefutably that we are whitened (Aeukcivopeba)
and that we are sweetened (YAukaouedo)’ (S.E. M vi.191).

Some scholars have in fact cited these expressions as evidence that the
Cyrenaic doctrine was not precisely delineated: for this reason (and not
merely because of the paucity of our evidence) we cannot tell whether they
had in mind a physical alteration (the ‘whitening’ of the eyes) or the subjec-
tive mode (the impression of white) in which it is sensed.®3 And yet there
are arguments which favour a straightforwardly subjective interpretation:

(a) Expressions of the form ‘we are whitened’ are not the only ones
which the Cyrenaics used to express their feelings: they also made use of
some notable neologisms, such as ‘to be disposed whitely (AsukowTikéds
SraTiffjvar)’ (S.E. M vir.192). The locution is so original that we must
suppose it to have been introduced precisely in order to distinguish the
subjective experience from the physical change: if a stone is painted white
you will surely not say that it is ‘whitely disposed”.

(b) The physicalist identification of pleasure and pain with particular
kinds of movement must in all probability be qualified, either by taking
the terms ‘smooth movement’ and ‘rough movement’ metaphorically or
else and better by distinguishing between a physical movement and its
effect on subjective consciousness. A definition which is ascribed at D.L.
11.85 to the elder Aristippus identifies the goal of life (telos) with ‘smooth
movement when it reaches to perception (gis aiofnoiv &vadidopévnv)
we may infer that some physical alterations are subliminal and have no
conscious effects, and that a movement gives rise to a feeling if and only if
it crosses the threshold of perception. We have seen earlier, in a phrase
which perhaps preserves the very words of the younger Aristippus, that
the notion of perception was used precisely to describe the relation
between an affected subject and the feeling.

83 See Burnyeat 19822, 27-8; and, with qualifications, Everson 1991b, 128-47.
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(c) One of the most important consequences of the Cyrenaic theory is
that feelings cannot be shared, that they are strictly private to the person
whom they affect.

Everyone grasps his own feelings. Whether a particular feeling comes to
him and to his neighbour from something white neither he nor his
neighbour can say, since neither receives the other’s feelings. Since there
are no feelings common to us all, it is rash to say that what appears thus-
and-so to me also appears thus-and-so to my neighbour. Perhaps I am so
composed as to be whitened by the external object which impresses me
whereas someone else has perceptions so constituted as to be differently
disposed. (S.E. M vi1.196-7)

Now ‘it would seem difficult to read this as anything other than an argu-
ment for the privacy, and hence the subjectivity, of experience’.34

The Cyrenaic concept of feeling raises a further question. How, within
the class of feelings, do we characterize those which immediately concern
ethics, namely pleasure and pain (the affective feelings as we may call
them), and those which immediately concern epistemology, namely
‘whitening’ and other items of this sort (the representative feelings as we
may call them)? The question must be answered in two stages.

First, affective feelings seem never to be simply affective and without
any representative component. As examples of expressions of affects our
texts never offer us such phrases as ‘I am enjoying myself” or ‘It hurts’;
rather, they offer phrases such as ‘I am burned’ and ‘I am cut’ (Aristocl.
apud Eus. PE x1v.19.1). Hence we must suppose that, within the very
experience of pain, there is a difference in ‘colour’ between the pain of a
burn and the pain of a cut.

Secondly, we might ask whether, if there are no purely affective feel-
ings, there are any purely representative feelings. It is not easy to find an
answer. According to the ‘common’ doxography in D.L. 11.89-90, the
Cyrenaics rejected the view, which they ascribed to Epicurus, that ‘the
removal of whatever causes pain’ is a pleasure — a ‘static’ or ‘catastematic’
pleasure which the Epicureans identified as the supreme good. According
to the Cyrenaics, the absence of pain is not pleasure nor the absence of
pleasure pain. Now these two ‘intermediate states (péoan KXTAOTIOELS)’,
precisely because they are states and not movements, are unconscious: the
absence of pain is ‘like being asleep’.85 If it is essential to a feeling to be

84 Everson 1991b, 130.

85 According to Clem. Strom. 11.21.130.8, the Cyrenaics of Anniceris’ persuasion ‘rejected
Epicurus’ definition of pleasure as absence of pain, saying that that was the state of a corpse’.
The analogy with sleep is not very different; and it seems that we may conclude from this text

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CYRENAIC EPISTEMOLOGY 255

conscious, then we must infer that there are no feelings which are neither
pleasant nor painful, and hence that there are no purely representative
feelings.

Is this conclusion supported by the passage in Eusebius which has
already been mentioned more than once?

Aristippus the Younger [. . .] used to say that there were three states in
which we could be: one in which we are in pain, and which is like a storm
at sea; a second in which we experience pleasure, and which is like a gen-
tle swell (for pleasure is a smooth movement, like a favouring wind); and
the third, intermediate, in which we feel neither pain nor pleasure, and
which is like a flat calm. It is of these feelings alone, he said, that we have
perception. (ToUTwv 3N kol &packe TGOV TaBOY poévwy Nuds Thy
oiodnoiv gxerv; Eusebius PE x1v.18.32)

The thesis expressed here differs in certain points from what we read in
the doxography in Diogenes. There is no longer the contrast between
states (without movement) and movements (identical with, or at least tied
to, feelings). According to Aristippus our psychophysical compound may
be in any of three possible states, symbolized by the three possible states
of the sea;3¢ and to these states there appear to correspond feelings, sym-
bolized by the movement, violent or smooth, of the air.

But is there a conscious feeling corresponding to the intermediate state,
so that there will therefore be feelings which are purely representative?
Everything turns on the reference of the words ‘these feelings’ (ToUTcov
TéOV TaBdov) in the final sentence of the quotation. If it refers implicitly to
the feelings which accompany the three states which have just been
described, then the answer to our question must be Yes (and the text then
confirms Sextus M vi1.199, which ascribes to the Cyrenaics the idea of a
feeling ‘intermediate between pleasure and pain®). But this is not the only
possible interpretation. It has been suggested that the words refer right
back to the beginning of the text which ascribes to the Cyrenaics in general
the thesis that ‘feelings alone (that is, in contrast to external objects) can be
apprehended’.3” But since our sentence certainly refers to Aristippus the
younger (épaoke), we might more economically and more exactly suppose
that the words ‘these feelings’ denote only the feelings of pleasure and pain

that certain elements of late Cyrenaicism have been intruded into the ‘common’ doxography in
D.L. In any event, the many items of anti-Epicurean polemic which are found there can hardly
be explained in any other way.

86 Note that in Aristippus there is only one intermediate state, whereas in D.L. 11.90 there are two,
absence of pleasure and absence of pain. The Cyrenaics had presumably found it necessary to
distinguish them in order to attack the Epicurean identification of catastematic pleasure with
mere absence of pain. 87 Laks 1993b, 26 n. 31.
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which have just been mentioned as the items absent from the intermediate
state.88 It is prudent, then, not to ascribe to Aristippus the notion of a
purely representative feeling: every ‘whitening’ is pleasant if it is gentle,
painful if it is violent. And thus the Cyrenaic epistemology is not indepen-
dent of their ethics.

In what sense is it, properly speaking, an epistemology at all? The basic
thesis, that ‘feelings alone are apprehensible’, plainly implies that feelings
are apprehensible. Although the proposition in this second form is
extremely rare in our sources®? and although the term ‘kaxToAnTTOS is
not authentically Cyrenaic, it has nevertheless often been supposed, from
antiquity onwards, that one of the great novelties of the school was to have
realized, contrary to the dominant philosophical tradition, that internal
states or events constitute suitable objects of knowledge and suitable con-
tents of true propositions.?© It seems, however, that the Cyrenaics did not
care to put much emphasis on this positive side of their thesis - certainly
they did not use it in order to refute any version of scepticism.

In stressing that ‘feelings alone are apprehensible’, they were primarily
concerned to contrast feelings with all other things, which, unlike feel-
ings, are not apprehensible. The inapprehensible remainder consists
essentially of the causes of the feelings: ‘feelings alone are apprehended
and they are infallible: of the items which have produced the feelings,
none is either apprehensible or infallible’ (S.E. M vi1.191). “The feeling
which comes about in us shows us nothing apart from itself” (ibid. 194).
That the causes of feelings are inapprehensible is reflected clearly in the
fact that no cause is mentioned in the sentences by which the Cyrenaics
express feelings (‘I am burned’, ‘T am whitely disposed®). Hence, no doubt,
the vacillation in our sources when it comes to describing more precisely
what it is that the Cyrenaics refuse to affirm. Take, say, the feeling of being
burned, expressed by the sentence ‘I am burned’: sometimes it is said that
the patient cannot distinguish the cause of his feeling from any other hot
item;®! sometimes that he can identify the cause but cannot say whether it
is naturally such as to burn;°? sometimes - and this is the minimal and

88 1 thank Pierre Pellegrin and Francis Wolff for drawing my attention to this possibility.

89 Jtappears at D.L. 11.92, but in a suspect form and loosely anchored in the context.

90 Cic. Acad. 11.142 and 20: the Cyrenaics admit no “criterion of truth’ apart from permotiones intu-
mae which are apprehended by the tactus interior (or tactus intumus: 11.76). In the same vein S.E.
M v11.191 says that according to the Cyrenaics the feelings are kpiTrpia — which amounts to
saying that they give us access to truth.

91 See Aristocl. apud Eus. PE x1v.19.1: “if they were burned or cut, they said that they knew that
they experienced something but could not say whether what burned them was fire or what cut
them was steel’.

92 See Anon. In Tht. 65.33—9: “That I am burned, they say, I grasp; but whether or not fire is natu-
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perhaps also the most accurate version - that he cannot even say whether
the cause is hot.?3

Two further points may be made. First, if the feelings ‘do not show us
anything apart from themselves’, then at least they do show us themselves,
that is to say, they show us everything which they have, so to speak, as
their internal objects. When the Cyrenaics were asked by their opponents
to admit that, since they knew their own feelings, they knew much more
than they were willing to say,’# they maintained firmly that they knew
nothing at all about the external cause of the feeling or of its intrinsic and
objective properties; but they surely allowed that they knew all the inter-
nal characteristics of the feeling (for example, the fact that it belongs to a
self, which is implied by such expressions as ‘I am whitened’; its relative
time and place; its sensory modality; whether it is pleasant or painful).

Secondly, the actual existence of causes external to us which produce
our feelings is never doubted.?> Not for a moment supposing that we
could be the causes of our own feelings, the Cyrenaics applied a version of
the principle of causality which was too weak to allow them to affirm that
since they are affected F-ly the cause of the feeling must itself be F, but
which was strong enough to allow them to assert that there exists a cause
which produced the feeling and that this cause is capable, given the
circumstances in which it acts and our own state at the time we are acted
upon, of producing in us the precise effect which it does produce. We may
thus describe the cause of the feeling ‘I am burned” as the ‘burner’ of this
burning.?® In this sense it is correct to say that the Cyrenaics were no
exception to the general truth that Greek thought had realist presupposi-
tions.

In the same way, the Cyrenaics seem to have admitted without question
the existence of other minds. (At any rate, our sources show no trace of
any doubts on this score.) In their illustrative examples, they pass

rally such as to burn [kauoTikév], that is unclear - for if it were so, everything would be burned
by it

93 This emerges from S.E. M vi1.191-2 if we change the example: “That we are whitened, they say,
or sweetened, we can say infallibly . . . and irrefutably; but that what produces the feeling is
white or sweet we cannot affirm. For it is likely that someone might be whitely disposed by
something not white or sweetened by something not sweet.’

94 See the long list of objections made by Aristocl. apud Eus. PE x1v.19.2-7.

95 See the picturesque image in Plu. Col. 1120b: ‘Like men in a besieged castle, they evacuate the
outer areas and shut themselves up in their feelings.” One text which might lead us to suspect
that the Cyrenaics had doubted the existence of these ‘outer areas’ is a passage at M VI1.194
where Sextus says that ‘the external object which causes the feeling perhaps exists [Ty o pév
éoTiv &v] butis notapparent to us’. But it may be urged that in this text Sextus is rewriting the
theory in the phenomenalist terms which are familiar to him (Tsouna McKirahan 1992, 172—4).
Another text, M v1.53, can be still more easily explained away in terms of contextual considera-
tions (ibid. 189 n. 133).  2© 10 kadov: Aristocl. apud Eus. PE X1v.19.1.
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indifferently from singular (‘I am burned’) to plural (“We are burned).
They upheld an interesting version of a conventionalist theory of lan-
guage;®7 but they did not ask how we know that there is anyone else to
talk to or that anyone else experiences any feelings, given that these feel-
ings are inaccessible to us - no more than they asked how and why our lan-
guage functions for most of the time without a hitch. We do not know
whether the Cyrenaics explicitly raised the question of other minds, nor,
if they did, how they answered it.

There are at least three other problems on which we are equally ill
informed. First, on which side of the border between the apprehensible
and the inapprehensible are we to place our own bodies? If the feelings
to which we have access are strictly mental, then the Cyrenaics must log-
ically require that our own bodies be considered as part of the exterior
world whose existence we are entitled to assume but about which we can
know nothing. Thus if I suffer from toothache nothing allows me to say
that it is because I have got teeth, still less that it is because my teeth are
decayed. Alas, our sources present no examples in the least similar to
this.

Secondly, the fact that the feeling belongs to its subject might, as we
have seen, be regarded as a feature of the feeling itself. But feelings, like
pleasure, last only a moment (povoy povov: Athen. x11.544d). Then does a
Cyrenaic know that it was the same self which was burned on Monday and
whitened on Tuesday? And if he knows it, how does he know it?

Thirdly, the same problem of synthetic unity arises about objects. The
feelings which the Cyrenaics had in mind, to judge from their illustrative
examples, always correspond to elementary qualitative impressions
(white, sweet, and so on). The Epicurean Colotes ridiculed their theory by
extending it to objects: ‘Here are people who won’t say that there is a man
or a horse or a wall - they say that they are manned or horsed or walled’
(Plu. Col. 1120d). Plutarch’s only criticism of Colotes is to say that he
ought to have expressed the Cyrenaic theory in terms used by the
Cyrenaics themselves; but he allows that “their theory has these implica-
tions’. In fact this is far from clear. On the contrary, it is probable that the
Cyrenaics only allowed elementary feelings. But do these feelings, accord-
ing to their theory, combine to make a conscious representation of an
object which is both white and sweet and . . .? And if so, how? We have no
way of answering these questions.

97 See S.E. M v11.196-8: ‘everyone calls things white or sweet in common; but the things have
nothing white or sweet in common since each person only grasps his own feelings. . . . Thus we
impose [Ti0évon] common names on objects although we have private feelings.’
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With this admission of frustration — which may be the effect either of
the chances of survival or of lacunae in the original theory - I end the
account of Cyrenaic epistemology. Despite everything, the theory surely
remains one of the most original and interesting which Hellenistic philos-
ophy has to offer us.”8

98 This chapter has been translated by Jonathan Barnes.
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Epicurean epistemology

ELIZABETH ASMIS

1 Canonic

The two main issues of Epicurean epistemology may be put as follows:
what is the foundation of knowledge; and how is knowledge built on this
foundation? There is general agreement that Epicurus proposed to rely on
sensory observations as a means of knowing what is unobserved. But
there is much debate on the extent to which he proposed to rely on empir-
ical observations, on what he took to be the basic objects of observation,
and on how he proposed to proceed from sensory information to the dis-
covery of what is not perceived by the senses.

It has been argued that Epicurus proposed to use empirical observation
as the only means of determining the truth or falsity of beliefs. He set out
two rules of investigation at the beginning of his physics requiring that
the truth and falsity of beliefs rest entirely on sensory observations. The
two rules consist of a demand for empirical concepts and a demand for
empirical data. The latter consist of uninterpreted, or what may be called
‘raw’ or ‘incorrigible’; acts of perception. Epicurus proposed to infer all
truths about the physical world and human happiness from this incorri-
gible foundation.!

Against this interpretation, it has been held that Epicurus was not
nearly as methodical in his use of empirical observations. Rather, he
accepted many nonempirical claims, while proposing to support theories
(much like Aristotle) by agreement with perception. Although he sup-
posed that all perceptions are in a sense incorrigible, Epicurus singled out
what are ordinarily called true perceptions as the basis for checking scien-
tific theories. Thus he bolstered his atomic theories by adding empirical
evidence, but did not propose a method for inferring physical and ethical
truths solely on the basis of empirical facts.

The following discussion attempts to adjudicate between these two

1 See in general Asmis 1984, and Barnes 1996a.

[260]

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CANONIC 261

interpretations. Epicurus’ epistemology was considered problematic,
even incoherent, from its very beginning. Epicurus’ followers engaged in
the debate and tried to strengthen his arguments. The polemics that
ensued can be confusing. Yet there is enough novelty and brilliance about
the Epicurean effort to encourage the modern investigator to sort out the
ancient lines of inquiry and propose a reconstruction. For regardless of
their answers, Epicurus and his followers advanced epistemology enor-
mously by the way they framed their problems. Epicurus plotted the
ascent from sensory experience to knowledge of the hidden structure of
the world by distinguishing, in the first place, between what is ‘evident’
(évopyés) and what is ‘nonevident’ (&3nAov). The ‘evident’ is known
immediately by sense perception and by preconceptions based on sense
perception; the ‘nonevident® must be inferred. Epicurus also drew a con-
trast between uninterpreted sensory information and belief, between
ordinary and scientific concepts, and between conjectures and scientific
conclusions. In elaborating these distinctions, he elevated epistemology
into a major branch of philosophy.

The sources on Epicurean epistemology extend from Epicurus himself
to Sextus Empiricus and beyond. Because relatively little is preserved of
Epicurus® own writings, we must often resort to later reports, some of
which are quite detailed. A basic point of difference among modern inter-
preters concerns the reliability of these later sources.

¥

Epicurus invented (so far as we know) the term ‘canonic’ (kavovikr) to
designate epistemology as a branch of philosophy. Etymologically,
canonic is the science of using a ‘measuring stick’ or canon (kavcov). It was
the subject of a work by Epicurus, Canon (also called On the Criterion),
which is no longer extant. Sextus Empiricus (M vii.22) describes
Epicurean canonic as dealing with what is ‘evident’ and ‘nonevident’ and
related matters. It has two components: it deals with the measures by
which we obtain an immediate grasp of what is true or ‘evident’; and it
deals with how we use what is ‘evident’ as a measure of what is ‘nonevi-
dent’.

In Epicurus’ philosophical system, canonic takes the place of logic or
dialectic as the first subject of study. It is also closely linked with physics.
Whereas the Stoics classified logic as the first of three parts of philosophy,
co-ordinate with physics and ethics, Epicurus joined canonic to physics as
both preliminary and subordinate to it.

It was commonplace to accuse Epicurus and his followers of being
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ignorant of logic. Epicurus’ followers retorted that the truth that others
seek through logic is revealed by physics, as guided by the rules of
canonic. As Torquatus, the Epicurean spokesman in Cicero’s De finibus
(1.63), puts it, ‘it is by this science [that is, physics] that the meaning of
words, the nature of discourse, and the relationship of consequence or
conflict can be understood’. Physics attains these insights by observing
‘the rule that has glided down, as it were, from heaven for the knowledge
of all things>. The ‘rule’ is Epicurus’ canon, understood as either his book
or the standards it proposes.

Although we lack Epicurus’ book Canon, there is ample evidence for his
epistemology. His Letter to Herodotus,a summary of his physics, includes a
summary of his canonic. We also have a brief survey of the Canon itself by
Diogenes Laertius. In addition, there are numerous ancient discussions of
various aspects of Epicurean canonic. They consist of both attacks and
defences. Among the latter, the most important are Lucretius’ explana-
tion of sense perception in his poem On the Nature of Things, Philodemus’
On Signs, and Sextus Empiricus’ account of Epicurus’ criterion of truth.

The Letter to Herodotus shows how canonic is related to physics.
Epicurus presents his canonic in two stages: he prefaces his summary of
his physics with a brief outline of his two rules of investigation (Ep. Hdt.
37-8); then he explains these rules in the course of outlining his physical
system. The main part of this explanation consists in showing how the
senses serve as a means of determining the truth (Ep. Hdt. 48-53).
Epicurus also adds explanations about concepts (Ep. Hdt. 72) and about
the formation of language (Ep. Hdt. 75-6). Torquatus refers to this
sequence of preliminary rules and subsequent explanation when he says
that ‘unless the nature of things is seen, we will not be able to defend in
any way the judgements of the senses’ (Cic. Fin. 1.64).

Epicurus’ initial statement of his rules is as follows:

First, Herodotus, it is necessary to have grasped what is subordinate to
our utterances, so that we may have the means to judge what is believed
or sought or perplexing by referring to [what is subordinate to our utter-
ances], and so that we will not leave everything unjudged as we go on
proving to infinity, or have empty utterances. For it is necessary that the
first thought in accordance with each utterance be seen and not require
proof, if we are to have a referent for what is sought or perplexing and
believed.

Next, it is necessary to observe everything in accordance with the per-
ceptions (aiofnoei5) and simply the present applications (érioAds) of
the mind or any of the criteria (kp1Tnp1), and similarly [in accordance
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with] the existing feelings (mw&bn), so that we may have signs
(onueicodpeda) for both what is waiting (Trpoouévov) and what is non-
evident (&8nAov). (Ep. Hdt. 37-8)*

This preamble is followed by the announcement: ‘After making these dis-
tinctions, it is now time to consider what is nonevident.” Then Epicurus
begins a sequence of deductions about the universe.

In the first place, Epicurus requires thoughts associated with the words
that we utter. These initial thoughts, for which Epicurus coined the term
TPOAN\ELs, ‘preconceptions’, do not require proof. Second, Epicurus
requires observations to serve as signs of what is not observed. These
observations are of two kinds: perceptions, and feelings.

By following the two rules of inquiry, the investigator arrives at truths
about what cannot be observed. This intellectual journey is at the same
time a process of discovery and a method of proof. To be sure, there is a
psychological process by which an investigator tries out ideas gathered
from a variety of sources. But the investigator does not properly make a
discovery until he proves the idea by following the rules of inquiry. There
is no doubt that Epicurus’ physics includes claims (beginning with ‘noth-
ing comes to be from non-being’, Ep. Hdt. 38) that he derived from the
Eleatics and other philosophers. But this makes no difference to Epicurus’
empiricism. If Epicurus offers an alternative, empirical argument in sup-
port of these claims, their provenance is irrelevant. What matters is that
they should rest on empirical evidence, not that they should have been
prompted by it.

Epicurus’ initial remarks, as we have them, are very condensed and
their interpretation is controversial. We will return to each main point in
what follows. But it can be seen at first glance that Epicurus sets out the
three “criteria’ that later authors attribute to him: preconceptions, per-
ceptions, and feelings. Epicurus also refers to what later authors attribute
to him as a fourth ‘criterion’, the so-called ‘presentational applications of
the mind’.? Whereas Epicurus himself seems to reserve the term
KpITHplov, ‘instrument of judgement’, for the five senses and the mind

2 TpddTOV PEV o0V T& UTTOTETXY Méva Tois pBdYyyols, & ‘HpdSoTe, Sel eiAngéval, 8Trus
&v T& Sofafdpeva 1) {nToUuevar 1) &mropoupeva Exwpev gls TaUTa dvayoydvTes
gmikpively, ki pf dxkprta TavTa NWiv § els &melpov &TOBEIKVUOUSIV 1] KEVOUS
P8Oy youUs Exwuev. dvdykn y&p TO Tp@dTOV évvdnua Ka®’ ékaoTov ¢Bdyyov PAémeo-
Bon kal pnbev &modeiews TpoodeioBal, eitrep €Sopev TO {nTOUpEvoY ) &TTopoUpevoY
kad Soaduevov €9’ & dvaGopev. eiTa kaTa Tas aiofnoels Sel TawTa TNPETV Kol GTTAGS
T&s Tapovcas EmiBoAds eiTe Siavoias €16’ dTou dnmoTE TGOV KprTNpicov, Spoiws B¢
KaT& T& UTrdpyovTa Tddn, éws &v kai TO Tpoopévoy kal TO &BnAov Exwuev oig
onuelwooueda. On the text see Asmis 1984, 83 n. 1,and Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 11, 92.

3 D.L. x.31; cf. Cic. Acad. 11.142. As Diogenes points out, Epicurus himself groups the presenta-
tional application of the mind with perceptions and feelings in KD 24.
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acting as a sense, later authors use the term to designate the three (or four)
types of awareness.*

In his statement of the rules, Epicurus moves from language to precon-
ceptions, then to observations. This order differs from the arrangement
found in Diogenes’ summary, which deals first with perceptions, then
preconceptions, then feelings. Since preconceptions are built up from
perceptions, it is reasonable to explain the latter before the former.
Diogenes’ order may well have been the order that Epicurus used in his
Canon. The present chapter offers a variation on Diogenes’ order: it will
deal first with perceptions and feelings, then preconceptions.

11 Perceptions

The proliferation of technical vocabulary in Hellenistic philosophy can be
extremely confusing. The vocabulary of sense perception is particularly
treacherous. A key problem is: what is an ‘object of perception’,
aiofnTov? Further, what is oioOnois (‘sense perception’, “perception’),
pavTaoia (‘presentation’ or ‘impression’), and the meaning of ‘true’ as
added to either of these terms? Amid the plethora of terms, two demand
special attention: émiBoAr (‘application’, “act of attending’) and évépyeix
(‘evidence’). This pair of terms is especially prominent in Epicurean epis-
temology and may be said to characterize it. >ETriBoAn is not found as a
technical epistemological term before Epicurus; and év&pyeix receives a
new sense and importance.

The basic problem is this: can sense perception show what exists in the
external world? Epicurus identifies all acts of perception as ‘present’ acts of
sensory attention. What makes these acts a means of measuring the truth?

Epicurus explains ‘applications’, together with évdpyeia and
Kp1TNp1ov, in the central epistemological section of the Letter to Herodotus
(49-53). By the time he comes to this section, Epicurus has already estab-
lished that everything in the universe is atoms and void. He now explains
sensory perception. Turning first to sight and thought, he claims that very
fine configurations (TUTrot) of atoms, called ‘images’ (ei8wA), are contin-
ually detached from the surface of external solids, having similar shape
and colour to the solid. These images form a stream that extends from the
solid to the sense organ while preserving a ‘sympathy’ with the pulsation
of atoms deep within the solid. When this stream enters the eyes or the
mind, it produces a ‘presentation’ (pavTacic).

The mind obtains visual impressions in the same way as the sense of

4 But see Striker 1974, 59-61,and 1990, 144.
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sight. It has ‘perceptions’, therefore, just like any of the sense organs, and
acts as a sensory criterion, just like the five senses. Its sensory activity
includes dreams, memories, hallucinations, and so on. Elsewhere, it is
called ‘presentational’ by contrast with the non-sensory, rational activity
of the mind. In conformity with this unusual doctrine, Epicurus classifies
the mind’s sensory acts as a subdivision of ‘perceptions’ in the Letter to
Herodotus. His followers later made a concession to standard philosophi-
cal terminology by classifying mental perceptions as a separate category,
coordinate with the perceptions of the five senses. But they did not
thereby alter Epicurus’ theory.

Immediately after arguing that we see an external solid by means of a
continuity between the presentation and the solid, Epicurus summarizes
his theory of truth and falsehood:

And whatever presentation we take hold of by an application
(émPANTIKES) of the mind or the senses, whether of shape or of con-
comitants, this is the shape of the solid, coming to be in accordance with
successive compacting or a remnant of the image.

But falsehood and error always lie in what it is additionally believed will
be witnessed or not counterwitnessed and then is not witnessed <or is
counterwitnessed>. For appearances that are obtained as a likeness or
that happen in sleep or by some other applications of the mind or of the
remaining criteria would never have a similarity with things that are
called ‘existent’ and ‘true’ if they were not also things that we encounter.

Error would not exist if we did not also take within ourselves some other
motion that is attached, but has a distinction. In respect to this motion,
if there is no witnessing or counterwitnessing, falsehood comes to be; if
there is witnessing or no counterwitnessing, truth comes to be.

Itis necessary to hold on tight to this belief, in order that the criteria that
judge in accordance with evidence may not be eliminated, and that error,
by being similarly upheld, may not confuse everything. (Ep. Hdt. 50-2)3

5 Ep. Hdt. 50-2: kad fiv & A&Poopev pavtaciov EmPANTIKGDS T1 Siavoia 7} Tols aiodnT-
npois €iTe pop@fis €iTe cUBBEPNKETWY, YopPr) €oTIV aUTN TOU oTepeuviou, yivouévn
KaT& TO £§fis Tukvddpa 1 éykaTdAeippa ToU eidcdAou. TO 8¢ WwelSos kai TO
SinpopTnuévoy v TG Trpocdofalopévey &el éoTiv émuapTupnioscfal 7 un &vTi-
papTUpndnoecfal, €T’ oUK ETIHOPTUPOUNEVOU <f) &UTIMXPTUPOUDEVOU>. 1) Te Yap
Spo1dTNS TV avTacuddV oiovel év eikovi AapBavoutvay 1 ka8 UTrvous yivopévev 1
kaT® &AAas Tvas émiBoAds Tis Siavoias 1) TV Aolmdv kpiTnpiwv oUk &v ToTe
UTrfjpxe Tois oUoi Te kol GANBECT TTpOT Xy OpeUOpEVOLs, € uT) iV TIva kad TaUTa Tpds &
BéAAopev. TO B¢ dimuapTnuévoy oUk &v Utrfipxev, €l uf) éAauBdvopey Kai ANV Tivk
kivnow év fuiv alTols cuvnuuévnu pév S1dAnyiv 8¢ éxouoav. KaTd 8¢ TaUTnv, E&v pév
un émpapTupndi f dvTipapTupndfj, TO Weldos yivetan. édv 8¢ émpapTupndf 1 un
&vTipopTUpnBi), TO dAnBs. kol TaUTnV olv 0@ddpa ye Bel THy 86Eav KaTéyely, fva
unTe T& KPITAPIX GuapfTal T& KATX TAS évapyeias pnTe TO SiMuapTnuévoy dpoiws
BeParovuevov TdvTa ouvTapdTTy. For the text, see further Asmis 1984, 142 n.1.
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Epicurus distinguishes between two kinds of ‘taking’: we take hold of a
presentation by an ‘application’ of the sensory organ; and we take hold of
another, inner kind of motion, which is linked to the first but distinct
from it. The first type of motion is a ‘present’ application of a sensory
organ (Ep. Hdt. 38). The second adds a belief to the presentation, and this
belief may be true or false. There is no falsehood or error, on the other
hand, in the first kind of “taking’.

Epicurus divides the first kind of taking into two kinds: those by which
we get hold of dream images or copies (such as a picture) or other resem-
blances to what is ‘called existent and true’; and those by which we get
hold of what is “called existent and true’. Epicurus’ language is circum-
spect and strained. While distinguishing between simulations (such as
dreams) and things called ‘existent and true’, he excludes falsehood from
the former on the ground that the simulations would not be similar unless
they were also certain things ‘that we encounter”.®

Whenever we have a perception, therefore, we need to distinguish
between two kinds of activity: the perception itself, which is a present
application to something encountered from outside; and the addition ofa
belief, which is a movement from inside ourselves. This distinction pro-
vides a foundation for knowledge. Perceptions in themselves are uncon-
taminated by any belief: they are ‘raw’ acts of cognition, presenting the
world to us without any interpretation. Because they are free of belief,
they serve as the means of judging the truth or falsehood of beliefs. They
are the ultimate basis of judgement; for there is no further criterion by
which the perceptions themselves can be judged. As the later sources
explain, one perception cannot judge another, since all have equal valid-
ity; nor can one sense judge another, since each has a different object; nor
can reason judge perception, since it is wholly dependent on perception.?
Epicurus warns that one must not throw out any perception: otherwise
one will throw out every instrument of judgement (KD 24).

The claim that there is no falsehood in perception is boldly counterin-
tuitive. Surely we have false perceptions, and these are sometimes so simi-
lar to true perceptions as to be indistinguishable from them? Socrates had
addressed this objection in Plato’s Theaetetus (157e-158¢). Against the
claim that dreams and other allegedly ‘false perceptions’ can be so similar
to allegedly true perceptions as to be indistinguishable from them, he
responds, on behalf of the thesis that perception is knowledge, that all
perceptions are unique experiences, occurring to different subjects at

6 pds & PAAAopev: this is the reading of one MS., viz. F. 7 D.L.x.32 and Lucr. 1v.482-98.
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different times. There is no conflict among them; for all ‘are’ equally and
are equally ‘true’. Epicurus holds likewise that a perception is a present
interaction between a percipient subject and a perceived object. The very
similarity between allegedly true and false perceptions provides the basis
of his argument: the similarity shows that there is in each case something
that we ‘encounter’. These objects of encounter are without falsehood.

Epicurus does not actually say in his extant writings what the later
sources say, namely that ‘all presentations’, or “all (sense) perceptions’, or
‘all objects of perception’ are ‘true’; and that all objects of perception are
‘existent’ or ‘real’.® But the later versions purport to capture Epicurus’
meaning; and indeed there is no substantive difference.

Thus Demetrius of Laconia explains that ‘we call the perceptions true
by reference to the objects of perception’.® According to Sextus (M VII1.g),
Epicurus ‘said that all objects of perception are true and existent (&An07
kad dvTa), for there is no difference between saying that something is true
and saying it is real (Ur&pyov)’. Epicurus’ followers also argued that the
presented object (TO pavTaoTOV) is in every case just as it appears, that is,
is something ‘real’. As they put it, all presentations are not only from, but
also in accordance with, the presented object (M viI.203-10). This
Epicurean argument consists of an analogy between the ‘primary feel-
ings’, pleasure and pain, and perceptions. Just as pleasure and pain are
necessarily from and in accordance with something real (for example,
pleasure is from and in accordance with something pleasant), so every per-
ception necessarily corresponds to its producer, which ‘is> just as it
appears.

But granted that Epicurus and his followers are agreed on the reality of
whatever is perceived, what sort of reality does this object of perception
have?10 In Ep. Hdt. 50 Epicurus explains the object of perception, exem-
plified by the shape of a solid, as an effect produced by incoming atoms: at
the causal level, the presentation or presented object corresponds to
atoms interacting with each other. The truth of a presentation, therefore,
may be explained in two different ways, phenomenally and causally: a
presentation is true insofar as it presents something that is in reality just
as it appears; and a presentation is true insofar as it corresponds to an
impact of atoms on the sense organ. The second formulation provides the

8 See frs. 247-54 Usener.  ° PHerc. 1012, col. 72.3-6 Puglia 1988.

10 A much disputed question: while most interpreters take the truth of a perception to consist in
some sort of correspondence between the presentation and its atomic stimuli (so Furley 1971,
616, C. Taylor 1980, 119-22, Everson 1990b, 173-4), Rist 1972, 19-20, proposes that what
makes a presentation true is that it is a real event, and Striker 1977, 134-5, 142, suggests that
what is true is a proposition expressing the content of a sense impression.
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physical explanation for the first. For it identifies the object of perception
as the effect of an arrangement of atoms coming from outside.

Epicurus’ followers rely on the physical explanation when they claim
thata perception is true because it is ‘moved’ by something, as opposed to
moving itself. Diogenes Laertius (x.32) applies this explanation to alleg-
edly illusory appearances: “The appearances (pavTdouaTe) of madmen
and dreams are true, for they move [the sense or mind], and what does not
exist does not move anything’. More precisely, a perception is true
because it is not moved by itself and, when moved by something else, can-
not add or take away anything (S.E. M vi11.9). Hence it is ‘irrational’ and
without memory. Sextus (M vi11.63) identifies the mover as images which
‘underlie’. Alleged misperceptions, such as Orestes’ vision of the Furies,
are true because they are moved by underlying images. That there are
external solid Furies is a false inference added by the mind. Because a per-
ception is no more than a response to an external stimulus, it is free of any
interpretative contamination.

Clearly, this notion of perceptual truth does not agree with our ordi-
nary notion. Ordinarily, a perception is considered true if it corresponds
to an independently existing external object, not to an immediately
impinging stimulus. Epicurus seems to evade the problem by redefining
perceptual truth. This seems all the more reprehensible as Epicurus pro-
poses to test all answers by reference to ordinary concepts. His followers,
moreover, certainly give the impression that they deal with external real-
ity (as ordinarily understood) when they advance the claim thatall percep-
tions are true.

Then let us look more closely at how Epicurus explains the difference
between true and false perceptions in the ordinary sense. It has generally
been supposed that the first sentence of Ep. Hdt. 50 spells out the condi-
tions of a ‘true’ (in the ordinary sense) or ‘reliable’ perception. Epicurus
claims that the shape of the solid is produced in one of two ways: by ‘suc-
cessive compacting’, or by a ‘remnant of the image’ (Ep. Hdt. 50). It has
been held that these two methods guarantee a perception that is faithful
to the external solid.1* However, it is clear that all visual presentations,
whether true or false (in the ordinary sense), are formed by these two
methods.

The first way consists in the successive merging of images in the sense
organ. Atoms that have entered are continually reinforced by new
arrangements of atoms arriving in imperceptibly small units of time.

11 8o Furley 1971, 607-11; cf. 1967, 208.
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The successive arrival of parts of images in the eye results in a composite
image which presents a whole.?? As Lucretius explains, we do not see
the individual images that stream from an external thing. Instead, we
see the ‘thing itself” as a result of the merging of images in the sense
organ:

In this one must not wonder in the least bit why, when the images that
strike the eyes cannot be seen singly, things themselves (ves ipsae) are dis-
cerned. For also when the wind lashes us little by little and bitter cold
flows, we are not in the habit of perceiving each individual particle of
wind and its cold, but rather we perceive the wind as a whole, and we
note blows happening on our body just as if some object were lashing it
and providing a perception of its own external body. Moreover, when we
strike the stone itself (ipsum) with the finger, we touch the outermost
colour of the rock at the very surface, yet we do not perceive this by
touch but instead we perceive the hardness itself (ipsam) deep within the
rock. (Lucr. 1v.256-68)

Lucretius draws an analogy between the sense of touch and the sense of
sight. When we feel a cold wind blowing, we do not perceive the succes-
sively arriving particles of wind, but the wind as a whole. When we touch
a rock, we do not perceive the fine surface layer with which our finger
makes contact, but rather the hardness deep within the rock.
Analogously, what we see is not individual images, but ‘things them-
selves’, res ipsae. The images are simply the means by which we obtain a
perceptual grasp of the solid from which they flow.

According to Epicurus (Ep. Hdt. 48), the images that stream from a
solid preserve ‘for a long time’ the arrangement they had on the surface
of the solid; but their arrangement may also be disturbed. Similarly, in
the case of hearing (Ep. Hdt. 52—3), the stream of atoms from the external
source produces a perception of the source ‘for the most part’; but it
may also show only what is ‘external’ to the source.!3 In general, when-
ever the sensory organ is at a distance from the source of the perception,
there is a perceptual stream extending from the source to the sense
organ. If no disturbance occurs, the successive compacting of effluences
permits a perception of the source itself. In this case, the source reaches
through the perceptual stream right to the sensory organ, so that there

12 1n addition to Lucretius, see Aug. Ep. 118.30 and Alex. de Sens. 56-63 and de An. Mant. 134-6
(discussed by Asmis 1984, 128-37). The merging of €idwAa explains how we can see objects
larger than the surface of the pupil: we do not see an object as the result of a single ei8wAov
shrinking between the object and ourselves, but as the result of a stream of €idwAa depositing
eidolic parts in the eye. 13 See also S.E. M vi1.207-9; Lucr. 1v.353-63.
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is an immediate perceptual contact with the source itself. Otherwise,
we have a perception only of what is outside the source. But this makes
no difference to the veracity of the perception: whether or not the per-
ceptual stream has become disturbed, we encounter an object that is
real.

There is a further complication. Images do not always come from an
external source, but may be formed spontaneously in midair, like clouds
(Lucr. 1v.129-42). Even when they come from an external source, more-
over, the images that cause mental visions are prone to combine with each
other in midair because they are especially fine (Lucr. 1v.722-48). For
example, a horse image may combine in midair with a man image to pro-
duce the mental vision of a centaur.'# Although our sources mention
composite streams only with reference to mental images, there is no rea-
son why such streams should not also occur in sight, hearing and smell. In
all cases, there appear to be three possibilities: a stream may form an
undisturbed continuum between the percipient and an external source; a
stream from an external source may be disturbed; and a stream may form
spontaneously (i.e. combine) in midair.

The second way in which the perceived shape ofa solid is said to be pro-
duced is by a ‘remnant of the image’ (Ep. Hdt. 50). Since atoms may remain
in the sense organ for a time after they have entered, it is reasonable to
suppose that an image that has been constituted in the sight or mind by
successive compacting may linger so as to produce a kind of after-image.
This after-image corresponds to what remains of the image. The remnant
does not stay long enough to produce dreams and memories, for these are
produced by newly arriving images.*>

In the case of touch and taste, there is no external stream intervening
between the sensory organ and the source. Instead, there is an immediate
contact between percipient and source. Yet here too we ordinarily draw a
distinction between true and false perception. Epicurus explains this dis-
tinction as well. For apart from external arrangement, there is an internal
factor that determines the kind of perception; and it applies to all senses.
This is the condition of the sensory organ. Even if there is no disturbance
in the external stream, a derangement of the sensory organ may alter the
perception.

14 Lucretius points out that a single mental ei8wAov, even though extremely fine, is able to move
the mind; for the mind too is extremely fine (1v.746-8). This does not imply, as is generally sup-
posed, that a mental presentation is due to a single ei8wAov entering the mind. Here too the
image is due to an eidolic stream, as Lucretius’ explanation of moving dream images indicates
(1v.794-806). 15 See Asmis 1984, 137-9.
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Basically, a sense organ takes in precisely what is commensurate with it
(cUppetpov, Ep. Hdt. 53, cf. 50). Its condition, therefore, determines what
parts of the perceptual stream it encounters.'® As a result, perceptions
vary from one type of animal to another, from one individual to another,
and from one perception to another. If the organ of taste is in a healthy
condition, for example, honey tastes sweet. But ifit is diseased, the taste is
bitter. In the former case, atoms productive of sweet taste interact with
the sense organ; in the latter, atoms that produce a bitter taste are admit-
ted instead (Lucr. 1v.658-72). When we enter a dark room, we may not be
able to make out colours at first, although we can do so after a little while
(Plu. Col. 1110¢c-d). The reason lies in the adjustment of the sense organ to
the incoming atoms.

In receiving particles from outside, moreover, the sensory organ does
not simply submit passively to the impacts. It engages in an active
response called ‘application’ (¢riBoAn). Epicurus refers to this contribu-
tion along with ‘successive compacting’ and ‘remaining’; and it is essen-
tial to the formation of any presentation. How it works can best be
gauged from Lucretius’ defence of Epicurus’ theory of mind.

The dependence of the mind on newly arriving images is a peculiarity of
Epicurean psychology that provoked much criticism in antiquity. It con-
flicts with the well-entrenched position that, unlike the five senses, the
mind has objects of its own, which it can call up whenever it likes, regard-
less of what happens to it from outside. Lucretius defends the Epicurean
view by arguing that the mind, like any other sense organ, has an active
role in perception. This sensory activity is not a self-movement, as
Diogenes Laertius (x.31) makes clear, but an act of responding to incom-
ing atoms. By an act of application, etymologically an ‘onslaught’ or
‘thrust upon’ an object, the sensory organ goes to meet what is presented
toit.

Lucretius asks (1v.779-880): how can the mind straight away think of
anything it likes? The answer is twofold. On the one hand, there is a vast
number of images impinging upon the mind at any single perceptible
time. On the other hand, the mind cannot see anything clearly unless it
‘strains’ to see it; it must ‘have prepared itself” for what it sees. To obtain
a sequence of thought, it ‘prepares itself further and hopes that it will see
what follows each thing, with the result that it happens’ (1v.802-6).
Lucretius compares the mental act of preparation to the focussing of eyes
on tiny objects. Then he extends this analogy to perception in general:

16 Lucr. 1v.668-70, 706-21; Plu. Col. 1109c-1110d.
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even when things are openly perceptible, if one does not pay attention,
everything is ‘as though separated by all time and far removed’
(1v.812-13).

Sensory application, then, is the act of attention by which the sense
organs (including the mind) obtain a clear awareness. This activity need
not be deliberate.17 What makes it an active response rather than passive
submission is that the organ is in a state of attentiveness toward what is
presented to it. Though determined by preceding atomic movements,
this state in turn determines the effect of the incoming streams. Without
it, there is only the vaguest awareness: nothing is clear. In other words,
nothing is ‘evident’ (dvapyés). This vague awareness is not sufficient to
constitute a presentation.'8

All presentations are evident; and all equally show what is true.'® This
evidence is, in Sextus’ words (M v11.216), the ‘base and foundation’ of all
cognition. What makes a sense organ an organ of judgement, a ‘criterion’,
is that by making an application it always gets hold of what is ‘evident’.
Epicurus draws this correlation between the sense organs and evidence
when he warns us not to eliminate ‘the criteria that judge in accordance
with evidence’ (Ep. Hdt. 52) and urges us to pay attention to ‘all the evi-
dence that is present in accordance with each of the criteria’ (Ep. Hdt. 82).

In sum, two factors are necessary for the production of any sense
perception: a stream of atoms that impinges on the sensory organ; and a
sensory organ that responds actively to this stream. In every act of percep-
tion, a presentation or ‘evidence’ is produced by an act of attention of the
sensory organ to incoming arrangements of atoms. What is presented -
the object of perception - is not an arrangement of atoms, but an effect
produced by the atoms. These effects differ for each sense. In the case of
sight, it is colour, along with the shape and size of colour at a remove from
us. In hearing, it is sound. The sense of taste perceives flavours; the sense
of smell perceives odours; and touch perceives body, as well as the con-
tiguous shape, size, and so on, of body.2°

We do not perceive an image, or any arrangement of atoms; nor do we
perceive some sort of inner mental object. We perceive in every case some-

17 As shown by Furley 1967,208; cf. 1971, 611. But neither is oAt an entirely passive process,
as Furley proposes.

18 As Sextus observes (M vi1.203), Epicurus also used the term évdpyeia for presentation.

19 pgce e.g. Bailey 1928, 242-3, 254-7.

20 Ep. Hdt. 49-53; Lucr. 1v.489-95. The anonymous (Philodemus?) PHerc. 19/698 has a detailed
(though fragmentary) discussion of these objects of perception; see esp. cols. 17, 18,22, 25,26,
and fr. 21 Scott. New edition of the papyrus in Monet 1996. For a different view of the objects
of perception, see Sedley 1989b, and Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 1, 84.
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thing projected outside ourselves, as existing outside us. We see a red
square, or heara shrill cry, or touch a hard body. When Orestes has a vision
of a Fury, he does not see an image of a Fury or a mental image; he sees a
Fury as a three-dimensional object existing outside of himself.

We must distinguish, therefore, between what we ordinarily call an
object of perception and the object of perception as revealed by physical
science. In redefining perceptual truth, Epicurus redefines ‘object of per-
ception’. Whereas we ordinarily take it to be an external object distinct
from us, it is the convergence of an external stream on the sense organ. The
organ reads offa part of this stream. If the stream comes from a particular
source and the sense organ reads off what is directly ‘on’ the source, there
isa true perception (in the ordinary sense). If the organ reads offa part out-
side the source or altogether detached from a particular source, there is
still a truthful object of perception, even though it does not coincide with
a particular source. The difference between a true and false perception (in
the ordinary sense) comes down to this: does the object of perception, as
redefined, coincide with what it presents as its source? If the sense is able to
reach, by means of the perceptual stream, the very source it shows, there is
what is ordinarily called a true object of perception; otherwise, not.

Let us now return to Epicurus’ sentence on the shape of the solid (Ep.
Hdt. 50). Epicurus mentions both the internal cause of the presentation,
the application, and the external cause, an influx of images. Nothing in
this causal analysis suggests that Epicurus is here singling out what is
ordinarily called a ‘true’ perception; and the indefinite form of the sen-
tence (‘whatever presentation we take. . .”) suggests rather that he is refer-
ring to any visual presentation of an external solid at all, whether
distorted or not. As Sextus puts it, what is presented is either the colour
outside the solid or the colour on the very surface of the solid. Either type
of colour shows the shape of the solid.

But there remains a problem. Epicurus describes the shape of the solid
as ‘coming to be’ in accordance with the impact of images. At the same
time, he indicates that there is an external solid that has shape and colour,
which may be conveyed to the percipient by means of images. Qualities
such as colour and shape, sound, odour, and so on, are not just temporary
qualities, existing only at the moment of perception, but more or less
enduring features of the external world. Epicurus himself divides these
qualities into permanent and occasional, and says that the former make up
abody’s ‘own nature’ (Ep. Hdt. 68-9).

How does this view square with Epicurus’ physics? Physical investiga-
tion shows that there is no colour, sound, odour, flavour, or bodily texture
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independently of perception. There are just atoms, having shape, size,and
weight, moving about in various arrangements in the void. What is pre-
sented in perception is the effect of an interaction between us and incom-
ing atoms. Apart from perception, there is no external red sphere: the
coloured three-dimensional shape that we see exists only in perceptual
interaction; outside us, there are fine networks of colourless atoms that
are densely arranged in the so-called ‘solid’ source and very thinly distrib-
uted in the perceptual stream reaching from the source to the beholder.

Now Epicurus draws a distinction between ‘in relation to us’ (Trpos
Nu&s) and ‘in itself” (ka®® oTS): “in relation to us’, he writes (Ep. Pyth.
91), the size of the sun and other heavenly bodies is just as it appears; ‘in
itself” it is larger or a little smaller or the same. Elsewhere, Epicurus con-
trasts ‘in relation to us’ with ‘the underlying thing in itself>.2* ‘In relation
to us’ clearly means ‘as we perceive it’. The size of the sun ‘in itself’, by
contrast, would seem to be the underlying cause of the perception,
namely the size of the distant sun. To take our perceptual stream, with the
percipient at one end, the solid sun at the other, and the stream of images
in between: from the point of view of the beholder, that is “in relation to
us’, the size of the sun is just as it appears; the size of the sun ‘in itself>, on
the other hand, is the size of the solid sun considered in itself, apart from
the beholder.

One and the same thing, therefore, may be described in two ways: ‘in
relation to us’, it is just as it appears; ‘in itself”, it is the same as it appears
or different. ‘In itself” the sun is tiny. It is also brightly coloured and hot.
Moreover, it is a network of colour-producing and heat-producing atoms.
Because this atomic source effects certain perceptual qualities - those that
are perceived in a perception ‘upon’ the source - the external source may
be said to have these qualities ‘in itself.

Epicurus thus combines a robust ontology of perceptual objects with
his atomic theory. The senses always present what exists in the external
world and often (though not always) present a source ‘in itself>. Because
they always present an immediately underlying external thing, they never
lie. They also often present the object that we think (by the addition of a
belief) they present. Hence physical theory not only justifies a trust in all
perceptions, but also saves our ordinary beliefs about perception.

But there is still a problem. Although the senses can display an external
solid without distortion, or ‘in itself”, they cannot tell whether their dis-

21 On nature x1, PHerc. 1042, col. vb.6-8 Sedley 1976b, 34, where the contrast between kot .. TO
Utro[kei]uevov ka®’ EafuTd] and Trpds fjués applies to the rising and setting of the sun and
moon.
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play is without distortion: their judgement is necessarily ‘in relation to
us’. In the words of Lucretius, the senses cannot know the ‘nature of
things’ (naturam rerum,1v.385). Instead, reason must discover whether the
objects that appear to be moving or stationary, one or many, same or
different, distant or close, straight or bent, round or square, and so on,
really are so (1v.380-461, 500-6).

We return, therefore, to the question whether there is any way of sin-
gling out certain perceptions as reliable witnesses about enduring objects.
At the conclusion of the Letter to Herodotus (82), Epicurus pairs the percep-
tions and feelings again:

One must pay attention to the present feelings and perceptions, to those
that are common in accordance with what is common and to those that
are particular in accordance with what is particular, and to all the evi-
dence that is present in accordance with each of the criteria of judgement.

A further distinction among perceptions is that they may be particular to
an observer or common to all. This distinction depends on the assumption
that there are enduring objects of perception that are the same for all. Does
reliance on common perceptions, then, help us to a solid basis of inference?
We will return to this possibility when we discuss preconceptions.

X

In his procedural note (Ep. Hdt. 38), Epicurus joins ‘“feelings’ (r&fn) to
perceptions as a basis of inference. In his survey of Epicurean canonic,
Diogenes Laertius (x.35) states that there are two feelings, pleasure and
pain, by which choice and avoidance are judged. This is in agreement with
Epicurus® own claim that pleasure is the starting-point of choice and the
measure (kavadv) of all good (Ep. Men. 129). But this does not imply that
pleasure and pain are not also a criterion of truth. For they determine
action by serving as a measure of what truly is good and bad. In addition,
the feelings are signs of what is nonevident in the area of psychology (Ep.
Hdt. 63 and 68).

Epicurus does not explain feelings separately in the Letter to Herodotus.
Their epistemological role can be inferred, however, from what he says
about perceptions. The basic difference between these two measures of
truth is that feelings are acts of awareness of inner states, whereas percep-
tions are directed at what is external to us. As a type of canon, the feelings
are not simply altered conditions of the sense organ; they include an
awareness of the condition. Epicurus agreed with others that every act of
perception depends on an alteration of the sense organ; and this may be
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called a feeling. In addition to being moved, the sense organ may have a
feeling of being moved; and this constitutes a criterion of truth.

At the most general level, this criterion is a feeling of pleasure or pain.
Subsumed under these feelings is the whole range of bodily sensations,
such as feeling sated or hungry or having a pain in the stomach, and the
entire range of emotions, such as anger, sadness, or joy. Since feelings are a
kind of awareness, they may be subsumed in turn, along with perceptions
proper, under the general heading of ‘perception’, as occurs in the later
sources.?? And just like perceptions in the narrow sense, the feelings
depend on an ‘application’ of the sense organ and are correlated with ‘evi-
dence’.23

As a criterion of goodness, feelings form the foundation of Epicurean
ethics. In physics, the area in which feelings are most important is
psychology. Epicurus signals this special role by framing his analysis of
the soul in the Letter to Herodotus (63 and 68) with references to both per-
ceptions and feelings. One highly controversial claim supported by ref-
erence to feelings is the claim that the mind is situated in the heart. Like
the Stoics (though with a different logical apparatus), the Epicureans
sought to determine the location of the mind by the ‘evident’ fact that
the heart is where we feel fear, joy, and other emotions.24 Since the mind
is the seat of the emotions, this feeling shows that the mind is located in
the heart.

111 Preconceptions

In addition to perceptions and feelings, the investigator must have pre-
conceptions (TrpoAryeis) at the outset of an inquiry (Ep. Hdt. 37-8).
Preconceptions correspond to the utterances used to state a belief or
problem. They must not require proof; otherwise proof would go on to
infinity. Rather, they share with perceptions and feelings the property of
being ‘evident’ and so constitute a third type of measure or canon.

Since Epicurus says very little about preconceptions, it is best to turn
immediately to Diogenes Laertius (x.33):

They say that preconception is something like apprehension
(kaTdANYis) or correct belief (86§o) or a conception or a general (kabo-
A1kn) stored notion, that is, a memory of what has often appeared from
outside, for example, ‘a human being is this sort of thing’. For as soon as

22 See Cic. Fin. 1.30-31 and 11.36.
23 They are linked with év&pysia at PHerc. 1251 col. 13.8-12; cf. Indelli and Tsouna 1995, 93 and
171-3. 24 Lucr. 111.141-2; Demetrius of Laconia, PHerc. 1012, cols. 42—7 Puglia 1988.
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‘human being’ is spoken, an outline of a human being is thought of in
accordance with the preconception, as a result of antecedent percep-
tions. What is first subordinate to every word, therefore, is evident.

And we would not have sought what we seek if we had not previously
come to know it, for example: is the thing standing in the distance a
horse or a cow? For it is necessary to have come to know at some time by
preconception the shape of a horse and cow. Nor would we have named
anything unless we had previously learned its form by preconception.

Diogenes adds that we would not seek anything unless we had first learnt
what it is; nor would we name anything unless we had first acquired a
preconception of it.25 In conclusion, he reiterates that preconceptions
are ‘evident’. As attested elsewhere, a preconception is an act of ‘applica-
tion>.2¢ Like sensory self-evidence, conceptual self-evidence consists in a
‘thrust upon’ something real.

In this account, which is clearly influenced by later debates with non-
Epicureans, two things stand out: preconceptions are derived from sense
perception;2” and their function is to serve as points of reference for
inquiry. Epicurus states the second point explicitly in his procedural note.
The first is the more problematic: how soundly are Epicurus’ preconcep-
tions based on sense perception? How can they exclude an element of
interpretation added to sensory information?

Diogenes offers alternative descriptions of preconception in response to
positions taken by various other philosophers.?® His basic explanation is
that it is a ‘memory of what has often appeared from outside’. The appear-
ances from outside are sensory appearances ‘preceding’ the formation of
the conception. Their repeated occurrence results in a ‘memory” of a type
of thing or of an individual item. For just as we associate the outline of a
human being with the words ‘human being’, so we associate an outline of
Socrates, for example, with the word ‘Socrates’. We use this notion when-
ever we form any sort of belief about Socrates. In the case of individual
human beings many perceptions result in a notion of a certain kind of
shape and behaviour; and this is a ‘stored, general notion’ no less than the
more general notion of ‘human being’. Indeed, Epicurean preconceptions
range in complexity from notions of simple sensory qualities, such as ‘red’,

25 The function of preconceptions is to answer a problem put by Plato in the Meno: how can we
inquire into anything without previously knowing it? Epicurus’ solution is that we have
notions derived from sense perception. Having learned by observation what a horse and a cow
are, we can ask the question: is the indistinct shape seen in the distance a horse or a cow? (see
above, pp. 195-6). 26 Clemens Alex. Strom. 11.4.

27 See Asmis 1984, 63-80; cf. Long and Sedley 1987, vol. 1, 89.

28 For difficulties in Diogenes’ account, see Glidden 1985, 180-6.
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‘bitter’, ‘hot’, to notions that combine a number of sensory properties,
such as ‘Socrates’, ‘human being’, ‘god’ and ‘just’ (said to be ‘what is com-
munally advantageous’, KD 36).

By attending to sensory appearances, the mind comes to pick out cer-
tain features as constituting a type. This conceptual act poses a special
problem within Epicureanism: is it an interpretation added by the mind
to sensory impressions? If so, it is not simply the product of outside influ-
ences and consequently requires verification by the senses. It appears that
a preconception is a special kind of belief formed out of an accumulation
of sensory impressions. Repeated in the mind, sensory impressions turn
into a conception, which is continually reinforced and confirmed by fur-
ther sensory impressions.

The self-evidence of preconceptions, then, is much more complex than
that of individual sensory impressions. Another complexity concerns the
existence of what is conceived. Does the object conceived exist in the
peculiar Epicurean sense in which all objects of perception exist, or does it
have existence ‘in itself”?

The preconception about which we have most information and which
therefore promises to throw most light on this question is the notion of
god. It was highly controversial in antiquity and is still much debated.??
In Epicurus’ words (Ep. Men. 123), ‘the common notion of god outlines’
that god is an ‘indestructible, blessed living being’, and ‘the gods exist, for
the knowledge of them is evident’. Cicero (ND 1.43-4) shows that ‘com-
mon’ means ‘common to all people’,and he cites this consensus as proofof
the existence of gods:

. . . [Epicurus] saw that there are gods, because nature herself had
impressed a notion of them in the minds of all. For what nation or race of
men is there that does not have a certain preconception of the gods with-
out any teaching?. ..

Since [this] belief has not been established by some convention or cus-
tom or law and there abides a firm agreement among everyone, it must
be understood that there are gods. For we have implanted, or rather
inborn, notions of them; what the nature of all is agreed on must be true;
therefore it must be admitted that there are gods.

Cicero draws a distinction between the natural formation of the concept
and the imposition of a belief by some form of teaching, such as custom or
law. The thought that there are gods is naturally implanted in everyone; it

29 For a detailed discussion, see below, p. 455.
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follows that there are gods. In addition, we all naturally think of the gods
as ‘blessed and immortal’ (1.44):

For the same nature that gave us an outline of the gods has engraved in
our minds that we consider them everlasting and blessed. (1.45)

On the basis of universal natural agreement, Cicero establishes two basic
claims about the gods: they exist, and they are immortal and happy.

While this account is compatible with Epicurus’ views, it has been care-
fully adjusted to fita conceptual framework that is shared by other philos-
ophers. These adjustments are not without problems. Thus what makes
an Epicurean preconception natural is that it has been imposed on human
minds by the external environment, whereas Stoic preconceptions, for
example, are rooted in human nature. The Epicurean preconception of
god is produced, like any other, by repeated sensory presentations. It is
the result of waking and dreaming visions of the gods, which are caused
by images streaming into our minds (Lucr.v.1169-71). While Epicurean
preconceptions may be called éupuTol (‘in one’s nature’, a term translated
by Cicero as innatas, 1.44), as Stoic preconceptions were called, the term
can mislead the reader into taking it to imply an origin entirely within the
human being or, worse, to mean ‘innate’. Epicurean preconceptions are
naturally implanted from outside; and this is what distinguishes them
from customs, conventions, and laws, which are taught.

Nothing in the Epicurean account of preconceptions suggests that all
preconceptions are held universally. Such a requirement would exclude
preconceptions not only of individuals such as Socrates, but also of ele-
phants, mangoes, oceans, islands, and so on. Do only common preconcep-
tions, then, guarantee existence? All preconceptions, as Diogenes Laertius
says, are ‘evident’; and Epicurus appeals to ‘evident’ knowledge as proof
of the existence of the gods. In the case of perceptions, ‘evidence’ guaran-
tees a certain kind of existence, that which is ‘relative to us’. Do precon-
ceptions likewise show only existence that is ‘relative to us’? Certainly
preconceptions of centaurs and other fictional entities - if there are any
such preconceptions — do not show objective existence. We return to the
question: do common preconceptions, then, show objective existence?

There is little doubt that Cicero’s Epicurean spokesman, Velleius,
takes the gods to be real creatures and not just mental constructs. This is
how the Academic critic, Cotta, understands his claim (1.62-4). Is
Velleius® appeal to universal agreement, then, simply a premiss taken
from his opponents, which he does not endorse himself? This is unlikely,
since he attributes the argument to Epicurus. Indeed Epicurus appeals to
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the universality of the preconception in his own brief discussion. Did
Epicurus, then, propose common agreement, when naturally implanted,
as a guarantee of objective existence? We saw earlier that Epicurus distin-
guishes between common and individual perceptions and feelings in the
Letter to Herodotus (82). Earlier in the Letter, Epicurus cites the ‘common’
perception of bodies as evidence that there are bodies.3° He also appeals
to the common feeling (common not just to humans, but to all animals)
of the pleasant as good as evidence that pleasure is the supreme good
(Cic. Fin. 1.30). Is universal experience, then, a guarantee of objective
existence both for perceptions and for preconceptions?

If this were the case, one would surely expect some mention of this cri-
terion in the later discussions on Epicurean perception. As it is, the
Epicurean position is distinguished from it. Sextus points out that
whereas the sceptical followers of Aenesidemus accept common (though
not individual) sensory appearances as true, the Epicureans accept all sen-
sory appearances as true (M vii1.8-9). Neither Sextus nor any other source
mentions that Epicurus singled out common perceptions as showing
objective existence. Indeed, how could such an assumption fit Epicurean
epistemology? It is plausible, for example, that everyone sees the sun as
tiny. But Epicurus does not use this as proof that the sun is tiny ‘in itself”;
instead, he reasons out this conclusion by analogy with other perceptions.

In short, preconceptions pose a problem that was previously con-
fronted in connection with perceptions: how can one bridge the gap
between relative and objective existence? The most consistent strategy for
Epicurus, it seems to me, would be to rely only on perceptions and pre-
conceptions that are common. This is also historically the most plausible
solution. Epicurus’ confidence that we ‘often’ have a perception of the
source suggests that, because of their great frequency, he thought that
common perceptions can be taken to show objective existence. Common
preconceptions, since they are based on so much higher a degree of con-
sensus, can all the more justifiably lay claim to certainty. Common percep-
tions and preconceptions are not distinguished in their nature from those
that are individual; they are formed in just the same way. Nonetheless,
they support ‘authoritative opinions>

How, then, does the mind ascend from sensory impressions to a pre-
conception? The content of the preconception of god is not a so-called
proper object of perception, such as colour, shape, and so on, but proper-
ties inferred from such objects. Lucretius lists a sequence of beliefs: the

30 Ep. Hdt. 39, cf. Lucr. 1.422.
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first three constitute a preconception of the gods, whereas the fourth is a
false addition (v.1169-93). The repeated appearance of human-shaped fig-
ures with exceptionally vigorous bodies, he explains, caused humans to
attribute sensation, immortality and perfect happiness to these figures.
But humans also made the enormous mistake of holding the gods respon-
sible for the events in the heavens. The appearances, it seems, give rise
equally to true and to false beliefs. How is one to distinguish between
them? What demarcates a preconception from a false belief?

Epicurus (Ep. Men. 123-4) warns against attaching anything to the gods
that is ‘alien’ to their indestructibility and happiness. Such additions, he
says, are false suppositions, not preconceptions. Similarly he distin-
guishes between an evident state of affairs and an attached belief in the
case of perceptions. The difference is that in the case of preconceptions
what is evident is itself a belief, and that additional beliefs are tested
against it by their compatibility or incompatibility with it. Epicurus illus-
trates this test in the first of his Kuriai Doxai: “What is happy and inde-
structible does not take trouble or make trouble for another, so that it is
subject neither to acts of anger nor to favours; for everything of this sort
belongs to weakness.’ The test is an inference, which consists in taking the
evident superiority of the gods as proofthat they are not given to anger or
favouritism.

How, then, do we come to think of the evident properties that consti-
tute the preconception? It was suggested earlier that they are patterns
imprinted in the mind. This explanation requires some refinement; for
preconceptions are not simply impressions from outside, but inferences
from them. By using Cicero’s distinction between natural and taught
beliefs, we obtain the conclusion that a preconception is an inferred pat-
tern imposed naturally from outside. Reasoning is an activity produced in
the mind by means of atomic movements. To reason is to arrange images;
and this mental power is the result of images continually impinging on
the mind and establishing certain patterns within it. From the beginning,
successively arriving images are arranged automatically according to sim-
ilarity and difference. This process gradually becomes an ability of the
mind to sort out images deliberately, that is, to perform acts of reasoning.

Some Epicureans indeed assimilated the formation of preconceptions
to the type of reasoning used in constructing scientific arguments. Their
position will be examined in detail later; but what they said on preconcep-
tions is relevant here. Zeno of Sidon proposed that all valid inferences
about what is not observed are inductive inferences, obtained by passing
from carefully scrutinized observed cases to similar unobserved cases.
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This method is called ‘transition by similarity’ (1) ko8> SpoidTnTC
HET&Paots). Preconceptions are one type of inference made by this
method. For example, we infer that a body, insofar as it is a body, has mass
and resistance, and that a human being, as human being, is a rational ani-
mal.3?

By treating preconceptions just like scientific theories, Zeno runs the
risk of obliterating the difference between initial conceptions and the the-
ories built on them. If preconceptions are theories, they are in need of
proof. In his text, Philodemus does not distinguish the testing of precon-
ceptions from that of scientific theories. This does not mean, however,
that there is no difference. What is needed is the distinction between a
natural type of inference, which results in preconceptions,and a technical
type, by which we prove theories. Zeno’s analysis must allow this kind of
difference if preconceptions are to have epistemological priority.

Let us return now to Epicurus’ initial instructions. A preconception is
‘subordinate’ to ‘utterances’ (Ep. Hdt. 37). When linguistic sounds are
uttered, the hearer has thoughts corresponding to the sounds, and these
thoughts are of general features existing in the world. A preconception is
also the “first’ (Ep. Hdt. 39, cf. D.L. x.33) thought corresponding to an
utterance. This is generally, though not necessarily, the first thought that
comes into a person’s mind when hearing the sounds. Preconceptions are
“first’ in the sense that they are epistemically prior to the beliefs that are
attached to them. What makes them “first’ is that they are derived directly
from sensory perceptions, with the result that they too are ‘evident>.

As evident starting-points, preconceptions do not require either proof
or definition.3? Epicurus rejected the requirement for definitions: we
must indeed be clear about our terms in order to have something to which
we may ‘look’ and ‘refer’; but it is never appropriate to start with a defini-
tion.33 We may be reminded of a preconception by a brief description,
such as ‘god is an indestructible and blessed living being’. But this
descriptive sketch merely states what we naturally think of first when we
hear the word ‘god’. Since we already have a distinct concept, there is no
need for it to be supplied or sharpened by a definition.

If the foregoing discussion is roughly correct, Epicurus intends to base
all knowledge on the phenomena of sense perception. The two points on
which his method seems most problematic are the gap between relative
and objective existence, and the exclusion of interpretation from both

31 phld. Sign. col. 34.5-11. 32 See Asmis 1984, 39-45.
33 See further Cic. Fin. 11.4; and the anonymous commentary on Plato’s Theaetetus, col. 22.39-42
(Bastianini and Sedley 1995, 320).
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perceptions and preconceptions. It remains to see how these empirical
starting-points can lead to correct beliefs about what is not observed.

1v Beliefs

Equipped with preconceptions and perceptions, we may formulate prob-
lems and test beliefs. These beliefs are of two kinds: about what is ‘wait-
ing’ (TTpoouévov),34 and about what is ‘nonevident’ (&5nAov). The
former are verified by ‘witnessing’ (émipapTUpnois) and falsified by ‘no
witnessing’ (oUk émipapTUpnois). The latter are falsified by ‘counterwit-
nessing’ (dvTipapTUpnois) and verified by ‘no counterwitnessing’ (oUk
AVTIPOPTUPNOIS).

The senses can display the things that we believe to exist. For example,
upon seeing a roundish tower from a distance, we might form the belief
that the tower is square. This belief is correct if is “witnessed’ by the
appearance of a square tower when we come close, and false if it is ‘not
witnessed’ in this way. The component -papTUpnois shows that the test
of truth and falsehood lies in the first-hand reports of the senses. The
square tower is an object of belief that ‘awaits’ verification by a present
perception. Epicurus warns specifically that belief about ‘what is waiting’
must be distinguished from ‘what is present already in perception’ (KD
24).

Without actually using the term ‘waiting’ (Trpoopévov), Sextus gives
an example in his account of Epicurean verification and falsification. His
report, which is the only survey of Epicurus’ theory of verification that we
have, supplements Epicurus® own schematic distinctions in the Letter to
Herodotus (50-1).

Witnessing is an apprehension by evidence (katdAnwyis 81° évapyeias)
that what is believed is such as it was formerly believed. For example,
when Plato approaches from afar, I guess and believe, by reason of the
distance, that it is Plato. When he has come near, it was witnessed in
addition (TrpocepopTUpnOn), when the distance was eliminated, that
it is Plato, and this was witnessed (¢mrepapTupnidn) by evidence (81’
évapyeias) itself. (S.E. M vi1.212-13)

34 The MSS are divided between the active and passive participles at Ep. Hdt. 38 and KD 24. Bollack
1975 and Long and Sedley 1987 vol. 11, 91, attribute the passive form to Epicurus. Diogenes
(x.34) gives some support to this interpretation by assigning the wait to the beholder: ‘to wait
(Trpoopeivat) and come near the tower and learn how it appears (paivetan) from close up’. On
the other hand, the active form, insofar as it designates an object, makes a parallel with both
Tapdv and &8nAov; and the strangeness of the usage suits Epicurean terminology, as well as
providing an explanation for the substitution of the less strange passive form.
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‘No witnessing’, the ‘opposite’ of witnessing, is explained as follows:

It is an impact by evidence (UréTTwO1s 81’ évapyeias) that what is
believed is not such as it was believed. For example, when someone
is approaching from afar, we guess, by reason of the distance, that it is
Plato, but when the distance has been eliminated, we have learned by
evidence (81 évapyeias) thatitis not Plato. (S.E. M vi1.215)

Beliefs about what is not presently observed are verified by the actual
appearance of what was previously conjectured. They are falsified, on
the other hand, by the appearance of something other than what was
believed. Presumably, the beholder makes a conjecture about an object
‘in itself>: he conjectures, for example, that what he sees really is Plato.
This object is the three-dimensional source of the perception. In vision,
it usually presents itself when the distance is short. A belief about
such an object is true whenever it is matched by an appearance of the
object.

But how will the beholder know that he has a presentation of the object
‘in itself*? His knowledge of the object is always mediated by a presenta-
tion. As a perceiver, he cannot gauge the amount of distortion in the
atomic stream. Physical theory can tell him about distortion, but it is
based on a prior faith in perception; nor can it ever give him sufficiently
accurate knowledge about any particular perceptual stream.

Further, what is the truth value of a belief whenever there is no present
appearance that matches the belief? Epicurus’ terminology seems
designed to fit the theory that objects of perception are nothing but
momentary states of the perceiver. Since such objects of perception exist
only when perceived, ‘no witnessing’ is a necessary and sufficient condi-
tion for the non-existence of a perceptual object. On this view, everything
that is ‘waiting’ to appear does not yet exist.3>

As we have seen, however, Epicurus posits not only real momentary
objects of perception, but also enduring objects of perception. If there are
enduring objects of perception, a belief may be true even in the absence of
an appearance. Consequently, Epicurus’ theory becomes a theory of ver-
ification. Even though a belief may be true, it cannot be accepted as true
unless there is a confirmatory appearance; and even though a belief may be
false, it cannot be rejected as false unless there is an appearance that
clashes with it.

Sextus’ examples and explanation agree with the latter interpretation.
The observer ventures a guess that it ‘is’ Plato; and this belief'is verified by

35 S0 Asmis 1984, 190-3.
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an appearance that is without distortion since it is from close up. It is fal-
sified by an appearance that takes the place of a confirmatory appearance.
‘No witnessing’ must be understood not merely as the absence of a confir-
matory appearance, but as the non-existence of conditions that would
produce a confirmatory appearance. Just when a confirmatory appearance
should occur, there is an appearance of something else; and this appear-
ance turns out to be evidence of the falsity of the belief. As Sextus
explains, when the distance is eliminated there is evidence that it is not
Plato. This is precisely when a confirmatory appearance would appear if
there were an object corresponding to the belief.

Plutarch (Col. 1121¢) faults the Epicureans for thinking that they can
escape the realm of appearances. His blustering, hypothetical Epicurean
proclaims: “When I approach the tower and when I touch the oar, I will
declare that the oar is straight and the tower angular; but he [the sceptical
opponent] will agree to no more than the belief (Sokeiv) and the appear-
ance (paiveoBan), even when he comes close.” Plutarch responds that the
Epicurean is in just the same position as the sceptic, without realizing it.
Since no ‘presentation or perception is any more evident than another’
(Col. 1121d-e), he cannot pick out any particular presentation as proof of
external reality; all presentations equally show only inner conditions.

Is there any way the Epicureans can justify the move from inner condi-
tions to outer reality? We confronted this question earlier in discussing
perceptions. The step that Epicurus proposes as a way out is the existence
of an atomic stream reaching from an external source to the observer.
Since this stream can present the source without distortion, it is possible
for an observer to have a true opinion about an external perceptual object.
Coming close to a visual object is a test of the perception, although there
is nothing about a presentation itself that makes one more reliable than
another: that is just the point of saying that all are equally evident. The
critics appear to be right that, as far as Epicurean theory goes, no amount
of testing can guarantee that a belief is true. Epicurus and his followers
seem to insist thatin practice, when all are agreed on the confirmation of a
belief by a presentation, a belief can be upheld as certain or ‘authoritative’
(kupi).

*

We now turn from sensory phenomena to the hidden entities that are
investigated by physical science. By contrast with things that are ‘waiting’,
‘nonevident’ things are not expected to become evident. But they too are
known by reference to appearances. If a theory is ‘counterwitnessed’ by
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sensory evidence, it is false; if it is ‘not counterwitnessed’, it is true (Ep.
Hdt. 50-1). Again, the component -marturesis shows that the ultimate test
of the belief lies in the reports of the senses.

Justa little way into his physical investigations in the Letter to Herodotus
(39), Epicurus states that one must infer (Tekpaipeofat) the nonevident
by calculation (Aoyiopds) in accordance with perception, ‘as I said
before’. This is a reference to the preceding note (Ep. Hdt. 38), in which he
said that one must use sensory observations as ‘signs’. The verb Tek-
uaipeobon implies that sensory phenomena serve as conclusive signs,
Tekurp1a, of what is nonevident. Whereas the phenomena serve only as
plausible indicators of what will appear, they show conclusively whether a
theory is true or false. The conclusion is worked out by a calculation that
shows the perceptual consequences of a theory.

Whereas beliefs about perceptible things are verified by an appearance
and falsified by the lack of a confirmatory appearance, beliefs about non-
evident things are falsified by appearances and verified by the lack of dis-
confirmatory appearances. Sextus explains falsification as follows:

Counterwitnessing (&vTipapTUpnois is . . . the elimination (dvaokeumn)
of the phenomenon by the posited nonevident thing. For example, the
Stoic says that there is no void, claiming something nonevident, but the
phenomenon - I mean motion - must be co-eliminated by what is thus
posited. For supposing there is no void, necessarily motion does not
occur either. .. (S.E. M vii1.214)

The belief that there is no void is ‘counterwitnessed’ by the phenomenon
of motion; for motion is eliminated by the elimination of void. The proof
is constructed in this way. We conjecture: there is no void. This is a
hypothesis about what is nonevident. Next we calculate: if there is no
void, there is no motion. But we observe that there is motion. It follows
that there is void.

In his abbreviated account at Ep. Hdt. 39-40, Epicurus supplies no
argument in support of the conditional claim ‘if there is no void, there is
no motion’. Both Lucretius (1.335-9) and Sextus (M v11.213) indicate that
he argued along these lines: if everything is packed tight with bodies,
there is no place for bodies to move into; hence there can be no beginning
of movement. What in turn supports this calculation? The claim ‘if there
is no void, there is no movement’ looks suspiciously like an a priori claim
borrowed from the Eleatics; and it has usually been understood as such. If
Epicurus did take over an Eleatic claim, without somehow recasting it as
an empirical claim, then his two initial rules do not summarize his
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method. If Epicurus is content to adopt a priori truths, he does not build
his scientific structure entirely on a foundation of sensory phenomena.

Epicurus’ followers argued vehemently that the conditional is known
empirically. Epicurus himself might well have supported his apparently
Eleatic claim by appealing to empirical conceptions of body, motion, and
void. In constructing the conditional ‘if there is no void there is no
motion’, he uses the preconception of ‘body’ as something that resists
touch. This notion is derived from perception. Suppose, then, that every-
thing is body: there would everywhere be resistance, so that none of the
bodies could begin to move.

Epicurus uses the same method of ‘counterwitnessing’ to prove the
first two doctrines of his physics. He supports his first claim that ‘nothing
comes to be from nonbeing’ by arguing: if this were not the case, then
everything would come to be from everything. As Lucretius (1.159-73)
makes clear in his detailed proof, this consequence is in conflict with the
phenomena. That we do not see everything coming from everything is an
evident sign of the nonevident state of affairs ‘nothing comes to be from
nonbeing’.

Here is a clear example of an apparently Eleatic doctrine being verified
by reference to an empirical fact. It is important to note that Epicurus
proves the truth of the apparently Eleatic claim by an argument that takes
the phenomena as evidently true. He does not simply add confirmation by
showing an agreement with the phenomena. He establishes its truth
wholly by an argument showing that it must be true if the phenomena are
as they are. A critic may well doubt whether the premiss ‘if something
were to come from nonbeing, everything would come from everything’
can be established empirically. Epicurus presumably thought he could
verify it by reference to an empirical concept of coming-to-be.

Epicurus’ second claim, that nothing is destroyed into nonbeing, is
established in the same way by reference to the phenomena. The founda-
tion of Epicurus’ physics, then, rests on the method of ‘counterwitness-
ing’. A theory is proved by the refutation of its contradictory. But how
does this fit with the method of ‘no counterwitnessing’, by which a theory
is said to be verified? Sextus explains as follows:

No counterwitnessing (oUk &vTipapTUpnols) is the consequence
(&xoMoubia) of the posited and believed nonevident thing upon the phe-
nomenon. For example, when Epicurus says that there is void, which is
nonevident, this is proved by something evident, motion. For if there is
not void, there must not be motion either, since the moving body does
not have a place into which it will pass because everything is full and
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packed. So, since there is motion, the phenomenon ‘does not counter-
witness’ the believed nonevident thing. (S.E. M v11.213)

Again, Sextus’ account implicitly contains a conditional. The argument
may be formulated as: if there is motion, there is void; there is motion;
therefore there is void. The non-evident thing, void, has the relationship
of ‘consequence’ to the evident thing, motion. In other words, it ‘follows
upon’ motion. This consequence defines ‘no counterwitnessing’. Since
the conditional is equivalent to the contrapositive ‘if there is no void,
there is no motion’, ‘no counterwitnessing’ turns out to consist in the dis-
proof (‘counterwitnessing’) of the negated hypothesis.

This restriction of ‘no counterwitnessing’ is surprising. One expects
‘no counterwitnessing’ to mean simply that there is no counterevidence
against a hypothesis, not that there is evidence against its contradictory.
‘Consequence’ seems too strong a requirement. Why should the nonevi-
dent thing ‘follow upon’ the phenomena rather than simply be in agree-
ment with them? But if we fault Sextus’ definition as being too restrictive,
another difficulty looms. Mere agreement with the phenomena permits
multiple alternative explanations, all equally plausible. How can multiple
explanations all be true? It has been suggested that Epicurus viewed ‘no
counterwitnessing’ simply as a test of possibility.3¢ But this goes against
his own statement (Ep. Hdt. 51) that ‘no counterwitnessing’ is a test of
truth, as well as upsetting the symmetry of his fourfold scheme of verifica-
tion and falsification.

Epicurus himself made much use of multiple explanations; and these
promise to throw some light on the difficulty. He held that, whereas
single explanations are required for the foundation of physics, there is no
need for single explanations of all events. Multiple explanations for the
events in the heavens, for example, are sufficient for our happiness. Single
explanations have a ‘single agreement (cuppwvia) with the phenomena’;
multiple explanations have a multiple agreement (Ep. Pyth. 86). Epicurus
repeatedly refers to this multiple agreement by saying that there is ‘no
counterwitnessing’. He asserts, for example, that images may be formed
in various ways, none of which ‘is counterwitnessed by the perceptions’
(Ep. Hdt. 48). He defends his extensive use of multiple explanations in
astronomy and meteorology by saying that all are ‘in agreement with’ or
‘not counterwitnessed by’ the phenomena (Ep. Pyth. 86-8, 92, 95, 98).
Singling out one explanation, on the other hand, when there are several,
‘conflicts® with the phenomena (Ep. Pyth. 96).

36 See Striker 1974,73-80.
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Lucretius shows how there is truth in multiple explanations. He com-
pares the observation of events in the heavens with seeing a corpse at a dis-
tance (v1.703-11). It is necessary to state all causes of death - sword, cold,
illness, poison, and so on — he writes, in order to state the one cause of this
particular death; similarly, for some events it is necessary to state several
causes, ‘of which one nonetheless is the case’ After proposing several
explanations of the movements of the stars, he points out that ‘it is difficult
to state for certain’ which of these causes applies to this world; yet he does
state ‘what can and does happen’ in the universe as a whole and one of
these events ‘necessarily’ occurs in this world (v.526-33). One of the multi-
ple explanations, therefore, does apply to the specific event under investi-
gation. All of them together apply to the general type of event under
investigation. Just as each cause of death applies to some death, so each
cause of stellar movement applies to some star in the universe as a whole.

Multiple explanations, therefore, are all true with respect to the general
type of event; and one of the explanations is true of the specific event.
Since the event to be explained is known only as a general type, all expla-
nations are true of just what is being explained. If the investigator had
more specific information (by being able to come closer, for example, as in
inspecting a corpse), then the explanation might be narrowed to a single
cause. What is ‘persuasive’ (as Epicurus puts it) about multiple explana-
tions is that any one of them might apply, and one does apply, to the spe-
cific event under investigation. In a sense, therefore, each explanation is
‘possible’ rather than true. At the same time, however, each explanation is
true of some specific event belonging to the general type.

If this interpretation is correct, the method of ‘no counterwitnessing’
is at least in part an inductive method. ‘No counterwitnessing’ occurs
whenever there is unopposed similarity between a phenomenon and
something nonevident. Yet Sextus Empiricus says nothing whatsoever
about induction in his explanation of this method. How can his view of
‘no counterwitnessing’ as the counterwitnessing of the contradictory
hypothesis be reconciled with Epicurus’ use of induction? We might sup-
pose that there are two kinds of ‘no counterwitnessing’: counterevidence
against the contradictory hypothesis; and the lack of counterevidence
against an inductive inference. Sextus mentions only the former kind. But
this does not imply that his account is inaccurate. Provided that his defini-
tion of ‘no counterwitnessing’ as a ‘consequence’ of the nonevident thing
upon the phenomenon can accommodate unopposed induction, his
account is not even incomplete, even though he uses an example thatillus-
trates only one type of “no counterwitnessing’.
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It will be objected that induction can never yield ‘consequence’: it does
not ‘follow upon’ observed facts, no matter how numerous or how thor-
oughly tested, that something else, that is known to be similar in other
respects, has the inferred similarity. Yet Epicurus’ followers did argue just
this. Drawing on his teacher Zeno, Philodemus argues in his book On
Signs that there is ‘consequence’ in inductive inferences no less than in
inferences by ‘elimination’: in both cases, the nonevident thing ‘follows
upon’ the phenomenon. Indeed, he maintains thatall truths about what is
nonevident are really inductive inferences. By recasting all calculations
about what is nonevident as inductions, Zeno and his associates tried to
remove all shadow of a doubt that there might be some a priori truths
lurking in the foundations of Epicurean science.

Before we make a final judgement, then, about Epicurus’ method of
inference, we must turn to his followers.

X

Philodemus’ On Signs is a response to an attack against the Epicurean
method of inductive inference, called ‘method of similarity” or ‘transition
by similarity’ (1} ka8’ SpoidTNTA PETEPBaO15).37 The opponents claim
that only the ‘method of elimination (&vaokeun)’ is valid. Philodemus
responds that the method of similarity is the only valid method of infer-
ence and that it subsumes elimination.

This response was worked out by Philodemus’ teacher, Zeno of
Sidon, in association with other Epicureans. Only one opponent, a cer-
tain Dionysius, is named. He has customarily been identified as a
Stoic.38 But he could just as well have been an Academic. We have one
other attack on Epicurean induction. It is part of a sustained attack on
Epicurean theology by the Academic Cotta in Cicero’s De natura deorum
(1.87-90, 97-8). Mocking the ‘very great delight’ that the Epicureans
take in similarity (‘Isn’t a dog similar to a wolf?, he asks, 1.97), Cotta
makes some of the same objections that occur in Philodemus’ work. In
fact, there was a broad coalition of philosophers and scientists who were
aligned against Epicurean induction; and Philodemus seems to be
responding to all of them. He offers a revised Epicurean theory of signs
that takes into account developments of the preceding two centuries,
and he presents this revision in several versions: his own report of con-

37 Barnes 1988c, 110-11, warns against calling the method of similarity ‘induction’; but see Long’s
response (1988c, 140).

38 Sedley 1982¢, 240-1, defends the view that he is the Stoic Dionysius of Cyrene, a pupil of
Diogenes of Babylon.
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versations with Zeno; a report of Zeno’s teachings by a fellow student,
Bromius; a summary by the Epicurean Demetrius of Laconia, followed
by a detailed attack and defence by an unidentified source who may well
be Demetrius again.

A sign inference may be expressed with the help of a conditional: ‘if the
first, the second’, where ‘the first> expresses the sign, which is something
evident, and ‘the second” is the nonevident thing that is signified. In com-
mon with other philosophers, the Epicureans call this kind of sign “partic-
ular’ (id1ov, 14.7, 32.36, 33.3). Instead of signifying a multiplicity of
situations and so being common (ko1vév) to what is true and false, a par-
ticular sign uniquely signifies what is the case. A particular sign, more-
over, ‘necessitates’ the existence of the nonevident thing that it signifies
(1.12-16).

A basic issue, then, is this: what makes a conditional true? Philodemus
accepts that a conditional is true whenever its contrapositive is true
(11.32-7). However, he insists, it does not follow from this that only the
method of elimination has the necessity of a particular sign (11.37-12.1,
32.31-33.1). A conditional is true by elimination whenever the removal
of the hypothetical nonevident thing, just by itself, brings about the
removal of the evident thing (12.1-14, 14.11-14). Sometimes, indeed,
the elimination of the consequent carries with it the elimination of the
antecedent, as in the conditional ‘if there is motion there is void>. But
there is also another valid method, that of similarity. According to this
method,a conditional is true whenever it is impossible to conceive of the
first being the case and the second, which is similar, not being the case.
An example is: ‘If Plato is a human being, Socrates too is a human being’
(12.14-31). This is true because it is inconceivable that Plato is a human
being and Socrates is not; and what makes it inconceivable is the similar-
ity between Plato and Socrates. Philodemus claims that in the second
type of conditional, too, there is ‘consequence’ (37.9-17) of the nonevi-
dent thing upon the evident thing and a necessary ‘link’ (cuvnpTfofa,
35-5)-

Philodemus (37.1-12) grants that there is sometimes a special ‘inter-
weaving’ (cuptrAokn) between what is evident and what is nonevident.
An example is the link between a product and its constituents. In these
special cases, a sign conditional is true by elimination. Philodemus here
seems to be singling out necessary causal connections. But there is also a
conceptual link, which is just as necessary as the causal link. In these cases,
the removal of the nonevident thing (such as Socrates’ humanity) is not
accompanied by the removal of the evident thing (Plato’s humanity), but
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it is inconceivable (&31avénTov) for the observed thing to exist or be of a
certain sort and for the nonevident thing not to be likewise.3°

In defence of this position, Philodemus distinguishes between two uses
of the expression ‘(insofar) as’. The first has the form: since certain things
in our experience are of a certain sort, nonevident things are also of this
sort ‘insofar as’ the things in our experience are of this sort. An example is:
since humans in our experience, insofar as they are humans, are mortal, if
there are humans anywhere they are mortal (33.24-32). Here ‘(insofar) as’
picks out the similarity (humanity) which is assumed to be common to
observed and nonevident instances. Since it is always observed to be con-
joined with another feature, mortality, one may draw the general conclu-
sion that humans, ‘(insofar) as humans, are mortal. This universal claim,
Philodemus insists, is a conclusion that is reached by, and indeed only by,
the method of similarity (17.3-8). Conceptual necessity is established
empirically, by inductive inferences based on observed conjunctions.

Philodemus states the relationship between elimination and similarity in
various ways. At times, he is concerned to show that the method of elimina-
tion is not the only valid method and so argues for two methods. At other
times, he subordinates the method of elimination to the method of similar-
ity. He claims that the method of similarity ‘extends’ entirely through the
method of elimination, which is ‘secured’ by it (7.8-11, 8.22-9.8). He also
says outright that there is just one method of sign inference, similarity;
those who abolish it, abolish all inference by signs (30.33-31.1).

Along with promoting induction as the only method of knowing the
truth about what is nonevident, the Epicureans attempted to strengthen
it. Within their own system, they needed to set apart scientific induction
from guesses about what will appear, which are verified only by an actual
appearance. The Epicurean task was particularly urgent since other phi-
losophers, joined by scientists, concluded that induction, no matter how
well tested, yields no more than a good guess. Thus the Empiricist school
of medicine, which originated in the third century Bc, developed an intri-
cate method for using accumulations of observations as guides to treat-
ment, notas a means of discovering what is nonevident.#*® Whenever they
did not have past observations, the Empiricists proposed to resort to
‘transition by similarity’, by comparing the present situation to a similar
observed situation.#! Philodemus closes his book On Signs with a parting
shotat the physicians who use ‘transition of similarity’.#> These are surely

39 Seealso 14.2-27and 32.31-33.9.  *CGal. Subf- Emp.chapters1-6.  *1 Seebelow, pp. 511-12.
42 14.17;5 cf. 15.37-8,38.6-8,and 14.23-4.
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Empiricists, refusing to use the method of similarity as a means of discov-
ering the truth.

Against this trend, Zeno and his friends argued that a careful calcula-
tion of the phenomena, called émiAoy1opds, produces knowledge of what
is unobserved. Epicurus had distinguished ‘calculation’ (¢mriAoyiouods)
from ‘proof” (&rodei€is). It is an analysis of what is evident, as opposed to
a demonstration of what is nonevident. “There is need of calculation, not
proof” for example, that we associate time with days, nights, and so on
(Ep. Hdt. 73). We must “calculate’ what our natural goal is (Ep. Men. 133).
As well as extending the method of induction to all sign inferences, Zeno
and his group extend calculation to all forms of reasoning. It turns out
that the type of rational reflection used to discover what is nonevident is
nothing but calculation. In short, scientific proof'is nothing but a calcula-
tion about the phenomena.

Philodemus sums up the Epicurean method as ‘scrutinizing [or ‘going
around’; TepioSeudvTwy] the similarities by calculation® (17.32-4) and
‘drawing conclusions by calculation® (23.5-6). There are three main
points. One must consider many instances that are not only of the same
kind but also varied (20.32-6, 33.12-13, 35.9-10). Further, one must rely
not only on one’s own observations, but also on the reports of others
(16.35-8,20.37-9, 32.13-21). Last, there must be no indication to the con-
trary (e.g. 16.38-17.2, 21.13-14). The inferences are so thoroughly tested
that there is ‘neither a footprint nor a glimmer’ to the contrary, as
Demetrius vividly puts it (29.1-4). These rules incorporate methods used
by the opponents. Carneades proposed the ‘scrutinized’ (TrepioSeuopévn)
presentation as the most trustworthy of three kinds of presentation.*3
The Empiricist doctors divided observations into two kinds, ‘seeing for
oneself” and ‘inquiry’. Philodemus charges his opponents with ignoring
the fact that the Epicureans rely not only on their own experience, but
also on the reports of others (32.13-21).

How faithful, then, are the later Epicureans to Epicurus? Let us first
consider Sextus. According to Philodemus, the truth of a beliefabout what
is nonevident does indeed consist in a relationship of ‘consequence’
between what is evident and what is nonevident. Philodemus analyses this
consequence differently from the way Sextus illustrates it. But since
Philodemus recognizes elimination as a special type of inference, there is
no conflict with Sextus’ report. Sextus does not say that the whole of ‘no
counterwitnessing’ is elimination: he merely exemplifies it by elimination.

43 S E. M v11.182-4; it is also called S1e€o8evopévn.
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Nothing in his analysis implies that he (or his source) did not know of the
reformulation proposed by Zeno. Indeed, the fact that he does not define
‘no counterwitnessing’ as a form of elimination, but defines it instead as
‘consequence’, suggests that he may have been familiar with Zeno’s views.

As for Epicurus, there is no evidence that he ever reformulated his argu-
ment for the void, or any other argument later said to exemplify ‘elimina-
tion’, as an induction. Epicurus’ followers are notorious for refusing to
depart from the doctrines of their master. But they showed themselves
very willing to interpret these doctrines in new ways, especially in
response to attacks by other philosophers.+# It was suggested earlier that,
if his methodology is to be consistent, Epicurus must reduce all calcula-
tions about what is unobserved to empirical judgements. He does not
explain in his extant writings how this reduction is to be accomplished.
With help from their opponents, his followers worked out what they con-
sidered to be the implications of his position. All calculations about what
is unobserved, they proposed, are inductive judgements. Among these
judgements are preconceptions. The Epicureans thereby restructured
Epicurus’ distinction between what is evident and what is nonevident. In
agreement with Epicurus, they demarcated what we observe from what
needs to be inferred from observations. But very differently from
Epicurus, they built a transition from the one to the other by allowing
sufficiently tested empirical judgements to become, in the end, judge-
ments about what is unobserved. The sign conditional, which grounds
the inference, is verified in this way entirely by empirical observations. As
aresult, the conclusion rests entirely on self-evident, empirical premisses.

44 Cf. Sedley 1989a.
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Stoic epistemology

MICHAEL FREDE

1 The possibility of knowledge

Stoic epistemology! is best understood as a response to a twofold chal-
lenge. Socrates had assumed that whether one had a good life depended
on whether one had managed to acquire a certain kind of knowledge,
which he identified with wisdom, in particular the knowledge of what is
good and what is bad. For this reason he had devoted his life to philosoph-
ical inquiry concerning the good, the bad and related matters. Yet, for all
of his efforts, even he himself did not think that he had obtained this
knowledge. At the same time Socrates had made it clear that we should
not content ourselves with mere belief or opinion concerning these mat-
ters, even if this belief happened to be true. One would not want to rely
for the success or failure of one’s life on mere opinion which at best hap-
pened to be true. Moreover, the Socratic elenchus suggested that one was
notentitled to any beliefwhich one did not hold as a matter of knowledge.
For Socratic refutation seemed to rest on the fact that somebody who
holds a belief as a matter of mere opinion can be made to see that he has
equal reason to espouse the contradictory belief.

A century of philosophers since Socrates had done no better. Indeed, as
if oblivious to Socrates’ strictures against mere belief, they had rushed
precipitously to produce thesis after thesis, theses often quite extravagant
and often contradicting each other, and in any case all a matter of mere
opinion, as closer scrutiny would reveal. The first challenge, then, was to
find a way to break out of the realm of mere beliefin order to arrive at true
knowledge. This challenge was first taken up by the Epicureans, and it is
important to see that the Stoic response is patterned on the Epicurean
response. The Stoics follow the Epicureans in assuming that knowledge is
made possible by the facts (i) that some of the impressions we have are by

1 Main texts: Cicero Acad. 1.40-2; 11.17-31, 143-6; Sextus M. vi1.150-8, 227-60, 401-35. D.L.
VI1.49-54. Note, in addition, PHerc. 1020; Stobaeus Ecl. 11.7.5; Aétius 1v.12.1-5. Literature:
Watson 1966; Sandbach 1971; Striker 1974; Frede 19835 Annas 199ob.
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their very nature infallibly true and thus can serve as a secure foundation
for knowledge, and (ii) that one of the ways in which these impressions are
foundational is that, by a natural process, they give rise to certain con-
cepts, the so-called anticipations, in terms of which we naturally think
about objects and which reliably embody certain general truths about
those objects.

But as the first Stoics try to develop their own version of a theory of
how, on the basis of certain privileged impressions and concepts, we
might arrive at knowledge, another challenge arises in the form of
Academic scepticism. The Academic sceptics, too, go back to Socrates and
reflect on the moral to be drawn from Socrates’ failure to attain knowl-
edge. They, too, are scandalized by the endless proliferation of mere opin-
ion, easily disposed of by the kind of dialectical questioning to which
Socrates subjected his interlocutors. But the sceptics also question Zeno’s
first attempts to show how we might break out of the circle, in which
opinion just breeds further opinion rather than knowledge. Zeno
assumes that nature provides us with certain infallibly true impressions of
things and that she also provides us with a basic set of notions or concepts
which are true to things. But why should we not regard these assump-
tions, too, as just further opinions? Thus, almost from the start, Stoic
epistemology also has to respond to the sceptic challenge.

One reason why, in the face of weighty sceptical arguments to the con-
trary, the Stoics continue to insist that knowledge is attainable and that it
must be possible to identify how it is attainable, is this. The Stoics believe
that our life depends on whether we are wise or not. They also believe that
nature is provident, and hence must have arranged things in such a way
that the knowledge which constitutes wisdom is humanly attainable, if it
is true that a good life depends on wisdom. Hence it must be possible to
identify the way in which nature has made knowledge and wisdom attain-
able by us. Looked at in this light, Stoic epistemology amounts to a com-
plex hypothesis as to how nature has endowed us with the means to attain
knowledge and wisdom. This hypothesis itself should be such that one
can come to espouse it as a matter of knowledge precisely in the way the
theory tells us that we can attain knowledge.

11 Cognition

If we think of Socrates’ arguments, or - for that matter - of any kind of
philosophical arguments, there is the notorious problem of how, on this
basis, we are supposed to arrive at knowledge. However plausible and
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incontrovertible the premisses may appear, as long as they represent mere
belief, the conclusion, too, will represent no more than mere belief. There
is no way to get from mere belief to knowledge, however cogent one’s
arguments may be. It is fairly clear that Zeno’s first cautious move was to
claim that, beside mere belief or opinion (doxa) and knowledge (episteme),
we have to distinguish a third kind of state, namely cognition (katalepsis):

He ascribed reliability not to all impressions, but only to those which
manifest, in a certain particular way, those objects which make the
impressions; and such an impression, when it is perceived in itself, he
called cognizable . . . And when it is already received and accepted, he
called it a cognition (comprehensio). (Cicero Acad. 1.41)*

It will turn out that cognition prominently includes, but is not restricted
to, perceptual cognition. What matters here is that Zeno starts out by
drawing our attention to the fact that sometimes when we believe that
something is the case, for instance because we clearly perceive it to be the
case, our beliefis not just a matter of mere opinion. When I clearly see that
the book in front of me is green, it is not a matter of mere opinion if I
think that the book is green. Nor yet, however, is it a matter of knowl-
edge. For to know that the book is green is supposed to be a matter of
being in a state such that there is no argument which could persuade one
that it is not the case that the book is green. But the mere fact that one
clearly sees that the book is green does not suffice to rule out the possibil-
ity that one can be argued into not believing that the book is green. Hence
the distinction between mere belief, cognition, and knowledge.

Given the importance Zeno attaches to this threefold distinction, it
may help to reflect on what Zeno might have in mind when he talks about
cognition. Suppose the book in front of me in fact is green. I clearly see
thatitis green and thus believe it to be green. Somebody else, too, believes
it to be green. But he believes it to be green, not because he clearly sees it
to be green, but because I tell him that it is green, or because he believes all
books to be green (and hence does not bother to look at this book) or
because of any number of other reasons. Reflecting on this ‘because’, one
sees that there are any number of possible connections between the fact
that the book is green and somebody’s belief that it is green. In the case of
some of these connections we are willing to say that one would not think
that the book was green, unless it actually was green, that, if it were some
other colour, one would think that it was of this other colour, and that one
believes it to be green, precisely because it is green. We have a connection

2 See also Sextus M vi1.150-1.
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of this sort when under normal conditions we clearly see a green book in
front of us. In most cases, however, the connection between the fact and
the beliefis such that one would not be able to say that the person believed
something to be the case precisely because it is the case. If| for instance,
somebody believes the book to be green because he is told that it is green,
the connection is too tenuous to guarantee that the person, given this
connection, would not think the book to be green unless it actually was
green, and that the person would think otherwise if it were of some other
colour. The belief might still be true; but this would be due not to the con-
nection specified, but to the fact that certain further conditions happen to
be satisfied.

In each case the connection explains the belief. But in the first case the
connection also guarantees the truth of the belief. A belief which is such
that one holds the belief that something is the case precisely because it is
the case, is guaranteed to be true. Hence we can call it a “‘cognition’. In the
second kind of case, on the other hand, the connection does not guarantee
that the belief is true. Somebody who believes something to be the case
just because he is told so may have a true belief; but the way he comes to
have this belief, far from guaranteeing its truth, leaves open a number of
possibilities that his belief may be false. In this case we talk of ‘mere opin-
ion’ or ‘belief™.

When Cicero turns to Zeno’s innovations in logic (of which epistemol-
ogy is treated as a part), he focuses on Zeno’s introduction of the notion of
cognition. He also reports that Zeno, to mark this new notion, intro-
duced a new technical term, “katalepsis’, literally “grasp’.3 In having a cog-
nition the mind is in touch with things so as to grasp them. Accordingly,
Cicero renders this term and its cognates by ‘comprehensio’ or “perceptio’
and their cognates. If we remember that “perceptio’ is used as a literal trans-
lation of “katalepsis’, it will be easier to avoid the rash,and wrong, assump-
tion that all cases of cognition are cases of perception in our sense, even
though cases of perceptual cognition are paradigms of cognition. That
this would be wrong is clear, for instance, from the Stoic definition of sci-
ence as a certain kind of body of cognitions. The Stoics surely do not mean
to say that we know the theorems of a science, for instance geometry, as a
matter of perceptual cognition. Indeed, they explicitly distinguish (D.L.
viL.52) between perceptual and rational or intellectual cognitions. So it
certainly is not part of the notion of cognition that a cognition is a percep-
tion, even if a perception is the paradigm of a cognition.

3 Acad. 1.41;cf. Acad. 11.17.
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Cicero also renders ‘katalepsis’ by ‘cognitio’,and this seems to be a partic-
ularly apt term to refer to the kind of grasp which goes beyond mere belief,
and which already would amount to knowledge, if the Stoics did not fur-
ther require of knowledge that one cannot be argued out of what one
knows to be the case. Later times which were not particularly interested in
this further requirement did in fact treat cognition as the basic form of
knowledge, as we can see, for instance, in Augustine’s Contra Academicos.

How is the introduction of the notion of ‘cognition’ as a third kind of
epistemic state supposed to explain how we might attain knowledge? A
clue is offered by the fact that both accounts of Zeno’s threefold distinc-
tion, in spite of their brevity, insist that, though knowledge is available
only to those who are already wise, cognition is available to sage and fool
alike. So, the point of the threefold distinction is to establish that we are
not in the hopeless situation of trying to arrive at true knowledge on the
basis of mere opinion. Even the fool has something better to rely on than
mere opinion, namely cognition. In fact, if we follow Sextus, Zeno seems
to have made a more precise suggestion. Given that Sextus claims to be
reporting Arcesilaus’ attack on the Stoic position, the position attacked,
for chronological reasons, must be Zeno’s position. If this is correct, then
Zeno not only introduced the threefold distinction of opinion, cognition
and knowledge, as is explicitly attested by Cicero: he also went on to claim
that cognition constitutes the criterion of truth (M vir.153). Setting aside
the subtleties involved in a precise understanding of the notion of a criter-
ion of truth,* it would seem that Zeno must at least have meant to say the
following. We are to treat cognition as the criterion of truth in the sense
that we are to believe only those things to be true of which we have cogni-
tion and to judge the truth of other things in terms of these. We in fact
believe lots of things to be true. But we are not to believe them, even if
they happen to be true, unless we have cognition of them. This closely
accords with another Stoic view, independently attested for Zeno (Cic.
Acad. 11.77) that, if one is wise, one will have no mere opinions.

It is easy to see what would happen if we actually managed to follow
this criterion of truth. All of our beliefs would be cognitions, and this very
fact would turn each of these cognitions into a piece of incontrovertible
knowledge. As long as we allow ourselves mere opinions, there is no guar-
antee that some of these opinions might not be false and that, being false,
might serve as premisses in a conclusive argument to the effect that some-
thing we believed to be the case was not the case, even if it is true and if we

4 Cf. Striker 1974 and 1990.
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as a matter of cognition believe it to be the case. This is why isolated cog-
nitions as such are controvertible. But if we no longer entertain any mere
opinions, the possibility that our cognitive grasp on a fact may be under-
mined by an argument to the contrary is eliminated. And with this pos-
sibility eliminated, each cognition we have will automatically turn into a
piece of knowledge.

So we have the beginnings of an account of how knowledge is possible
in terms of ‘cognition’. But this account raises a number of questions. To
begin with, we want to know whether there really are cognitions, that is
to say beliefs which by their very nature, or the way they have come about,
are guaranteed to be true. We also want to know how in practice we are
supposed to be able to distinguish between mere opinion and cognition in
such a way as to believe only those things of which we have cognition.
And, finally, we want to know whether the cognitions we have will suffice
to attain and to support the knowledge we are after, namely wisdom. For
suppose it turned out that we only had cognition of those things which
one can perceive to be the case, this would hardly suffice to attain the truly
general knowledge which is involved in being wise.

Itis reasonably clear that, in order to be able to address these questions,
Zeno went beyond the first step of introducing the notion of cognition
and of claiming that we should treat cognition as the criterion of truth.
For Arcesilaus in his dispute with Zeno raised at least the first two ques-
tions. And our sources attribute to Zeno the introduction of a further cru-
cial notion, closely associated with the notion of cognition, namely the
notion of a cognitive impression; and they testify to a dispute with
Arcesilaus about the appropriate definition of cognitive impressions.
What is at issue in this dispute is the existence and the distinctness and
distinguishability of cognitive impressions and hence of cognitions. So it
is clear that Zeno began to work out a more elaborate theory to answer
the questions which his doctrine of cognition raises. It is difficult to say,
though, to what extent the more elaborate theory attributed in our
sources to the Stoics in general can be traced back to Zeno himself. And I
will not make any further attempt to trace the evolution of what came to
be the standard Stoic doctrine in this matter, which, in the form it had
been given by Chrysippus, was later attacked by Carneades.

11 Cognitive impressions

Zeno’s suggestion as to how we come to have knowledge is that we dis-
card mere opinions and espouse only those beliefs which are cognitive,
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which we have as a matter of cognition. This presupposes that it is up to
us what we believe and what we do not believe. And this is, indeed, the
view Zeno and the Stoics take and articulate in the following way. They
assume that to believe something involves two things. It involves having
an impression or thought (phantasia), and it involves giving assent to, or
accepting, this impression or thought (sunkatathesis).> The impressions,
as the term indicates, are a matter of passive affection. We do not deliber-
ately form the particular impressions we form. But whether we assent to
them or not, is our doing. This is why we are responsible for our beliefs.
Cognition, too, is a matter of giving assent to an impression.

Now a belief will be true or false, depending on whether the impression
itisan assent to is true or false. Hence, if cognitions are true, they are true
because the corresponding impressions are true. What is more, if cogni-
tions have a privileged epistemic status due to the way they come about,
such that they cannot fail to be true, then the impressions to which they
are an assent must similarly have a privileged epistemic status such that
they cannot fail to be true, given the way they come about. After all, the
way they come about just is the way the corresponding cognition comes
about, except that the cognition involves the further step of giving assent
to the cognitive impression.

The Stoics call such impressions the assent to which constitutes a cog-
nition ‘phantasiai kataleptikar’, that is ‘cognitive impressions’. There has
been some debate about the precise force of “kataleptikos’ in this context.®
But if we assume that Zeno first introduced the notion of a katalepsis and
only then the notion of a corresponding impression, the use of the term
‘kataleptikos® for the impression is no more puzzling than the parallel use
of ‘cognitive’ in ‘cognitive impression’. It signals that the impression
referred to is the distinctive kind of impression involved in cognition. It
might also indicate, though, that the impression is such as to enable us to
grasp the corresponding fact, if we give assent to it.

However this may be, having analysed a cognition into a cognitive
impression and the assent to it, the Stoics now have to show that there are
cognitive impressions, that is to say that cognitive impressions form a
class of impressions which in reality are distinct from the impressions
involved in mere opinions. It is primarily on this that the debate between
Stoics and Academics focused, from Arcesilaus down to the end of the
sceptical Academy early in the first century Bc. In this sense the doctrine
of cognitive impressions formed the nucleus of Stoic epistemology.

5 Cf. Gorler 1977 and Arthur 1983.  © Cf. Sandbach 1971; Pohlenz 1959, vol. 1, 62.
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Not surprisingly, then, a good deal of the effort of the Stoics, beginning
with Zeno, was devoted to the definition of cognitive impressions and to
the defence of this definition.” Our sources attribute to the Stoics a num-
ber of formulations by means of which they try to define cognitive
impressions. Closer inspection shows that all this variety reduces to a
shorter and a longer version of one definition, versions which differ in
that the longer version adds a further clause to the two clauses of the
shorter version. According to the shorter version, an impression is cogni-
tive if:

(i) it comes about from what is (&0 ToU UtrdpyovTos), and

(ii) it is formed in exact accordance with what is.8

The longer version adds the further clause
(iii) (it is) such as it would not come about from what is not.?

Let us first consider the shorter version. The first clause raises two ques-
tions: what is the precise force of ‘it comes about from . . .> and what is
meant by ‘what is’? A natural understanding of the phrase ‘what is” is that
itrefers to a real object, rather than a figment of the mind, which produces
an impression on us. This is how Sextus understands it at times, for
instance M vi1.249, where he is explaining the Stoic definition of a cogni-
tive impression. And this is how many modern authors translate and
understand the clause in the different texts in which it is mentioned.

But the expression ‘what is’ (huparchon) also has a technical use in
Stoicism. Since the Stoics assume that only bodies exist (are onta), they
will say for instance of the present time, though not of the past or the
future, that it is hiuparchon. And similarly they will say that, whereas a false
proposition merely subsists (huphistanei), a true proposition or fact also
huparchei. Thus the point of the first clause would be, not that a cognitive
impression has its origin in a real object, but in a fact. For the impression
that A is F to be cognitive it must have its origin in the fact that A is F.

This is how Cicero at least at times understands the phrase (cf. Acad.
11.112). This is how Sextus himself understands the expression in M
vi1.4o2 ff. when he reports Carneades’ criticism of the third clause of the
definition, thus suggesting that Carneades had already understood the
phrase in this way. Here Heracles’ impression that his children are those
of Eurystheus is treated as an impression from what is not, though Sextus
at the same time emphasizes that the impression has its origin in Heracles’

7 Cf. Frede 1983. 8 D.L.v11.46; Sextus M x1.183; cf. Cicero Acad. 11.77.
9 Cicero Acad. 11.77; D.L. vi1.50; Sextus M vi1.248; PH 11.4.
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own children which stand in front of him. So there is a real thing which
gives rise to the impression, namely Heracles’ children; nevertheless the
impression is not counted as one from what is. What is more, there is at
least one passage in Sextus (M vi11.85-6) in which he explicitly tells us that
the sense of “huparchon’, as it is used in the definition of cognitive impres-
sions, is precisely the sense in which (according to the Stoics) a true prop-
osition is what is the case. Moreover the phrase occurs in all three clauses,
and it would be desirable to have a uniform interpretation of it for all
three clauses. But in the third clause the sense of ‘real object’ is much too
weak, and ancient authors uniformly take the expression in the third
clause to refer to what is, or rather what is not, the case.'® Hence, on bal-
ance, we should take the reference to be to what is the case, rather than to
areal object. This conclusion makes good sense in terms of our considera-
tions concerning cognition. In the case of cognition we have the belief or
the impression which we have precisely because this is the way things are.
This will also explain the sense in which the impression, if it is cognitive,
has come about from what is. For we can explain the ‘because’ in our
account of cognition by specifying the connection which is such that it is
because A is F that we have the impression or think that A is F. The con-
nection might, for instance, be the one in which we stand to the fact that
this object is green, if we perceive this object under normal conditions.
We shall not worry that, given the Stoic notion of a cause, a fact, not being
a body, cannot cause anything, whereas a real object can. For we should
not rashly commit ourselves to the view that the connection to be spec-
ified has to be a simple causal connection. And, in any case, Sextus expli-
citly attributes to the Stoics the view that a true proposition, or what is
the case, does move us to have a cognitive impression.

It is still somewhat disconcerting that the definition of cognitive
impressions, given that it plays such a crucial rule, hence surely was care-
fully formulated and, in any case, retained throughout the history of the
school, should involve this kind of ambiguity, referring either to an object
or to a fact about an object. But there is a possible explanation for this
ambiguity. It is crucial for the Stoic theory that children, from the time of
their birth, receive impressions which the Stoics are willing to call ‘cogni-
tive’, though they differ significantly from the cognitive impressions of
mature human beings. Since children on the Stoic view do not have
minds, they are not sensitive to facts, nor can they form impressions with
propositional content. Their cognitive impressions are brought about by

10 See Cicero Acad. 11.77-8; 112 Sextus M VI1.152, 252.
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an object which the impression faithfully represents without having the
internal articulation which would allow it to present the object as being
something or other: it can represent a green book, but not a book as being
green. Hence it is possible that the definition was deliberately formulated
so as to cover both kinds of impressions, it being understood that it will
refer to objects or the absence of them when we talk about the impres-
sions of mindless children, but to facts or states-of-affairs which do not
obtain when we talk about the impressions of rational beings.

Let us turn to the second clause. One thing which the second clause
clearly requires is that the impressions be formed in accordance with the
fact. It is easy to see why this would be required. If one were temporarily
colour-blind in such a way as to see green things as red and red things as
green, one might have the impression that the object is red precisely
because the object is green. The impression would have its origins in a fact
in the sense required by the first clause and thus would satisfy the first
condition. But clearly this would not be a cognitive impression. Hence we
require that an impression, in order to be cognitive, also be in accord with
the fact which gives rise to it, in the sense that it represents A as being F, if
A is F,in other words that it be true. Now this by itself trivially guarantees
truth, but it does not guarantee cognitivity. We might, for instance, have
an instrument which is supposed to discriminate between things which
are F and things which are not F, and to signal things which are F. But the
machine does not work properly and hence, instead, signals things which
are not F. Moreover, we might mistakenly believe that the machine is sup-
posed to signal things which are not F. Hence, on a certain occasion, given
that it does not signal A’s being F, we correctly have the impression that A
is F, precisely because A is F. But this impression can hardly be said to be
cognitive; for it rests on two mistakes which just happen to cancel each
other out. So we would expect the further detail of the second clause to
refer to a particular feature of the impression which is supposed to guar-
antee its cognitivity.

An impression is not completely characterized by its propositional con-
tent: there is a lot more detail to it. You may, for instance, have an impres-
sion with the propositional content that this book is green. Though the
propositional content remains the same, the impression may vary consid-
erably. It will, for instance, vary depending on whether you actually see
the book or have the impression for some other reason. And when you
actually see the book, the impression may still vary considerably depend-
ing on the conditions under which you see it. When, for instance, you
clearly see the book from nearby, you have one kind of impression, but as
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you move away from the book and come to a point where you can barely
make out that it is a book and that it is green, your impression, though
still an impression that this book is green, surely is quite different from
the one you have when you see the book clearly in front of you. All these
impressions represent the same propositional content, but they differ in
the way they represent it. The Stoics are evidently seeking in these further
details which cognitive impressions offer a further mark of their cognitiv-
ity. To identify this further mark, we need to look at the second clause
more closely.

There are two further details to the second clause which we have not
exploited so far. The clause refers to the way the impression is formed by
using verbs like ‘seal’, ‘imprint’, ‘stamp’;1! and it insists that the impres-
sion be formed in exact or precise accord with the fact. Obviously, with-
outa good deal of explanation not much can be made of these details. And
unfortunately our main source of explanations is the passage in Sextus
(M vi1.249-52), which not only goes on the assumption that the clause
demands correspondence with a real object rather than a fact, butalso is at
variance with the other major source of information concerning these fur-
ther details, namely Cicero Acad. 1.42. Finally, caution seems indicated,
because Sextus’ account, at least as it is often read, makes an assumption
which seems rather implausible, namely that the impression is in exact
accord with the object by representing it with all of its features. This
seems to be an incredibly strong assumption, especially given that not all
of an object’s features are perceptual features, and that we would not
expect an auditory impression, for instance, to represent the visual fea-
tures of an object.

An impression might be in accord with a fact in two ways. It might, for
instance, be in accord with the fact that this book is green by being a rep-
resentation of this green book. After all, the Stoics attribute cognitive
impressions to children in their pre-rational state, when their impressions
do not yet have propositional structure. But standardly, in the case of
mature human beings, a cognitive impression will accord with the fact by
representing this book and by representing it as being green. There are
different ways of representing the book as being green, depending on
whether one uses the common notion of green or some other notion, for
instance a notion which is more articulate than the common notion. But,
if we keep in mind that we are quite ready to say that we represent the
book’s being green in terms of the concept ‘green’, it is obvious that the

11 Cf. D.L. vi1.50; Acad. 11.77.
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main differences will depend on the way the object, rather than its being
green, is represented. And, given that, we will be able after all to draw on
the information supplied by Sextus in M vi1.249-52, who assumes that a
cognitive impression is characterized by its exact representation of the
object; what is more, given that this information is relevant to the under-
standing of the second clause, we can have some confidence that Sextus is
drawing on Stoic doctrine, even if he is mistaken or confused about the
sense of “what is’.

The question is: how could an impression be not only in accord with
the fact but in precise accord with the fact? Let us take the impression that
this (a book which I see) is green. The impression will represent this
object, and it will represent it as being green. That is why it is an impres-
sion to the effect that this is green. Now the object might be represented
in one’s impression in more or less detail. It might, for instance, be repre-
sented in such detail that its precise colour is represented. But its repre-
sentation might also involve a set of characteristic features of an object.
The Stoics assume that each object has a set of characteristic and distinc-
tive features. And these produce a characteristic look which is constituted
by a set of characteristic visual features. So in the case of a visual impres-
sion an impression might be in precise accord with the fact that this is
green if it represents the object in such a way as to fully and precisely cap-
ture its characteristic visual features and its colour.

On this interpretation we see the point of the verbs in the second clause
of the definition to emphasize that, with a cognitive impression, the
object is faithfully represented in all its characteristic and relevant detail.
With a proper seal we do not expect each and every feature of the seal-ring
to be captured in the seal-wax, but we do expect the characteristic and
identifying features to be fully stamped in. Without this we would still
have an imprint of the seal-ring, but not a seal which left no room for
doubt as to its identity.

This talk about imprints and stamps should not mislead us into con-
ceiving of an impression in the manner which Chrysippus tried to rectify
when he suggested that ‘impression’ (fuposis) should not be taken literally
(D.L. vi1.50). We should not assume that, for instance, in the case of per-
ception under normal conditions the object we see will automatically pro-
duce an impression in us which, among other things, represents it with its
distinctive features in the way a seal-ring will, if properly used, produce
the appropriate seal. Though the Stoics do think of impressions as passive
affections, this should not obscure the fact that rational impressions are
formed in the mind and that the mind is involved in their formation. After
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all, rational impressions, impressions with a propositional content,
involve the use of notions or concepts in representing something as being
a certain way. They thus not only presuppose a mind which can form such
impressions: they are also sensitive to the characteristics of the particular
mind involved. For different minds have different notions available to
them and apply the same notions in different ways, given their further
beliefs. The way this is relevant here is this: if we have not learnt to dis-
criminate a certain object, for instance a particular egg (as opposed to hav-
ing learnt to discriminate a certain kind of object, for instance eggs), so as
to be able to distinguish this egg from all other objects and thus also from
all other eggs, we will not necessarily have a cognitive impression that this
egg is green, however well developed our sensory apparatus is, and how-
ever much the other normal conditions for perception may be met. One
should also note in this context that the first two clauses of the definition
do not say what on certain interpretations we would expect them to say.
They refrain from saying that the cognitive impression is impressed on us
by the object or the fact. It rather is said to be formed in accordance with
the fact. Indeed, it is formed in the mind and in some way by the mind
rather than by the object. This becomes clear even from Sextus’account in
Mv11.250. Here, as elsewhere, we are told that the cognitive impression is
formed artfully (technikos). This does not mean that the object has an art
which allows it to produce a cognitive impression of itself. It rather means
that the soul or the mind has an ability to form impressions of objects
which are faithful to these objects in their crucial detail. This competence
or ability to discriminate can be enhanced by learning and training. As a
result we can come to be able to perceptually discriminate things we orig-
inally were unable to distinguish. So rational impressions, the impres-
sions of mature human beings, though a matter of receptivity, involve the
mind and reflect the particular mind’s disposition, for instance its ability
to discriminate.

Sextus, in fact, seems to claim that in a cognitive impression the object
is represented with all its features (M vi1.251), if we assume that “idiomata’
here means ‘features’ or ‘characteristics’. But it is difficult to see how, for
instance, a visual impression could or should represent an object with all
its features, for instance its olfactory characteristics. Hence in Cicero,
Acad. 1.42,we find the more modest claim thata cognitive impression gen-
erated by means of a certain sense will represent all the features which fall
within the range of what can be discriminated through this sense. But
even this seems too strong. For, surely, even if we see an object under ideal
conditions, we do not necessarily see all the minute visual detail we would
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see, for instance, if we saw it from so close up that we no longer could see
the object as a whole properly, that is to say, if a normal condition on
proper vision were violated. So perhaps we should not assume that Sextus
means to say that the cognitive impression represents the object with all
its features, but should rather understand the term “idioma’ which he uses
in this context (M vi1.248, 250, 251) in the sense of ‘characteristic’ or ‘dis-
tinctive feature’, rather than in the sense of “feature’ taken quite generally.

From Sextus’ explanation in M vi1.251 we can add a further require-
ment, which we might have guessed anyway, namely that these features
themselves are to be represented precisely (akribes). Thus, if we think that
itis part of the characteristic look of this book that it looks like a book and
that it looks green, then the impression should be such as we would have
if we clearly and unambiguously recognized it to be a book and to be
green. With this in mind we can say that the second clause demands that a
cognitive visual impression to the effect that this object is green should be
such as to represent this object in a way which perfectly and unequiv-
ocally matches its characteristic look and its colour, and moreover such as
to present it as being green.

When we now turn to the third clause: (it is) such as it would not come
about from what is not’, it is important to briefly consider the relation
between the longer and the shorter version of the definition. It is clear
that the shorter version continued to be used even after the longer version
had been introduced. This strongly suggests that, at least from the Stoic
point of view, the third clause does not add a further restriction on what is
to count as a cognitive impression, but just makes explicit a feature of all
impressions which satisfy the first two conditions. In fact, the Greek of
the third clause is most naturally understood in such a way that ‘such’
does not refer to a further feature, introduced but not specified by the
third clause, but refers back to the character ascribed to cognitive impres-
sions in the first and the second clauses, presumably more specifically to
the character ascribed to cognitive impressions in the second clause. The
point would be this: impressions which satisfy the first two clauses have a
certain character; the third clause tells us that an impression which has
this character cannot possibly have its origin in what is not. I take this to
be a way of saying that an impression which has this character cannot pos-
sibly be false. This understanding of the relation between the longer and
the shorter version seems to be confirmed by Sextus and by Cicero. Sextus
explains that the Stoics only added the further clause in response to an
Academic objection based on an assumption which the Stoics themselves
do not share, namely the assumption that two objects might be exactly
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alike and hence indiscernible (M vi1.252). Cicero tentatively suggests the
same, adding that it was Arcesilaus who prompted Zeno to add the third
clause (Acad. 11.77). Thus the third clause is supposed to offer merely a
clarification which, on the Stoic view, does not go beyond what is already
stated or implied by the first two clauses.

Itwill help if we consider Arcesilaus’ objection. It seems that Arcesilaus
argued that two objects, say two eggs or two grains of sand, might be
exactly alike, or at least so much alike as to be indiscernible. And, on the
basis of this, he seems to have argued that the shorter definition, or at least
its second clause, is guaranteed to be inadequate, since it will be satisfied
by certain false impressions, but that the longer definition, though in vir-
tue of its third clause it manages to rule out false impressions, does so only
at the price of ruling out all impressions. For, however strong conditions
an impression may meet, there always can be an impression exactly like it
which is false, or which fails to have its origin in what is. So on the shorter
version, according to Arcesilaus, cognitive impressions do not form a dis-
tinct class of impressions, and on the longer version they do not exist.
This, roughly, is how Cicero presents the matter.

Unfortunately the precise way in which Arcesilaus is supposed to bring
the case of possible indiscernibles to bear on the definition of cognitive
impressions is far from clear. Their relevance is spelled out by Cicero Acad.
11. 84-5, in this way. Suppose you see Cotta under ideal conditions and
you form the correct impression that this is Cotta. But suppose also that,
unknown to you, Cotta has an exact look-alike, Geminus. So it can hap-
pen that you actually see Geminus under ideal conditions, but, not sur-
prisingly, you now form the false impression that this is Cotta.

There are two ways to interpret this. One is that Arcesilaus understands
the ‘what is’ in the shorter definition to refer not to the fact, but to the
object, and that he argues that, given the indiscernibility of Cotta and
Geminus, the false impression that this is Cotta satisfies the first two con-
ditions as well as the true impression that this is Geminus. For it, too, has
its origin in a real object (we actually see Geminus), and it does represent
this object with as much faithfulness as we wish. It nevertheless is false
and hence not cognitive. In fact, the two impressions, taken by them-
selves, will be exactly alike, and hence each of them, including the one
which is true, taken by itself, will be compatible with two mutually exclu-
sive states of affairs. To which Zeno is supposed to answer by denying that
Cotta and Geminus are indiscernible, but also by adding the further clause
to make explicit that the impression that this is Cotta which we form
when we see Cotta under the appropriate conditions will be unlike any

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



310 STOIC EPISTEMOLOGY

impression we form when we do not see Cotta. We cannot rule out the
possibility that Zeno himself originally understood his shorter definition
in such a way as to invite this objection, because he still thought of the
impression primarily as an imprint which an object leaves on us, such that
two indiscernible objects would produce the same impression. But it also
may be the case that Arcesilaus referred to pairs of indiscernibles just to
challenge the second clause of the definition, because this clause was
understood by the Stoics in a certain way. It seems that the Stoics assumed
that, given the way a cognitive impression comes about, it represents the
object with a faithfulness which an impression which does not come about
in this way, and hence a fortiori an impression which does not have its ori-
gin in a fact, cannot possibly match. The second clause insists on this kind
of faithfulness. The possibility that we are presented with a pair of indis-
cernibles would show that however faithful an impression is to the object,
this does not rule out the possibility that it is false. Zeno’s answer to this,
on this interpretation, would be to deny that there are indiscernibles, but
to make explicit in a third clause that the kind of faithfulness to the object
attributed to cognitive impressions by the second clause is incompatible
with its being false, with its failing to have its origin in a fact.

In any case, the Stoic response to the Academic claim that there are
indiscernibles and that hence there might be no difference between the
cognitive impression that this is Cotta which we have when we clearly see
Cotta and the impression that this is Cotta when we clearly see Geminus
is based on two assumptions: (i) there are no indiscernibles, and (ii) the
impressions we form are sensitive to our state of mind such that, if we
have learnt to discriminate Cotta, the cognitive impression which we
have of Cotta cannot possibly be like the impression which we have of
Geminus. The first assumption is not ad foc, but supported by Stoic phys-
ics and Stoic metaphysics. The Academics will not accept it, but at least
the Stoic position remains defensible. The second assumption raises a
problem. Suppose one first sees Cotta under normal conditions and forms
the cognitive impression that this is Cotta. But then one sees Geminus,
and, because one is confused or even temporarily deranged, one forms an
impression of Geminus that he is Cotta which presents Geminus precisely
with the characteristic features of Cotta. The two impressions will be
exactly alike, even if it is the case that Cotta and Geminus are discernible.
The Academics consider more dramatic versions of this sort of case.

There is Orestes who in his madness takes Electra, though she is stand-
ing in full sight of him, to be a Fury (Sextus M vi1.249). There is the case of
Heracles who in his madness takes his children, though they are standing
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clearly in front of him, to be the children of Eurystheus (M vi1.406). What
is characteristic of these cases is that the perceiving subject with one
exception sees the object under ideal conditions. Barring the exception,
the subject should have a cognitive impression. But the subject does not
have a cognitive impression, because he is temporarily deranged, and this
drastically interferes with the formation of the impression in such a way
as to, for instance, give Heracles the impression that these are Eurystheus’
children. Now this can only be so if in his impression Heracles represents
his own children with features of Eurystheus’ children. But, if this is pos-
sible, it should also be possible that Heracles, precisely because of his
heightened imagination in this deranged state, represents his children
with precisely the distinctive features of Eurystheus’ children. Hence he
will have, it is argued, an impression which is indistinguishable from the
impression he would have if he saw Eurystheus’ children under normal
conditions. But in this case his having the impression is compatible with
two possible states of the world, one in which Heracles is sane and these in
fact are Eurystheus’ children, and one in which he is insane and what is in
front of him is something else. The Stoic answer to this is that the impres-
sion, taken in itself, under normal conditions has a distinctive character
which can never be matched by an impression formed by a subject in an
abnormal state.

So the Stoic claim is that nothing but a fact can produce an impression
which has precisely the character of a cognitive impression, that an
impression of this character cannot possibly be the product of dreaming,
hallucination, derangement or any other non-normal or abnormal mental
state. Indeed, they claim that not even the gods can (or will) produce such
an impression in us in the absence of the corresponding fact (Cic. Acad.
11.50). Again, this is not an ad hoc claim, though, needless to say, it will not
be accepted by the Academics. As we saw, the Stoics insist that great art is
involved in the formation of cognitive impressions. They involve the
mind’s readiness to perform a highly delicate task which involves its com-
plete attention and concentration. A sleeping or even sleepy mind, a
deranged or intoxicated mind, will not be able to perform such a delicate
task. Moreover, Stoic physics allows for the assumption that impressions
bear the mark of how they have come about. We also have to take into
account that the Stoics, given their belief in providence, can argue that
nature, if it means us to have cognition and knowledge, can most simply
arrange for this by supplying us with impressions with a distinctive char-
acter which reflects the way they come about, which, in turn, guarantees
their truth.
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1v Clearness, distinctness, evidence

Cicero tells us (Acad. 1.41) that a cognitive impression is supposed to have
adistinctive way of making those things clear (declarare) which it presents
as being the case. The question is what this distinctive character may be.
As already noted, the ‘such’ in the third clause may refer to a further,
though unspecified, feature which all cognitive impressions have and
which distinguishes them from all non-cognitive impressions; or it may
refer to a feature which all impressions satisfying the first two clauses
have, and which the third clause claims an impression would not have
unless it had its origin in a fact in such a way as to be itself guaranteed to be
true. Given that the third clause is treated as merely clarificatory and
redundant, and given the Greek of the third clause, we should assume that
this distinctive character is not a further feature, but one already implied
by the first two clauses. And since, given the Academic counter-examples,
it should be an internal feature of the impression which no non-cognitive
impression can match, it should be a feature implied by the second clause.
Ifwe consider D.L. vi1.46 it seems fairly clear that the feature we are look-
ing for is the clarity and distinctness of cognitive impressions, and that
this feature is supposed to be crucially involved in their representing
something in precise accordance with the fact. In D.L. vi1.46 we first get
the two clause definition of cognitive impressions. We then get a corre-
sponding definition of a non-cognitive impression as one which does not
satisfy the first clause or which, even if it satisfies the first clause, does not
satisfy the second clause. And this is glossed by saying ‘the one which is
not clear (tranes) nor distinct (ektupos). This strongly suggests that
impressions are clear and distinct by being in precise accordance with the
fact,and that this is the feature to which the third clause refers. This is not
the place to discuss whether clarity and distinctness are two separate fea-
tures, as the ‘nor> might suggest. What seems to be demanded is this: the
relevant features of the object which a cognitive impression represents are
represented in such a way that this representation could not be the repre-
sentation of some other features, and that they jointly constitute a distinc-
tive representation of the object, that is, a representation which captures
a set of jointly distinctive features of the object, for instance its distinctive
look. This corresponds to the fact that a seal may be deficient in two ways:
it may lack some of the features which would make it identifiable as this
rather than that seal, or it may have all the features, but some not with
sufficient clarity to make it identifiable as this rather than that seal.
Cognitive impressions are unambiguously identifiable as impressions of
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the object they are an impression of, and as representations of the fact
which gives rise to them. And the claim is that an impression will be clear
and distinct in this way only, if it has its origin in a fact in such a way that
the manner in which it comes about guarantees its truth.

Cognitive impressions are also characterized in other ways, for instance
as striking or vivid (plektikos, Sextus M vi1.403). I shall comment on one of
these characterizations, namely the claim that they are enarges (cf. ibid.), a
term rendered by Cicero as ‘evidens’ or ‘perspicuum’ (Acad. 11 1.17). To
understand this, we have to take into account that in Greek one can call
something which clearly and exactly looks like an ox an ‘obvious’ or ‘evi-
dent’ ox. This does not commit one to the view that an evident ox actually
is an ox. It might be a god taking on the appearance of an ox. But as a mat-
ter of Stoic physics the Stoics believe that nothing but Socrates can have
the distinctive look of Socrates, and that nothing but an ox can have the
distinctive look of an ox, that is to say the characteristic and jointly dis-
tinctive visual features of an ox. Now a visual cognitive impression of an
object, being clear and distinct, will represent the object clearly with its
characteristic and distinctive look. Hence such impressions themselves
also are called ‘evident’. For a Stoic, then, their evidence will guarantee
their truth. But for an Academic evidence will not guarantee truth for the
simple reason that, even if there is something which looks exactly like
Socrates, it might be something else. If nothing else, for the Academics
the possible indiscernibility will guarantee this.

v Assent to cognitive impressions

Now, even if we grant that we do have cognitive impressions, this will be
of'little help, unless we can also come to acquire a disposition in which we
unfailingly give assent only to cognitive impressions. The fact that the
Stoics talk of cognitive impressions as having a distinctive character and
as being the criterion of truth might mislead us into thinking that on the
Stoic view this, at least in principle, is rather an easy matter. Since cogni-
tive impressions have a distinctive character, we just have to determine
which of our impressions are cognitive and then give assent to them. But
itis obvious that in practice this is such a difficult task that even the Stoics
themselves do not claim to have achieved it. And it is clear why in princi-
ple it would be a more difficult task than at first might appear. The very
fact that cognitive impressions are supposed to be criteria raises a prob-
lem. In trying to find out whether an impression is cognitive, one can
check the conditions under which one has formed it. And, having satisfied

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008


USER
Underline


314 STOIC EPISTEMOLOGY

oneself that it came about under normal conditions, one can conclude
that it must be cognitive and hence accept it. But, though one can do this,
this cannot be how the Stoics think that cognitive impressions play the
role intended for them in their theory. For in this case our acceptance of
them is based on the assumption that we have sufficient evidence for their
cognitivity. This assumption can be questioned. And any evidence we
produce in support of it can in turn be questioned. So we seem to fall into
an infinite regress precisely of the kind which we tried to avoid by intro-
ducing cognitions and cognitive impressions in the first place. We also can
check our impressions against our beliefs, and accept them if they seem
true in the light of our beliefs. But, again, to do this is to appeal to further
evidence to determine the cognitivity of our impressions. And this evi-
dence in principle will be as questionable as the cognitivity of the impres-
sions, and hence questioning the evidence will again lead to a regress.

Now we might assume that the Stoics think that we do not look for evi-
dence outside the impression in question, but rather for the distinguish-
ing mark of cognitive impressions, for something like evidence or
clearness and distinctness, and that, having spotted it, we infer that the
impression must be cognitive and hence true. But one may object that one
can also question whether an impression in fact has this distinctive mark.
In response one might be tempted to assume that the Stoics must think
that we can infallibly recognize the distinguishing mark. But there is no
evidence that the Stoics do believe this. And, given that there is a great
deal of evidence for the Stoic doctrine concerning cognitive impressions,
itwould be surprising if such a crucial assumption were never referred to.
It also would be, philosophically, a desperate assumption to make. And, if
it had been made, it would be very difficult to explain why knowledge and
wisdom are supposed to be so difficult to attain. Finally, though cognitive
impressions do have a distinctive character, this should not be understood
to mean that cognitive impressions bear on their face, as it were, an easily
recognizable mark of their cognitivity. The distinctive character of cogni-
tive impressions is not a feature an impression has over and above its rep-
resenting a particular fact in a certain way, and thus its presence cannot be
determined independently of determining whether it exhibits this man-
ner of representation.

So the Stoics must assume that cognitive impressions, having a distinct
character, are such that we can immediately recognize them as such and
do not have to depend on further evidence to determine their cognitivity.
In any case, the Stoic view does not seem to be that we have some myster-
ious ability to infallibly recognize cognitive impressions as such, and
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Stoic theory does not require the postulation of such an ability. All that it
requires is that we can learn to get so good at recognizing cognitive
impressions that we always get it right. In each case there is the possibility
that we could get it wrong, but it is not by good luck that we do not, but
because our ability has been so developed that we are able to successfully
deal with each case we encounter. To make this assumption is not to
assume some infallible cognitive faculty.

Now, to say that we are able to recognize cognitive impressions as such
can be understood in two ways. It can be understood to mean that we are
able to make a correct judgement concerning the cognitivity of an impres-
sion and, on the basis of this judgement, give assent to the impression.
Butitalso can be understood to mean that we are sensitive to the cognitiv-
ity of an impression, that there is an internal mechanism which registers
and scans impressions and which is able to discriminate between cogni-
tive and non-cognitive impressions so that, if it discriminates an impres-
sion as cognitive, we give assent without forming the judgement that the
impression is cognitive. We might have a sense for cognitivity in this lat-
ter way. Nevertheless, we could assume that this sense can be developed
and perfected, if we assume that it is also sensitive to our beliefs.

There is some reason to think that the Stoics at least sometimes
thought along the lines of such a mechanism. They certainly must have
assumed that children possess such a mechanism to sort cognitive from
non-cognitive impressions. For they claim that children are endowed by
nature with an impulse towards cognitions (Cic. Fin. 111.17). It is easy to
see why. According to the Stoics, it is these cognitions which give rise to
the so-called natural notions or anticipations, concepts which are faithful
to the distinctive character of the things which fall under them. The
acquisition of a sufficient set of notions of this kind is supposed to amount
to the acquisition of reason. Now the privileged epistemic status of these
concepts depends on the fact that they are based on cognitive impressions
or cognitions. Hence children, to acquire reason, must be able to sort cog-
nitive from non-cognitive impressions. And to do this, they obviously
cannot resort to judgement and inference, since ex hypothesi they do not
yet have reason. And it also is clear that children accept those impressions
which they sort as cognitive. Otherwise they would not have cognitions.
So there is not just a primitive non-rational version of cognitive impres-
sions in children, but also a primitive non-rational version of assent,
which is supposed to follow if an impression is recognized as cognitive.

Now, as to mature rational human beings the Stoics observe that when
we geta perceptual impression of something which is of interest to us, but
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the impression does not seem satisfactory, we, as it were, instinctively rub
our eyes, move closer or further away, try to provide more light etc., that is
to say try to establish normal conditions to see properly (Sextus M vi1.259).
This would suggest that there is a mechanism which not only is sensitive to
the cognitivity of an impression, butalso can tell on the basis of the charac-
ter of the impression, in which way the impression is deficient, and which
can set us in motion in the appropriate way to obtain further impressions
till it receives an impression which it deems satisfactory. And assent may be
no more than this acceptance as satisfactory. In any case, we here have the
idea of a highly sophisticated sensitivity to the cognitivity of impressions.

Now this sensitivity is in many ways affected by beliefs. It is adequate
for the rather simple impressions children have. But, as soon as we have
concepts, we can form extremely complex impressions and acquire highly
complex beliefs. To the extent that we learn to discriminate between
different particular objects, different kinds of objects, and different fea-
tures of objects, and acquire true beliefs about them, it also will be easier
to learn to discriminate between the corresponding impressions; but to
the extent that we also acquire false beliefs, it will be more difficult. We
may fail to recognize an impression as cognitive, because it is incompat-
ible with what we wrongly think we know for certain. Since it is the mind
which forms even perceptual impressions, and since the mind in forming
impressions is influenced by its state, including its beliefs, its false beliefs
may make it difficult for it to form cognitive impressions. In any case, its
impressions will reflect its false beliefs. So it is obvious how we can
improve and perfect our sensitivity to cognitive impressions. We have to
attend to our impressions, we have to eliminate our false beliefs, and we
have to learn what the things we are concerned with are like and how they
differ from other things, and look at our impressions carefully in the light
of this. In the end we will have a reliable sense for whether an impression
is cognitive and give assent to precisely those impressions which are cog-
nitive. This is what Boethus had in mind, when he said that right reason is
the criterion (D.L. vi1.54). If we have a perfected reason we will have a reli-
able sense for which impressions are cognitive.'?

vi The criteria

Ifwe follow the Stoics up to this point, we have cognitive impressions and
we can learn to discriminate between cognitive and non-cognitive

12 Cf. Kidd 1989.
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impressions in such a way as to give assent to cognitive impressions. So,
having cognitions, we will be on safe ground. And having only cognitions,
we will have knowledge. The question is whether and how with just this
knowledge we will be able to attain wisdom. To answer this question we
have to look more closely at the kinds of cognition which we have avail-
able to us.

It is clear that, if there are any cognitions at all, then perceptual cogni-
tions will be among them. It is because we are prepared to accept thatit is
not a matter of mere opinion if we think that the book is green when we
see it clearly in front of us, that the notion of cognition seems promising
in the first place. So one class of cognitions we have available to us are per-
ceptual cognitions. Indeed, Cicero, having reported that Zeno intro-
duced the notion of cognition and discussed our assent to cognitive
impressions, goes on to tell us that he then singled out perceptual cogni-
tions as a class of cognitions we can rely on (Acad. 1.42). What is more,
Zeno is supposed to have identified perceptual cognitions as a criterion.

This fits the testimony in D.L. vi1.54, according to which Chrysippus
claimed that perception constitutes a criterion. But it creates a problem,
because it seems to conflict with other evidence. In many places we are
told that according to the Stoics cognitive impressions constitute the cri-
terion. This view is attributed to Chrysippus (D.L. vi1.54). And hence
Chrysippus is accused of inconsistency in sometimes claiming that cogni-
tive impressions are the criterion and sometimes saying that perception is
a criterion. What is more, Zeno also must have said that cognitions quite
generally are the criterion (Sextus M vi1.153). Now to make sense of this
apparent conflict we have to assume two things, (i) that there is a shift in
the use of the term “criterion’, and (ii) that in discussing knowledge and its
attainability in general the Stoics talk about cognitions and cognitive
impressions quite generally, whereas when they go into the details of how
we attain knowledge they distinguish between perceptual cognition and
anticipations, that is to say the intellectual cognitions involved in the pos-
session of anticipatory concepts.

As to the shift in use, when Zeno introduces cognition as the criterion
itis in the context of an argument to the effect that no argument based on
premisses which we hold to be true as a matter of mere belief will lead to
knowledge. Here cognition is a criterion in the sense that it is a belief
which is not held as a matter of mere opinion, and hence can be used to
judge the truth of further beliefs. But when we turn to the question of
how any beliefs, including cognitive beliefs, can be judged to be true or
false, the answer will be “in virtue of cognitive impressions’. This shift in
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the use of “criterion’ is not surprising, given that philosophers were using
the term in a number of related ways. Once we take this into account, it is
easy to make sense of the variety of things different Stoics according to
D.L. vi1.54 are prepared to call a criterion. If, for instance, we make cogni-
tion the criterion in one sense, we can also make right reason the criterion
in a different use of the term.

Now, in saying that cognitive impressions or cognition or perfected or
right reason are the criterion, we do not yet address the question how we
attain the complex knowledge which is wisdom. In order to do this, we
now distinguish different kinds of cognition. And we first single out per-
ceptual cognition as one criterion. We do so for at least three reasons. (i) If
one is willing to admit any kind of cognition, one will admit perceptual
cognition. (ii) Perceptual cognition, or perceptual cognitive impressions,
are supposed to be the basis on which we develop the so-called natural or
common notions or anticipations which constitute a further criterion.
(iii) There is an obvious parallel with Epicureanism which similarly postu-
lates perceptions as a criterion.

We can now discuss a crucial difference between the Stoic and the
Epicurean position, which might be overlooked given their striking
superficial similarity. Epicureans take perceptions in the sense of sense-
impressions to be criterial. This commits them to the view that all sense-
impressions are true. This position the Epicureans try to defend by saying
that often what we take to be a sense-impression actually is a combination
of sense-impression and mere belief. So we have to learn to distinguish in
our impressions what is the product of sense and what is the result of an
activity of the mind, a task analogous to the task of distinguishing cogni-
tive from non-cognitive impressions. The Stoics, by contrast, assume that
there are false sense-impressions and hence distinguish sense-impressions
and perceptual impressions, restricting perceptual impressions not just to
true impressions, but to cognitive impressions, that is to say to impres-
sions which are guaranteed to be true. And they also assume that, at least
in the case of mature human beings, even perceptual impressions are
thoughts formed in and by the mind. So, if the Stoics like the Epicureans
claim that perceptions are criterial, their view, nevertheless, differs quite
substantially. But perceptual cognitions obviously do not suffice for the
kind of general knowledge which constitutes wisdom. And so the Stoics,
again like the Epicureans, introduce a further criterion, anticipations

(prolepseis).
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Perception will give us knowledge of particular observable facts. To gain
the truly general knowledge which constitutes wisdom we will have to
rely on more than perception. To this purpose the Stoics, following the
Epicureans, introduce the notion of anticipations.'3 Perhaps they are
called anticipations because they are concepts which provide us with an
antecedent general understanding or grasp of the things which as rational
beings we perceive and think about, and which even in perceiving them
we represent in terms of these notions. Already Zeno, having singled out
perception as a criterion, went on to explain how these privileged notions
provide the principles on the basis of which reason can derive further
truths (Cic. Acad. 1.42). We are not told that Zeno called them a criterion,
but this is what Chrysippus (D.L. vi1.54) and later Stoics did.

It is easy to see how this is supposed to work. The mastery of a concept
involves certain assumptions about the items to which one applies the
concept. Traditionally one will think of these as being captured in a defi-
nition of the kind of item falling under the concept. To say that anticipa-
tions (or common or natural notions, as they are also called) are criterial is
to say that these definitions and the assumptions involved in them have
the status of cognitions. They can thus serve as a criterion to judge the
truth of further beliefs. Since they are truly general, we can deduce further
general truths from them as principles. These theorems, having been
deduced from cognitive assumptions, will themselves have the status of
cognitions. In this way we arrive at whole bodies of such cognitions and
thus at sciences, and in this way, ultimately, we will also arrive at that par-
ticular body of cognitions which constitutes wisdom.

Now all this depends on the premiss that the assumptions involved in
the use of one of these privileged criterial concepts are cognitions.
Cognitions are beliefs which come about in a way which guarantees their
truth. The further theorems will be cognitions, inasmuch as they have been
deduced from principles which are cognitions, deduction counting as a
canonical way of coming about. These principles are cognitions because
they are just the assumptions one makes if one has these privileged con-
cepts. So what remains to be shown is that these concepts, and thus the
assumptions involved in them, come about in such a way that their truth is
guaranteed. And the Stoics set out to show this by trying to argue that by
nature we are constructed in such a way as to form these notions on the
basis of cognitive impressions. (This is why they are also called natural

13 Cf. Sandbach 1930; Todd 1973; Schofield 198ob.
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notions.) And because human beings are so constructed, anyone who grows
up in a natural environment which provides him with the normal cognitive
impressions, and who is not in some other way radically deprived, will form
the same notions. (Hence they are also called common notions.)

These notions, then, are supposed to owe their special epistemic status
to the way they come about. What distinguishes them from other con-
cepts, for instance technical concepts, is that natural concepts are not con-
cepts we set out to form, shaping them to accord with our beliefs and our
presumed needs. They rather come to us naturally. If one grows up in an
environment with trees and camels, one will naturally end up with a
notion of a tree and a notion of a camel, without having set out to form
them. The reason why this seems important is that, if we set out to form a
concept, this formation is sensitive to our beliefs and to our presumed
interests. But we may make mistakes in the way we form a concept, our
beliefs may be wrong, and we may be mistaken about our needs and inter-
ests. The formation of natural notions does not suffer from this sort of
interference. Also, natural notions, at least to begin with, just capture the
common content of cognitive impressions. Given the guaranteed truth of
these, the corresponding natural notions are guaranteed to be faithful to
the objects of which the cognitive impressions are impressions. When
natural notions go beyond what we perceive, we note that their formation
follows a certain simple natural pattern. If, on the basis of perception, we
have the notion of a certain kind of perceptual feature, it is natural for us
to form the notion of the opposite feature, even if we have never perceived
it (cf. D.L. vi1.53). That these patterns of formation are natural, i.e. that
our mind is by nature constructed in such a way as to naturally form
notions in this way, we can see from the fact thatall human beings seem to
form these notions.

Needless to say, Academic sceptics were not impressed by this view.
Butwe have to keep in mind that Aristotle at the beginning of the De inter-
pretatione takes a much stronger view when he claims that the affection of
the soul (that is, the notion in the mind) which corresponds to a meaning-
ful word is the same for all human beings across different languages.
Similarly Plato seems to think that the way we conceive of things is at least
guided by some awareness of the Platonic ideas which define the right
way to think about things. So the Stoics in this regard can at least appeal
to adistinguished tradition of privileging certain concepts as the ones one
naturally would have.
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However that may be, these notions are supposed to provide the starting-
points or principles from which we can proceed to deduce the rest of our
knowledge. And so the Stoics in their logic also set out to formulate can-
ons for deduction, which will guarantee that the beliefs we arrive at by
inference come about in the right way.

vir Conclusion

In this way the Stoics account for the possibility of knowledge and wis-
dom. We have only been able to consider what seem to be the crucial
points of the standard Stoic doctrine. I have not, for example, discussed
the Stoic theory of signs and sign-inference, or the Stoic conception of
proof.1# In conclusion I want to make some general remarks about the
character of this account. Stoic epistemology standardly is characterized
as ‘empiricist’. This seems to be misleading. It is true that the Stoics in
their reaction to wildly speculative theories about the world, involving
the postulation of a host of immaterial entities, insist that the world is a
world of bodies, and that our primary epistemic contact with it is
through perception. It is also true that our perceptions are supposed to
constitute the basis on which we form concepts. But on the Stoic theory
the content of our criterial natural concepts is not at all fully determined
by our perceptions. It is also determined by the natural mechanism
which leads us to form, on the basis of perception, concepts like the con-
ceptofa god or the concept of the good, which go far beyond the content
of our perceptions. And it is natural concepts, including these concepts,
which are supposed to underwrite our general knowledge. In this sense
the Stoics are rationalists, and they were regarded as such in antiquity.
We have to remember here that the Stoics in the first instance try to
explain how we might attain the knowledge Socrates was after. Once we
keep this in mind, an empiricist approach to this kind of knowledge
seems highly implausible.

One might also, given the Stoic doctrine of the criteria of truth, at first
think that the Stoic account was a simple foundationalist and even infal-
libilist account. But it does not seem to be an infallibilist account. It
claims that the wise man can manage to correctly discriminate cognitive
and non-cognitive impressions. But this does not involve the postulation
of some infallible cognitive ability. It is rather like Aristotle’s claim that
the practically wise man will always know the right thing to do. Similarly,

14 Cf. Brunschwig 1980.
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though the Stoic theory is foundationalist, being an account of knowl-
edge, it is an account of the wise man’s knowledge, since only he accord-
ing to the Stoics has any knowledge. And this knowledge is a rather
elevated kind of knowledge which involves an understanding of what is
known. It certainly meets much more stringent demands than what we
ordinarily call knowledge.

Finally, though the Stoics give an account of how knowledge and thus
wisdom is attainable, it is an account which is very much focused on this
abstract theoretical possibility. If we expect a consideration of the details
of actual scientific knowledge of the kind we get in Aristotle’s Analytica
posteriora, we will be disappointed. But we have to remember, however
paradoxical this may sound, that the Stoics did not think that they them-
selves had any knowledge of the kind whose possibility they tried to
assure us of. And they seem to have taken a very dim view of our ability to
understand the actual workings of nature. Even the wise man is far from
omniscient.'> Being wise for the Stoics, after all, is just a matter of know-
ing those things one needs to know to live well. In this too they were fol-
lowing Socrates, though perhaps, unlike Socrates, they assumed that this
involved a basic understanding of the world, for instance of the fact that
the world, down to the smallest detail, is governed by divine reason and
providence.

15 Cf. Kerferd 1978a.
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MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

1 Introduction

Early in the Hellenistic period the Academy went sceptic.! Sceptic it
remained until the two leading figures in the school at the beginning of
the first century Bc, Philo of Larissa and Antiochus of Ascalon, adopted
more sanguine positions on the possibility of cognition - albeit mutually
incompatible positions.2 The philosopher who effected this change of
outlook in the Academy was Arcesilaus, scholarch from ¢.265 Bc until his
death around twenty-five years later, and reputed as a dialectician whose
employment of the Socratic method led him to suspend judgement about
everything. He impressed the contemporary polymath Eratosthenes as
one of the two leading philosophers of his time.3 And in his assaults on the
Stoic theory of cognition he established the principal focus of argument
between the Stoa and the Academy for the best part of the next two hun-
dred years.

The most notable of Arcesilaus’ sceptical successors* was Carneades,
the greatest philosopher of the second century Bc. Although like
Arcesilaus - and in similar emulation of Socrates — Carneades wrote noth-
ing, his pupil Clitomachus published voluminous accounts of his argu-
ments on issues across the whole range of philosophical inquiry; and it is
principally to this source that - albeit indirectly — we owe our knowledge
of a subtle system of thought.5 In the course of his engagement with both

1 The principal ancient sources for Academic epistemology are Cicero, Academica and Sextus
Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos vi1. There are useful collections of the Greek and Latin texts
which constitute the basic evidence for Academic views in Mette 1984 (Arcesilaus) and Mette
1985 (Carneades). General surveys: Brochard 1923, Stough 1969, dal Pra 1975.

2 Study of the views of these philosophers lies outside the scope of the present volume. For dis-
cussion see Glucker 1978, Sedley 1981, Tarrant 1985, Barnes 1989c, Gorler 1994b.

3 Str. 1.15; the other he named was the Stoic Aristo of Chios.

4 Lacydes, his immediate successor as scholarch, maintained the Academy in scepticism. The evi-
dence about him (conveniently assembled in Mette 1985) is biographical and anecdotal. For an
attempt to extract some philosophy from it see Hankinson 1995, 92-4.

5 Like Socrates neither put any philosophy in writing: Plu. Alex. Fort. 328a; cf. D.L. 1.16, 1v.32.
Although Philodemus’ Academicorum historia (PHerc. 1021) claims that a pupil of Arcesilaus
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Stoicism and Epicureanism Carneades worked out for the first time in
Greek philosophy an alternative non-foundationalist epistemology,
sometimes misleadingly dubbed ‘probabilism’ in modern discussions of
his views - although whether Arcesilaus or Carneades 4ad any views of
their own, or were simply dialecticians intent on undermining the posi-
tions of others, is a disputed question.

11 Arcesilaus: the problem of interpretation

It has proved difficult to come to terms with the complexities of the evi-
dence about Arcesilaus’ stance in epistemology.® Some of the more
general characterizations of his philosophical position in the sources por-
tray him as a proto-Pyrrhonist. ‘Arcesilaus’, says Diogenes Laertius
(1v.28), ‘was the first to suspend his assertions owing to the contrarieties
of arguments.’ Sextus Empiricus sees a very close affinity between
Arcesilaus’ philosophy and his own Pyrrhonism:

He is not found making assertions about the reality or unreality of any-
thing, nor does he prefer one thing to another in point of convincingness
or lack of convincingness, but he suspends judgment about everything.
And he says that the aim is suspension of judgment (epoche), which, we
said, is accompanied by tranquillity. (S.E. PH 1.232; translation Annas
and Barnes)

Although Sextus goes on to accuse him nonetheless of exhibiting
unPyrrhonist signs of dogmatism, he is more willing to see a genuine
sceptic in Arcesilaus than he is in the case of any other Academic.

On this reading of Arcesilaus, what leads him and his interlocutors to
epoche is the realization that there is as much to be said on one side of the
issue debated in an argument as on the other. Other texts, however, repre-

Footnote 5 (cont.)

called Pythodorus made a written record of his discussions (Acad. hist. xx.43-4), most of the
philosophical arguments ascribed to him in the sources derive from accounts which relate his
views to Carneades’, and may well depend on an oral tradition transmitted through Carneades.
For Clitomachus’ literary activity: D.L.1v.67; Cic. Acad. 11.16. But a rival account of Carneades’
philosophy was espoused by another pupil, Metrodorus, whose version was for a time espoused
by Philo of Larissa: Acad. hist. xxv1.4-11; cf. Cic. Acad. 11.16,78. And unClitomachean ‘dogma-
tist’> interpretation has certainly left its mark e.g. on Sextus Empiricus’ presentation of
Carneades’ epistemology: see nn. 36,72 below.

6 One dispute - prominent in the literature and pursued further in this chapter - is whether
Arcesilaus argues solely ad hominem or adopts scepticism in propria persona. For versions of the
first view see Couissin 1929, Striker 1981, Frede 1984; for versions of the second Ioppolo 1986,
Maconi 1988, Bett 1989, Hankinson 1995, ch. v. The suggestion in some sources (e.g. S.E. PH
1.234, Numen. in Eus. PE x1v.6.6, Aug. Acad. 111.38) that Arcesilaus was an esoteric Platonic
dogmatist is generally and rightly rejected nowadays: see e.g. Glucker 1978, 296-306, Lévy
1978.
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sent Arcesilaan epoche not as the outcome of weighing equally balanced
trains of reasoning, but as the conclusion of one particular line of reason-
ing, namely his attack on the Stoic theory of the cognitive impression.
This polemic is in fact the best attested piece of philosophizing attributed
to Arcesilaus.” The sources give no indication that he regarded its conclu-
sion as one to be balanced against the Stoic viewpoint. Rather the oppo-
site: they suggest that he took epoche to be a more reasonable position
than Stoic commitment to the cognitive impression. So there is a problem
of reconciling the evidence about his arguments against the Stoics with
his proto-Pyrrhonist appeal to contrarieties of arguments.

There is also a problem about evaluating those anti-Stoic arguments in
themselves. Is their conclusion - that the wise person will suspend judge-
ment or assent - represented as something to which Arcesilaus himself
subscribes? Or is it meant to work solely ad hominem, as the outcome of a
dialectical manoeuvre designed to corner the Stoics into admitting that
on their own principles, together with premisses they cannot reasonably
deny, epoche is the only tenable posture where questions requiring judge-
ment or assent are concerned? It might be argued in favour of this second
alternative that a dialectical interpretation fits neatly with the evidence of
Arcesilaus’ proto-Pyrrhonism, yielding the following story about his
overall stance: if attacks on the doctrine of the cognitive impression con-
vince the Stoics of the need for epoche, that is their affair. If the production
of opposing arguments that are equally convincing or unconvincing con-
vinces others of it, that is their affair. Arcesilaus need not take a view him-
self on whether either or both of these routes to epoche is reasonable, even
if he employs a general argumentative strategy of getting people to draw
the conclusion that there is a need for epoche, and even if he finds himself
taking the second-order view that it is a good thing that people should
conclude that there is such a need - as Sextus (PH 1.233) suggests he did.

The dialectical interpretation can also appeal to Arcesilaus® well-
attested revival of the Socratic method.® In the Socratic elenchus it is in
the first instance the interlocutor, not Socrates, who is brought to an
acknowledgement of ignorance, perplexity (aporia), and numbness ‘in
both soul and mouth’ (Men. 8oa-b). Again, in the fullest surviving report
of Arcesilaus’ argument against the cognitive impression, Sextus empha-
sizes the ad hominem status of the reasoning. Arcesilaus’ first move was to
prove that there are no cognitive impressions, that is, no impressions

7 It is the centrepiece of the presentation of Arcesilaus’ philosophy in both Sextus (M vir.150-8)
and Cicero (Acad. 1.43-6,11.59-60, 76 -8). 8 See Cic. Fin. 1.2, ND 1.11.
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which satisfy the Stoics’ definition of cognitive impression. He famously
offered ‘many and varied considerations’ for ‘why no true impression is to
be found of such a kind that it could not turn out to be false’ (M vi1.154).°
If this is so, then ‘it will follow, according to the Stoics too, that the wise
person refrains from judgement’ (M vi1.155). The conclusion is argued as
follows:

Given that everything is incognitive, owing to the non-existence of the
Stoic criterion, then if the wise person assents, the wise person will hold
opinions. For given that nothing is cognitive, if he assents to anything,
he will assent to the incognitive, and assent to the incognitive is opinion.
So if the wise person is among those who assent, the wise person will be
among those who hold opinions. But the wise person is certainly not
among those who hold opinions (for they [sc. the Stoics] claim this to be
a mark of folly and a cause of wrongdoing). Therefore the wise person is
not among those who assent. And if this is so, he will have to withhold
assent about everything. But to withhold assent is no different from sus-
pending judgement. Therefore the wise person will suspend judgement
about everything. (S.E. M v11.156-7)

This star example of Arcesilaus’ dialectic is plainly designed to make a
sceptic of his Stoic interlocutor, not (or not in the first instance) to explain
how he comes to a position of epoche himself.

So it is not in doubt that Arcesilaus sometimes argued ad hominem. The
question is whether the whole of his philosophical activity was conceived
as a dialectical enterprise in which argument proceeded always and exclu-
sively from the principles of some opponent, or at any rate from premisses
with which such an opponent could be persuaded to agree.1© The evi-
dence we have been reviewing already gives reason to answer: No.
Arcesilaus® claim that the Stoics ‘too’ must agree to the rationality of
epoche suggests an attempt to recommend that position to all and sundry,
as one that even the Stoics - the most deeply entrenched dogmatists -
ought to see that they are committed to accepting.!* And his assault on

9 Sextus gives no details; but this kind of argument remained the standard weapon used by
Academics against the Stoics, and the sorts of example they used are recorded at length by both
Sextus and Cicero: see section v1 below.

10 The ‘many and varied considerations’ (S.E. M v11.154) by which Arcesilaus sought to show that
there were no impressions which satisfied the Stoic definition of a cognitive impression were
plainly not derived from Stoic principles alone; and the Academics’ success in getting the Stoics
to agree to them was limited. See further section vi below.

11 Sextus’ kai could be read not as ‘too’ but as ‘even’ or ‘actually’ (Maconi 1988, 241 n. 32). But it
is not obvious that these renderings make the implications of the text any different. Maconi also
notes (ibid. 244) that Cicero clearly takes Arcesilaus to be himself committed to both the pre-
misses and the conclusion of the anti-Stoic argument recorded by Sextus: see Acad. 11.67,77.
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the cognitive impression is most obviously construed as designed to show
principally that the Stoics are wrong, rather than that they ought to accept
that they are wrong. Moreover the bulk of the rest of the evidence por-
trays Arcesilaus as holding a definite position for which he presented on
his own account a variety of arguments, as the next two sections of this
chapter will document.

11 Arcesilaus’ position

The main thesis to which Arcesilaus is said to have subscribed is the claim
that nothing is known for certain, or more precisely that there is no such
thing as what the Stoics called cognition. Two brief quotations will illus-
trate the centrality of this thesis in his thought, as well as giving some idea
of its probable motivation. Cicero tells us:

Arcesilaus was the first who from various of Plato’s books and from
Socratic discourses seized with the greatest force the moral: nothing
which the mind or the senses can grasp is certain. (Cic. De Orat. 111.67)

Numenius is one of several authors who confirms that Zeno’s doctrine of
cognition was the principal target,'2 although his colourful interpreta-
tion of the controversy in terms of competition for public status is more
idiosyncratic:

Seeing that Zeno was a rival in the art and a credible challenger,
Arcesilaus launched without hesitation an attempt to demolish the argu-
ments which were being produced by him. . . . And observing that the
cognitive impression, that doctrine which he [sc. Zeno] was the first to
discover, was highly regarded in Athens - both it and its name - he used
every possible resource against it. (Eus. PE X1v.6.12-13)

It is readily intelligible how someone steeped in the writings of Plato (as
Arcesilaus doubtless was) might be aghast both at Zeno’s doctrine of the
cognitive impression and more generally at the Stoics’ attempt to appro-
priate Socrates, and indeed elements of Plato’s own thought.'3 In part we
should suppose such a response to have been a function of incompatible
philosophical styles. The aporetic manner and agnostic outcome of
Socratic questioning, as exhibited in many of Plato’s Socratic dialogues,

12 This is notably the explicit focus of Cicero’s account of Arcesilaus: see e.g. Acad. 1.44,11.16, 66,
76-7. So also Lact. Inst. vi.7 (no doubt dependent on Cicero). Sextus (M vi1.150-8) speaks
generally of the Stoics as the target, but chronological considerations alone make Zeno far the
likeliest author of the views he represents Arcesilaus as attacking.

13 On Stoic appropriation of Socrates see e.g. Schofield 1984, Long 1988b; and for Platonic ele-
ments in Stoicism e.g. Krimer 1971, 108-31.
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are far removed in spirit from Zeno’s insistence that everyone has cogni-
tive impressions which can form the basis of knowledge or understanding
(episteme). And we know that Arcesilaus associated himself quite specifi-
cally with Socrates’ disavowal of knowledge:

So Arcesilaus was in the practice of denying that anything could be
known, not even the one thing Socrates had left for himself - the knowl-
edge that he knew nothing. (Cic. Acad. 1.45)

There is also scope for the suspicion that some of his particular objec-
tions to the doctrine of the cognitive impression may owe something to
arguments Plato had developed in the dialogues, although the case cannot
be put more strongly than that. For example, people who have what Zeno
calls cognitions must on Stoic premisses be either wise or foolish. But if
they are wise, said Arcesilaus, cognition (katalepsis) for them must simply
be the same thing as knowledge or understanding (episteme); if they are
foolish, it is merely opinion (doxa). The reasoning he presented is not
recorded by our source (Sextus Empiricus, M vi1.153), but the outcome is
reinstatement of the familiar Platonic dichotomy of epistemic states.
Again, Sextus informs us that Arcesilaus attempted to rebut Zeno’s thesis
that cognition is assent to a cognitive impression: ‘assent relates not to
impression but to logos (for assents are to propositions)’ (M vi1.154). The
point at issue between them is not clear from this brief report. One plau-
sible interpretation takes Arcesilaus to be re-using Plato’s argument in
the Theaetetus against the idea that truth is accessible to perception: if per-
ceptions are passive affections (as on Stoic theory they seem to be con-
ceived), they cannot be true or false, and cannot therefore be proper
objects of assent - truth and falsehood will have to be the domain of the
propositions which are expressed in reasoning about perceptions (cf. Tht.
184-6).14

It is often suggested that if Arcesilaus represented his scepticism as
something consistent with or derived from a reading of Plato, then the
reading he offered must have been at best selective and at worst implau-
sible and disingenuous.*> But his critique of Zeno’s theory of cognition is
at least along the sorts of lines one might have expected of Plato himself.

14 S0 Ioppolo 1990. Other treatments of Arcesilaus’ Platonic inheritance: von Staden 1978,
Glucker 1978, 31-47, Ioppolo 1986, 40-9, Annas 1992c. A useful summary in Gorler 1994b,
821-4.

15 Whether Plato was in some sense a sceptic (in which case Arcesilaus’ ‘New Academy’ might not
be new after all) was already debated in antiquity: see e.g. Cic. Acad.1 and 46, S.E. PH 1.221-5.
Modern literature exploring the case for seeing him in this light includes Woodruff1986, Annas
1992c¢, Frede 1992.
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Nor is there any sign that he rejected Plato’s conception of what systematic
knowledge or understanding (episteme) consists in. If he thought it
humanly unattainable, he could appeal to the Phaedo to support the view
that in this life we must content ourselves with a cautious and painstaking
method of hypothesis. Indeed the witness of philosophical authorities is
just what Arcesilaus did invoke in confirmation of his position.®
Plutarch alleges that “the sophists of his time accused him of rubbing off
his doctrines about suspension of judgement and non-cognition on
Socrates, Plato, Parmenides and Heraclitus, who did not need them,
whereas it was in fact as if he was acknowledging his indebtedness to
some famous men and trying to claim confirmation from them’ (Col.
1121€-11224).

Given that attack on the Stoic doctrine of cognitive impressions was
one route to epoche, how did it relate to the other which is attested for
Arcesilaus: suspension of assent owing to contrarieties of arguments?
There is one passage in our sources which indicates an answer to this
question. After remarking that Arcesilaus went beyond even Socrates in
what he said about the impossibility of knowledge, Cicero continues:

Such was the extent of the obscurity in which everything lurked, on his
assessment, and there was nothing which could be discerned or under-
stood. For these reasons, he said, no one should maintain or assert any-
thing or give it the acceptance of assent, but he should always curb his
rashness and restrain it from every slip - for it would be extraordinary
rashness to accept something either false or incognitive, and nothing
was more regrettable than for assent and acceptance to run ahead of
cognition and grasp. His practice was consistent with this theory: by
arguing against everyone’s opinions he drew most people away from
their own, so that when reasons of equal weight were found on oppo-
site sides on the same subject, it might be easier to withhold assent
from either side. They call this Academy new, though I think it is old if
we count Plato as one of the old Academy. In his books nothing is
asserted and there is much argument pro and contra, everything is
investigated and nothing is stated as certain. (Acad. 1.45-6; translation
after Long and Sedley)

According to Cicero Arcesilaus’ argumentation against the Stoic cogni-
tive impression provided the theoretical basis for epoche: the production
of equally balanced contrary arguments on philosophical subjects was
the way he attempted to implement the theory in practice - in order to

16 Arcesilaus® citation of authorities is a feature of his philosophizing particularly difficult to
explain on a purely dialectical reading of his arguments in epistemology.
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encourage people actually to suspend assent. In other words, on Cicero’s
interpretation his proto-Pyrrhonism is not the core of his philosophy,
but the application of some non-Pyrrhonist theorizing.

As described by Cicero Arcesilaus’ practice is characterized by a certain
complexity. It is suggested that (i) he regularly argued against people, (ii)
so as to get them used to being weaned from opinion, so that (iii) when
reasons of equal weight were discovered they would find it easier to with-
hold assent from either side. Other texts associate (i) with Arcesilaus’ revi-
val of the Socratic elenchus;'7 and the rationale supplied by (ii) is a
familiar rationale of the elenchus. (iii) is not nowadays seen as its ulterior
motive. This is where Arcesilaus appears to innovate, although Cicero is
right to point out that argument pro and contra is a feature of Platonic dia-
logues, as, for example, in the considerations advanced in the last part of
the Meno for and against the view that virtue is teachable, or in the antino-
mies worked out in Lysis and (on a grand formal scale) Parmenides.' It is
not hard to see how Arcesilaus might think of (iii) as no less Socratic than
(ii). For if with him we interpret the elenchus as inspired by the conviction
that nothing can be known, we shall expect Socrates in conducting it to be
trying not only to purge his interlocutors of unfounded opinion, but to
help them develop a frame of mind in which they refrain altogether from
opinion, and therefore assent, with regard to any theoretical questions.
For it is not just that people happen to be wedded to their own unjustified
opinions. If they assent to any theoretical proposition at all, they will
inevitably succumb to any unjustifiable opinion.*?

Sextus claimed that Arcesilaus made epoche ‘the aim’ (telos), and in par-
ticular that he said particular suspensions of judgement were good and
particular assents bad. Cicero’s evidence suggests an interest on his part in
the intellectual habituation of his interlocutors which makes sense of this
stress on particular cases. As with the Socratic elenchus, the underlying
aim will have been ethical as well as intellectual: the false conceit of
knowledge is regarded as morally debilitating, and philosophy must bend
all efforts to do away with it.2°

17 See Cic. Fin. 1.2, ND 1.11.

18 Arcesilaus is sometimes thought to have borrowed from Aristotle the practice of arguing either
side of the case (e.g. Weische 1961, Krimer 1971, 14-58); but Cicero stresses the differences
between Aristotle’s and Arcesilaus’ uses of the method (Fin. v.10).

19 For further discussion of how far Arcesilaus’ use of the elenchus may be regarded as Socratic in
spirit see Annas 1992c, Shields 1994.

20 Modern scholarship has found Sextus’ assertion that Arcesilaus made epoche the telos hard to
evaluate: see e.g. Sedley 1983a, Ioppolo 1986, 34-40, 157-65, Annas 1988b. No doubt it was not
his express ‘doctrine’, but if the account of his philosophical strategy at Acad. 1.45 is correct his
argumentative practice was systematically designed to induce epoche. (Sextus® reminder that
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Arcesilaus’ contemporary, the maverick Stoic Aristo of Chios,?* is cred-
ited with adapting Homer’s description of the Chimaera to characterize
his philosophical make-up (D.L. 1v.33):22

Plato in front, Pyrrho behind, Diodorus in the middle.

“That is’, as David Sedley aptly comments, ‘behind his formal pose as
Plato’s heir in the Academy lay Pyrrho’s philosophy, while Diodorus’
dialectical technique held the heterogeneous creatures together.’>3
Aristo’s quip is not easy to evaluate. It gives no intimation of any Socratic
inspiration for Arcesilaus’ thought, so strongly emphasized by Cicero,
our main (although much later) authority on the motivation of his scepti-
cism. No other source elaborates on debts to Pyrrho or Diodorus. In
default of further evidence, we are in no position to adjudicate on whether
any similarities with Pyrrho and Diodorus were superficial or, as Aristo
presumably meant to suggest, constituted evidence that Arcesilaus was an
eclectic intellectual parasite - or, as is a priori more plausible, represented
real influences which he absorbed and made his own.

v Two objections to Arcesilaus

In conclusion it is appropriate to consider two objections to Arcesilaus’
position, one theoretical, one practical. The theoretical objection com-
plains that if Arcesilaus is interpreted as claiming on his own account that
nothing can be known and consequently that it is wise to refrain from
assertion on all matters, then he refutes himself. To be sure, he explicitly
denied that he knew that nothing could be known. But on his own princi-
ples, if he does not know it, he should not assert it at all.2#

Three main strategies for dealing with this difficulty deserve considera-
tion. The first is to propose that we should after all prefer the dialectical
interpretation of Arcesilaus, which makes all his arguments nothing but
ad hominem manoeuvres against opponents. But while this way out would

according to Pyrrhonism epoche is accompanied by tranquillity is gratuitous - there is no evi-
dence of Academic interest in tranquillity, nor does Sextus mean to suggest the contrary.)

21 See Long 1986a for the argument that philosophical debate with Aristo formed a significant
part of Arcesilaus’ philosophical activity.

22 Similar jibes carrying the same philosophical point were made by Timon of Phlius, in lines also
reported at D.L. 1v.33 (cf. Numen. in Eus. PE X1v.5.12-14, 6.4-6).

23 Sedley 1983a, 15. He finds more truth in the imputation of dependence on Pyrrho than is
allowed by Long and Sedley 1987,1.446.

24 The ancient text in which this line of objection is pressed against Arcesilaus in particular is Lact.
Inst. v1.10-15, probably drawing on a lost section of Cicero’s Academica. The discussions about
the epistemological status of the Academic position Cicero records in surviving passages relate
to debates dating to the second century Bc: see Acad. 11.28-9, 109-10.
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dispose of the problem, the fact remains that it runs counter to the great
body of ancient evidence about Arcesilaus. A second strategy would be to
credit him with one or other of the subtle devices deployed by later scep-
tics, Academic as well as Pyrrhonist, for qualifying their own sceptical
claims. For example, Arcesilaus might have represented his position on
the impossibility of knowledge not as something he asserted, but simply
as the way things appeared to him. This suggestion runs the danger of
anachronism: sceptic self-qualification was very likely the outcome of
later debate. Moreover Sextus implies that so far as he was aware,
Arcesilaus did not enter disclaimers of this sort, for example, in his evalua-
tions of particular assents or suspensions of judgement (PH 1.233). It
might be better to suppose that Arcesilaus conceived his own position in
Platonic fashion as a /ypothesis, i.e. as a theory advanced for consideration
as the best explanation we have of human cognitive performance. If this
solution seems unduly speculative, one might finally and glumly con-
clude, in default of any evidence to the contrary, that he 4ad no position
on the status of his own position.

The other and principal ancient objection pressed against Arcesilaus
was the charge of apraxia, ‘inability to act’.25 If wholly rational persons
never assent, how are they to act? The Stoics made this question their
major counter-weapon against the Academic critique of the cognitive
impression throughout the Hellenistic period, and it was also levelled
against Arcesilaus by the Epicurean Colotes. From Plutarch we have
details of an Academic answer to it. It consists in an explanation of action
as the outcome of impression and impulse alone, without the additional
need - insisted on by the Stoics - for assent. This is usually interpreted as
an ad hominem stratagem, not a theory the Academics advanced on their
own account. However that may be, Plutarch does not expressly ascribe it
to Arcesilaus. Conceivably it is the work of Carneades or Clitomachus.26

The defence against the apraxia criticism which is attested for
Arcesilaus is recorded by Sextus:

Arcesilaus says that one who suspends judgement about everything will
regulate choice and avoidance and actions in general by ‘the reasonable’

25 On Academic defences against arguments of this kind see Striker 1980, Bett 1989.

26 See Plu. Col. 1120c, 1121e-1122f. The main reason why the Academic rebuttal of the charge of
apraxia reported at 1122b-d is usually attributed to Arcesilaus is simply that it is introduced in
the context of Colotes’ attack on his position (for supplementary considerations see Striker
1980, 65 n. 29). But Plutarch probably implies that it was a reply to Stoic criticism (1122a-b), as
its exploitation of Stoic conceptual apparatus confirms; and elsewhere he suggests that such
Stoic criticism belonged mainly to a later phase of debate, being principally the work of
Chrysippus and Antipater (Stoic. Rep. 10572). Against Arcesilaan authorship see e.g. Mette
1984,92 n. 1, Lévy 1993, 266-8; also below, p.333 n. 39.
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(eulogon), and that by proceeding in accordance with this criterion he
will act rightly and successfully - for (1) happiness is acquired through
prudence, and (2) prudence resides in right and successful actions, and
(3) right and successful action is whatever when done has a reasonable
justification: therefore one who attends to the reasonable will act rightly
and successfully and be happy. (S.E. M v11.158)

The status of Arcesilaus’ theory is hotly debated. The notion of ‘the rea-
sonable’ (to eulogon) was one Zeno employed, and Arcesilaus’ premiss (3)
predicates of ‘right and successful action’ (katorthoma) Zeno’s definition
of an appropriate action (kathekon) as ‘whatever when/if done has a reason-
able justification’2? Since premisses (1) and (2) are also Stoic, it seems
likely that Arcesilaus is replying to the Stoic challenge by exploiting the-
ses and concepts central to the Stoics’ own ethics.28 This has inevitably
suggested to some scholars that Arcesilaus’ argument is meant to function
only as ad hominem dialectic against the Stoa: ‘He did not teach the doc-
trine of the eulogon; that was a thesis he derived from Stoicism in order to
attack and wound it in its weakest part. He behaved as a nihilist, a fifth
columnist inside the Stoa.’2?

The suggestion labours under a difficulty. Arcesilaus’ argument was con-
ceived as a defence in the face of Stoic criticism. It will only work as a simul-
taneous counter-attack provided that the Stoics abandon their standard
account of right and successful action (katorthoma) as ‘appropriate action
which possesses all the measures’ (Stob. E¢l. 11.93.14-15 [= SVF 111.500]), or
more simply as a ‘perfect appropriate action’ (Stob. E¢l. 11.85.18—20 [= SVF
111.494]). For as things stand, the Stoics would insist that following the
course that is ‘reasonable’ will not guarantee that one performs a perfect
appropriate action, even if it will prove to be true of any such action that it
was a or the reasonable thing to do. But Sextus records no reasons
Arcesilaus put forward as to why the Stoics should give up their ordinary
definition of katorthoma.3° It might therefore seem better to accept that
Arcesilaus is replying rather more directly on his own account to the Stoic
challenge to show how action is compatible with epocke. Yet it then
becomes hard to understand why he should have opted for just the Stoic-
sounding rationale he is represented as advancing,and why there is no obvi-
ous trace of its being adopted or adapted by any other Academic sceptic.3?

27 D.L. v11.107, Stob. 11.85.13-15. No account survives of how the Stoics would have defined ‘rea-
sonable’ in this context; nor does it appear that Arcesilaus sought to supply the omission.

28 So Couissin 1929, Bett 1989, 62-9; contra Ioppolo 1986, 120-34.

29 Couissin 1929, 38; cf. Striker 1980,63-6.  3° Cf. Maconi 1988, 247-52, Bett 1989, 62-9.

31 But see n. 66 below.
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On ecither interpretation there is a further difficulty. How will those
who regulate their conduct by ‘the reasonable’ thereby avoid assent?
Someone who says of the course of action 4 he proposes to adopt: ‘A is the
reasonable thing to do’ does not claim or imply that he is opting for A on
the basis of cognition. But nor is he suspending judgement about it or the
reasonableness of pursuing it. Compare the Stoic Sphaerus, who when
tricked into taking wax pomegranates for real ones, and charged with
assenting to something false, replied: ‘I didn’t assent to the proposition
that they are pomegranates, but to the proposition that it is reasonable to
think they are pomegranates’ (D.L. vi1.177). Perhaps Arcesilaus thought
that doing something because it is the reasonable course to follow was like
entertaining a hypothesis about some theoretical matter: reliance on what
is reasonable similarly requires only a working assumption about what
should be done, not an assent or a judgement about truth. If so, his propo-
sal turns not (as Sextus suggests) on the idea of the reasonable, but on the
unexpressed notion of a working assumption.

v Carneades on opinion and assent

‘I agree with Clitomachus’, says Cicero (Acad. 11.108), ‘when he writes that
it was a labour of Herculean proportions Carneades went through in
dragging from our minds that wild and savage monster assent - i.e. opin-
ion and rashness.” Not every Academic would have wanted to describe
Carneades’ achievement in these terms. Cicero elsewhere makes a con-
trast between Arcesilaus and Carneades.32 Arcesilaus argued against the
Stoic cognitive impression (1) that there is no true impression such that
there could not be a false impression indistinguishable from it. From this
he further argued (2) that in that case if the wise person assents, what he
will be holding is an opinion - since cognition is impossible. And he held
(3) that it is necessary for the wise person not to hold opinions, and so not
to assent. But Carneades appeared to allow (contrary to (3)) that some-
times the wise man will assent, and so will hold an opinion:

This [sc. (1)] is the one argument which has held the field [sc. within the
Academy] down to the present day.33 For the thesis: “The wise person
will assent to nothing’ [i.e. (3)] had nothing to do with this dispute3+

32 See Acad. 11.59,66-7,76-8.

33 So the Loeb translates haec est una contentio quae adhuc permanserit. Long and Sedley 1987, 1,243
have: “This is the one controversial issue which has lasted up to the present.” But that makes
Cicero claim something false and apparently inconsistent with what immediately follows.

34 Cicero overstates the case, perhaps because he wants to indicate that the apraxia argument is the
principal context for a discussion of (3) (so Striker 1980, 75). He has in mind the sound point
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[i.e. over the possibility of cognition]. For it was permitted for the wise
person to grasp nothing cognitively but yet hold an opinion - a thesis
Carneades is said to have accepted, although for my part, trusting
Clitomachus rather than Philo or Metrodorus, I think that this was not
so much something he accepted as something he put forward in debate.
(Cic. Acad. 11.78)

Carneades and the Academy in general agreed with Arcesilaus in arguing
against the cognitive impression. But as Cicero here records, it became a
matter of controversy among Carneades’ heirs what conclusions he was
prepared to derive from that generally agreed position. And according to
the interpretation of Philo and Metrodorus he took a different line on (3)
from Arcesilaus: the wise person might sometimes hold an opinion. On
their view any Herculean labour ascribed to Carneades must have had an
outcome other than the wholesale extrusion of assent from the mind.

The conflict in the assessment of Carneades’ treatment of opinion
attested by Cicero is easily explained. Once again the crux is a choice
between a dialectical reading of a position and one which attributes to its
author views that are in some sense his own. If Clitomachus is right,35
Carneades will have varied Arcesilaus’ anti-Stoic dialectic by saying in
effect: given (1) and (2), either the wise person will never assent to any-
thing (as in (3)) or - supposing he does assent - he will sometimes hold
opinions. The point would be to insist that the Stoics are confronted with
a dilemma. If they regard the option of epoche with horror, as forcing
them into Arcesilaus® camp, then they can of course allow that the wise
person will sometimes assent, but at the heavy price of having to agree to
exactly what Arcesilaus supposed their Stoic principles would never
permit them to accept: that the wise person will sometimes hold mere
opinions.

The alternative interpretation of Carneades advocated by Philo and
Metrodorus is amplified a little by Catulus, the Philonian speaker in
Academica Book 11, in the closing lines of the dialogue:

I am coming round to my father’s view, which he used to say was
Carneades’ in fact. I think nothing can be grasped cognitively. Yet I also

that (3) does not follow from (1) directly, only from the conjunction of (1) and (2). At 11.68 he
makes it quite clear that the existence of controversy over (3) presupposes that a case for (1) - and
for its consequence that cognition is impossible - has been made.

35 Most modern scholarship supposes with Cicero that he is: see e.g. Long and Sedley 1987, 1,
448-9, 455-6, following Couissin 1929, 45-6. For arguments in favour of this verdict see e.g.
Bett 1989, 70 n. 24. Note in particular that according to Cicero Carneades only sometimes pur-
sued the second option, of granting that the wise person sometimes assents (Acad. 11.67): which
strongly supports the view that this was a dialectical ploy.
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think that the wise person will assent to what is not grasped cognitively,
i.e. he will hold opinions - but in such a way that he understands he is
holding opinions and knows that there is nothing which can be grasped
cognitively. (Acad. 11.148)

This tantalizingly brief construal of Carneades’ stance in epistemology
does a little to explain what on the Philonian view holding an opinion
would add up to for a wise person. A number of Hellenistic attempts to
characterize opinion are recorded, but the one that seems to shape Catulus’
formulation is the Stoic conception of it as ‘yielding to an incognitive
impression’ (Plu. Stoic. Rep. 1056f). His way of removing anything objec-
tionable from opinion so conceived is to suppose it may involve a second-
order mental attitude: the wise person does not just hold an opinion, but is
also aware that it is merely an opinion and not something cognitively
grasped. What he is presumably assuming is that the reason for avoiding
opinion is because it is ordinarily accompanied, as Socrates so often pointed
out, by the false conceit of knowledge: not merely do people holding opin-
ions believe (truly or falsely) that p, but they falsely believe that they know
that p - falsely, because there is nothing that can be grasped cognitively.
Catulus® wise person is not infected by the false conceit of knowledge.
Although he believes that p, he does so well aware that he does not krow that
p. Therefore he is free of what is debilitating about opinion. So construed,
the Philonian interpretation of why Carneades said that the wise person
will sometimes hold an opinion differs from the Clitomachean in two fun-
damental respects. First, it takes him to have accepted the claim himself. It
was not just something he propounded as one horn of a dilemma for the
Stoics. Second, it attributes to him a sanitized notion of opinion, such that
a perfectly rational person need not seek to avoid holding opinions.

Did Clitomachus represent his dialectical Carneades as holding no
views of his own of any kind on this issue of opinion and assent?3¢ Far
from it. Here are two pieces of evidence which favour the opposite con-
clusion. First, the passage about Carneades’ Herculean labour quoted
at the beginning of this section. If it was a great achievement to ‘drag
from our minds that wild and savage monster assent’ (Acad. 11.108),
Clitomachus is very likely supposing that Carneades himself assumed that

36 Much modern discussion of Carneades denies him any such views on this or any matter: so e.g.
Couissin 1929, 50-1, Striker 1980, 82-3 (contra e.g. Bett 1989, 76-90). Many of the texts which
portray him as having views of his own derive from sources that have an axe to grind (e.g.
Numen. in Eus. PE x1v.8.1-10, S.E. PH 1.226-31, M vi1.159-84 (where he perhaps follows
Antiochus: so Sedley 1992a, 44-55)). But Clitomachus’ evidence that he did needs more careful
attention (however note also Clitomachus’ remark, conceivably made with a specific reference
to ethics, that he could never understand what was “approved’ (probaretur) by Carneades: Acad.
11.139).
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the wise person will refrain from assent. His implication will be that that
assumption motivated much of Carneades’ philosophical activity - as on
our account it did Arcesilaus® before him. Second is some information
aboutadistinction between two meanings of the thesis that ‘the wise per-
son will refrain from assent® which Cicero reports a few pages earlier
on.37 The report makes most readily intelligible sense if Clitomachus
took the thesis to be one which represented Carneades’ own position. For
the distinction Clitomachus drew between different ways of taking it
indicates a concern on his part to rebut the charge of apraxia (‘inability to
act’) levelled against the Academy: a response which is difficult to inter-
pret unless Academics did in some sense themselves advocate the view
that the wise person will not assent.

Cicero’s account of the two meanings is unfortunately compressed, and
probably at one or two points textually corrupt. But there seems to be a
contrast between refraining from judgement, which the wise person will
always do, and refraining from saying ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to a question, where his
position will be more nuanced. Here the wise man will say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’,
but without thereby expressing a judgement, that is, without meaning
that he takes something to be true or false. He will simply be signalling
that he is ‘following’ or ‘going along with’> an impression which he finds
persuasive in one direction or another.38 The contrast is a perfectly general
one, not restricted to questions relating to how a person is to act. However
Cicero suggests that the idea of “following’ an impression without forming
a judgement was for Clitomachus particularly relevant to the problem of
how someone who refrains from assent ‘nonetheless does move and does
act’ (Acad. 11.104): the wise man ‘goes along with’ those impressions by
which he is roused to action. When Plutarch gives his account of the
Academic rejoinder to the charge of apraxia, he may well be reproducing a
more detailed version of this response by Clitomachus to the problem:3°

37 Clitomachus’ distinction is discussed by Frede 1984, Bett 1990.

38 Cf. S.E. PH 1.230: “‘Carneades and Clitomachus say that they go along with things - and that
some things are persuasive or convincing (pithanon) — with an intense (sphodras) inclination.’
‘Intense inclination’ would no doubt be the natural and appropriate response to ‘the intensity
of its appearing true’ which is a feature of convincing impressions, according to Carneades (S.E.
Mvi1.171). Sextus implies that Arcesilaus was closer to Pyrrhonism than Carneades because he
did not rank impressions according to whether they were more or less deserving of conviction:
PH 1.232. An unsafe inference: Arcesilaus did not work with the conceptual apparatus of the
pithanon atall.

39 Note particularly the correspondence between Clitomachus’ talk of ‘impressions by which we
are aroused to action’ (Acad. 11.104) and the account of impulse as ‘aroused by that [sc.the move-
ment] of impression’ in Plutarch’s report. The role of nature implied in the report perhaps finds
an echo in Clitomachus’ claim that it is ‘contrary to nature that nothing should be acceptable
(probabile)’ (Acad. 11.99). For discussion of the philosophical content of Plutarch’s text see
Striker 1980, 66-9.
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The soul has three movements - impression, impulse and assent. The
movement of impression we could not remove, even if we wanted to;
rather, as soon as we encounter things, we get an impression and are
affected by them. The movement of impulse, when aroused by that of
impression, moves a person actively towards appropriate objects, since a
kind of turn of the scale and inclination occur in the commanding-fac-
ulty. So those who suspend judgement about everything do not remove
this movement either, but make use of the impulse which leads them nat-
urally towards what appears appropriate. What, then, is the only thing
they avoid? That only in which falsehood and deception are engendered
- opining and precipitately assenting, which is yielding to the appear-
ance out of weakness and involves nothing useful. For action requires
two things: an impression of something appropriate, and an impulse
towards the appropriate object that has appeared; neither of these is in
conflict with suspension of judgement. For the argument keeps us away
from opinion, not from impulse or impression. So whenever something
appropriate has appeared, no opinion is needed to get us moving and
proceeding towards it; the impulse arrives immediately, since it is the
soul’s process and movement. (Plu. Col. 1122b-d; translation Long and
Sedley)

vi Carneades on the impossibility of
knowledge

Why on Clitomachus’ view did Carneades conclude in the first place that
the wise person should refrain from assent? Just as with Arcesilaus, the
answer lies in his rejection of the Stoic cognitive impression. Cicero
stresses that the whole question of whether the wise man assents or holds
opinions becomes a problem precisely because (as the Academics argue)
nothing can be cognitively grasped: ‘if I succeed in proving that nothing
can be cognitively grasped, you must admit that the wise man will never
assent’ (Acad. 11.78).4° And Clitomachus’ differentiation between two
sorts of assent is worked out in the light of the claim that impressions
differ in persuasiveness even though they have no mark of truth and cer-
tainty peculiar to themselves and found nowhere else (Acad. 11.103).

It was not just the Stoic cognitive impression that Carneades attacked.
In the most general and comprehensive account of Carneades’ epistemol-
ogy preserved in our sources his entire position is represented as founded
on rejection of any infallible criterion of truth. ‘On the subject of the crite-

40 Cf. Acad. 11.59, 68, and see p. 334 n. 34 above.
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rion’, says Sextus (M viI.159), ‘Carneades marshalled arguments not only
against the Stoics but also against all previous philosophers.’ Two particu-
lar arguments are summarized, the first very briefly. This consisted in
showing that there is no such criterion as philosophers claim - not reason,
not sensation, not impression, not anything: ‘for all of these alike deceive
us’ (S.E. M vi1.159). How exactly Carneades showed this Sextus does not
record, nor just what he meant by “criterion’ in this context.** Perhaps his
contention amounted to the claim that we have no psychological faculty
such that every use of it which appears to result in our grasping thereby
some true state of affairs as ‘evident’ actually does give us thereby a grasp
of just that state of affairs as ‘evident’. In what sense would such a claim
constitute an attack ‘aimed at all of them [sc. previous philosophers]
jointly’? Probably only because Carneades supposed that the different
candidates for criterial faculty he considered effectively included every
basis for cognition so far proposed by philosophers.

The second Carneadean argument recorded by Sextus is reported in
greater detail (S.E. M vi1.160-5). Carneades started by supposing for the
sake of argument that (1) there is after all some criterion. But if so (2) our
ability to grasp what is evident must be a function of how what is evident
affects us as we employ some criterial faculty (as assumed in (1)). And once
it is accepted that (3) an affection (in this instance an impression) is one
thing and the evident state of affairs it is taken to reveal another, the pos-
sibility has also to be accepted that (4) some impressions which appear to
reveal what is evident are deceptive - the match is imperfect. Therefore (5)
not every impression can be a criterion of truth, but (if any) only the true
impression. But (6) there is no true impression of such a kind that it could
not turn out false, so the supposed criterion will turn out to consist in an
impression which spans true and false. (7) Such an impression is not cog-
nitive, and cannot therefore be a criterion. Therefore (8) no impression is
criterial. But in that case (9) reason cannot be a criterion either, since rea-
son derives from impression. Therefore (10) neither irrational sensation
nor reason is a criterion. (10) does not formally contradict (1); but (8) to
(10) between them eliminate the favoured candidates for what the criter-
ion hypothesized in (1) might be.

Sextus is not explicit about which philosophers are the target of this
complex sequence of reasoning. There is much to be said for the view that
Epicurus is the principal opponent in view. Two features of the argument

41 0n the notion of a criterion in Hellenistic philosophy see Striker 1974, Brunschwig 1988b,
Striker 1990.
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in particular support this interpretation. First, most space and effort are
devoted to proving (5), which hits at the Epicureans, who believed that all
impressions are true - there is no such thing as a false impression. (5) is
something the Stoics, by contrast, take for granted; and indeed in recom-
mending (2) by the argument that sensation cannot register or reveal any-
thing unless it is altered by what it registers or reveals, Carneades follows
the Stoics, and borrows from Chrysippus in particular the idea first that
such an alteration is what an impression is, and second that impressions are
like light in simultaneously revealing themselves and something external to
them.#2 Secondly, in formulating the conclusion of the whole argument in
the terms in which (10) is couched he rounds off the proof in a way calcu-
lated once more to address a specifically Epicurean position. The articula-
tion of (10) as a disjunction between irrational sensation and reason
corresponds to the Epicurean conception of the division of labour between
perception and reason, not the Stoic - for the Stoics insist that cognitive
impressions are rational impressions.*3 Of course steps (6) and (7) of the
argument are standardly reported as anti-Stoic manoeuvres in our accounts
of Academic scepticism. But Carneades’ point here is doubtless that once
Epicureans are persuaded to accept (5), the only way they can sustain belief
inacriterion of truth is in effect to accept the Stoic doctrine of the cognitive
impression - which succumbs to the considerations advanced in (6) and (7).
Sextus’ evidence that Carneades argued about knowledge and the cri-
terion of truth over a broader front than Arcesilaus is indirectly confirmed
by what Cicero tells us of ‘the Academy’s’ approach to the topic. “The
Academics’, he says (Acad. 11.40), ‘embody their entire case in the reason-
ing of a single argument.’ The argument he goes on to set out turns out to
be a portmanteau proof, designed to demolish with a single sequence of
strokes the epistemologies of Stoics and Epicureans alike. It is impossible
to decide whether the idea of such an all-purpose demonstration was
Carneades’ own or something his concern to deal comprehensively with
other schools inspired his pupils to attempt. Here is the argument, which
has obvious affinities with the proof recorded by Sextus we have just been
examining:
(1) Of impressions, some are true, some false. (2) A false impression is not
cognitive. But(3) every true impression is such thata false one just like it
can also occur. And (4) where impressions are such that there is no
difference between them, it cannot turn out that some of them are cogni-

42 Cf. SVF 11 54.
43 So Long and Sedley 1987, 11, 453. The Epicurean view: D.L. x.31-2; the Stoic: D.L. vir.51.
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tive but others not. Therefore (5) no impression is cognitive. (Cic. Acad.
11.40)

Cicero comments as follows:

Of the premisses which they adopt in order to reach their conclusion,
they take two to be conceded to them, since no one raises an objection.
These are, first, (2) that false impressions are not cognitive; and second,
(4) that when impressions do not differ at all it is impossible that some of
them should be cognitive, others not. But the other premisses they
defend with a long and wide-ranging disquisition. Here again there are
two of them: first, (1) that of impressions some are true, others false; sec-
ond, (3) that every impression arising from something true is such thatit
could also arise from something false. (Acad. 11.41; both translations by
Long and Sedley)

The ‘long and wide-ranging disquisition’ needed to defend (1) presup-
poses principally Epicurean opponents;*# (3), on the other hand, is as
noted above the Academics’ classic anti-Stoic move. Some indication of
the sorts of consideration that were adduced in support of (1) is given in
Acad. 11.79-83, where Cicero runs through a battery of now familiar scep-
tical arguments*> questioning the reliability of the senses: they represent
the sun as a foot in diameter and an oar in water as bent; their scope is lim-
ited and species-relative; etc. As expected Epicurus is mentioned as the
chief proponent of the ‘credulous’ view that ‘the senses never lie’ (ibid.
82). By contrast the Academics worked out what they had to say on (3) by
attacking the Stoic definition of the cognitive impression. Both Arcesilaus
and Carneades took as their specific target the third clause of the defini-
tion: which provided that a cognitive impression is ‘of such a kind as
could not arise from what is not>.4¢

Two main lines of objection were developed by the Academics in this
context, both aimed at showing that there are false impressions indistin-
guishable from the true impressions which satisfy the other two clauses of
the Stoic definition, namely that they arise from what is, and are stamped
and impressed exactly in accordance with what is. They are referred to in
our sources as arguments from ‘indiscernibility’, aparallaxia. Falling under
the first of the two were appeals to the experience of dreamers, those
suffering from hallucinations, etc. Such persons are moved by their
impressions in just the same way as people normally respond to the sorts of

44 Asis explicitly remarked at Acad. 11.83; cf. 101.
45 Cicero tells us they were communes loci, stock arguments, in his own day: Acad. 11.80.
46 Arcesilaus: S.E. M vi1.154, Cic. Acad. 11.76-8; Carneades: S.E. M vi1.401-11.
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impression the Stoics believe to be cognitive. The second and perhaps sub-
sidiary type of aparallaxia argument focused on cases where even healthy
persons in full possession of their senses find it impossible to tell two
things apart - two twins, two eggs, two applications of the same seal.*”

Sextus’ report of the arguments derived from dreaming and the like
makes their logical structure transparent. What they are intended to
establish is that there are false impressions indistinguishable from true
impressions inasmuch as they are equally evident and striking. This con-
clusion is taken to follow from the fact that e.g. hallucinations move those
who experience them to the same behaviour as supposedly cognitive
impressions move those who experience them:

Just as in normal states too we believe and assent to very clear appear-
ances, behaving towards Dion, for instance, as Dion and towards Theon
as Theon, so too in madness some people have a similar experience.
When Heracles was deranged, he got an impression from his own chil-
dren as though they were those of Eurystheus, and he attached the con-
sequential action to this impression - killing his enemy’s children:
which [sc. killing the children] was what he did. If then impressions are
cognitive in so far as they induce us to assent and to attach to them the
consequential action, since false impressions are plainly of this kind too,
we must say that incognitive ones are indiscernible from the cognitive.
(S.E. M vi1.404~-5; translation after Long and Sedley)

Similarly dreamers get the same pleasure or feel the same terror at what
they are experiencing as waking persons do, for example, when quench-
ing their thirst or running screaming from a wild animal (S.E. M v11.403).
Here the claim that dreaming behaviour is identical with waking behavi-
our seems harder to sustain: the Academics must be arguing that there is
the same impulse and accordingly the same assent, and that these consti-
tute identical behaviour.

So on Sextus’ account the Academics do not claim that there is any
direct way of establishing the nature of dreaming or hallucinatory experi-
ence. They make a proposal about what it must be like - namely (in the
cases discussed) ‘evident’ and °‘striking’ - on the basis of inference.
Cicero’s treatment of the dispute between the Stoa and the Academy over
this issue does not present the Academics’ line of reasoning with the same
clarity.#® Nonetheless his evidence can be interpreted as consistent with

47 These arguments are discussed from the Stoic point of view in chapter g. Cf. also Frede 1983,
Annas 1990b, Striker 1990. Arguments from dreaming etc. are given pride of place in Cic. Acad.
11.47-58, S.E. M vi1.401-11, although the case of twins etc. gets more prominence at Cic. Acad.
11.83-90.  “8 See Cic. Acad. 11.51-4, 88-90.
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Sextus’. He suggests that the Academics’ key point was that so far as the
assent of the mind is concerned, there is no difference between the false
impressions experienced by dreamers and the insane and the true impres-
sions of sane wakeful persons (Acad. 11.90). So when he represents them as
stressing that ‘what we are asking is what these things [sc. dreams, hallu-
cinations, etc.] looked like at the time’ (Acad. 11.88; cf. 52), this should be
seen as a way of putting the challenge: if there is the same assent, must we
not suppose that the impressions which prompt the assent are equally evi-
dent and striking when they occur?

The reply of the Stoicizing Antiochus as documented by Cicero may be
interpreted as resisting the Academic argument so construed at two
points in particular. First, he stressed that when dreamers wake or the
insane recover they dismiss their dreaming or hallucinatory impressions
as feeble and insubstantial (Acad. 11.51). Here Antiochus can be read as cap-
italizing on the inferential nature of our understanding of such experi-
ences (conceded by the Academics). His rejoinder in effect says: the
self-conscious judgement of those who recover their normal senses pro-
vides a sounder basis for deciding how evident and striking their abnor-
mal impressions were than the appeal to assent proposed by the
Academics. Second, Antiochus disputed that dreamers or the insane do
assent to their impressions in the same way as waking or sane persons. For
example, he appealed to the similar phenomenon of inebriation:

Even men acting under the influence of wine do not act with the same
kind of approval as when they are sober. They waver, they hesitate, they
sometimes pull themselves back. They give a feebler assent to their
impressions. And when they have slept it off they realize how insubstan-
tial those impressions were. (Cic. Acad. 11.52)*°

Butin reminding us3° of how the mad Heracles transfixed his own sons
with his arrows when in the grip of hallucination the Academics had the
better of the argument on both points. Perhaps a single example (such as
Heracles’ insanity) where assent to a false impression is best explained by
its being as evident and striking as any true impression is not sufficient to
make their case, but the ball ends up in the Stoic court.5?

49 Seealso S.E. Mvir.247. 59 Cic. Acad. 11.89, S.E. M vi1.405.

51 Carneades’ articulation of the dreaming and hallucination examples in terms of ‘evident and
striking’ impressions (as Sextus represents him) suggests that he was directing his argument
specifically against the position of the ‘younger Stoics’ (M vi1.253), for whom the cognitive
impression is not the criterion of truth unconditionally, but only when it has ‘no impediment’.
For “this impression, being evident and striking, all but seizes us by the hair, they say, and pulls us
to assent, needing nothing else to achieve this effect or to establish its difference from other
impressions’ (M vi1.257).
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The other principal problem for the cognitive impression developed by
the Academics is described by Sextus as ‘proving indiscernibility with
respect to stamp and impress’ (M vi1.408).52 It focused principally on the
powers of discrimination of the wise. Even a wise person is unable to say
infallibly which of two exactly similar eggs he is being shown; and he will
‘get a false impression, albeit one from what is, and imprinted and
stamped exactly in accordance with what is, if he has an impression of
Castor as though it is of Polydeuces’ (ibid. 410) - which since identical
twins are coins from a single mint he very well might.

The Stoics’ reply to this objection has already been explained in an ear-
lier chapter. The Academics were unmoved by their rejoinders. Against
the Stoic appeal to the metaphysical principle that no two individuals -
not even two grains of sand - are qualitatively identical, they pitted
Democritean metaphysics. Democritus held that some whole worlds
‘completely and absolutely match each other in every detail, so that there
is no difference between them whatever’ (Cic. Acad. 11.55). Why should
not the same be true of individuals within one and the same world? But
the Academics believed the more important issue concerned the wise per-
son’s powers of discrimination.>3 If someone has impressions of two indi-
viduals which satisfy the first two clauses of the Stoic definition but which
he cannot successfully tell apart - even if (for the sake of argument) we
grant that they do differ - then it follows according to the Academics that
neither is ‘of such a kind as could not arise from what is not’.

In order to see why they think this we need to notice an interesting
assumption they are making about the third condition of the Stoic defi-
nition: if an impression is to count as being of such a kind as could not
arise from what is not, the person who has it must be able to make dis-
criminations which reflect the fact that it is of that kind. Someone whose
impression of Castor was such as could not arise from Polydeuces must
be able to tell that it could not - and his impression would therefore have
to carry a ‘mark’ (nota) giving him that ability (Cic. Acad. 11.84). It seems
that the Stoics came to agree with this characterization of their posi-
tion.>#

The dispute about twins and eggs seems inconclusive. The Academics
rightly insist that if they could produce cases of impressions the Stoics

52 Cicero’s discussion is fuller and richer: Acad. 11.54-8, 84-6.

53 See Cic. Acad. 11.40, 57; cf. S.E. M vi1.409-10.

54 According to Sextus (M vi1.252) the Stoics hold that a cognitive impression has a ‘peculiarity’
(idiomay translated by Cicero as nota) which enables the person who experiences it to fasten on
the objective differentia in things in a “‘craftsmanlike way’ (technikos). This notion was evidently
taken over by Antiochus: see e.g. Acad. 11.33-6, 58.
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would have to count as cognitive, but which even a wise person could not
distinguish, then on reasonable assumptions about the nature of the Stoic
theory its idea of a cognitive impression would be fatally undermined.
The Stoics simply deny that there are any such cases. If a wise man could
not discriminate between his impressions of eggs or twins, those impres-
sions are not cognitive and he would be right to withhold assent. Perhaps
that means that the Stoics are requiring a higher standard of exactness in
cognitive impressions than might have been supposed. But if the higher
standard makes its demands felt as stringent only in exceptional cases it is
not clear that nature turns out to be less generous and providential in its
general supply of reliable information.>5

The Academics deployed many other aparallaxia arguments against the
cognitive impression than the two examined in detail here. The whole cri-
tique was launched, according to Cicero, with more a priori considera-
tions (Acad. 11.47-8). For example, there was appeal to the likelihood that
just as exactly the same state of shivering can be brought on either by
internal imagining or by external threat, so exactly the same impression of
the mind can be caused either by the imagination (as in dreams or mad-
ness) or by external causes. Another line of reasoning was given a soritical
form. If some false impressions are persuasive, why not those that approx-
imate very closely to true ones? And if these, why not those capable of
being distinguished from true ones only with extreme difficulty? And if
these, why not those which are no different from them at all? The critique
was apparently rounded off with proofs that nothing could be cognitively
grasped by reason or inference any more than by the senses.>¢ Thus the
Academics attacked the view that reason, for example, as employed in
dialectic could discriminate between true and false. This seems to have
been the context in which they used paradoxes like the Sorites and the
Liar against the Stoics. Even a wise person cannot tell the difference
between a cognitive impression that some number 7 is few and a non-cog-
nitive impression that some other number n+1 is few.57

vii Carneades’ ‘probabilism’

Is the conclusion that nothing can be grasped cognitively itself something
grasped cognitively? Arcesilaus said: No. Carneades conducted a debate
on the question - no longer fully capable of reconstruction - with his

55 For further discussion of the issues raised in this paragraph see above, pp. 306-11; also Annas
1990b. 5% Acad. 11.425cf. 91-8.
57 See Acad. 11.91-8; cf. S.E. M vi1.415-21. For discussion see Barnes 1982b, Burnyeat 1982b.
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Stoic contemporary Antipater.>8 He too said: No. Cicero suggests a way
in which a Carneadean might wish to elaborate on that answer. It is to say
that the wise person has the impression that nothing can be grasped ‘in
just the same way as he has those other impressions that are acceptable but
not cognitively grasped’ (Acad. 11.110). That is, his acceptance of the sec-
ond-order proposition that nothing can be cognitively grasped is a matter
of ‘going along with’ or ‘following’ without assent the acceptable impres-
sion that this is the case, just as his acceptance of first-order propositions
consists simply in ‘following’ without assent the corresponding accept-
able impressions.

In proposing this solution to the problem of the Academics’ own
stance, Cicero draws on Carneades’ highly developed theory of impres-
sions in general and ‘acceptable’ (probabilia) or ‘convincing’ (or ‘persua-
sive’: Greek pithana) impressions in particular. He has earlier informed us
that the Academics began their exposition of their epistemology ‘by con-
structing a sort of expertise concerning what we are calling “impres-
sions”, defining their power and their kinds, including among them the
kind that can be cognized and grasped’ (Acad. 11.40). “Their account’, he
adds, “is as full as that given by the Stoics.” Sextus ascribes just such a
detailed scheme to Carneades by name.5°

The schema is most conveniently presented by a diagram:

impressions

N

relative to the object relative to the percipient

NN

true false apparently true apparently false *

N

intensely apparent  dimly apparent
(convincing)

convincing convincing and undistracted

58 See Acad. 11.28, 109; discussion in Burnyeat 1997.

59 See M vi1.166-75. The diagram below does not attempt to capture all the distinctions
Carneades drew.

60 Carneades called the apparently true impression an ‘appearance’ (emphasis: following Stoic
usage, D.L. vi1.51), the apparently false an ‘anti-appearance’ (apemphasis), as being unpersuasive
and unconvincing: M vi1.169. Cicero seems to be rendering emphasis as species at Acad. 11.58.
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There is more to say about the last line of the right-hand division, since Car-
neades also spoke of impressions which were ‘convincing and thoroughly
examined’. But for the moment we may note the broad resemblance
between the division as a whole and the Stoic classification of impressions,
which was elaborated by permutations of the categories of the convincing
and the unconvincing, the true and the false.®! The key feature of
Carneades’ scheme is the fundamental distinction between truth and false-
hood, which obtain with respect to the relation between impressions and
the things or facts they purport to represent, and apparent truth and false-
hood, which are merely functions of the way impressions seem to those
who experience them. For Carneades there always remains an epistemolog-
ical as well as a logical gap between the two sorts of assessments of impress-
ions - they concern utterly different relations in which impressions stand.

That basic distinction is what Carneades exploits in his argument
against Epicurean epistemology. As section v1 of this chapter demon-
strated, his chief complaint against Epicurus is effectively that he confuses
what the Epicureans call ‘evidence’ (enargeia), which as properly under-
stood is apparent truth, with truth. His further inference that no impres-
sion can be a criterion was derived, as we saw, from the consideration —
fundamental to his critique of the Stoa - that for any true impression
there can be an indiscernible false impression: which led him to say that
the supposed criterion is merely an apparently true impression which
‘spans [literally: ‘is common to’] both true and false’; and so is no criterion
at all.62 That formula recurs in Carneades’ discussion of his classificatory
scheme. It represents one of three ways of taking ‘convincing’ or ‘persua-
sive’: sometimes when we call an impression convincing or persuasive we
mean to imply that it is true, sometimes that it is false, sometimes that it
might be either. And Carneades comments that ‘might be either’ or “span-
ning true and false’ is what fits the supposed criterion of truth (S.E. M
VIL.173-5).

But Carneades also put his schema to more constructive work. Sextus
claims that in some sense he accepted that convincing impressions ‘spanning
true and false’ were after all the criterion of truth.®3 One way of construing

61 Cf. S.E.MviL.242-52.  ©2 See M vi1.164; cf. Cic. Acad. 11.33—4.

63 See M v11.166; cf. 173-5. Sextus implies that Carneades took this position (as the Pyrrhonists
did too: PH 1.21-4, M vi1.29-30) out of concern for ‘the conduct of life and the attainment of
happiness’ - i.e. to meet the apraxia argument. Antiochus likewise claimed that the Academics
made the pithanon their criterion, although ‘both in the conduct of life and in inquiry and dis-
cussion’ (Acad. 11.32; cf. S.E. M vi1.435-8). But while Clitomachus agrees in making ‘following
the pithanon® the Academic response to the charge of apraxia (Cic. Acad. 11.104), he says nothing
about its being the criterion of truth. It seems likely that it was Philo of Larissa (probably the
target of the critique launched at Acad. 11.32: see e.g. Sedley 1983a, 26) who first construed the
pithanon as Carneades’ own criterion.
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this apparent volte face is to see it in terms of controversy with the Stoics.
On this view what Carneades is saying is: your criterion of truth is simply
misdescribed by you. The kind of impression you take to be the criterion is
nota cognitive impression (there is no such thing), buta particularly striking
form of apparently true impression which might be true or false. So either
the kind of impression you identify as cognitive is not a criterion (because
not in fact cognitive), or — if you insist that it does work as a criterion - what
your position really reduces to is the view that convincing impressions are
the criterion.

But Carneades was not simply showing something about Stoic episte-
mology and its collapse into a form of ‘probabilism’, even if the specific
evidence of Carneadean endorsement of a ‘criterion’ is best interpreted as
belonging to a dialectical context of that sort. On Clitomachus’ presenta-
tion of the topic too, it was Carneades’ own position that the wise person
‘will make use of whatever impression acceptable in appearance he
encounters, if nothing presents itself contrary to the acceptability of that
impression, and his whole plan of life will be governed in this manner’
(Cic. Acad. 11.99).6* Otherwise the apraxia argument against the Academy
would succeed. If there were no acceptable or convincing impressions life
would indeed be impossible, because there would be nothing that could
incline us (rightly or wrongly) to one course of action rather than another.
As will have been clear from the discussion in section v, this position is
not in conflict with the Academic view that the wise man does not assent.
The point is rather that he does not need assent or a criterion to live his
life: “following’ convincing impressions without assent will suffice.

Carneades had a good deal to say about what ‘following’ convincing
impressions involved.®> It would often be a more active and critical busi-
ness than talk of “following’ initially suggests. If there is time and the mat-
ter at issue sufficiently important, the wise person will put his impression
through a series of checks - presumably because he is by hypothesis a per-
fectly rational person, and this is the rational thing to do.6¢ The checking
procedures described are compared to the cross-questioning of witnesses
in court or to the scrutiny of candidates for political or judicial office; or

64 At Acad. 11.99-101 Cicero says he is drawing on the first volume of Clitomachus® four-book
work on epoche. 11.99 continues by contrasting Carneades’ wise person with ‘the person whom
your school [sc. the Stoicizing Antiochus] bring on stage as the wise man’.

65 See M vi1.176-89, PH 1.227-9; cf. Acad. 11.35-6.

66 That this is conceived as a rational procedure is argued e.g. by Bett 1989, 76-90; note that the
outcome of the fullest testing is said to ‘make the judgement most perfect’ (M v11.181). On this
interpretation Carneades’ prescription of proper method may be construed as an elaboration of
Arcesilaus’ recommendation to follow what is rational (exlogon, M vi1.158), and not simply as a
description of actual practice in ordinary life - to which however it is compared (M vi1.184).
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again to the use by doctors of the examination of a syndrome of symp-
toms, for ‘an impression never stands in isolation, but one depends on
another like links in a chain’ (S.E. M v11.176). An impression which passes
such tests ‘undistracted’ (aperispastos) becomes more convincing, even
though the possibility that it is in fact false can never be excluded. All
Sextus’ examples actually involve cases which fzil examination: e.g. some-
thing which on a quick look leaves us convinced that it is a snake ‘appears
asarope in virtue of an impression that is convincing and scrutinized’ (PH
1.228).67

So much is clear about the theory. Accounts of its details given by our
sources are confused and confusing. Cicero operates with a single contrast
between acceptable impressions and impressions that are acceptable and
‘not impeded’ (quae non impediatur, Acad. 11.33:%3 his rendering of aperis-
pastos, ‘undistracted’). But Sextus thinks Carneades had a tripartite
scheme: as well as satisfying himself that an impression is ‘undistracted’
or ‘unimpeded’ by the outcome of his checking, the rational person will
want to ensure that it is ‘thoroughly examined’ (diexhodeumene or peri-
hodeumene). Hence a convincing impression can become not only (at a
second stage) more convincing, but (at a third stage) even more convinc-
ing. Unfortunately in the two versions of the theory he presents Sextus
gives contradictory identifications of the second and third stages he intro-
duces, and on both occasions other aspects of his treatment are also
unsatisfactory.®?

A better if necessarily conjectural interpretation takes Carneades to be
envisaging not two possible stages in an inquiry into an impression, but
simply two sorts of testing.”® One focuses on its compatibility with other
associated impressions, and may be taken as what Cicero’s expression
‘looking around” (circumspectio, Acad. 11.36) refers to. Here what will have
been important is the content of the impressions examined. The analogy of
a syndrome of medical symptoms seems appropriate to this form of scru-
tiny. The other kind of test focuses on the background circumstances
involved: when the person having the impression had it, how far he was
from the object represented in it, what condition his sensory equipment
was in, how long he had to look or hear, etc. This is perhaps what Cicero
means by talking of ‘elaborate consideration’ (accurata consideratio, ibid.),

67 The version of this example in M vi1.187-8 claims that after his tests the person following the
method ‘assents to the fact that it is false that the body presented to him is a snake’. This is one
of several places where the account in M vir forgets that Carneades’ wise person refrains from
assent, i.e. judging that something is true, and simply ‘goes along with’ his convincing impres-
sions. 68 Cf. e.g. Acad. 11.99, 101, 104. 69 Cf. e.g. Mutschmann 1911b.

70 The following interpretation is due to Allen 1994.
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and what corresponds to the analogy of cross-examination of witnesses or
candidates.”! Contrary to what Sextus implies, one might expect that in
testing a convincing impression both these forms of scrutiny would be
employed simultaneously. And it would be when an impression survives
the application of the two together that it would count as ‘undistracted’
or ‘unimpeded’ by possible counter-evidence.

Partly because Cicero translated the Greek pithanon, ‘convincing’, into
Latin as probabile, acceptable, the theory described above has often been
construed as a form of probabilism. Denying as he does that we can ever
conduct either our lives or our theoretical inquiries on the basis of knowl-
edge, Carneades is seen as proposing that we should take probability as
our guide - that is, we should work out what has more chances of being
true than not, and let that govern our thoughts and actions. Little in the
evidence supports this reading of the theory.”2 Cicero’s choice of probabile
is designed to connect with use of the verb probare, “accept’ or ‘approve’,
as applied to the wise person’s ‘acceptance’ of convincing impressions
without assent. The process of testing by which such impressions are to
be examined is certainly conceived as a rational procedure. But it is
entirely focused on ensuring that the impressions on which we place reli-
ance in important matters are internally consistent and not suspect on
account of some abnormality in the circumstances in which they are expe-
rienced. It is not articulated as a form of calculation of the likelihood that
they are actually true. No doubt an impression which fails some element
of the scrutiny might seem less likely to be true, but that is not how
Carneades puts the point. He says that what then happens is that some
other impression drags or distracts us away from conviction.

viir Conclusion

The framework of Carneades’ thought is entirely Hellenistic: the major
presences in his philosophizing are Epicurus, Chrysippus and Arcesilaus.
We get no sense, as we do with Arcesilaus, of someone standing on the
shoulders of Socrates and Plato. But like Arcesilaus Carneades rejected

71 Allen 1994, 98-9, suggests that circumspectio may correspond to perihodeumene phantasia, accu-
rata consideratio to diexhodeumene phantasia.

72 But Sextus makes Carneades say that we should not distrust the impression ‘which tells the
truth for the most part [sc. that which spans true and false]: for both judgements and actions, as
itturns out, are regulated by what holds for the most part’ (M vi1.175). ‘As it turns out’ suggests
that this is not an account of a calculation we make in our response to a convincing impression.
This may be another point at which the dogmatist assumptions of Sextus’ source are showing
through: see p. 336 n. 36 and p. 349 n. 67.
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principally Stoic claims about knowledge. Like him, he shared the general
Hellenistic hostility to assertion based on mere opinion. And like him he
tried to show that it was possible nonetheless to do philosophy and to live
one’s life in accordance with reason. What Carneades offers is a model of
rationality - testing convincing impressions and then ‘following> them
without assent to their truth provided they survive the scrutiny — which
constitutes an ingenious and attractive alternative to the foundationalist
epistemologies which prevailed in the other schools.”3 Whether the idea
ofa rationality without the commitments of assertion is a coherent notion
remains a matter for debate.”#

73 He suggested that on Stoic premisses reason destroyed itself like Penelope undoing her web
(Cic. Acad. 11.95) or the octopus devouring its own tentacles (Plu. Comm. Not. 1059¢, Stob.
11.2.20): discussion by Burnyeat 1976, 62-5.

74 For a sceptical exploration of this question see Burnyeat 1980a; cf. Bett 1989.
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Hellenistic physics and
metaphysics

DAVID SEDLEY

1 Introduction

The Stoics are leading champions of the continuum, the Epicureans its
leading opponents. Any such division of Hellenistic schools into continu-
ists and discontinuists provides a useful skeleton, but one which needs
careful fleshing out.

The Stoic world - like the Aristotelian world before it - is a continuum
both materially and structurally: materially because it contains no void
gaps, structurally because it is infinitely divisible, or divisible at any point.
The Epicurean world is discontinuous in both ways: materially to the
extent that it consists of bodies separated by void gaps, structurally both
because those bodies are themselves unbreakable (‘atoms’) and because at
a still lower level there is an absolute unit of magnitude not capable of
analysis into parts (the ‘minimum’).

In case such a characterization should suggest that the material and
structural continua are inseparably united, it is important to appreciate
that this was by no means assumed by the contemporaries and immediate
forerunners of Epicurus and Zeno. Strato of Lampsacus, head of the
Peripatos during the later part of their careers, viewed the world as mate-
rially discontinuous, thanks to the existence of minute interstitial pockets
of void, but as structurally continuous. If, as seems probable, he gave mat-
ter a particulate structure, this was in order to account for change, mix-
ture and the like, and his particles were in no obvious sense indivisible.
The same can probably be said of the puzzling theory of ‘dissoluble
lumps’ (&vapuot &ykot) proposed by the Platonist Heraclides of Pontus
in the mid or late fourth century Bc.® Diodorus Cronus, on the contrary,

1 This assumes that the findings of Vallance 1990, 1-43 on the meaning of &vappor dykot in
Asclepiades (see below, p. 605) hold good for Heraclides too. But the matter is controversial: for
a partly different reading see Gottschalk 1980, 37-57. Weakly particulate theories of matter
probably retained considerable currency in the Hellenistic medical schools, but had little
impact on philosophical discussions.
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postulated material continuity but structural discontinuity.> Since
Diodorus’ theory is an integral part of the background to Epicurus’ atom-
ism, we shall turn to it first.

11 Diodorus Cronus3

Although Diodorus is sometimes credited with a bona fide physical theory
of elements* - that of ‘minimal and partless bodies’ - there is no evidence
that he had any broader interest in physics and cosmology, and it looks
rather as if the theory of minima was ancillary to his well-known four
arguments against motion, to which we shall turn shortly.

The background to Diodorus’ thesis lies in Plato’s Parmenides and
Aristotle, Phys. vi. At Parm. 138d-e it emerges that what is partless cannot
move, since it could never be in transition to a new place, that is, part in
and part out. Aristotle develops this difficulty in Phys. vi.10,% observing
that partless items could be endowed with motion only on the unaccept-
able supposition that time consists of discrete instants, so that in each suc-
cessive instant the partless item could occupy a different place, without
there being any intervening time during which the transition occurs: thus
it would (unacceptably, Aristotle suggests) be true to say of it that it ‘has
moved’, but never that it ‘is moving>.

Now when Aristotle speaks of a ‘partless’ item, he tends to have in
mind a geometrical point, or a temporal instant, things which have no
extension at all. His main concern is to show that these cannot be constit-
utive parts of, respectively, magnitudes and periods of time. That some-
thing might be partless yet extended is not a possibility Aristotle feels the
need to confront explicitly, since he regards it as a mathematical nonsense
(Cael. 30322—4). It is doubtful whether the early atomists Leucippus and
Democritus had made any such strong claims. But Aristotle’s contempo-
rary Xenocrates, in the Academy, was developing such a theory - the doc-
trine of ‘indivisible lines’ - and we even have a Peripatetic response to it in
the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On indivisible lines. Diodorus, however,
probably Xenocrates’ junior, propounded the earliest indivisibilist thesis
for which we can reconstruct a plausible theoretical context.

Diodorus postulates ultimate constituents of the world which he
names ‘minimal and partless bodies’ (EA&x1oTa Kol &pepf) oOHXT),

2 So too perhaps Xenocrates, at least according to Aét. 1.13.3,1.17.3, in addition to the testimony
for his theory of “indivisible lines’: Xenocrates frr. 123-51 Isnardi.
3 Texts: SSR 11 F 8-17. Discussion: Sedley 1977, Denyer 1981a, Sorabji 1983, 16-21, 369-71,

Montoneri 1984, 126-40, Doring 1992, M. J. White 1992,259-69. 4 SSR 11 ¥ 8-10.
5 Cf. below, p. 377.
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perhaps adding ‘minimal® precisely in order to specify, with Aristotle’s
discussions in mind, that they are partless yet extended — not mere exten-
sionless points, but vanishingly small dots of magnitude, of which larger
magnitudes are composed in a sort of granular structure. He attributes a
similarly granular structure to place t00.°

How he defended the existence of these minima is not explicitly
recorded. But there can be little doubt that the paradoxes of divisibility
propounded in the fifth century Bc by Zeno of Elea are their ultimate
inspiration. In particular, Zeno had argued that movement is impossible
through an infinitely divisible continuum, since it would involve passing,
in sequence, an infinite series of discrete points; and also that an infinitely
divisible magnitude, being the sum of'its infinitely many parts, would have
to be of infinite size (29 A 25,8 1 DK). According to Aristotle, it was Zeno’s
dichotomy paradox (a name applicable to both these arguments) that first
inspired some thinkers to introduce ‘atomic magnitudes’ (Arist. Phys.
v1.187a1-3). Given Diodorus’ manifest Zenonian heritage, and Epicurus’
appeal to the same Zenonian paradoxes for his own theory of minima,” it is
hard to doubt that they form at least part of the background to his theory
of minima. But there is also, recorded by Sextus Empiricus, one specific
argument for spatial minima which may come from Diodorus:8

If something is moving, it is moving now. If it is moving now, it is mov-
ing in the present time. If it is moving in the present time, it turns out
that it is moving in a partless time. For if the present time is divided into
parts, it will be absolutely divided into the past and future, and in this
way it will no longer be present.

If something is moving in a partless time, it is passing through places
indivisible into parts. If it is passing through places indivisible into
parts, it is not moving. For when it is in the first partless place, it is not
moving, since it is still in the first partless place. And when it is in the sec-
ond partless place, again it is not moving, but 4as moved. Therefore it is
not the case that something is moving. (S.E. M X.119-20)

The concluding inference about motion will be discussed further shortly.
Our present concern is with the argument from the partlessness of the
present to the existence of partless places. The present must be a partless

6 It is better to avoid the term ‘atomism’, despite its frequent use in connection with Diodorus in
modern discussions, since when we come to Epicurus (below p. 374) we will have to maintain a
clear distinction between atoms and minima. The term ‘atom’ is not attributed to Diodorus in
the ancient sources. 7 See below, pp. 374-5.

8 As argued by Sorabji 1983, 19-21 and Denyer 1981a - even though Sextus himselfat M x.142-3
appears not to know that its appeal to temporal minima is Diodorean. Contra, see Doring 1992,
115.
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time, it is argued, because any separable parts of it would be hived off into
the past or future. This partless time is presumably conceived as an irredu-
cibly short period of time, not a durationless instant, if the following
argument is to be intelligible. For Diodorus goes on to argue that in a
partless time a moving object must traverse a partless place, i.e. a minimal
unit of extension. (That a partless place is conceived by Diodorus as hav-
ing extension is effectively confirmed at S.E. M x.86, where it is said to
‘contain’ a partless body.) And that could hardly be done in no time at all.

How does this inference from partless times to partless places work?
The text leaves us to reconstruct it for ourselves. Within a single partless
time, he may mean, it will be impossible to distinguish two or more separ-
ate sub-distances traversed in sequence by the moving object, since these
would have to be traversed one by one in separate sub-times, and a part-
less time can contain no sub-times. We must conclude that either (a) the
distance traversed in a partless time contains no sub-distances, or (b) it
contains sub-distances which the moving object does not traverse or
occupy at all; despite traversing the whole. Of these, (b) sounds
sufficiently absurd to commend (a) as the more acceptable conclusion.
And (a) entails that there are partless units of extension.

Thus Diodorus’ thesis includes partless times, partless places, and part-
less bodies. The partless bodies are clearly minimal three-dimensional
units, and since they are said to ‘fill’ the partless places (S.E. M x.86), these
latter must also be extended in three dimensions. How does he conceive
of “place’? In the discussion of Diodorus’ paradox at S.E. M x.95, his anon-
ymous critics take a thing’s place to be the body which surrounds it, e.g.
the air round a person or the jar containing a liquid. But the discussion
there is of macroscopic objects, and it is hard to see how Diodorus could
have applied any such notion of place to that containing a partless body,
since then its place would turn out to be identical with, or to include, the
sum of all the partless bodies adjacent to it. If so, its place could not rea-
sonably be called partless. And since the surrounding partless bodies
might well be moving with it (if they jointly with it constituted a single
solid object), Diodorus would have to abandon his analysis of a mini-
mum’s motion as transition from place fo place.® We must therefore take it
instead that the partless place which a minimum “fills’ is a three-dimen-
sional stretch of space coextensive with it.1°

9 Analogous objections would apply to an Aristotelian-type view of place as the inner surface of
the containing body.
10 This implication will be important later, in connection with the origins of Epicurus’ notion of

space, p. 367.
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Diodorus’ objection to the idea of motion is that although we can say
that a partless body is now in this partless place, P,, now in a neighbour-
ing partless place, P, , it is at no time in transition between P, and P,. The
reason is that there can be no ‘third place’,'? that is, one between P, and
P,. It could with equal propriety have been added that the partless body
cannot be partly in P, partly in P,, for the obvious reason that what is
partless cannot be ‘partly’ in anything.

Diodorus’ conclusion is not an absolute outlawing of motion, but the
thesis that all motion is staccato. At the lowest level, that of an individual
partless body, motion consists of a series of states of rest: it is now in P_,
now in P,, now in P,. As Diodorus puts it, following the lead of Aristotle,
Phys. v1.10, it is true to say of a partless body ‘It has moved’, but never true
to say ‘It is moving>. Diodorus differs from Aristotle in regarding this par-
adoxical outcome as a perfectly correct account. He argues at some length
for a thesis in tense logic,'? that a proposition may be true in the past tense
without ever having been true in the present tense (S.E. M x.97-101). I may
truly say of two married men “These men have married’ without its ever
having been true to say of them “These men are marrying’.3

The aim of this staccato thesis is to accommodate the evident fact of
motion:

Therefore it is not moving. But it stands to reason that it fas moved. For
what was previously observed in this place is now observed in a different
place - which would not have happened if it had not moved. (S.E. M x.86)

Diodorus must be picturing the world as follows. Space is analysable into
innumerable juxtaposed partless granules. Every one of these is occupied
by a partless body - for Diodorus explicitly denies the existence of void
(S.E. M v111.333). This absence of gaps might appear to leave no room for
motion to take place. Yet there is nothing to stop a partless body from
occupying different places at different times, provided that each of those
places is simultaneously vacated by the partless body which occupied it at
the preceding partless time. In the simplest case, two partless bodies
could just swap places between one partless time and the next: since there
was no intervening time, there is no question to be asked about how they
manoeuvred round each other in order to get there. In a more complex
and more plausible case, a cluster of partless bodies, constituting, say, a

11 M x.143. The point is never made very clear,and it is curiously absent from the first formulation
of the paradox at M x.86.

12 A thesis Aristotle had never actually denied, and indeed had endorsed on other occasions, e.g.
Metaph. B.1002a28-b11.

13 Diodorus’ “clearer’ example, S.E. M x.100-1, is altogether baffling.
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stone, will occupy a succession of such positions in successive times, the
partless bodies of the surrounding matter (e.g. air or water) simultane-
ously redistributing themselves round it. Thus the visual impression of
motion is created, in a world which - in a gesture towards Eleatic thought
- is in fact a long series of static arrangements. A familiar twentieth-cen-
tury comparison is the apparent movement of figures on video screen,
conveyed by a series of static patterns composed of individual pixels.

What is less clear is how, in such a world, different stuffs can be
differentiated. The Epicurean atomists are able to distinguish stuffs by the
different shape, size and spacing of their constituent atoms, but Diodorus
is denied that luxury, if his particles are all irreducibly small and crammed
up against each other. One possible solution is to suppose that they are
partless units of irreducibly different stuffs - e.g. water, earth and iron -
each with its own ineliminable properties. But there is no real evidence
even that Diodorus pronounced on the question, and we must be wary of
seeking a cosmological theory in what is primarily meant as a conceptual
analysis of body, motion and space.

This last point can be amplified by considering Diodorus’ philosophi-
cal lineage. The Dialectical school, of which he was a leading member,#
almost certainly considered itself Socratic, being an offshoot from the
Megarian school, founded by the Socratic philosopher Euclides of
Megara. The Megarians themselves clearly made Socratic ethics their phil-
osophical keynote, and above all the thesis of the unity of goodness. But
the Dialectical school was concerned with forms and methods of argu-
ment, and in view of its chosen title it seems a good guess that the school
considered the special emphasis on dialectical virtuosity to be Socrates’
true legacy. “The greatest good for man’, says Socrates in Plato’s Apology
(38a), “is to hold discussions every day about virtue and about the other
things about which you hear me conversing [dialegomenou, cognate with
‘dialectic’] and examining myself and others, and the unexamined life is
notworth living for man . . > Hence we need not be entirely surprised that
the school’s title ‘Dialectical’ was taken as expressing its ethical orienta-
tion (D.L. 1.18). But if so, why does Diodorus add a distinctively Eleatic
dimension, emulating Zeno of Elea even to the extent of propounding his
own four paradoxes of motion, just as Zeno had done?'> Perhaps on the

14 Cf. p. 47,n. 105.

151t is sometimes supposed that the Eleatic denial of change was already part of the Megarian
tradition, on the strength of Aristotle, Metaph. ©.3. But there the abolition of change is pre-
sented by Aristotle as an absurd and unwelcome implication of the Megarians’ modal theory,
notas their own doctrine.
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authority of Plato’s Parmenides, where Socrates is portrayed as himself
inviting and receiving a long lesson in what is, in effect, Zenonian dialec-
tic. (We have already noted that Diodorus’ arguments about the motion
of the “partless’ have their origin in the Parmenides.) This might well have
been read as an indication that if Socratic dialectic was to become a true
science it must learn from Eleatic argumentation.

Ifthis is on the right lines, we should take very seriously Sextus’ ascrip-
tion to Diodorus of mere ‘hypotheses’ about partless entities. Sextus uses
the term ‘hypothesis’ three times for philosophical theses attributed to
Diodorus (M x.85, 100, 111) - including that of partless entities - yet
barely at all elsewhere for those of other philosophers.1¢ Significantly,
investigating the consequences of a hypothesis is the hallmark of dialectic
as advocated in the Parmenides. By contrast, the denial of (present) motion
is described by Sextus not as Diodorus” hypothesis, but as his own doc-
trine’1” The picture which thus begins to emerge from Sextus is of
Diodorus advocating, as his own Eleatic doctrine, the denial of (present)
motion, and basing it on four arguments, two of which start from the
hypothesis of partless entities. 8 (For his second argument based on part-
less entities, see S.E. M x.113-17.)

For the other two arguments against motion attributed to Diodorus
make no use of the partlessness assumption at all. The better known of
these is dilemmatic in form:

If something is moving, it is moving either in the place where it is, or in
the place where it is not. But neither is it moving in the place where it is
(for it is at rest in it), nor in the place where it is not (for it is not in it).
Therefore it is not the case that something is moving. (S.E. M x.87)*°

Why can it not be moving in the place where it is? The text quoted may
seem to say that this is because to be in one place is to be stationary. But
that would just collapse this argument into Diodorus’ remaining, and
much weaker, paradox, ‘What is moving is immediately in a place; but
what is in a place is not moving: therefore what is moving is not moving’
(M x.112). (This has little plausibility unless the reference is taken to be to
being in one place over some period of time, and that would in turn

16 M v11.396 seems to be a solitary exception.

17 M x.86, oixkeiov 86y pa. That the reference is to the denial of motion, not to the theory of min-
ima, is shown by Déring 1992, 110.

18 For the debate as to whether Diodorus’ thesis of minima was merely a ‘hypothesis’, as distinct
from his own physical tenet, cf. Giannantoni 1990, 1v 79-80.

19 Cf. PH 11.242, 111.71. The argument was well known as Diodorus’ and should not be assimilated
to Zeno’s arrow, despite the lead given at D.L. 1x.72. The dilemmatic form of the argument is
characteristic of Diodorus, cf. M x.347.
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require some further defence, such as the postulation of partless times.)
The more satisfactory answer, which can be indirectly recovered,?? is that
the object cannot move in the place where it is because it completely fills
that place, thus leaving itself no room for manoeuvre.

1 Epicurean physics

1. Introduction®!

Epicurus, like Diodorus, has a thesis to propound about a set of ultimate
indivisibles. But this time we are dealing with a complete physical system,
and Epicurus® method is to develop it in linear fashion from a founda-
tional series of principles, or ‘elements’.22 The following order of topics
was that of the opening books (roughly books 1-x) of his great work On
Nature. We can reconstruct it from the surviving epitome, his Letter to
Herodotus (Ep. Hdt.) and amplify it further from parallel passages in
Lucretius’ poem. Chapter references from the Letter to Herodotus are
added in brackets:

(@) The ultimate constituents of the ‘all’ must be permanent (38-9).

(b) The ultimate constituents of the ‘all’ are bodies and space (39-40).

(c) Other contenders for the role turn out not to exist independently of
bodies and space (40).

(d) The ultimate bodies are atomic (40-1).

(e) Both body and space are infinite in extent (41-2).

(f) The range of atomic shapes is finite, the number of exemplars of each
is infinite (42-3).

(g) The everlasting motion of atoms (43-4).

(h) The infinity of worlds (45).

(i) Perception (46-53).

() The properties and sizes of atoms (54-6).

(k) The ultimate structure of atoms - minima (56-9).

(1) Atomic motion, simple and in compounds (60-2).

(m) Soul (63-8).

(n) The metaphysical status of secondary properties (68-73).

Here it might be said that (a)-(c) map out the universe with very broad
brushstrokes. (d)-(h) draw in some basic dimensions: the limits, or
absence thereof, on size, shape and number. (i) explains perception to pre-

20 From Sextus’ discussion at M x.93 and 108-10,and from 86, even though this last is meant to be
about partless bodies.

21 Main texts: Ep. Ep. Hdt. as cited directly below, and frr. 266-92 Usener, Lucr. 1-1v.

22 For this term (oTorela, oTO1XEIWMPATA), see Clay 1973, esp. 258—71.
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pare the ground for (j). (j) distinguishes the primary properties, which
atoms cannot lack, from perceptible properties. (k) takes the analysis of
atoms to its most primitive level. (I) explains how atomic compounds
function. (m) investigates the most advanced atomic compound. (n)
stands back and reflects on the metaphysical implications of the forego-
ing.

While this may risk overschematizing Epicurus’ exposition, we will in
what follows see repeated signs of the scrupulous linear ordering of his
demonstrations, so arranged as to presuppose nothing which is yet to be
proved.

2. Conservation

Having set out his empiricist criteria of truth (Ep. Hdt. 37-8),>3 Epicurus
opens his physical exposition with a set of laws which underline the per-
manence of the world’s constituents - thus, as it were, underwriting the
omnitemporality of the truths which will follow: ‘Nothing comes into
being out of what is not. For in that case everything would come into
being out of everything, with no need for seeds’ (Ep. Hdt. 38).

The argument for this is expanded by Lucretius (1.149-214).
Everything that comes into being must be compounded out of things
which pre-exist. If instead there were absolute generation from nothing,
there would be no possible physical constraints on generation.
Accordingly ‘everything would come into being out of everything’, that
is, without restriction as to attendant circumstances. These circum-
stances are listed by Lucretius as location, season, timespan, sources of
nutrition, and maximum size, all of which are seen in natural processes to
be closely circumscribed. Fish are not born on dry land, apples don’t grow
on peach trees, and nothing grows without nutrition. Epicurus, followed
by Lucretius, sums up these regularities by referring to the role of seeds in
biology, no doubt on the ground that the growth of a seed to maturity
encapsulates all these constraints. We must take it that comparable con-
straints are meant to apply to inorganic generation (processes of manufac-
ture, etc.), but no examples are given.24

Confusion may be caused by the fact that Lucretius, throughout this
set of arguments, exploits the double meaning of ‘seeds’; i.e. biological
seeds and also atoms, in order to imply a dependence of natural regularity
on the atomic composition of things,> appealing for example to the fact

23 gee above, pp. 262—4. 24 See also below, pp. 498-503.
25 Seeds’ are biological at 160, ‘atoms’ at 176, 185, 221; indeterminate at 169, 189. That ‘seeds’ can
mean ‘atoms’ Lucretius has already forewarned us at 59.
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that plants can grow only when and where the right ‘seeds of things’ flow
together to generate them. It is of the utmost importance to see that this,
like other covert references to atoms in the same passage,2° is a rhetorical
device on Lucretius’ part, quite alien to Epicurus’ own more severe meth-
odology. Several more steps have yet to be accomplished before the exis-
tence of atoms can be established. Epicurus’ own reference to ‘seeds’
(above) is to be taken at face value, as an appeal to biological regularity.2”

Epicurus continues as follows: ‘Also, if that which disappears were
destroyed into what is not, all things would have perished, for lack of that
into which they dissolved’ (Ep. Hdt. 39). Lucretius once again amplifies,
adding two further arguments (1.217-24, 238-49): if there were literal
annihilation, destruction would be an instantaneous process, and all
things, however composed, would be destroyed with equal ease. Both
arguments rely on the firmly empirical premiss that destruction is visibly
a gradual process, requiring the application of an appropriate force to dis-
integrate cohesive parcels of matter.

Here then we have the first two laws of conservation: there is no literal
generation from nothing or annihilation. The two principles are as old as
philosophy. They underlie the insistence of the sixth-century Bc Milesian
philosophers on an everlasting primary stuff. They were defended on idio-
syncratic logical grounds by the anti-empiricist Parmenides in the fifth
century, and the former of them was invoked as a self-evident truth by his
follower Melissus. Many Greek philosophers regarded them as conceptu-
ally indubitable laws. Against this background, what is remarkable about
Epicurus’ defence of them is its determinedly empirical tone. Although
appeals to what is conceivable will play a part in some of his later argu-
ments, his pointed empiricism on this opening issue sets a clear keynote
for his style of physical speculation. It confirms his seriousness about the
empiricist criteria of truth with which he prefaces his exposition.

Looking ahead, we may feel that this empiricism has at least one unfor-
tunate limitation, namely its restriction to processes of corporeal change.
The laws of conservation are meant to apply equally to space (or ‘void?),
the second constituent of the “all’ alongside body (see next section). But in
practice none of the arguments given by Lucretius applies to it, and
Epicurus’ eventual success in convincing us of the permanence of space
will depend on independent considerations, especially its intrinsic inca-
pacity to be causally affected (explicitly at Lucr. 111.811-13).

26 Genitalia corpora, materies, corpora prima, primordia rerum.
27 As a matter of fact, ‘seeds’ in Greek lacks the sense of ‘primary particles’ conferred on it in
Lucretius’ Latin.
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The same issue must be borne in mind when we turn to the following
proof:

Moreover, the all was always such as it is now, and always will be. For
there is nothing into which it changes, and?#8 there is nothing over and
above the all which could pass into it and produce the change. (Ep. Ep.
Hdt. 39)

The basic claim here is, not of course that the universe does not change at
all, but that the sum total (the ‘all’) of what there is does not change. To
understand the grounds for this, we must look at a more explicit formula-
tion, used by Lucretius at a later stage:

... the sum of sums is everlasting, and there is no place outside for things
to disperse into, nor bodies which might fall into itand break it up by the
strength of their impact. (Lucr. 111.816-18)2°

Here the argument is clear: the universe cannot be disrupted through sub-
traction or addition of bodies, since there is no space outside it for bodies
to move into, and no bodies outside to enter it. In contrast, Epicurus’
scrupulousness in avoiding mention of body and space, whose role as ulti-
mate components has yet to be established, typifies his strict linear meth-
odology.

A critic might ask whether the argument is intelligible without covert
assumption of these notions of body and space. For example, wouldn’t the
same argument be baffling if used to establish the permanence of non-spa-
tial entities like Platonic Forms? To mount a defence of Epicurus’ proce-
dure, one must re-emphasize the empiricist criteria of truth with which he
prefaces his physical exposition. In that light, the mapping out of the uni-
verse into body and space, which will now follow, can be seen less as the
introduction of some brand new entities than as the whittling down of an
already familiar empirical universe to its most elementary components.

To sum up, we have now seen Epicurus outlaw any change in the basic
composition of the universe, whether by generation of new entities, by
annihilation of existing entities, by removal of parts, or by importation of
new parts. As we proceed, it will become clear that he also holds the basic
existing items to be absolutely unchangeable qualitatively: if they could
change, then the regularities of nature would be seen to change with them.
Lucretius, at least, objects to qualitative change at the basic level on the
grounds that this is tantamount to destruction of the old plus generation

28 The two successive uses of Y&p (‘for’) give two co-ordinate reasons for what is stated in the first
sentence: see Brunschwig 1977, 128. 29 See also 11.304-7 and v.361-3.
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of the new (1.670-1,792-3, 11.753—4, 111.519-20). The point is that qualita-
tive change in a compound, e.g. wood becoming fire, can be due to mere
redistribution of enduring components, but qualitative change in some-
thing irreducibly simple must be an intrinsic change in what the thing
itselfis. The Epicureans’ real objection to that is that it would conflict with
the perceived stability of nature - an objection we will not encounter until
we reach the arguments for atoms. For now, we can simply note that this is
one kind of possible change in what the universe consists of which none of
their arguments, as reported so far, has ruled out of court.

3. Body and space
Moreover, the all is bodies and void. That bodies exist is universally wit-
nessed by sensation itself, in accordance with which it is necessary to
judge by reason that which is non-evident, as I said above. And if place,
which we call ‘void’, ‘room’, and ‘intangible substance’, did not exist,
bodies would not have anywhere to be or to move through, as they are
observed to move. (Ep. Ep. Hdt. 39-40)

That bodies exist is presented here as inseparably bound up with the
empiricist criteria of truth. The claim, however, is not just that they exist,
but that they exist per se or as independent substances,3 that is, they are
not parasitic on, or reducible to, something more fundamental. Might not
bodies themselves be further analysable, for example (to adapt an
Aristotelian view of the elements) into combinations of sensible proper-
ties like hot, cold, wet and dry? No explicit Epicurean defence against this
possibility is recorded. But their clear position is that a property like heat
is only intelligible as the hotness ¢f some body,3! and that the only items in
the world perceived as being free of such dependence are bodies and
space. Bodies, given their ability to move, simply are the most obviously
independent items in our experience. And that in turn makes it inesca-
pable that the spaces which they vacate as they move must exist indepen-
dently of them.

A further point to bear in mind is that ‘bodies’ here is being left as a
completely unrefined notion, beyond the inescapable fact that they at
least include phenomenal bodies. No talk of atoms has yet been allowed to
intrude: before atoms can be made intelligible, we need the notion of
empty space.32

30 This is more explicit in the expanded version given at Lucr. 1.419-48. See below, pp. 369-71.

31 Cf. below, pp. 380-2.

32 The interpretation of space defended here (including the readings of the Epicurus and
Lucretius texts) is largely that in Sedley 1982a.
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Epicurus may seem to conflate, even to confuse, two different kinds of
space, namely ‘void’ and ‘place’. Void is empty, whereas place, in ancient
usage, is always something’s place, i.e. an occupied location, and hence not
void. When Epicurus lists four interchangeable terms - ‘place’ (TéTros),
‘void’ (kevov), ‘room’ (xcopa) and ‘intangible substance’ (dvagns euois,
lit. “intangible nature®) - and adds that the thing in question is needed to
provide bodies with somewhere to be, as well as with movement, the
impression is strengthened that he is failing to maintain a distinction
between full and empty space.

We may speculate on the motives of this conflation. In his critique of
void in Phys. 1v.8, Aristotle had raised the question what happens to a
stretch of void when a body enters it, supplying the problematic answer
that it will have to remain and become coextensive with the body. But
how, we may wonder, can it still be ‘void’? Epicurus, if he worried about
the same question, could hardly respond with the countersuggestion that
the void is displaced, or ceases to exist: void cannot be displaced, since it
cannot be acted upon at all;33 and to allow it to cease to exist would
contravene the laws of conservation already established. His solution is to
accept that void can indeed be occupied by body without ceasing to exist.
It does so, however, not qua void, but qua space. His generic name for
space is, we are told (S.E. M x.2), ‘intangible substance’. This is what we
might call geometrical space, or container space - a three-dimensional
extension which persists whether occupied or unoccupied by body. When
itis occupied, it is called ‘place’; when unoccupied, ‘void’; and when bod-
ies are moving through it, ‘room’ (ywpa, etymologically linked with
Xwpelv, ‘to go’). But according to Epicurus, these are inessential
differences, of little more than linguistic interest (Aét. x.20.2), and as a
result he makes a point of shifting indifferently between them in his own
usage.

Such a conception was not entirely new. Aristotle had already described
the notion of geometrical space in order to reject it (Phys. 1v.4), and we
have seen that Diodorus must have operated with some such notion of
‘place’.34 However, neither Aristotle nor Diodorus allowed the possibility
that a place could come to be empty, and it was left for Epicurus to work
out and defend the formal relation of identity between place and void.

The hallmark of this entity - space, as we may from now on call it for
our own convenience - is that it is three-dimensionally extended yet non-
resistant (hence ‘intangible’) - properties which are entirely unaffected by

33 See below, pp. 367-8. 34 Above, p. 358.
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the presence, absence or passage of bodies. That hallmark is the basis for
the formal proof that the “all’ is exhaustively analysable into body and
space (Lucr. 1.430-9). If something has its own independent existence, it
is argued, it must have some volume. If a thing with volume is resistant, it
is body. If non-resistant, it is space. Therefore all existing things are either
body or space.

This still leaves Epicurus the task of proving that some space is empty -
that there is ‘void” in the strict sense. Absolute vacuum was a conception
which few of Epicurus’ predecessors had thought coherent, the primary
exception being the early atomists. In his own day its coherence was gen-
erally accepted.3> But it remained in dispute whether there is in fact any
vacuum within the cosmos, the Stoics in particular championing the view
that there is not.

Against those earlier thinkers who had held vacuum to be an incoherent
notion (for example, because it allegedly requires the existence of the non-
existent), or those, like the Stoics, who exclude void altogether from the
cosmos, the Epicureans offer an experiment.3¢ Take two flat-edged
objects, juxtapose them, then pull them apart. However fast the air may
rush in to fill the gap thus created, it cannot fill the whole of it in no time
atall. Therefore a temporary vacuum must be created.

The arguments for the actual existence of vacuum in the world are also
empirical. The phenomena of motion, permeation, and relative weight are
only explicable if one supposes there to be void gaps within or between
bodies (Lucr. 1.329-69). Lucretius cites and counters a favourite response
of the continuists (1.370-84), that motion can occur even in a plenum by
redistribution, in the way that water redistributes itself round a fish as it
swims. Lucretius’ reply is that even here there must be void: otherwise the
fish could not move forward until the water in front had moved behind it,
and the water could not move behind the fish until the fish had already
moved - a literal impasse. Clearly this reply is inadequate, since it fails to
allow for simultaneous redistribution. (If valid, it would prove too much,
e.g. that a wheel cannot rotate, since each segment must wait for the seg-
ment in front to move first.) But the real nub of the disagreement lies else-
where. Lucretius is here already anticipating one thesis of atomism,
namely that body per se is completely rigid. For in a world of rigid bodies
without gaps redistribution would indeed seem either impossible or at
least massively complex. The continuist opponents - who include

35 Atleast by the Stoics (below, pp. 395-7) and by the Peripatetic Strato (above, p. 355).
36 Lucr. 1.384-97, an argument which, despite its presentation by Lucretius, must have been
designed to show that vacuum can be created, not that it already exists in nature.
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Aristotle and, in due course, the Stoics — assume infinitely divisible mat-
ter, which could in principle be fluid through and through, and hence
yielding. We can see in this disagreement the effects of Epicurus’ dichot-
omy between body and space: since, as we have learnt, body’s resistance
and space’s non-resistance are their defining characteristics par excellence,
body per se is treated as absolutely resistant, space as absolutely non-resis-
tant. Intermediate states, such as softness and fluidity, will be attributed
to the presence of void gaps within compound bodies.

We may end this section by considering Epicurus’ exhaustive division
of ‘the all’ into body and space. Since space is not just vacuum but can be
coextensive with body, we should not see Epicurus’ division as a horizon-
tal mapping out of the world into two co-ordinate elements, one negative
one positive, comparable to the division of a monochrome computer-
screen into black and white pixels. In the Epicurean world, compound
objects are made exclusively of body, and neither space nor, more specifi-
cally, vacuum is ever considered a second constituent or element along-
side it. Rather, space is analogous to the computer screen itself. It stands
in the background, providing bodies with location, with the gaps
between them, and with room to move. Body and space are the only two
ultimate components of the ‘all’ in the sense that they alone have indepen-
dent existence. Everything else, we shall learn next, is parasitic for its exis-
tence on body and space. But space itself is not parasitic on body, because
it continues to exist even when no body is present.

4. Elimination of other per se existents
At Ep. Hdt. 40, Epicurus simply adds:

Beyond these [i.e. body and space], nothing can even be thought of,
either by imagination or by analogy with what is imagined, as com-
pletely substantial things and not as the things which we call accidents
and properties of these.

At the corresponding point in Lucretius (1.445-82) we receive a fuller
account. Apart from body and space, all other things designated by their
own names will turn out to exist not per se but as properties of body and
void. He lists four such pretenders. The first two are inseparable proper-
ties and accidental properties. These, which we will examine more care-
fully later,3” are introduced here simply as properties which are,
respectively, essential and inessential to a thing’s continued existence.
The thing to which they belong is itself a per se (= independent) existent

37 Below, pp. 380-2.
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(body as such, or such and such a kind of body, or void), and the point
made is that its properties, whether inseparable or separable, are parasitic
on it for their own being, that is, they do not exist as fur