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PREFACE

In this essay I examine the widely-held view that Stoicism, being subsequent to
Aristotle, must be explained as a development from Aristotelianism. 1 hope that I
have shown this to be insecurely founded at the least. Paucity of information about
the philosophers of the late fourth and early third centuries often makes it
impossible to speak with certainty, but the evidence that we have seems to indicate
that in general the Stoics neither read, nor learned the contents of, the works
contained in our Corpus Aristotelicum. Some leading scholars have remarked
upon the apparent neglect of these works after the time of Theophrastus: Ingemar
Ditring, Paul Moraux, and Fritz Wehrli spring to mind. It will appear that even
before that man’s death they did not attract the attention of the Stoics.

In the following pages some scholars of deservedly high reputation will be found
occasionally to have slipped into errors more characteristic of lesser men. It has
given me little pleasure to record these, and it is only right to express my great
admiration for these authors. But | hope that it was useful to notice their mistakes
because they provide a warning against the dangers involved in trusting to one’s
memory or accepting others’ statements without verification from the ancient texts
themselves. 1f such failings mar my own work, as they may well do, I do not seek to
excuse them.

In casting doubt on the influence of Aristotle, I do not wish to suggest that to
compare the views of Aristotle and later philosophers is not a valuable enterprise.
On the contrary, by directing attention to dissimilarities it may lead to a clearer
apprehension of the intentions and the meaning, the strength and the weaknesses of
the arguments used by both parties. This is urged by Myles Burnyeat, who read an
earlier version of this essay and to whom 1 owe a heavy debt of gratitude for his
corrections, his indication of omissions, his suggestions, and above all his
continued interest and encouragement. 1 also gratefully acknowledge the help and
encouragement that I have received from John Easterling and from David Sedley,
who gave me many valuable detailed notes. None of these friends must be
understood to be convinced by all that I here maintain.

The financial assistance of Trinity College, Cambridge, facilitated the
publication of this essay by the Cambridge Philological Society. It gives me great
pleasure to record my thanks for my College’s generous help.

October 1984 F. H. SANDBACH
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ABBREVIATIONS

" Diels-Kranz, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker

Diels, Doxographi Graeci

Aristotle, Ethica Eudemia

Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea )

Jacoby, Fragmenta Graecorum Historicorum
Liddell-Scott-Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon
Aristotle (?), Magna Moralia

Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyclopiidie der classischen
Altertumswissenschaft

Dittenberger, Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum
von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta
Stephanus-Dindorf, Thesaurus Graecae linguae

Any abbreviations for modern journals are those used by L’Année philologique
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1. INTRODUCTION

~In The Stoics (1975), speaking of the influences on Zeno’s philosophy, I wrote as
follows: ‘Many modern writers try to find a connection with Aristotle, but this 1
believe to be.a mistake, dueto the tempting supposition that he loomed as large to
the generation that succeeded him as he does to us. There is much to suggest that
those works of his that are read to-day, works mostly not prepared for publication,
sometimes barely intelligible notes, were for the most part not known until they
were edited in the first century B.C. There may have been private copies made of
some for pupils, but they do not in generai seem to have been in the book-trade or to
have been part of what philosophers might be expected to read *(21-2). In this paper
I shall expand and attempt to confirm this judgment.

But first it may be desirable to recall the fact that Aristotle did write some works,
now lost, of which some were dialogues, intended for a wider public than the
students who were attached to his school, Later scholars, and probably Aristotle
himself,! referred to these as ‘exoteric’. By their very nature they were destined for
‘publication’, a word of which the meaning is considered below. Many are knownto
have been much read. But it should be observed that ‘exoteric’ and ‘published’ are
not synonymous: an accident might prevent the publication of a book intended to
be popular; a work not completed or likely to have a very limited audience might
nevertheless be ‘published’, that is made available.

The surviving works, which constitute our Corpus Aristotelicum, are not all of a
kind, but many of them are clearly connected with courses of lectures given by
Aristotle. Modern experience has made us familiar with the way in which lectures
become books, and it may be right to see that process at work in some of his
writings. Others may even have been composed with book-form in mind from the
first. But they are all or almost all primarily intended for his pupils, and 1 shali refer
to them as ‘school-works’'.

Even a modern philosopher’s influence may be exerted in two ways, by his
writings and by word of mouth: he may have pupils or other associates who hear
him talk and who may pass his views on again to their friends and acquaintances by
word of mouth or to a wider circle by writing books or articles, To-day we are so
accustomed to the book and our knowledge of the ancient philosophers is so
predominantly derived from books that there is a temptation to think of them also
as students of the writings of their predecessors. But in ancient Greece there was
more talking and less reading. No-one doubts the decisive influence on the course of
philosophy exerted by Socrates and by Carneades; yet neither of these men
published a line. The immediate impact they made was by oral means; later those
who had heard them committed some of their ideas to papyrus.

But although some philosophers were not writers, it is improbable that any were
not talkers. Certainly Aristotle must have used his voice as well as his pen. When we
try to estimate his influence upon the Stoics, orally transmitted influence must not
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be excluded. He was dead when Zeno came to Athens in 312/11 B.C., but pupils
were still alive and active, notably Theophrastus, who survived-at least until 288/7.
B.C. They and indeed, if Aristotle gave public lectures;? men who were not"
members of his circle may have reported his views. One must therefore bear in mind
not only his writings, but also what may have been remembered of his thought.
One must not assume, however, that interest in what he had been expounding
during the dozen years he had been able to spend in Athens after 334 B.C. was as
great as it deserved to be. His notorious connexions with Macedon made him
unpopular, so much so that on the death of Alexander he was accused of impiety
and felt it prudent to retire to Chalcis in Euboea, whence he was not to return.?
Political considerations ought not to affect the attention paid to a philosopher;
unfortunately they are not always neglected. Hence we may imagine that among his
contemporaries desire to discover what he was saying was limited.4 Even among the
Academics there is, for what it is worth, no sign that Speusippus or Xenocrates paid
him any attention, although he himself criticised them.$
Theophrastus, who had retired with Aristotle to Chalcis, returned about 317 to
an Athens where a pro-Macedonian regime had been installed. He was granted
permission to buy a house, perhaps near the Lyceum, like that of Isocrates
(Vit.anon. 108-9), and there founded or re-founded the Peripatetic school.¢ He may
have talked about Aristotle, but his prime interest was in the prosecution of his own
studies and no doubt in the encouragement of those of his pupils.? There is no prior
reason for supposing him to have arranged the publication of Aristotle’s
unpublished writings.® He was not the guardian of an orthodox tradition, but an
independent thinker, who was critical of some Aristotelian ideas, particularly of the
pervasive teleology. He had no cause for disseminating unfinished and sometimes
unconvincing work by his master. On the other hand there can be no doubt that
Aristotelian influence was prominent in his own teaching and writing. ’
Fortunately there is no need here to examine the truth of the story that Neleus, to
whom Theophrastus bequeathed ‘all his books’, carried them off to Scepsis in the
Troad, where they lay unknown until re-discovered in the early part of the first
century B.C,, and that the legacy included the books of Aristotle, who had left them
to Theophrastus.® The enquiry is unnecessary because it may be argued that copies
of all the original works of Aristotle must have been made, to be preserved in the
library of the Peripatos.!® In the absence of a catalogue of that library, this must be
a matter of faith, but it cannot be disproved. Yet Strabo and Plutarch believed
(13.1.54; Sulla 26) that the later Peripatetics had access to only a few of Aristotle’s
writings and those (says Strabo) mainly the exoteric.!! Of course these authors may
have known only that the school-works were not consulted, and hastily inferred
that they could not be. A book in a library is not necessarily a book that is read.
But all this is irrelevant, because Zeno formed his philosophy at a time when
Theophrastus was still alive and the books undoubtedly in his possession. The
question to be asked is not whether the books were in Athens, but what evidence is
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there that any of the works of our Corpus Aristotelicum were known, directly or
indirectly, to the philosophers of the third century B.C. outside the school of
Theophrastus.

That the exoteric and any other published works were available to them must be
granted. Yet even here care is needed. The first public library in Athens was
established by Ptolemy Philopator some time after 221 B.C. Before that a book had
to be bought, or borrowed froma friend. There were booksellers, but little is known
about what stock 'they carried. ‘Publication’ is a word which may mislead. The
situation at Atherns at the end of the fourth century must have been very unlike that
which prevails to-day. An author or bookseller would advertise his wares by
reading extracts aloud (Diog.Laert. 7.2). He may have had other copies ready for
sale to customers, since an export trade in books (Xen. Anab. 7.5.14) implies
speculative production in hope of buyers, as does Aristotle’s report that the
booksellers carried around many bundles of lsocratean forensic speeches
(Dion.Hal. De Isocrate 18). It may be guessed, however, that a bookseller would
often possess but a single copy of a book, which he would cause to be reproduced
only on receipt of an order. Further there were probably works of which their
authors were willing or even eager to allow knowledge, but which were not included
in any bookseller’s stock. For the Alexandrians, writes E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri
112, the word £xdoatg, ‘edition’, ‘means that the work in question was available for
consultation and presumably for copying, “published” in the sense that its existence
was known and that it was “issued” to readers’. It can also be presumed that an
author might allow friends or pupils to copy writings which he did not consider
suitable for ‘publication’, whatever his reason for not allowing free circulation.!2

The conclusion must be that whereas ‘publication’ made access to a book
possible, it did not necessarily make it easy. A fortiori access to an unpublished
book would in theory be possible, but in practice depend upon knowledge of it and
its whereabouts, a desire to see it, and the willingness of its owner to make it
available,

A further caveat may be desirable. If copies of one work by some author were
comparatively numerous, it does not follow that all were equally available, an
obvious consideration but one that is sometimes disregarded. As F. Solmsen says,
(1981) 104, ‘the acquisition (or possession) of Plato’s works by a head of the school
[i.e. by Arcesilaus, Diog.Laert. 4.32] would hardly be noteworthy unless copies of
the complete works were either a rarity or uncommonly expensive’,



4 II. REFERENCES TO ARISTOTLE

The question of Aristotelian influence is bedevilled by the scantiness of the
remains of the third-century philosophers, among whom Zeno-and Eplcurus may’
be included, although they began to teach in the fourth century. Yet it is imiportant
to see what evidence can be had from what little is preserved, and a beginning may
be made by reviewing explicit mentions of Aristotle by non-Peripatetic authors,
leaving those by Stoics to the end.

Epicurus and the Epicureans

(i) A fragment of Philodemus (Pap. Herc. 1005) partially preserves a few words
from a letter of Epicurus. They are often quoted, since they provide the only explicit
evidence for knowledge of Aristotelian school-works outside the Peripatos in the
earlier third century. In the latest printed edition, that of F. Sbordone, Philodemi
adversus [Sophistas] (Naples 1947) 75, reprinted by G. Arrighetti, Epicuro, opere
435 (ed. 2, 473), they run

oi] Sapfev

glvar] mo [t]o[v] Kpdm[tlog

1 ’ApJiotinnov tdg ne-
pt Tivev T10]d IMAdtwvog
dwtpifiafs]), kat ‘Apiototé-
Aoug 1] dvaAvtikd kai
14 nepi] puoewg, Soanep
¢[xAéylopev.

The sentence ended there and there is no clue to the context. Modern scholars
have guessed what it was and their guesses are sometimes treated as facts.

There is even less to go on than Sbordone’s text suggests. In the first line oidapev
is a form Epicurus is not known to have used; if the reading of the MS B is accepted,
he has the correct Attic iopev at Ep. Herod. 60.2. Moreover Professor A. A. Long,
who has kindly examined the papyrus for me, thinks that Sbordone’s § belongs toa
different layer. In line 2, although Arrighetti prints mo[t]0[v], he regards it as‘non
troppo convincente’. Long could see before k nothing but traces of which he will say
no more than that they are not incompatible with mictév. It is surprising that the
final words are almost universally taken to mean ‘Aristotle’s Analytics and his
Physics, so far as we make extracts from them'. The position of te between
*Aptototédoug and dvalvtixd implies that the following work must be by some
other author. One might supplement not £éxkAéyopev but Eypdgopev: ‘Aristotle's
Analytics and all that I have been writing about nature’,

1 do not suggest this with any confidence, for t€ is not a necessary supplement; it
would be possible to write T]avaivtikd, i.e.ré dvaivtikd, which may be what
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scholars suppose themselves to translate. But it is clear from Sbordone's own
drawing (72), from a rather less informative one in Herculanensium voluminum
quae supersunt collectio altera, tomus primus (Naples 1862) 143, and from
Professor Long's transcript!3

...[,Jxpat..0oo
TNO..UCTE
UTAOTOVOC
Kataplotote 5
AVOALTLKOKAL
QUCEMCOCAUNED
£...0pev  emdevfov

that the supplement in line 6 is too short. To fill the space either Aovg 1d ],
as W. Croenert has it in Kolotes und Menedemos (Leipzig 1906) 174, or Aovg te 1] is
needed. I see no inevitable reason for excluding the latter possibility, which would
restrict the Aristotelian work mentioned to the Analytics, perhaps even to one or
the other of the Prior or Posterior. But assuming the former alternative to be
correct, Epicurus knew of some work by Aristotle, which he calls 1 nept Jovoeng,.
This is generally taken to be the Physics. But although Aristotle several times refers
to the Physics by the words ta nepl pOcewg he also uses the phrase to refer to de
caelo (Met. 989 a 24).14 In Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotle’s books (see below p.
11) nepi pboewg is in three volumes, and the title, if it does not indicate de caelo 1-
11, may refer to a part of the Physics, probably 11-1V. So we already have two
alternatives to inferring that Epicurus knew of the complete Physics; he may have
known of a part or he may have known of de caelo. There is yet a fourth possibility,
namely that he was indicating rept gprhoocogiag, a published work of which a large
part was concerned with offering an alternative to Plato’s Timaeus, and might
therefore be said to be nepl pvoeng,.

The conclusion must be that this scrap of Epicurus’ letter proves very little and
will not establish many of the claims that have been made for it.!s But there may of
course be other evidence that will demonstrate his knowledge of school-works
other than the Analytics.'

In a letter ‘to the philosophers in Mitylene® (fr. 171 Usener, 94 Arrighettit, 102
Arrighetti?), usually held to be authentic, Epicurus said that Aristotle, after eating
his way through his patrimony, turned to soldiering and being unsuccessful at that
came to drug-selling, and that then, Plato’s peripatos having been thrown open, he
introduced himself there and attended the discussions, being possessed of some
natural ability, and little by little arrived at the state now under attention (gig Tjv
Bempouvpévny BE<iv> 1A0ev) (Athenaeus 8.354 b, cf. Diog.Laert. 10.8, Aristocles
apud Euseb. Praep.Ev. 15.2.791a).'? Clearly Epicurus, although repeating
irresponsible scandal about Aristotle’s biography, knew that Aristotle had some
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importance. But the exoteric works and current repute would be enough to account
for that. The passage provides no évidence for knbwledge of the school-works. But.
Epicurus knew something of Theophrastus, since he wrote at least two books
agamst him (Plutarch adv. Colotem 1110 C), in the course of which he attacked hls>
views on colour, perhaps de sensu 73-82.18

Mentions of Aristotle by early Epicureans are recorded here and there. .

(ii) Colotes

According to Plutarch, adv. Colotem 1115 A, Colotes, who was a pupil of
Epicurus’, wrote that Aristotle, Xenocrates, Theophrastus, and all the Peripatetics
followed ‘these doctrines of Plato’. ‘These doctrines’ appear to be the doctrine of
Forms and the closely associated distinction between the unchanging objects of
intellect and the mutable world of sensation. Colotes’ assertion, if correctly
reported, is a travesty of truth, but not one that could have been made if the works
of Aristotle and of Theophrastus had been widely known.!? But perhaps he was
misrepresented, for one would suppose that nept pihocogiag, which attacked the
doctrine of Forms, was still familiar at the time he wrote. Yet an echo of Colotes
may be detected in Diogenes of Oenoanda, frag. 4 col. I.13-11.8, *Apiototéing odv
KOl 01 TOV abToV 1@ "ApioTtotédet Eupaivovieg nepinatov oddiv Entotntév pucty
givat + PELY yap diel 1 npdypata kal 8t° OEvTnTa Tiig pedoewg TV fpetEpay
EKQELYELY AVTIANpMy V.20

The doctrine of Forms seems to have been ascribed to Aristotle by Cephisodorus
also (see p. 9).

(iii) Metrodorus
Pap. Herc. [111 fr. 24 has
@v Mntfpoddpov ot]ov &v [16 npdg tov] EvBOepo[va kbv t@] npdg "Ap[
This was supplemented by Croenert as *ApiototéAn (Kolotes und Menedemos 24),
but other possibilities exist, e.g. 'Apictova (Koerte, probably too short) or
"Apiotinnov. Even if 'Aptototéhn is right, his exoteric works or his private life
may be in question.
(iv) Polyaenus

Either Polyaenus or his pupil Hermarchus wrote a work npdg *Aptototéinv
(Diog.Laert. 10.25). There is no clue to its contents or to what he knew of Aristotle.
Timon (¢.320-230)

Diogenes Laertius quotes lines from Timon's Silloi about a large number of
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philosophers, in fact about some 28. Usually they refer to some individual and
recognisable characteristic. For example Heraclitus is dyloloidopog, aiviktiic.
There are 4 lines about Plato, 5 about Zeno the Stoic, 2 about Cleanthes, 2 about
. Epicurus. But about Aristotle all he quotes, presumably all he could find to quote,
is (frag. 36 Diels) '
- 008 dp” 'Apiototédovg Eixatootvig dheyeviig
' Nor of Aristotle’s painful frivolity.’

Nor is Aristotle alluded to in any fragment of Timon quoted by any other author.
gikaqroobvn is a hapax, translated by LSJ as ‘thoughtlessness’. The adjective
gikdiog can mean ‘purposeless’ or ‘random’ or ‘hasty’ or ‘useless’. None of these are
ideas we should associate with the school works, nor for that matter with what we
know of the exoteric. A tempting conclusion is that Timon did not know much
about Aristotle (or about Theophrastus, who does not appear anywhere in his
fragments).2! He may have been repeating a current opinion, based on ignorance
and misrepresentation, since Timaeus, F.Gr.Hist. 566 F 156, called Aristotle
Bpaoiv, edyepil, nponeti, ‘rash, reckless, precipitate’,

Other philosophers

(i) Eubulides

Eubulides, described as an eristic or a dialectic, wrote a book attacking Aristotle.
All that is known of its content is recorded by Aristocles in Eusebius, Praep. Ev.
15.2.791d, who alleges that Eubulides falsely ascribed to Aristotle some frigid
verses about his marriage and friendship with Hermeias, and that he said Aristotle
had offended Philip of Macedon, had not been present when Plato died, and had
‘destroyed’ (S1a@B€ipan) Plato’s books.22 K, Déring, Die Megariker (Amsterdam
1972) 105, would date this attack to a time before the death of Philip in 335, and
although this is an uncertain conclusion, it is consistent with an unreliable tradition
that Eubulides taught Demosthenes, whose senior he must have been imagined to
be. In any case there is nothing in the story to suggest knowledge of any works of the
Corpus.2

(ii) Alexinus

Alexinus, perhaps Eubulides’ pupil, in his 'Aropvnuovedpata or Memoirs
represented Alexander as rejecting Aristotle’s views in a talk with his father Philip
(Aristocles in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 15.2.79lc).

(iii) Srilpo
Stilpo wrote a dialogue entitled *Apiototéing (Diog. Laert. 2.120), but this

Aristotle may have been the Cyrenaic (or Cyrenaean), from whom he attracted two
pupils (Diog.Laert. 2.113).



8 F. H. SANDBACH

(iv) Lyco

Lyco, a Pythagorean, retailed two items of slander about Afistotle’s private life,
according to Aristocles in Eusebius, Praep.Ev. 15.2.792a, aiid reported that 74
bronze casseroles were found in his boat when he crossed to Chalms (ct. Dlog Laert.
5.16).

Other writers

It may be convenient to note mentions of Aristotle in other writers of the relevant
period, since if they showed knowledge of ‘school-works’, even more knowledge
would be likely amont philosophers.

(i) Timaeus

Polybius 12.8.4 reports that Timaeus (F.Gr. Hist. 566 F 156) had stigmatised
Aristotle as 8paciv, ebyepiy, nponetii (above p. 7). He had also accused him of
libelling the Locrians, saying that their colony was composed of runaway slaves,
adulterers, and kidnappers. This seems to indicate Timaeus’ knowledge of Aokpdv
MoAtteia (fr. 547 Rose3), confirmed by Athenaeus 6.264¢-d (F.Gr. Hist. 566 F 11).
He had continued that these charges against the Locrians had been made withsuch
an air of authority that one might have supposed Aristotle to have been a general
who had recently defeated the Persians at the Cilician Gates in a pitched battle by
his own power, not a hateful sophist (cogiot1ic) who had been a late-comer to
learning, having just closed his honoured medical practice and bounced his way
into every court and camp, a glutton and gourmand also, £nl 616pa @epdpevoyv Ev
ndol. Here there are elements of similarity with Epicurus’ letter (above p. S;
medicine ~ drug-selling; camp ~ soldiering; late-coming to learning), but the
divergences are so great that it is easier to see the two authors as independently
drawing on current slander than Timaeus as based on Epicurus’ remarks.? It is a
feature of popular attacks that the details vary, while the general line remains. We
have here evidence of widespread misconception of Aristotle’s life and works.

(1i) Philochorus

It has been suggested?$ that Philochorus, the great antiquary who was a little
younger than Theophrastus and who certainly discussed some biographical details
concerning Aristotle (F.Gr.Hist. 328 F 223), knew the Mereorologica. If an
antiquary had access to one of the school-works, is it not probable that it and others
were known to contemporary philosophers? But before accepting that conclusion
let us look at the facts.

A speaker in Athenaeus 14.656a cites Philochorus as an authority for an
Athenian practice when sacrificing to the Horai or Seasons. Philochorus’ statement
is given in oratio obliqua. The speaker then reverts to oratio recta with the
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following sentences: £@Bdv &nontiv ol @aot d€iv ob3’ Epéyetv + 10 piv yap
dvaivowv dokel Exev Tob Behtiovog, B¢ pricwv "Apiototédng, T 6 Ontd TV
£@OBV dpdTepa kal Enpétepa. “They say that one should not give a subsequent
roasting or a second boiling to boiled food. The latter practice is thought to cause
dissolution of the better ingredients, as Aristotle says, while roast is less digestible
and dryer than boiled.” It is highly probable that the speaker has finished with
Philochorus and is now talking in his own person. That was the opinion of Jacoby,
who does not include these sentences among the fragments of Philochorus
(F.Gr.Hist. 328 F 173). But let us suppose that they do after all continue the
quotation from him and that some reason can be found for the change from oratio
obliqua to recta, The place in Aristotle which Philochorus is alleged to cite is
Meteor. 4380 b 21. Anyone who looks it up may be surprised to find that there is
nothing in that place about re-boiling or roasting boiled food, or about the
dissolution of its better part, and that the only parallel is that Aristotle says 510
Enpoétepa ta E@Ba Tdv dntdv, the opposite of Philochorus® report, if his it is.
Clearly he or Athenaeus knew some work now lost, and what is ascribed to
Aristotle may be no more than what is contained in the words t0 pév yap...
BeArtiovog. So much for ‘zitiert recht genau’.

(iii) Cephisodorus

Cephisodorus, a pupil of Isocrates, wrote four books in which he attacked
Aristotle. Not much is known of their contents, but he rejected the collection of
proverbs as being not worth while (Athenaeus 2.60¢e) and napotpiot o is the [38th
title on Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotle’s writings. He seems to have assumed
that Aristotle, whom he believed to follow the Platonic line in philosophy, held to
the Doctrine of Forms (Numenius is reported by Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 14.6.732b, as
saying: oinfeig xotd ITAdtrova tdv "ApiototéAn QIAOGOPELV ... KaTHYOpEl
dpEapevog dnd t@v 18e@v, Tehevt@y eig TdhAa 8 008” adtd 1jder), and somewhere
in these books he defended Isocrates. Aristotle mentions or alludes to Isocrates in
the Rhetoric, most frequently in 111, a book which had anindependent existence, is
probably no. 87 in Diogenes’ list, and was read by Plutarch or his source (//linois
Classical Studies 7 (1982) 229), but most of the mentions are favourable.
Cephisodorus may have had some other reason for attacking Aristotle; he may for
example have heard reported Aristotle’s slightly malicious parody of a tragic line,
aioypov crondy, Tookpdtn (Menagius from Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 3.1.14:
Zevokpdtn) 8°tav Aéyerv (Diog.L. 5.3). A rift between the two teachers of rhetoric
is recorded by Cicero, orator 62.172, de off. 1.4 uterque suo studio delectatus
contempsit alterum,26

(iv) Theocritus of Chios

An epigram attributed to Theocritus of Chios, who was an active writer and
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politician in the late fourth century, calls Aristotle kevégpov ‘empty-headed’ and
attributes his leaving of the Academy to dxpdtng yaotpog guoic, *his intemperate
belly’ (Aristocles in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 15.2). Gourmandise was ascribed to him
by Cephisodorus (Tpugepdv kal tévBny, Aristocles ibid. 15.2.792a), Lyco and
Timaeus also, cf, Epicurus’ statement that he ate his way through his patrimony.

(v} Marmor Parium

The Marmor Parium of 264/3 B.C. (/G X1I 5.444, F.Gr. Hist. 239) mentions
many poets but few philosophers, three only: Socrates and Anaxagoras, who are
introduced as being contemporaries of Euripides, and Aristotle.?” The date of his
death and the length of his life are given, the latter incorrectly. It may be doubted
whether it would be right to see in this any recognition that he was outstandingasa
philosopher. The composer of the inscription shows a strong interest in Alexander
the Great, and one may suspect that Aristotle owes his mention to his reputation as
tutor of the young prince. His death is coupled with that of Alexander’s general
Craterus.

He is identified as 6 cogiotnic. One cannot say what the word’s connotations
were for the unknown author. Probably it indicated a teacher, one who taught for
pay and who possessed some skill. At Athens it was not usually a complimentary
term, being widely associated with disregard for truth or divorce from serious
activities. Usage may not have been the same at Paros, but it could be significant
that he is not called 6 ¢1réoogpog. Timaeus certainly intended the word to be
derogatory (above p. 8).

(vi) Other inscriptions

In 330 B.C. the people of Delphi put up an inscription honouring Aristotle and
his nephew Callisthenes for their work in cataloguing the winners and organisers at
the Pythian games (Dittenberger, S/G 275). Modern archaeologists found it in a
well. A plausible guess is that it was thrown in when anti-Macedonian feeling could
find expression. There is some evidence that the honorific decree was rescinded in
Aristotle’s lifetime (Aelian, Varia Historia 14.1, Aristotle frag. 666 Rose3).

On the other hand the story in the Arabic translation of Ptolemy (Diiring (1957) -
232-6) that the Athenians passed a decree in honour of Aristotle and set up his
statue on the Acropolis deserves to be treated with scepticism.

Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotelian writings

This list (5.22-7) may be considered here, since it probably represents what
somebody in the third century B.C. considered to be works by Aristotle. It begins
with a group the majority of which are exoterica, i.e. popular, published works, that
are mentioned in other sources. The remainder, over a hundred in number, include
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remarkably few titles that can be identified with any of, or with any part of, the
works of our Corpus Aristotelicum,?8 the others are best seen as collections of
material accumulated in the Peripatetic school and attributed to Aristotle, who
_may indeed have instigated some of them. The identifiable works are these:

36  Metaphysics A, nepi 1@V nocaydg Aeyopévov f katd tpécbecty o
40  Analytica Priora
50 Analytica Postenora
52 Topica, MeBodikad o’ B"y" 3" € ¢"{' n". Parts of the Topica are meant by
55a, 58, 59, and 60.
75  Politica, IToMtixiig dxpodoewg dg 1) Ocoppdctova’ By 8" ¢ ¢ (' n’
74 1 nohttika B’ (?<<d¢>P°) may mean Politics VII-VII.
78  Rhetorica 1-11 Téxvng pnropixiig a” B*
87  Rhetorica 111 nept hebewg o B’
90  Physics 11-1V nept gudeng a’ B y°
102 Hist. Animalium 1-IX rept 10v {dova” By 8 ¢ ¢ n' 6’
107 Hist. Animalium X OREp tod pi) yevviv
t41  Categories
142 De Interpretatione

The last two are out of place, sandwiched between 140 vopwv (vop{pwv
Hesychius) and 143 IToAitgiat
27 mepl éponikfic o’ B’ may be Soph. El.

38  W6wkdva’ By’ 8 &’ probably means part of either the Evdemian Ethics or
the Nicomachean Ethics.?%

Zeller suggested, (1879) 112.52, that 39 repiotoryeiova’ B’ ¥’ referred to gen. et
corr. with some other book, perhaps Mereor. 4. Aristotle himself refers to gen. et
corr. B by the phrase té nept otovyeiov at de sensu 441 b 12 and de anima 423 b 29.
Diogenes shows no sign of realising that this is an incomplete list, omitting most of
the works in the catalogue drawn up by Andronicus in the first century B.C. That
catalogue included most, at any rate, of the works of our Corpus. It may be inferred
that Andronicus’ list, and his edition if he made one, did not attract widespread
publicity.

The origin of Diogenes’ list is much disputed. A clue may be found in the fact that
it concludes by giving the number of otiyo, or lines, in the whole collection. The
person who had a motive for counting lines was the scribe, who was paid according
to the length of the work.3 It would appear then that the list is an index of copies
made for some library. There are three libraries which may be considered, that of
the Peripatos at Athens, that of Alexandria, and that of Pergamum.3! That of the
Peripatos has had many votes, but one consideration appears to me to tell strongly
against it. Diogenes gives lists with the total of otiyot not only for Aristotle and
Theophrastus, but also for Speusippus and Xenocrates. It is probable that all four
lists have the same origin, and it is not very likely that the Peripatos would in the
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later third century have been interested in acqumng the complete works of those
two Academic philosophers.

The Alexandrian library, on the other hand, seems to have made copies in a
standard format of the books it received, and 'this practice would provide a
plausible origin of the stichometric totals.32 The third-century Alexandrian scholar
Hermippus is known to have made a list of the works of Theophrastus and it is
therefore a not unlikely guess that Diogenes derived from him all four of these lists
and that they were inventories of the Alexandrian library. That library must have
tried to obtain Aristotelian works from Athens and, if this is a catalogue of its
holdings, it is surprising to find how little of the Corpus it had been able to secure
when the list was made. One cannot be sure that the Peripatos made the whole of its
stock available for copying, but if it did we have striking confirmation of Strabo’s
story (13.1.54), accepted by Plutarch (Sulla 26), that the Peripatetics had few of
Aristotle’s works and those mainly the exoteric.

If the first candidate, the library of the Peripatos, is the true origin of Dnogenes
list, that provides even better evidence of the paucity of Aristotle’s works there
preserved. But against this solution stands the improbability, mentioned above, of
a wish by the Peripatetics to obtain copies of the writings of Speusippus and
Xenocrates, or of their needing to copy the books falsely ascribed to Aristotle and
Theophrastus, of which they presumably possessed the originals. It is, however,
only fair to observe that it seems to have been the usual practice of the professional
scribe to record the number of otiyot at the end of each piece. It would therefore
have been possible, aithough it would have served no practical purpose, to
ascertain, by adding up, the total number of otiyot in a collection of rolls
assembled from diverse sources.

That the list is a catalogue of the library at Pergamum is a guess, which can
neither be supported nor disproved. Another guess,3 that it is the record of the
books which Aristotle left behind in Athens when he fled to Chalcis, seems to me an
unlikely one,

This review of possibilities suggests the probability to be that the list represents
the stock of books ascribed to Aristotle in the library either of the Peripatos at
Athens or, as seems to me more likely, of Alexandria. In either case it shows that
only a few of the works of the Corpus were available in the library concerned. A
book available is, of course, not necessarily a book consulted.

Stoics

Here references to Theophrastus and to the Peripatos, as well as those to
Aristotle, will be included. It will appear that there is no external evidence of a
connection between any early Stoic and a member of the Peripatos or of Stoic
interest in Aristotle’s school works.
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(i) Zeno

Zeno is reported to have studied with many other philosophers, Crates the Cynic,
the Megarian Stilpo, Diodorus and Philo the ‘dialecticians’, and Polemo,3* the
head of the Academy. He is also said to have heard Xenocrates for ten years
(Diog.Laert. 7.2). This is chronologically impossible; if Xenocrates was not already
dead when Zeno arrived in Athens, his death cannot have been far off.3 It is
striking that no-one mentions Theophrastus as one.of those to whom Zeno listened
or with whom he disputed. .

The only reference to Aristotle ascribed to Zeno is in his report of how Crates the
Cynic was once reading Aristotle’s Protrepticus in a barber’s shop and remarked
that the barber was better equipped for philosophy than the autocrat addressed by
Aristotle (Stob. Flor. 95, 21, SVF 1 273).

Plutarch twice tells an anecdote (Mor. 78 D, 545 F) according to which Zeno said
with reference to Theophrastus’ numerous audience 6 £keivov pév yépog peifov, 6
3’ £udg ovpgpwvétepag, ‘his choir is larger, mine more harmonious’, Anecdotes were
often invented. If this one is true, it need imply no more than hearsay knowledge
that students in the Peripatos pursued a variety of independent studies; it does
nothing to suggest any recognition by Zeno that Theophrastus had anything to
teach him, Doubtless the work of Theophrastus contained elements of which Zeno
could have made use. But what was most prominent in it would have offered no
attraction, detailed scientific or quasi-scientific studies and an easy-going
morality.3 He began to form his philosophy under the influence of Crates and he
may well have had some sympathy for the action, if the story is true, of another of
that Cynic’s pupils, namely Metrocles, who burned the lectures of Theophrastus,
presumably his notes of them, on transferring his allegiance (Diog.Laert. 6.95).

(ii) Aristo

Aristo criticised Arcesilaus (SVF I 343-6), the Megarians (SVF 1 351), and
Alexinus (SVF 1 333); he mentioned Anaxagoras and Archelaus (SVF 1 353),
Pyrrho and Diodorus (SVF13434). A report (Diog.Laert. 7.162, S¥F1333) that
during a long illness of Zeno’s he went over to Polemo may not deserve credit.
There is no reference in what is known of him to Aristotle, Theophrastus, or any
Peripatetic, except that he is said to have reported an epigrammatic appraisal by
Theophrastus of Demosthenes and Demades (S¥F1381). Plutarch, or at least his
MSS. (Demosthenes 10) ascribe this report to ¢ Xiog i.e. the Stoic, and to him also
an estimate of the oratory of Demosthenes and Phocion made by their
contemporary Polyeuctus. But this material suits the historical interests of the
Peripatetic Aristo (Zeller 11 2.926) 6 Kéiog, with whom the Stoic is sometimes
confused, better than it does the exclusively moral Chian. It is therefore plausibly
assigned to the former by W. Knogel (1933) 86-7.
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(iii) Cleanthes

If Diogenes Laertius can be believed (7.173), Cleanthes said that the men from
the Peripatos were like lyres, which speak beautifully but do not héar themselves.
This probably means that they praised virtue but did not practise it. No detailed
knowledge of Peripatetic ethics is required to account for this gibe. But he is
represented as arguing on particular points against two philosophers who were not
Peripatetics, Diodorus (SVF1489) and Arcesilaus (SVF1605). In Cicero, de nat.
deorum 2.42 and 44, the Stoic Balbus twice quotes arguments which he ascribes to
Aristotle. They are not to be found in the surviving works and were almost certainly
taken from nepl @raoocopiag (frag. 21 Ross, 23-4 Rose3). They succeed a passage
which is ascribed to Cleanthes, who may therefore have used and acknowledged
Aristotle’s arguments.3” On the other hand, the Aristotelian matter may have been
attached by some later Stoic whom Cicero used, perhaps Posidonius,8 or even by
Cicero himself (? cf. N.D. 2.95). '

(iv) Dionysius of Heraclea

Dionysius of Heraclea, who studied under Heraclides Ponticus, Alexinus, and
Menedemus before meeting Zeno (SVF1422), perhaps referred to Theophrastus’
Kahrio0ivng 1 nept névBoug (Cic. Tusc. 3.21, SVF 1434, but is this a Ciceronian
flosculus, not derived from Dionysius?). Callisthenes was a well-known published
work. Cicero, Tusc. 5.25, writes ‘uexatur idem Theophrastus et libris et scholis
omnium philosophorum quod in Callisthene suo laudarit illam sententiam witam
regit fortuna non sapientia.

(v) Chrysippus

To come to Chrysippus, Plutarch reports a criticism (SVF 11 24) of an
Aristotelian opinion on justice that is not to be found in the Corpus. No doubt it
was in some exoteric work, [Tepl dikaiocivng according to Rose (fr. 86), Ross (fr.
4) and P. Moraux (1957) 58, IIpotpentikdg according to Bignone I 373, and Walzer
61-2.

A Herculaneum papyrus, no. 1020, is certainly Stoic and possibly by Chrysippus;
the only evidence for this authorship is that it uses his definition of philosophy
(SVF 11 131). It contains the words tovtolg 8¢ d[¢ @la[oiv] (or d[¢ @la[pév])
dxorovBEl xal 10 ToVg [olopo[g] dvelafn]utitoug ivan kul dvapaptiiTovg
Kkut'Aplototédny kol mdvta npdttetvy 0. Aristotle does not say this in any
surviving work. Ross prints it as fr. 4 of IToAttikdg, but adds ‘haec verba forte
paraphrasis sunt verborum in Pol. 1319 a 3, toig Emeikelg dvapapriitovg Svrag.’
But ot émeikeig there are the upper classes, who in an ideal democracy will rule
without doing injustice to their subjects; only in that sense will they be
dvapdptntor. The author of the papyrus, whoever he was, will not have been
paraphrasing the Politics.
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Chrysippus had some respect for Aristotle. In the third book of his mept
StaAexTuciic, to support the importance of dialectic,3 he wrote that Plato and
Aristotle and their followers down to Polemo and Strato, and Socrates above all,
seriously pursued the study of dialectic, and added that ‘they have treated it so
‘carefully as being among the greatest and most essential capacities, and it is not

- plausible that they should be so utterly mistaken when they were in general men
such as we suppose them to be” oltw 8 abt@dv Emperds-elpnkdtav dg v Taig
peyiotaig dvvdpeot kai dvaykatotdrolg adriig oong, od mbavov Eml Tocodrov

- Sapaprdvely adtodg v toig 6ioig Svrag ofovg brovoobuev (Plut, Mor, 1045 F-
1046 A; SVF 11126). It is hard to say what knowledge, if any, of Aristotle’s writings
is implied by these words. Nor does Plutarch’s next sentence cast much more light.
He says that if all these philosophers wrote seriously about dialectic they must have
been serious about ‘beginning and goal and gods and justice’, matters on which
Chrysippus calls their talk blind, inconsistent, and marked by countless other
errors, So far as Aristotle is concerned some knowledge of exoteric works is all that
this requires.

The meagreness of this harvest is marked by the contrast with the references
made by Chrysippus to other philosophers, almost all of these being to specific
points: Alexinus (SVF 111 720), Antisthenes (SVF 111 167), Arcesilaus (SVF11 16, 33,
109), Democritus (S¥VF11489), Diodorus (SVF11954), Diogenes the Cynic(SVFul
706), Empedocles (SV F 11 884), Epicharmus (SVF 11 762), Epicurus (SVF 11978, 111
709, 720), Menedemus (SVF 11271, 111 720), Philo (SVF 1t 13, 14 = p. 5.23 and p.
7.6), Plato (SVF 11 763, 11t 157, 226, 288, 313), Stilpo (SVF 11 271).

(vi) Antipater and Diogenes

It may be significant of a new interest that the scanty information about the
Stoics of the second century includes two references to Peripatetics. Antipater is
said (Seneca, Ep. 87.38) to have refuted a sophism invented by Peripatetics but
enjoying wide currency. Diogenes of Babylon went with the Peripatetic Critolaus
on an embassy to Rome in 155 B.C. (Gellius, Noctes Atticae 6.14.8). He may be
expected to have had some knowledge of contemporary Peripatetic views. If
Diogenes Laertius 7.59, like 56-8, records his doctrine, he accepted Theophrastus’
four *virtues of style’ and added a fifth, ‘concision’ (SVF 111 214). See also n.70.



16

HI. METHOD OF ESTIMATING INFLUENCE

We have reviewed the explicit evidence for knowledge of Aristotle’s writings and
of his opinions among the philosophers of the third century B.C.4 It does not
amount to much. Stoics were aware of one or two of the exoteric works, and
Chrysippus knew something of his interest in dialectic. Epicurus had heard of the
Analytics (Prior or Posterior or both) and perhaps of part also of the Physics or of
De Caelo; but that is not certain,

This does not prove that philosophers did not read the school treatises or were
unaware of their contents. No-one should argue that because something is not
mentioned in our sources, it did not happen. Our information about the third
century is so sparse that it would be injudicious to suppose the lack of explicit
evidence to be enough to show that Aristotle was neglected. The place where the
truth must be sought is in the views of the philosophers themselves in so far as we
have them. It may turn out that, as many modern scholars have held, they show
probable or even indubitable signs of his influence. But investigation of the
problem what influence he had should not proceed on the assumption that
influence must have existed and must be discovered. The external evidence does not
give any reason to presume that he had any great importance, at least for the Stoics,
who are my prime concern. Enquiry should proceed with an open mind. The
question to be asked is not ‘where in Aristotle’s school treatises is some hint to be
found that might have given rise to such-and-such a doctrine?, but ‘is this doctrine
most easily explained as being a development whether of Aristotle’s words or of
Aristotelian views?’

Insufficiency of surviving evidence makes answering this latter question less easy.
Aristotle’s school-works are there to be read, but knowledge of his exoteric writings
is imperfect. Information about the Stoics is limited and largely second-hand; were
a book by Zeno to be discovered, it might prove to be studded with references to
Aristotle, although I should be surprised if it was. The situation with regard to the
Academy, including Xenocrates and Xenocrates' admirer Polemo, with whom
Zeno studied, if our ancient authorities are to be believed, is even more
unfavourable. If we possessed Xenocrates’ extensive writings, as we possess
Aristotle’s school-works, it would be possible to represent him as the man who had
shown the Stoics the way or by inducing dissent had caused them to think anew, just
as Hahm (see p. 31) so represents Aristotle, arguing that when there is agreement
between him and the Stoics they must have learned from him and that when there is
disagreement reasons must be found that led them to renounce his opinions.

These uncertainties make absolute dogmatic statements about the extent of
Aristotelian influence perilous. But I hope to show, by examining what seem to me
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the most important claims made for it, that they are for the most part either false or
inconclusive. Not only has it to be remembered that Aristotle was not the only
philosopher of his day and not, the evidence suggests, the most highly regarded, so
.that alternative sources ought to be considered, but something must also be
‘recognised that searchers for influence are tempted to overlook. That is the
possibility that two men can independently think in the same way or find the same
solution of a problem. The most famous instance may be thie almost simultaneous
discovery of the calculus by Leibniz and Newton. But, to compare small things with
great, even the field of classical studies provides abundant evidence. Trivial
examples are to be found in the way in which the same emendation of a corrupt text
occurs to more than one scholar; more important is the partial anticipation of
Jaeger's theory of Aristotle’s development to be found in Case's article in the
eleventh edition (1910) of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, an article which escaped
the notice of British scholars, let alone that of Jaeger. Obviously such independent
coincidence of thought could not plausibly be invoked to explain all of many
similarities; nevertheless it seems to me that there are instances where it provides an
explanation at least as likely as that of influence.%!

The examination which follows of possible Stoic dependence on Aristotle
primarily attempts to answer the question what influence is to be detected, certain
or probable. This gets entangled with the question how this influence could have
been exerted. There are in general three possible ways, not mutually exclusive: the
Stoics may have read works of the Corpus, ‘school-works’; they may have read
exoteric works; they may have known Aristotelian doctrine through the talk or the
writings of Theophrastus or other members of the Peripatetic school. 1 shall argue
that with some possible exceptions there is little case for seeing knowledge of any of
the school-works. Some exoteric works on the other hand were known and it is
plausible to see their influence here and there. There is, as has been seen, no external
evidence of Stoic interest in Theophrastus or contemporary Peripatetics, and to my
mind42 no cogent reason for thinking that any is to be found in the surviving
material,



IV. LOGIC

It is to-day generally agreed that the most important influence on Stoic logic was
that of the Megarians. D. N. Sedley has shown ((1977) 74-7) that this is inaccurate.
The central figures to affect the Stoics, Diodorus and Philo, belonged to a distinct
school known as the ‘dialecticians’, who have been confused in modern times with
the Megarians. The first steps in the development of Stoic logic were taken by Zeno
and by Cleanthes, among whose work were books on dialectic, on propositions,
and nept tpénwv, this perhaps on syllogistic modes. But next to-nothing is known
of what Zeno and Cleanthes actually did, and although Chrysippus doubtless
incorporated some of their views, one can do no more than guess the extent of his
indebtedness, and treat him as the maker of Stoic logic.

The essential difference between Chrysippus and Aristotle is that his is a logic
concerned with propositional syllogisms, whereas Aristotle examines the
syllogisms of terms. Along with this goes a different technical vocabulary, that of
the Stoics being probably derived from the ‘dialecticians’. For example, they do not
use the same words as he does for ‘premise’ and ‘conclusion’, Aristotle was aware of
propositional syllogisms but uninterested, and Theophrastus and Eudemus appear
to have investigated them without any great commitment.43 There is no reason for
supposing their work to have provided the stimulus for Stoic logic.4

(@)

But it may be asked whether Aristotle’s logical works did anything to determine
the form taken by Chrysippean logic. 1t has been seen that Epicurus had heard of
the ‘Analvtics’ (above p. 4), which strongly suggests that one or other or both could
be obtained, and that is to some extent supported by their appearance in Diogenes
Laertius’ list of Aristotelian writings (above p. 11). Hence it would not be surprising
if Chrysippus were acquainted with that work at first or second hand.45

The phrase ‘or second hand’ must be emphasised. Ideas that originated with
Aristotle passed on without a doubt to Eudemus and Theophrastus; they may have
reached Diodorus and the dialecticians; they may have been used in viva voce
discussions of logical problems. There was therefore more than one route by which
Aristotelian influence could have reached Chrysippus. Perhaps this makes more
plausible the conclusion that similarities are not accidental.

Aristotle’s treatment in the Prior Analytics of the syllogism of terms made, so far
as we know, two great advances. He recognised that the validity of an argument
rested solely on its form, irrespective of its premises or its conclusion, and he
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systematically examined all the forms that a valid argument (to which he gave the
name of ‘syllogism') could take. His use of the letters ABI to represent the variable
terms of a syllogism, not exemplifying instances, e.g. king, good, wise, etc., makes it
clear that form is all-important. All this is to be found in Chrysippus’ logic, with the
inessential difference that he represented the variables, which for him were
‘propositions, not terms, not by letters (the p and g of modern logicians) but by
ordinal numerals, ‘the first’, ‘the second’, ‘the third’. It is possible that he was
following Aristotle’s example (cf. J. B. Gould (1970) 82), perhaps even probable.
"Yet he had a systematic mind, and the use of blank symbols to represent variables is
perhaps something that he or a predecessor, Megarian or ‘dialectician’, could have
thought of for himself.

Another possible Aristotelian influence may be found in the Topics. ‘The titles of
Chrysippus’ logical works’, writes A. A. Long(1978) 111-12, ‘prove that he wrote at
enormous length on techniques of argument and the handling of sophisms; in this
respect he may be regarded as one of the heirs of Aristotle’s Topica.’ The evidence of
Diogenes Laertius’ list shows that the Topics were not unknown before the first
century B.C. and it would therefore not be surprising, in view of Aristotle’s
satisfaction with them, expressed at 184 b, if he did cause them to be ‘published’ at
Athens.46 But the disappearance of Chrysippus’ works makes it impossible to say
whether the Topics did in fact exert an influence on him, and if so, how much.

(i)

Another feature of Stoic logic that may have been instigated by Aristotle is the
investigation of onu€ia, which were so far as is known first examined in Analytica
Priora B 27. The subject is interestingly discussed by M. F. Burnyeat (1982) 193-
238. Aristotle concludes that a onp€iov is a proposition that indicates something.
Whether the indication establishes or does not establish its consequence can be
discovered by reducing the argument to syllogistic form. If that is a valid form, the
onpeiov is true and may be called a tekpiiplov. Burnyeat makes it clear that
Aristotle recognised that an invalid inference does not necessarily have a false
conclusion and is not to be summarily rejected. A sign may not provide proof, yet it
is universally regarded as yielding a possibility or even a probability.

Whether the Stoics, whose opinions are set out by Sextus, adv. M. 8.244-256,4
started from Aristotle seems to me uncertain. Like him they thought a onp€giov to
be a proposition, defining it as ‘a proposition in the antecedent clause of a valid
conditional sentence revelatory of the consequent’. But this omits two useful
elements to be found in Aristotle, the fact that onpeia occur in other syntactical
forms than conditional sentences and the distinction between those that constitute
proof and those that do not. Yet the disregard may have been deliberate, in the
quest for precision, the desire to give the word an exact meaning.

A second likeness is that Aristotle gives as an example of a conclusive onpgiov‘to
show that a woman is pregnant by the fact that she has milk’ (4n. Prior. 70 a 14).48
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In Sextus’ account of the Stoic position the first example of the ‘revelatory sign’ is ‘if
this woman has milk in her breasts, she has become pregnant’ (adv. M.8.252). This
similarity may be significant. But onp€ia attracted the attention of orators and
doctors as well as philosophers. There is no doubt that some of what Aristotle says-
is not peculiar to him. For example, at 70 b 2 he writes ‘they say that the texpriptov
is what causes knowledge (10 €idévan motobv), and his distinction between
conclusive and inconclusive onp€ia is to be found in Rhet. ad Alexandrum 1430 b
36 notel 8t 1dv onpeinv 16 ptv oiccbat 10 3’ 1dévar. In An. Prior. the example of
milk and pregnancy is introduced as if it were familiar, and in Sextus it is associated
with other examples from medicine. Perhaps the Stoics had it from a non-
Aristotelian source.,

: (iid)
In the first book of mepi pnropikfic Chrysippus defended certain kinds of
obscurity and solecism (SFF 11 298). This may have been deliberate opposition to
Theophrastus, for whom clarity and good Greek were the first two virtues of style.

Their importance had already been recognised by Aristotle, Rhetoric 3 1404 b 1,
1407 a 19.

(iv)

Simplicius (Categ. 387.17 Kalbfleisch, SVF 11 172) says that the more eminent
commentators (ot kAewvétepot tdv EENYNTAV) are at pains to show that, whereas
the Stoics prided themselves on their development of logic, not least with regard to
contraries, Aristotle had, in a single volume entitled On Opposites (Ilept (1@v)
avuikewpévov), provided all their starting-points. Simplicius continues by implying
that the Stoics were not original, but merely developed Aristotle’s teaching (xatd
nédag fixohovBnoav, Ekeivov 1dg dooppag adroig dedwxotog Ev 16 RrEPL T@V
avriksipévov cuyypdppat g Eeipyricavro év toig adtdv Bifiioig, 388.22) and
then gives some instances of how they accepted it and even more of how they
distorted it. He several times refers to the opinions of Chrysippus.

Zeller 11 2,742 identifies Aristotle’s ITept (or repl t@v) dvuikepévay, the only
title used by Simplicius (387.21, 387.27, 388.23, 389.5, 390.20, 407.20, 409.30,
410.27), with ITepi évavtiov (Diogenes’ Index no.30). P. Moraux, however (1951)
52-3), arguing that already in the second century A.D. Alexander of Aphrodisias
could not lay his hands on ITept &vavtiov (in Metaph. 250.17-20 Hayduck),
maintains that ITept 1®v dvtikeipévov, never heard of elsewhere, was a late forgery
designed to convict the Stoics of plagiarism.4® This seems to me a possibility not to
be overlooked, but equally not to be accepted as certain.

Simplicius appears not himself to have seen the Aristotelian or pseudo-
Aristotelian work to which he refers, but to draw his knowledge from ‘the
commentators’, by whom he probably means lamblichus and authorities quoted by
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Jamblichus, whom he represents as having examined the book (403.7, 407.20).
These commentators, believing it to be by Aristotle and so finding the Stoics to
have been anticipated, probably assumed rather than knew that they had derived
their views from him. They may have been right, but even if the work was genuine
the similarities which Simplicius records are not enough to establish this,5¢ Any two
.men who begin to think about opposition are bound to discover the distinction
between contraries and contradictions, nor would it be surprising if they
independently examined the usage of the word otépnolg (deprivation), which
approached the sense of ‘negation’.5!

That the Stoics were not dependent on Aristotle is suggested by a difference of
vocabulary. Whereas Aristotle in his surviving works uses dvrikeipevo as an
inclusive term, subdivided into 2&vavria, ‘contraries’ and d&vripdaceig,
‘contradictories’, the Stoics had no inclusive term and by &vrtikeipeva mean
‘contradictories’. Pohlenz, Die Stoa 11 28, says that the Stoics ‘transferred’
Aristotle’s term to their new usage. Why should they thus mutilate his scheme?

™

Central to Stoic epistemology is the word gavtacia, traditionally translated as
‘presentation’. It is as much at home in psychology, a branch of physics - the soulis
a material substance - as in logic, but it may conveniently be treated here. In its
basic use the word denotes what happens when a man becomes aware by way of his
senses of some external object. There is a change in the soul, which Zeno compared
to the imprint of a seal on wax, and the man knows not only of this change but that
it is a representation of an object which affected his sense-organs. The gpaviacia is
therefore a combination of a sense-impression and of a judgment about that
impression,

This has some similarity to Plato’s analysis of paviacia at Soph. 264 b 2, where it
is said to be a combination of dfiocOnoig (sensation) and 86Ea (judgment), cf, Tim.
52a. But the similarity is superficial because Plato’s @avtacia is not the same kind
of judgment as that involved in the Stoic analysis. Plato thinks of a ¢avracia or
‘appearance’ such as ‘that man appears to be Theodorus’, which he explains as an
impression made by that man plus a judgment that the impression corresponds to
one's memory or concept of Theodorus. The Stoic judgment is about the
correspondence of the impression to its origin,

Yet too much may be made of this distinction. Although the simplest and original
kind of Stoic pavracio merely tells the recipient that there is an object with certain
characteristics, the more developed kind is more informative; one perceives not
merely a coiled object but a snake or a rope; this depends on past experience
through which have come the concepts of ‘snake’ and ‘rope’ (Pyrrh. Hyp. 1.227).
The pavtacia ‘that is a snake’ is similar to the pavrocia ‘that is Theodorus’ (Plato,
Theaet. 193b, where the word gavtacta is not used.)
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But for Plato aicbnotg, the act of sensation, preceded @avracia, which was
predominantly the judgment supervening on it, and for Plato it could not be either -
true or false (Theaet. 184-7). For the Stoics pavtacia precedéd oicBnoig, which
was always true, bemg the perception of something really there. Thesc are
significantly different views. '

Like the Stoics, Aristotle, who explicitly rejected the Platonic analysis (de anima
428 a 25), stated that aioBijoeig were always true (428 a 11). But he differed by
making gavtaociot subsequent to them, as Plato had done (429 a 1). He differed
also by restricting the truth of «ioB1iceig, as the more accurate statement at 427 b 12
shows, to sensations of the proper objects of the senses. In spite of these differences,
it must be asked whether there are elements in the Aristotelian account that may
have influenced the Stoics.

At the end of his discussion (429 a 2-6) Aristotle concludes that gavtacta is a
change that occurs as the effect of an act of sensation and, since vision is sensation
par excellence, pavracia has its name from light (¢nd 10D @doug), since we cannot
see without light (Gved wtdg). According to Aetius 4.12.1 (SVF 11 54) Chrysippus
said that ¢uvracia was named from light (Gnd o0 @wtdg) because just as light
declares itself and what is in it, so gavracia declares itself and what has made it. All
that is common to these two passages is the derivation of pavtacia from @Gog or
¢, That is to our eyes so fantastic that one is tempted to imagine that two men
could not have entertained it independently. Yet most Greeks took this kind of
‘etymology’ seriously: the sounds of a word, symbolised by its letters, contained
hints of its meaning. The Stoics did not disdain it, e.g. SVF 11 147, 914, 1090, 1094,
1098, Herodian, gramm. graec. 3.1.108.9. Chrysippus wrote eleven books on the
subject (SVF 11 16) and it would be no cause for surprise if he invented his origin for
pavtacia. After all, @d¢ is more appropriate than any other common word
beginning with ¢ and there is no reason why Aristotle, or someone from whom he
adopted the idea, should not also have seen @dig when he looked for a word relevant
to gavracia.

Aristotle’s discussions of gavtacia, which are mainly in the third chapter of de
anima 3, are not very clear.52 M. Schofield (1978) 128-30 argues that this is because
he made the word apply to a range of connected psychological phenomena; what is
true of one of these may not be true of another. @uvracia often means
‘imagination’, the conventional translation, but it does not always. Schofield
emphasises (106-23) the way in which Aristotle’s interpretation corresponds to the
use of aiverar with a cautious, non-committal, or sceptical force, There is no trace
of this in the Stoics’ treatment of the word. Their conception of pavtacia starts
from a positive origin; it gives a man information about the external world.

Aristotle and the Stoics may be seen to disagree in another way. Aristotle is
concerned to establish a difference between sensation and subsequent @avracia(cf.
Schofield 104), whereas for the Stoics pavtaocia is the first step in the process of
sensation.
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Another disagreement is provided by their use of the word gdvraopa. In
Aristotle it is the object of imagination and involved in‘all thought (de anima431a
17); for the Stoics it is an illusion, such as are experienced by the insane (SVF11 54),
-provided by 10 @avractikdy; it is a change in the psyche with no external origin.
Aristotle meant something else by 76 pavtactikdv, namely the faculty of forming
pavracial, ’ )

There is so much difference between the whole approach as well as the results of
the Aristotelian and Stoic treatment of ¢avracia that I am unwilling to accept any

‘likelihood of influence. Rather I would see the Stoics as wrestling in their own way
with the problems raised by Plato over what was to be understood by the words
diobnoig and gavracia.s
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V. ETHICS

Comparatively little effort has been made to detect Aristotelian influence in Stoic
ethics, although it is often asserted,* but there are some attempts which deserve
attention. 1 will take first the most important, that of A. A. Long (1968) 72-85,
‘Aristotle’s legacy to Stoic ethics’. Long prudently refrained from asserting that
Zeno knew Aristotle’s surviving ethical works, the Nicomachean Ethics or the
Eudemian Ethics, but thought that ‘he must have been generally acquainted with
his views.” I have argued that though this may be true, it is not to be taken for
granted. The question to be asked is not How could the Stoic position have arisen
from a knowledge of Aristotle?, but Is there anything in the Stoic position that is
most easily explained as the result of knowledge of Aristotle?

0]

Long found three areas where he thought that Aristotle did exert an influence.
The first concerns the relation of what Aristotle calls Té Ektd¢ GyaBd, external good
things, to virtue and to happiness. Among the external good things Aristotle
reckons friends, wealth, political power, good birth, good children, beauty (EN
1099 a 31-b 3). Some of these he regards as necessary or very useful for the
performance of virtuous actions and the attainment of ebdaipovia or happiness;’s
others ‘disfigure blessedness’ if they are absent. As the discussion proceeds it
appears that it is @petry that is responsible for happiness, but that there are degrees
of happiness. Its higher grades require the possession of external goods, mainly to
facilitate virtuous action, which will be limited without them, but partly as a kind of
cosmetic.

For the Stoics the external good things are not good at all, for they restrict the
word &yaBdv to what is morally good. But most have value for leading a ‘natural’
life, the life appropriate to our human nature. Similarly there are things which are
disadvantageous. Virtue consists in making the right selections and rejections
among these externals; the appropriate action to obtain or to avoid them will follow
automatically. Whether they are in fact obtained or avoided is logically irrelevant
to the virtue of the man who makes the selection, and irrelevant to his happiness,
which is assured by his virtue. Moreover virtue and happiness are absolute terms;
no man can be more virtuous or happier than another; there is no such thing as
imperfect virtue or imperfect happiness. The existence of external things that have a
value for human life is a necessary condition for virtue, providing the field within
which it operates. To possess them, however, is not a requisite for virtue nor an aid
to happiness.
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Long found it ‘hard not to see the Stoics consciously going beyond Aristotle
here.” One can agree that if they knew of Aristotle’s discussion, they will have
thought that they had devised a better solution than his to the problem how virtue
:and external things were related to happiness. But it is not to be assumed that they
knew it: he was not the inventor of the problem. Even if they were aware of the way
“in which he had treated it, their own solution does not seem to be in any way
dependent on his or suggested by his.

The problem what made happiness had long been discussed when Aristotle

" wrote, as he makes clear at several places. At EN 1098 b 23 he says that some think it
to be virtue, some practical wisdom, some a form of theoretical wisdom, some a
combination of one or all of these things with pleasure, while others associate
external prosperity. The view of Xenocrates was that virtue alone created
happiness, but could not do so or do so fully in the absence of some external good
things (Cic. Fin. 4.49, Clement, Strom. 2.133b). Of this Aristotle’s appears to be a
refinement. Starting from the presumption that none of the proffered solutions is
entirely wrong, he argues that external things, although they are of themselves
incapable of bringing about happiness, do contribute to it in two ways: the
possession of some is a necessary pre-condition of the virtue that does bring
happiness, while the possession of others makes for greater happiness.

The Stoics start from a different point. For them virtue is the only thing of which
the possession is relevant to happiness; this was something they had from the
Cynics. But virtue is an empty word if all external things are indifferent, if there is
no reason why one should be preferred to another. Zeno met this difficulty by
giving value or its opposite to the external things, so that it became reasonable to
have and to exercise preferences. Moral action consisted in having the right
preferences and it brought happiness. The actual acquisition or possession of
external things, however valuable they might be, did not increase that happiness.
This solution springs from the dogma that ‘good’ means ‘morally good’. This was
not something with which Aristotle was concerned and what he says cannot have
been helpful to Zeno in his attempt to solve a different problem.

On one point, and an importam one, Aristotle differed from Xenocrates. He
insisted (Sra@épet §° owg ov pkpdv, EN 1098 b 31) that happiness was not a static
condition (£§1g) but an activity (¢vépyeia). Long suggests (76) that the Stoics
consciously replaced Aristotle’s view, that happiness is an activity, by their own,
that it is a state that does not admit of degrees (8148e01g). Is it not more likely that
they simply took over the Academic view that it was a condition? Plato, Philebus
11d, talks of a 8€1¢ yoyijg kal d1dBeocig that can make a man’s whole life happy;
Speusippus’ definition of happiness made it a €&ig (Clement, Strom. 2.133.4); and
the same thing is implied by Xenocrates’ word ktijoig (Clement, Strom. 2,133.5).
There is no hint that the Stoics criticised Aristotle’s arguments intended to show
that happiness is an activity, as they might well have done if they had known them.
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(ii)

The second area in which Long saw influence was that of the conditions for
acting virtuously and the way in which a man becomes virtuous. :

It is familiar that for the Stoics an act is a good act only if it is performed by a
good man, that is to say the disposition of the agent makes it good. An identical act, -
if done by a bad man, is not a good act. Aristotle follows normal language: an act is
called good if it is the act a good man would do but it is virtuously done only if the
agent acts from a virtuous disposition. For example, a just act is justly done only by
a just man, The conditions for acting virtuously are that one should act (EN 1105a
3D

1. €18dg, knowing what one is doing;

2. mpoaipodpevog kol mpoarpovuevog S’ adtd, choosing the act and
choosing it for its own sake; '

3. BePuing kal aperakiviitog Exwv, from a firm and unalterable state.

Long said that the Stoics ‘accepted all these conditions’. He supposed that by
£ldWg Aristotle indicated ‘practical knowledge’ (9pdvnoig) of the right goals and
how they are to be achieved, and he noted that Zeno was thought to have equated
gmotiun, in terms of which the Stoics defined dpet, with gpdévnog (SVF1201).
But Aristotle’s meaning is not that of Zeno, for after setting out his three conditions
he continues ‘These are not reckoned in as conditions of the possession of the arts,
except the bare knowledge; but as a condition of the possession of the virtues
knowledge has little or no weight’ (Ross’s translation). His contrast may be
illustrated by an example: if one knows how to spell, one has the art of spelling, but
if one knows how to be generous one does not thereby possess the virtue of
generosity.’ Yet one cannot possess the virtue without knowing how it is exercised.

For Zeno to possess ppdvnoig is to possess all the virtues; he is still dominated by
the Socratic view, against which Aristotle here revolts, that if a man knows what is
right he cannot refrain from doing it. Further the virtuous man always acts
virtuously, so that @pSvnotg alone is adequate to characterise what is virtuously
done; there is no need for more conditions.

To turn to the second condition, £dv npoatpodpevog, it is not certain that the
early Stoics used the word npoatp€icBais? and clearly they did not use Aristotle’s
analysis (EN 1111 b 4ff.), as Long himself noted. Without doubt they believed that
virtuously-done action was deliberate action, which is all that Aristotle could
expect his hearers to understand by the word at this earlier passage (1105 a 31-2).
But the Stoics did not need Aristotle to teach them this obvious fact.

The inflexibility of character which Aristotle expressed by the words Befatag
and dperaxivijtag corresponds to the inflexibility of judgment which the Stoics
expressed by the words féBatog and duetdntotog, e.g. in the description of apetiy
as Adyog dporoyodpevog kal BEBatog kat duetdntwtog (SVF 1 50). There is a
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similarity here, but no need to call in Aristotle to explain it. Rather the Academy
lies behind both. Plato in the Republic insists on the Befaidtng that must be
possessed by the fully virtuous guardian (503c and 537¢). The word duetdntntog is
:also used by him: he speaks at Tim. 29b of Adyor pévipot kal duetdntotot. At
Topica 139 b 32, Aristotle criticises the phrases dperdntotog Emotipn and ¥i
n01jvn as being obscure metaphors; t181jvn is known to be a Platonic metaphor
(Tim. 49a) although applied not to earth but to the ‘Receptacle’, perhaps the other
was also used in the Academy. Certainly the word duetdntmrog is used in ali three
definitions of £miotipun given in the pseudo-Platonic “Opot 414 b8

It may also be granted to Long that the Stoics and Aristotle return
approximately the same answer to the question how virtue is to be obtained. For
Aristotle it is acquired by doing virtuous deeds, i.e. by acting as a virtuous man
would do, but without having his established disposition. Similarly for the Stoics
the road to virtue is the performance of ‘appropriate actions’, xabrjxovta, which
are externally the same as virtuous actions, katopfdpata, but are not performed
with the complete and unshakable understanding of what is consonant with nature
that distinguishes the virtuous man. But the common element in these views is
Platonic: at Rep. 444c we read that ‘todo just acts engenders justice ina man, and to
do unjust ones injustice.” Here again it is unnecessary to introduce Aristotle to
account for Zeno.%9

(iii)

There is perhaps more force in Long's third topic, the Aristotelian and Stoic
treatments of pleasure, although I remain less than convinced. While he very clearly
brought out the many differences between them, he found one notably similarity
which he took to be evidence of Aristotelian influence.

Diogenes Laertius 7.85, SVF 111 178, gives it as doctrine of the Stoa that it is false
to claim that the first impulse of animals is towards pleasure. ‘They say that
pleasure, if it is felt, is a consequence or aftergrowth when nature has of itself sought
after and found what fits in with the animal’s constitution. In this manner animals
become lively and plants thrive.” 8 8¢ Aéyovoi Tiveg, mpdg fdoviiv yiveaBar Tijv
rpdtny dppuniv 1oig {Wotg, yebdog dnopaivouoty « Emryévvnua ydp gacy, el lpa
Eotiv, doviy €ival, 6tav abt) kad’ abtv 1) evoig Emintioaca th Evappudlovia
1{} cvctdoet dnokdfy, 6v tpoénov dgrhapdvetar ta {Pa kal OdrAel 1é gutd. This
must recall a sentence of Aristotle’s EN 1174 b 31, which has become famous:
tedetol 8t v &vépyeiav 1) Wdoviy, ody dg 1 #Eig dvumdpyovoa GAN’ dg
Emywvdpevov 11 1Edog, otlov Toig dxpaiolg 1 dpa. ‘Pleasure completes the activity,
not being immanent in it like its €£1¢,! but a supervening perfection, like the bloom
of youth on men in their prime.’

Clearly there is some similarity heres? and one cannot quite confidently deny
Aristotelian influence on the Stoic view, which may have originated with
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Chrysippus,®? whose book on Ends (in life) is cited at the beginning of Diogenes’
chapter. Nevertheless there are differences not to be overlooked. The concepts of
‘perfecting’ and ‘activity' are absent from the Stoic statement.

The absence of ‘perfection’ is not to be wondered at. The essence of the Stoic
position is that pleasure is not a t¢Aog, something which can be aimed at, but an
automatic consequence of having attained one’s aim. Associated with "this is
another difference. While for Aristotle pleasure accompanies an activity, for the
Stoic it seems to be a sequel, something that follows the state of having acquired
what suits one’s constitution.#4

There are also historical reasons for hesitating to accept an Aristotelian origin for
the doctrine that pleasure is an émyévvnpa. Clear evidence of knowledge of EN
outside the Peripatetic school before the first century B.C. is lacking.ss Secondly,
the concept of pleasure as an &myivduevév 1L 1éhog is not to be found either in
Magna Moralia or in Arius Didymus’ abstract of Peripatetic ethics.® [t is unlikely
therefore to have been part of the school’s tradition, so enabling Chrysippus to
learn it from there.

(iv)

D. Tsekourakis, Studies in the Terminology of early Stoic ethics (1974), says in
his preface that ‘it is striking how many Stoic ethical terms are found in Aristotle,
while they are not met earlier’, but the book does littie or nothing to substantiate
this claim, which I do not think can be substantiated. The only words Tsekourakis
adduces are xatépBopa, katépbooig, kabrikel, and kabijkov, which he says ‘do
not occur in Plato at all, while they are not uncommon in Aristotle.’ xatép8wpa
occurs in the Aristotelian Corpus only at MM 1199 a 13 and then not in the Stoic
sense, T4 yap dved 100 Adyov 10D KpivovTog Yivopeva katopBdpata edtoypartd
tonv. katépbwoig also occurs once, at Rhet. B 1380 b 4. katopOobv itself is not
uncommon (but there are at least 10 instances in Plato), generally in its current
sense of ‘to be successful’ (cf. the verse quoted by Demosthenes 18.290, undév
apapteiv Eott Bedv kol ndvro katopBolv) and well illustrated by EE 1247 a 4,
Gppoveg yap dvreg katopBobot moAlrd. Tsekourakis thinks (45) that the Stoic use is
in a way prefigured by EN 1107 a 14, where Aristotle says of theft, murder etc. ofx
totiv obv o08EnoTe repl adTd KatopBodv, GAL’ el Gpapteiv, ‘In a way' are the
important words here; he does not claim that the Stoics derived their usage from
this passage. xaBrjket, xaBijkov do occur several times in Aristotle, but never in the
context of morality. As Tsekourakis himself admits (45), for anticipations of the
Stoic use we must go to Xenophon. My conclusion is that there is no reason for
supposing that the Stoics derived any of their ethical vocabulary from Aristotle,

v)
The first chapter of J. M. Rist’s Stoic Philosophy, ‘Aristotle and the Stoic good’,
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remarks on certain similarities between the Nicomachean Ethics and Stoicdoctrine
and also contrasts their divergences. He concludes (20-1): ‘we have tried to show...
that the very originality of the Stoics is best understood in terms of an attempt to
resolve certain (in their view) half-truths in the Aristotelian account ... many of
these positions arise from an attempt to pursue the logical consequences of
‘Aristotelian theories.’ '

In fact the chapter makes little attempt, certainly no organised attempt, to show.
these conclusions to be true. It is not always easy to determine exactly what Rist
wishes to maintain, but I hope that I do not do him an injustice by saying that his
treatment appears to me to suffer from two fundamental weaknesses which rob it of
force: the first is that he overlooks the possibility that similarities between Aristotle
and the Stoics may be due to a common origin in the Academy or in widely-held
notions or even to coincidence: the other is that he takes divergence to mean that the
Stoics arrived at their position by criticising Aristotle; he does not reflect that
similar reasoning would show that since they differed from Polemo in the same
respects they must have started from criticisms of him.

The questions that Rist regards as seen by the Stoics to have been unanswered or
unsatisfactorily answered by Aristotle are the following: It it right to call both
happiness and things which can promote happiness ‘good’? Do we need external
‘goods’ for the moral life? What place is there for choice in the good man’s actions,
when he cannot do anything but what is right? Can wisdom and happiness be lost?
It was not necessary to read the Nicomachean Ethics before asking oneself these
questions.

(vi)

The attempt of H. von Arnim (1926) 157-61, and F. Dirlmeier (1937) 47-75, to
find a basis in Theophrastus for the important Stoic concept of oikeiwoig is
adequately rejected by M. Pohlenz (1940) 1-47, C.O. Brink (1956) 123-45,and S. G.
Pembroke (1971) 132-7. Support for their conclusion can be found in the long
discussion, in reference to Arius Didymus, by P. Moraux (1973) 1 316-50.

A. von Fragstein (1974) 68 writes ‘es ist offensichtlich, dass die stoische
Affektlehre in Hinblick auf Aristoteles® I148n-schrift [i.e. the lost work no. 61 in
Diogenes Laertius’ list] entwickelt wurde.’ This will be found less obvious by those
not gifted with a miraculous knowledge of the contents of this work.

Another author who finds an Aristotelian origin for the Stoic doctrines
concerning tddn is A. C. Lloyd (1978) 233-46. He begins by declaring that the Stoic
psychology of action and their treatment of emotions (by which word he
understands what would better be called ‘passions’} ‘arise from Aristotle’. He points
out certain similarities and differences, but he never puts the question whether they
are most easily accounted for by supposing Stoic knowledge of the Aristotelian
position. Indeed at one point (238) he writes ‘Far from explaining the major
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difficulties of the Stoic account Aristotle’s account only brings them to the
forefront.’ ’ ' o o

Similarly M. Forschner (1981) 134 begins his account of the Stoic theory of nd0n
by saying that it is only intelligible as a result of a critical treatment of Aristotle’s
theory. He then calls attention to several differences, but makes no attempt to show
that they were caused by intentional rejection of the Aristotelian position.

I believe that all attempts to see Stoic ethics as a development from Aristotelian
or Peripatetic thought have been unsuccessful. Zeno's forerunners were the men of
the Academy, whose opinions were of course often shared by Aristotle. Naturally I
do not deny that he received his initial impulse from the tradition about Socrates
and from the Cynics. But these did not provide a systematic philosophy. The
connexions of Stoic ethics with views held in the Academy are well brought out by
H. J. Krimer (1971) 220-30. Cf. also K. von Fritz, RE XX12527-9, and Z. Stewart
(1976) 276, ‘the influence of Platonism was immense at the beginning as at the end
of the heyday of Stoicism.’
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V1. PHYSICS

The belief that the early Stoics formed their philosophy in reaction to the views of
Aristotle is widespread and allusions to it en passant are common. But it is in the
field of physics above all that his influenceis seen. Nodoubt this is in part due to the
authority of Zeller (111 1. 364-70), who saw little trace of Aristotle in Stoic ethics,
which he regarded as most indebted to the Academy, but was moved in respect of
physics by the arguments of H. Siebeck, Untersuchungen zur Philosophie der
Griechen® (Freiburg 1888, ed. 1 1873), ‘Die Umbildung der peripatetischen
Naturphilosophie in die der Stoiker’, 181-252. Siebeck took it for granted that the
Stoics knew many of the principal Aristotelian doctrines, not necessarily by direct
acquaintance with the school-works. Several passages suggest rather that he
thought of the Peripatetic school, and in particular of Theophrastus, as
intermediaries, and as intermediaries who had already made some maodifications,
which were accepted or extended by the Stoics (e.g. 182, 218, 223, 229). He was
aware of the exoteric work ITept gthocopiag and of the Academy, but gives no sign
of recognising their possible importance.

The authors of two valuable books, E. Bréhier, Chrysippe et l'ancien stoicisme
(Paris 1910, revised edition 1951) and M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa(Géttingen 1948), both
take it for granted that the early Stoics knew the work of Aristotle and
Theophrastus. For example, the former says that they ‘disregarded’ the Aristotelian
distinction between the higher and sublunary spheres (142), the latter that Zeno will
certainly have known Theophrastus’ criticism of the Aristotelian theory of motion,
but went his own way (1 68). This ready assumption of Stoic knowledge of the
Peripatetics lies behind many of these scholars’ statements. Yet when it is said that
Zeno or Chrysippus ‘followed’ Aristotle, the word may be ambiguous. It may mean
no more than that these philosophers expressed the same view as he had previously
expressed; but one may suspect that the intention is that the reader should
understand them to have known and accepted Aristotle’s view. Sometimes this is
clear, as when Bréhier says that they ‘faithfully followed’ Aristotle in having a
central earth, then water, then air, and then aether (149). It will be noted below (p.
43) that the scheme was an old one and that the Stoics followed the Timaeus more
closely than de caelo. The most important modern author systematically to explore
the supposed Aristotelian influence is D. E. Hahm, whose useful and learned work
The Origins of Sioic Cosmology (Ohio 1977), confined to this one aspect of Stoic
philosophy, but written by a man deeply versed in the ancient sources and familiar
with modern scholarship, proceeds on the assumption that Zeno and Chrysippus
were as interested in Aristotle and Theophrastus as are scholars of today, and that
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they read widely and attentively in the works of the Aristotelian Corpus.®” He fully
recognises, however, that they were exposed, or may have been cxposed to other
influences.

The first systematic open attack on belief in Aristotelian mﬂuence came from W.
Wiersma in Mnemosyne n.s. 3. 11 (1943) 191-216, ‘Die Physik des Stoikers Zenon’.
He accepted that traces of Peripatetic influence were to be found- everywhere in
Chrysippus' physics, although he did not identify them; but he argued that Zeno
made no reference to many essential doctrines to be found in the school-works and
that he will have known nothing of Aristotie but the published exoteric writings.
The only Aristotelian material Wiersma recognised was the view that soul was a
kind of fire, nvedua, a ‘breath’, and even this he thought perhaps not to have beena
direct borrowing. There are weaknesses in his argument. We areill-informed about
Zeno, and much that our sources ascribe to Chrysippus may have ariginated with
the school’s founder; accordingly if Chrysippus shows Aristotle’s influence, that
influence may originally have been exerted on Zeno. Further some details are not
convincing. Nevertheless the article is valuable.

Wiersma had in some ways been preceded by J. Moreau (1939), who while
admitting that the Stoics’ definitions of matter echoed Aristotelian formulas (160)
saw their cosmology as essentially a development of Platonic concerns (158-186).
The Platonic and Academic origins of Stoic physics were again emphasised by H. J.
Krdamer (1971) 75-131, whose book unfortunately seems not to have been known to
Hahm.

(i) Preliminary considerations

Following Xenocrates (fr.1) the Stoics divided philosophy into logic, ethics, and
physics, by the last meaning not our modern subject but an enquiry into the world
of nature. Aristotle had spread his studies of nature over a very wide field: he was
interested not only in establishing general principles, as in Physics and de
generatione et corruptione, but also in description of the universe, as in de caelo,
and of weather processes in Meteorologica, and in the collection of facts, as in
Historia animalium, His pupil Theophrastus set down a mass of botanical
observations and engaged in factual research on other subjects. Although
Xenocrates, of whom Zeno’s teacher Polemo was an ardent admirer, did not
neglect ‘physics’, there can be no doubt that of all the philosophers in the second
half of the fourth century Aristotle and his followers were those with the most active
and detailed interest in the subjects covered by that word. Accordingly it would not
be surprising if the early Stoics, Zeno, Cleanthes, and Chrysippus, enquired into
their views and were influenced by them. Many scholars, as has been seen, have
been convinced that there was a wide-ranging influence.
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[t may be desirable to repeat here what was said in a sporadic manner at the
beginning of this essay. Aristotelian views may have been available, and his
influence exerted, in more than one way. The early Stoics may have known his
opinions from tradition in the Peripatetic school, a tradition which may have been
oral or based on Aristotle’s writings or a combination of both. They may have met
“his views as reported and criticised by members of other schools. Finally, they may
themselves have read Aristotle’s writings. For my part, [ am sceptical about many
of the claims to detect Aristotelian influence, however it was exerted. But in
‘particular I shall argue that, with a very few possible exceptions, what evidence we
have does not suggest that the early Stoics had any acquaintance with the books
that constitute our Aristotelian Corpus. The passages which have been adduced to
support the opposite view are, | believe, quite insufficient. It will be convenient to
begin by examining what Pohlenz (1947) 11 42 treats as his prime witness for Stoic
knowledge of the school-works.

Aristotle in gen. et corr. 328 a 26 wrote that a drop of wine could not be mixed
with 10,000 y6eg (about 7,000 gallons) of water, but would be overpowered and
disappear: otahaypdg oivov pupiolg yoeborv B8atog obd piyvutal - Aoetat ydp 0
€180g. Chrysippus, says Pohlenz, replied (S ¥ F 11 480) that there was no reason why
one drop of wine should not mingle with the whole sea, o08&v anéyev papevog
oivou otahaypdy gva kepdoa v BdAatray, ‘one of the numerous proofs that the
Stoa knew the school-works of Aristotle also and studied them keenly.’ Note how
Chrysippus becomes the Stoa. And what are Pohlenz’s ‘numerous’ proofs of keen
study? He never adduces any others.

Now if we turn to the passage of Plutarch which reports this statement of
Chrysippus (comm. not. 1078 C-E) we find that he represents it not-asa criticism of
Aristotle but as the acceptance of a paradox originally enunciated by Arcesilaus. In
his lectures Arcesilaus had often made fun of the Stoic doctrine of xkpdacig 8t° SAwv,
according to which a small body could completely penetrate a larger one while
retaining its identity, by saying that if a human leg were cut off and then decayed
and were thrown into the sea, the fleet of Antigonus could sail through it. Plutarch
continues that one could go further and imagine the fleets of the Greeks and the
Persians of the second Persian war fighting a battle in that leg; then, noting that this
requires the previous putrefaction of the leg, he goes on to say that a single ladleful
or drop will, without any change of nature (a0t60¢v), reach the Atlantic when it has
fallen into the Aegean. (The word he used for ladle (xbaBog) predominantly means
a wine-ladle and he clearly means a ladleful or a drop of wine, in contrast with the
leg, which ceases to be a leg before it can be mixed with the sea.)® This, he
concludes, was accepted by Chrysippus, who wrote that there is no reason why a
single drop of wine should not mingle with the sea, and that the drop will in fact
extend through the whole universe.

Chrysippus was, before becoming a Stoic, a pupil of Arcesilaus and his follower
Lacydes (Diog. Laert.7. 184); he will no doubt have heard the jest about the
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amputated leg. That jest was open to the humourless objection that it would not be
the leg itself through which the fleet sailed or in which the battle was fought, but the
product of the leg’s decay. This reply could be avoided by substituting a measure of
wine for the leg, a substitution which may well have been made by Lacydes or some
other Academic. Chrysippus would then have no ground for resisting the
conclusion that the smallest measure of wine could extend through not merely a
part of the Aegean, but through the whole of the Mediterranean. He showed that he.
accepted it gladly by carrying it to its logical extremity: a drop of wine could be co-
extensive with the universe. I see no more reason than did Plutarch for introducing
Aristotle to account for Chrysippus; there is a simple straightforward line of
development from Arcesilaus.$

Even if we had never heard of Arcesilaus’ jest, there would be no need to bring
Aristotle in. The most familiar form of xpdoig is that of wine and water, an
everyday event in Greece. How can one suppose that Chrysippus, wishing to’
express forcibly the idea that difference of volume was no obstacle to the complete
blending of two ingredients, would not have thought of saying that a drop of wine
would blend with the ocean, the greatest known mass of water, unless he had read in
gen. el corr. that a drop of wine would be killed, so to speak, if mixed with some six
or seven thousand gallons of water?7°

In this instance one can confidently deny that any influence, direct or indirect,
came from Aristotle. More frequently there is some similarity between Aristotle
and the Stoics, without there being enough likeness to make knowledge of the
school-work probable. But, as has been seen, there were other routes through which
his views could become known;”! they could have been transmitted through
Theophrastus and the Peripatetics or attacked by the Academy, although the
likelihood of influence’s being exerted in these ways is not enhanced by the absence
of any explicit evidence of Stoic contact with the Peripatos or of Academic interest
in it, but the possibility is there and must be reckoned with. Yet one should not
immediately assume that, because Aristotle’s views could have been known to the
Stoics, they also were known. The first question to ask is whether the Stoic position
requires Aristotelian influence to explain it at all or whether some other
explanation may be perfectly adequate.

To record all the points where Stoic physics have been supposed to have
originated from or to criticise Aristotle would be difficult and certainly tedious. The
following discussion will be confined to questions where the supposition has some
element of plausibility.

(i) Principles and Elements

Zeno accepted the usual Greek view that there were four elements (ctoy£ia),
earth, water, air, and fire. In the modern world, before the discovery of isotopes,
elements were thought of as identical substances: one molecule of carbon was
exactly like another. The Stoics thought otherwise; different kinds of fire are
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enumerated,’? and similarly ‘earth’, ‘air’, and ‘water’ must each have covered a
range of like but distinguishable substances. An element could be accounted for by
two ‘principles’ (Gpyal), its ‘matter’ (bAn), which of itself had no qualities, and that
:which produced qualities in the matter. Zeno seems to have approached the subject
not from a consideration of the elements in themselves but by looking at the whole
universe: ‘
_They hold that there are two principles of the whole of things, that which acts
and that which is acted upon. That which is acted upon is the substance
without qualities, matter (6An); that which acts is the logos in it, God. He,
being eternal, fashions (dnuiovpyel) everything throughout all matter. Zeno
sets out this doctrine in his book On Substance. (Diog. Laert.7. 134, SVF1
85).
Another passage (Diog. Laert.7. 150, SVF 1 87) adds that the substance of the
universe is eternal and suffers neither increase nor decrease, unlike that of each of
the individual things which constitute it.

Unqualified matter is a mental construct; all matter is in fact qualified, because it
is acted upon by the Jogos in it. That word is hard to translate. One may try
‘formula’, that is a definition of what it is that makes this particular piece of matter
what we call ‘water’, and this other what we call ‘fire’. Similarly there are formulas
which define what it is that makes blood blood and milk milk, a snail a snail, a man
a man, and Socrates Socrates. But it is more important that the word logos has as
one of its meanings ‘reason’. The world in which we live is a rational construction,
so the Stoics believed, the work of intelligence. That is why its formula can be
identified with God.

Aristotle made much use of the analysis of objects into matter or material (JAn)
and form (€180¢). A statue is made by imposition of form on the material bronze;
bronze is a form imposed on the material copper and tin; copper a form imposed on
the elements. In this way by stripping off layers of form or qualities one could arrive
in thought at the concept of unqualified material, &rolog UAn. It has been denied
that Aristotle did in fact make use of this concept, most recently by W. Charlton
(1970) 129-45, but this has not been widely accepted. The phrase imotog $An does
not occur in his writings, it is true, but there may be passages which imply the
conception.” That it was from Aristotle that Zeno acquired the concept of
unqualified matter has often been supposed, and the supposition is lent plausibility
by the fact that Aristotle is the first philosopher known to have used UAn as a
technical term. Yet one must observe that Zeno’s belief that the two principles
necessary to explain the cosmos were God and matter is in its totality more like
what we know of the Academy of his time than it is to Aristotle’s logical method.

Xenocrates took as his first principles the One, which he also called Zeus and
Mind,™ and the Ever-flowing, which later doxographers identified with matter
(Aetius 1.3.23, Diels Dox. 288). Another passage of Aetius (1.7.30, Diels 304)
ascribes to Xenocrates a belief in two gods, the One, which he also called Zeus and
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mind, his primary god (& np@tog 8£4¢), and another, which was the soul of the
universe. The continuation of the passage is mutilated, but contains the phrase
‘immanently pass through the material elements’. (Evdujkev T6ig OMKOTG
otovyeioig), and ends with ‘supplying the Stoics with these ideas,” he paraphrased
the earlier part from Plato’ (tabta yopnyioag 10i¢ Ttmikoig 18 mpdrepa
petanéppakev napd ITAdrovos). ' '

The only other ancient author to suggest an origin of Zeno’s two principles,
which became orthodox Stoic doctrine, is Aristocles, who in the second century
A.D. could write of the Stoics that ‘they say that the elementary stuff of things is
fire, as Heraclitus did, and that its principles are matter and God, like Plato’ (SVF1
98). It is now generally believed that the doctrine of fire as the elementary stuff was
not learned from Heraclitus, but supported by appeal to him. In the same way the
alleged similarity between Plato and the Stoics does not necessarily imply that they
learned from him. Moreover it is not true that Plato recognised matter and God as
principles of fire or of the sensible world in general, or indeed that he had the
concept of matter, later expressed by the word UAn.

Nevertheless later Platonists believed that he had the concept, so interpreting the
Timaeus. There Plato had pictured a divine craftsman (dnpiovpyég), who made
reflections of Forms appear in a Receptacle ‘itself devoid of qualities.” This
Receptacle was in Plato’s thought more like space than matter; yet it was not just
empty space, for it contained ‘disorganised movements.’ Plato did not call it
‘matter’, but the later Platonists made the identification, and had the excuse that he
had compared it to the gold which is the material (5An) out of which various objects
can be fashioned.?” The identification is at least as early as Aristotle, who writes that
‘Plato says in the Timaeus that matter and space are one and the same’ (Physics
4,209 b 11, cf. 210 a 1). It is possible that this is his own misinterpretation,” in his
own language, of what Plato said. On the other hand he may repeat a line already
taken in the Academy, where from the first the Timaeus had been the subject of
study and discussion; if so, the word (A1) may already have been used there asa
technical term.”

However that may be, Zeno’s approach differs from that of Aristotle in two
respects. The first is that his two principles are starting-points for his cosmology; he
sees them as the basic constituents of the universe. For Aristotle the concepts of
matter and form are tools for logical analysis. The other is that Aristotle’s pair,
form and matter, are not enough to explain anything; an agent is needed, an
‘efficient’ cause, which in his view will act with a purpose, the ‘final’ cause. The
principle which Zeno pairs with matter is an active rational force, which will create
qualities in matter. Now it may be that he arrived at his principles 8n + A6yog or
0edg by considering the inadequacy of the Aristotelian $An + €1dog, but it is
noteworthy that, as we have seen, a very similar pair to his was familiar in the
Academy; it seems more likely that he developed his thought from that precedent
than from a criticism of Aristotle.
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A more difficult question is whether it was from Aristotle that he derived the use
of the word GAn as a technical term. The Stoics did not adopt the word €180¢ in its
Aristotelian sense®® (nor did Epicurus); did they take over UAn from him or was it
already used in the Academy? There seems to be no clear answer.8!

In these circumstances we should resign ourselves to confessing that we can with
confidence neither assert nor deny that Zeno was directly influenced or even
influenced at all by Aristotle’s distinction of $An and €180g. But if there was any
influence, it was unimportant in comparison with that of the Platonic tradition in
the Academy.s? ‘

(iii) Activity and Passivity

Zeno’s two principles, Adyog and $An, were contrasted as active and passive, 10
notodv and 16 ndoyov. Aristotle makes much use of the opposition between not€iv
and ndoyetv, and this has been seen as confirming his influence on Zeno.83 He even
associates mdoyewv with OAn at gen. an. 724 b. 7 rétepov d¢ BAny kol ndoyov ij dg
€186g 11 kal moobv. But the pairing of these words was an old tool of thought,
several times used by Plato (Rep. 436b, Parm. 138b, Theaet. 156a, 159a, Soph.
247d, cf. Epinomis 982b). A passage in Aetius, referring to Pythagoras, may be
particularly relevant: oreddet 8 abt@® 1@V dpy@v 1 pv Enl 16 notnTikdv ditiov
Kol €181k6v, 8nep Eoti voiig O Bedg, 1 OE Eml 10 nabnTikov 1€ Kal OAtkV, Brep
gotiv & Opatdg koopog (1.3.8, Diels 281). This interpretation of Pythagoras is
thought by H. J. Krdmer (1971) 119-21 to be of Academic origin (he ascribes it to
Xenocrates). If that is right, we have here something close to, and very possibly the
inspiration of, the doctrine of Zeno, who is known to have written a book entitled
MuBayopikd. To say, as Bréhier does (115), that the pair ‘active’ and ‘passive’ were
‘very certainly borrowed from Aristotle’ is characteristic of a blinkered approach
that has been too frequent.

(iv) Elements and their qualities

Aristotle was exercised by the difficulty of imagining how one element could
change into another. If the first was not to cease to exist and the second not to come
into being from nothing, there must be some continuing factor common to both. He
could not find that in unqualified matter, for that has no real existence: all matteris
qualified. He solved the conundrum by ascribing two qualities to each element: fire
was hot and dry, air hot and fluid (wet), water cold and (fluid) wet, earth cold and
dry. Thus fire may become air by the substitution of wetness for dryness, while heat
remains; air becomes water by the substitution of cold for heat, while wetness
remains, and the disappearance of wetness turns water to earth. There were also
more complicated forms of transmutation: for example, air and earth, if combined,
might by each dropping one quality become either cold and wet or hot and dry, that
is to say water or fire.
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The Stoics did not use this complicated scheme. They assigned one quality to
each element, hotness to fire, coldness to air, wetness to water, and-dryness to earth.
Critics who believe them to have studied Aristotle represent this as a deliberate
simplification of his doctrine.8¢ If they are right in their. assumption, their
conclusion is necessary. But there is no other evidence to support it. There is no hint
that the Stoics gave any reasons for not accepting Aristotle’s scheme, or-that they
were aware of any problem involved in the change of one element into another. For
them the question of continuity did not arise, because god is always present in
matter and responsible for the changes which bodies, including the elements,
undergo.

At the same time the Stoic scheme of four elements each characterised by one
quality does not require the Aristotelian scheme to beget it. The four elements were
familiar to Greek thought, and it was an easy step to associate with each element
one of the four qualities which were traditionally the primary ones. Fire was
obviously hot and water wet. Even in England earth may appear to be naturally dry;
in sun-baked Greece there would be no question. By elimination air must be cold,
although this is not so evidently true, in spite of the arguments adduced by
Plutarch, de primo frigido 948D-949F, and Aristotle had even thought it hot (and
wet).

It is therefore unnecessary to look for any predecessor, let alone Aristotle, for the
Stoic association of one quality with each element. Anyone could have done that
without any prompting. Yet the Stoics were not in fact pioneers; the doctor
Philistion, who belongs to the first half of the fourth century and who visited the
Academy (see p. 47 below), is recorded as having done the same (frag. 4): €ivou 8¢
xal Exdotou (sc. atoryeton) Suvaperg, Tob uiv Tupdg 16 Beppdy, Tod 8t dépog 1o
yuypov, tob 8t Bdarog 1o LYoV, Tiig 6t Yfig TO ENpov.

(v) Nature

Zeno defined physis, “nature’, as ‘a craftsmanlike fire, proceeding methodically to
creation’ (nbp teyvikov 063G PadiCov eig yéveoty, SVF1171). It is not immediately
obvious to the modern mind what he intended to denote by the word physis. He did
not have in view merely what we call the living world, the world of the naturalist; he
was concerned with the whole world, the subject of the naruralsciences. This he saw
not as a static object but as a changing construction, and he gave the name of
‘nature’ to the dynamic force which brought it into being and directed all its
processes. This ‘nature’ is sometimes called that of the universe (1 1@v 6Aov) or
common nature (1) xotvi) pVo1g), as distinguished from the nature of the individual
things that are the parts that compose the universe (1] &nl pépoug). But the
distinction is not an opposition; the fire that organises the universe also organises
each of its parts.

Although this is a new conception, Hahm and others see in it elements that have
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been derived from Aristotle. First, the idea that nature resembles a craftsman is
typically Aristotelian. Secondly Aristotle treats nature as the source of movement
(Phys. 2.192 b 8ff.), whereas Plato had ascribed movement to self-moving soul.
Hence ‘we can say that the dynamic character of nature in Zeno’s definition owes its
existence to Aristotle’s conception of nature as a principle of movement’ (Hahm
206). Similarly E. Grumach 47, writes ‘hence Aristotle defines @Uoig as the
immanent purpose that subdues and shapes matter from inside. Thus the Stoic
conception of nature goes back in its essential determination to Aristotle, and is
only possible by way of the Aristotelian.’ss

One cannot deny the possibility of influence, but one may deny its necessity, at
any rate by way of the ‘school-books’. Already in the Protrepticus Aristotle had
associated nature and craft, pipgitar yap od v éYvnVv 1) UGS GAL” adTi Tiiv
vorv (frag. 11 Ross, Jaeger (1923) 75-6). This was always his view of their relation,
and it should be noted that for Zeno it was not the same; for him craft is not
something that imitates nature, but something that is possessed by nature. The
same fragment of the Protrepticus treats nature as a primary cause; {@ov yap xal
PLIGY witia @doilg and 10 ptv yap Eolkev avtr SvvacBur 81 wdtiig 1 @loig
tmredeiv kal Ponbeiag oddev d€icBar. It would be possible, then, to see in the
Protrepticus, of which Zeno is known to have been aware (see above p. 13), the
ground in which there grew his conception of nature as a directing force with the
skills of a craftsman. It is not necessary, therefore, to suppose him to have also been
acquainted with the school-works.

But we must also enquire whether any Aristotelian influence is needed to account
for the Stoic conception., That conception has a notable connection with
Platonism. Zeno’s definition of nature was used by the Stoics to describe God, who
was according to Aetius 1, 7, 33, SVF 1t 1027, rbop tevikov 08¢ Padilov &nl
yéveoty k6opov, That is to say cosmic, universal gvoig, what makes all things grow
as they do, is identical with God, the architect and builder of the universe. God was
also the soul of the universe (S¥VF1 532 (Cleanthes), 11 604 (Chrysippus), 111 216. 32
(Diogenes)). Now Plato had made soul the source of movement (finally in Laws
892-899), and for the Stoics God, being soul, was the source of movement. For
Plato soul was a self-moved mover. Aristotle was unable to accept that concept
(Physics V111); for him everything that moved must be moved by something else.
He found himself led by the necessity of avoiding an infinite regress to posit as the
ultimate source of motion an unmoved mover that caused movement by being an
object of desire. There is among the Stoics no trace of awareness of this dispute.
They found no difficulty in conceiving God as a self-moved mover.8

It having been thus established that the Stoic conception of nature agrees in one
respect with Platonic rather than Aristotelian thought, the question must be faced
whether Platonic influence alone would be adequate to account for it. There are
two features which may be seen to demand an Aristotelian origin, the similarity of
nature and craft implied in the definition of @Uo1g as ndp TEXVIKOV, and the
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dynamic character of nature. So far as the latter point goes, it is impossible to find
in Plato (or for that matter in the ipsissima verba of any of the pre-Socratics) any
direct statement that attributes such a characterto nature. Indeed if UGG, as being
opposed to Téxvn, is to be identified with toyn, Plato would deny that it is a ruling
force in the universe (Laws 889). Yet it was common Greek practice to say that
things happened @boe, ‘by nature’®” and the word was associated with yéveoig,
‘becoming’. Plato argued that nature and its products were the offspring of craft
and intelligence (£ 1é¢vn¢ ... xal vob, Laws 892b). By ‘nature’ he meant the basic
physical entities of the universe, entities to which soul, and therefore té€xvn, were
prior.

No evidence shows how, or even whether, these ideas were developed in the
Academy. But perhaps Zeno’s position can be seen as directly derived from them.
He did not share Plato’s belief that soul was something immaterial; for him it wasa
corporeal thing; soul could not be prior to matter. The material universe could not
then be derived from soul or soul’s qualities, craft and intelligence. But if what Plato
had separated were to be amalgamated, then Yo1g would not be directed by téyvn,
but itself possess 1€y vn; it would be texvikdg. It would itself possess vobg, itself be
the source of change.®8

It may be worth notice that the adjective teyvikdg, found in the definition of
@voig as ndp TeYVIKOV, occurs almost 40 times in Plato, usually implying
knowledge how to make something or to bring something about. It is therefore very
apposite in the Stoic definition of ‘nature’; @Vcig knows how to change the
universe. Aristotle’s view that té€xvn imitates @Gotg is on the other hand not
relevant. Incidentally that view plays little part elsewhere in Stoic philosophy or
Stoic literature;® it does not appear in anything that is there said specifically about
téyvn. 1 should not wish to deny the possibility of Aristotelian influence, but I
remain sceptical of its necessity or even of its probability.

(vi) Categories

The name ‘categories’ is applied by modern writers to four terms used by Stoic
philosophers: brnokeipevov ‘substrate’, motdv ‘qualified thing’, nwg Exov ‘thing in a
certain state’, npég T nwg £xov ‘thing in a relative state’. The word xatyyopia is
never applied to them in any ancient text, and it is therefore improbable that it was
used by the Stoics themselves.! But this Stoic quartet was seen by Simplicius as a
rival to Aristotle’s ten categories,?2 and modern scholars who have taken it to be an
intended improvement on his scheme?® think it appropriate to use the name
‘categories” of the Stoic terms also. Whether that is misleading must now be
considered.

The four terms are not associated in any text earlier than Plotinus (Enn. 6.1.25,
SVF 11 371), who treats them as an exhaustive division. The only other author to
associate them is Simplicius in careg. 66. 32 Kalbfleisch, S¥F 11369, who ascribes
the division to the Stoics. But it may be implied by Plutarch, comm. not. 1083 E
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téoocapd ye notobotv Drokeipeva mept éxaotov; this is of course a hostile and
incorrect interpretation of Stoic doctrine.

A few scholars have remained sceptical of any connection between the
Aristotelian categories and the Stoic ‘categories’. For example S. Sambursky
(1959) 17 notes that the Stoic categories have ‘hardly anything in common with the
Aristotelian ¢lassification’ and that they belong to physics, not to logic, cf. Bréhier
(1957) 132; Pohlenz (1947) 11 39: ‘Die grundstitzliche Verschiedenheit zwischen der
stoischen Vierteilung der y&vn 1o 8vtog und der aristotelischen Kategorienlehre
wird meist verkannt’. Gould (1970) 107 writes ‘this material does not provide
sufficient evidence for ascribing to Chrysippus a doctrine of categories. Rather does
he seem to have employed them occasionally without giving them any special
significance’. With them | agree and would add some further considerations.

The first term, Onokeiuevoy, ‘substrate’, would seem to be an‘odd man out’ in the
group, as Plotinus argues (£nn. 6.1.25, SVF 11 373). Whereas the other terms refer
to corporeal objects, primarily it refers, so it is said, to a constituent, &rowog BAn, of
such objects, which does not exist as such but is always in fact qualified.
Secondarily it refers to real things, like the bronze of a statue. This distinction
between two kinds of Oroxeipevov comes from Dexippus in careg. 23 25 Busse
(SVF 11 374) = Porphyry quoted in Simplicius in categ. 48. 11 Kalbfleisch, who
ascribes it to ‘the Stoics and the older philosophers If this is to be believed, it must
be on Porphyry s word. The distinction is not found elsewhere.

It is in fact remarkable how little evidence there is for the use in Stoic sources of
the word Snoxeipevov to mean ‘substrate’,% although another meaning is found.
The word is not used at all by Epictetus. In Marcus Aurelius it is fairly frequent, but
always in the sense of ‘external object’, ‘object of attention’ (5.10.3, 6.4, 6.23.1,
7.29.5,8.22.1, 8.24,9.3.5, 10.18, 11.17, 12.20.5). Sextus, talking of the Stoics, uses
the phrase 16 &x10¢ brrokeipevoy, ‘the external object’ (adv. M.8.12, SVF11 166, cf.
ibid. 9.353, SVF 11 80 and Galen in SVF 1 79). It occurs similarly in non-Stoic
contexts, Sextus, PH 1.54, 48, cf. Lucian, quomodo historia 43. Chrysippus used
the word Grokeipevoy in the same way, SVF 111466 Stav pr) Opoiug td brokeipeva
eavtaciag motf]. Whatever it means in the title of a book by Chrysippus, ITept tév
KaTa 10 nokeipevov apiopévov Ekgopdv (SVF 11 14), it is not ‘substrate’. The
only other instance I have found in S¥VF is in a verbatim quotation, never to my
mind explained, from Chrysippus, where the sense ‘substrate’ is generally accepted
and seems probable (Philo de aeternitate mundi 48-9, SVF 11 397)%.

The three other terms are all used by Aristotle, but one need not see him as a
pioneer. They were quite possibly part of the Academy's philosophic vocabulary.
notdv is one of Aristotle’s categories, unlike dmoxeiugvov, but the indefinite to16g
is not uncommon in Plato, e.g. Theaet. 182a 7, 10 8¢ molobv moldv 11, AL’ ob
no1dtnta. In the seventh Letrer at 343b 8, there is a contrast between nowév and 8v
that recalls the Stoic distinction between moté¢ and ovoia: dvoiv Sviov, 100 1€
Svrog kal ol mowov Tivog, 'although Plato’s 8v is not that of the Stoics. The phrase
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npdg 11 nwg Exerv is thrice repeated in the Categories (8 a32, b 1, b3); Aristotle hasit

also at least at EN 1101 b 13 16 mo16v 11 elvat kal mpdg tL g Exeiv and Physics7.

247 a 2), but he introduces it as if it were familiar, and indeed uses it in the same way

in the Topica (142 a 28, 146 b 4), and one may guess that it wasa term known in the
Academy and that Zeno learned it there. The third term, g Ex&tv, does not occur .-
in the Categories and is (I think) not common in Aristotle; the only instances given
in Bonitz’s Index have the reverse order of words, xewv nog (Pol. 1302 a 23),
Exdviov nog (Mer. 1048 a 18), but it omits nwg Exovra (EN 1105 a 28), nwg Exov
(EN 1105 a 31), and possibly others.

(vii) Void

I include this subject with hesitation, since I find it hard to see any plausibility in
the supposition of Aristotelian influence. But the fact that the Stoics did not so far
as is known concern themselves with his claim that void is impossible may indicate
that they did not know it.

The Stoics maintained that there was infinite void, or empty space, outside the
cosmos. That there was some void was made necessary by their doctrine of periodic
world-conflagrations. Fire occupies more space than an equivalent amount of any
of the other elements which are then transmuted to it. Accordingly, when the world
is all fire it must take up more room than when it is, as now, a mixture of the four
elements; there must be room into which it can expand. That the void stretched
away limitlessly? was established by an argument used by Plato’s Pythagorean
friend Archytas (S¥FF 11 535; DK 47A 24): if a man be imagined at the edge of the
cosmos, can he push his arm outside it? if he can, there must be space to receive it; if
he cannot, there must be some resistant body that occupies space outside; he may
then, whichever is true, be placed in imagination at the outer edge of the space thus
established; again he thrusts out his arm, and so on ad infinitum. Archytas’ use of
the argument was reported by Eudemus in his Physics(fr. 30), and a sharper version
of it, spear substituted for arm, appears in Lucretius (. 968), who (pace Bailey) may
well have had it from Epicurus. It is more likely that the argument was one in
current circulation than that the Stoics, or Zeno if he used it, had it from Eudemus,
who rejected it and gave grounds for the rejection.

Aristotle argued against the existence of void anywhere, and at two places
reasons are given by him for rejecting the idea of a void outside the cosmos. (1) At
de caelo 1.279 a 11-18 he says that a void is a place in which a body could be, but he
has shown that there can never be any body outside the cosmos. Therefore there can
be no void either. This argument assumes the truth of his belief that what is possible
must sometimes occur. (2} At Physics 3. 203 b 28-30 he says that ‘if there is void and
infinite space [outside the cosmos]}, there must also be body; in things that are
eternal there is no difference between possibility and existence’.

There is no sign that the Stoics paid any attention to these passages, and even if
they knew them, they would have regarded them as having no force, since they
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neither believed the cosmos to be eternal in its present form nor accepted the view of
possibility that Aristotle adopted.?? Hahm, however, is not deterred. He constructs
from Aristotelian premises an argument which Aristotle would doubtless have
accepted, although he did not use it. Two bodies are required to define place, a
container and a contained; since there never is any body outside the cosmos, there
can be no place and so no void, which is defined as place deprived of body. Hahm
maintains (105) that Chrysippus consciously avoided this difficulty by not defining
void in terms of plaée; for him void was ‘what can be occupied, but is not occupied,
by something that exists, i.e. something corporeal (SVF11535, cf. 505, 543)". Thisis
more ingenious than convincing. In ordinary usage t6mog is not space but the
position of some thing; accordingly Chrysippus, and for all we know Zeno, would
be under no temptation to use the word in defining void.

(viii) Cosmology

The Stoic cosmos, in the sense of Stukdounoig, had a sphere of earth around its
centre, surrounded by hollow spheres of water, air, and aether (a form of fire), in
that order. This was an obvious and traditional description, already given by
Empedocles and probably assumed by Plato in the Timaeus (F. M. Cornford (1937)
246, 265). It was also Aristotle’s model, except that he had five spheres, for beyond
that of fire was one of an unnamed element which, unlike the other four, had a
circular, not a rectilinear, motion.% Is there any reason for believing that he
affected the Stoics?

Their outmost sphere revolved, like his; this was perhaps a natural concept, the
rotating sphere of fire accounting for the visible rotation of the fiery sun and stars.
But Plato had gone further, making circular motion an attribute of the world-soul,
which communicated it to the whole cosmos. The Stoics, like Aristotle, contrasted
the rectilinear motion toward or away from the centre characteristic of air, water,
and earth with the circular motion of the aether in their case, of the unnamed fifth
element in his. It seems very possible that they adopted his scheme with a slight
simplification. But they need not have known de caelo. The scheme was already in
Hepl girooopiag (frag. 19b and 21 Ross, 20 and 24 Rose3),

Zeno, who was followed in this by Chrysippus, explained the stability of the
cosmos by an argument that earth and water moved towards its centre because they
were heavy, while air and fire, although weightless and therefore given to mount
upwards and occupy a place towards the circumference, were also drawn towards
the centre. This is reported by Stobaeus, Ec/. 1.19.4, taken from Arius Didymus (fT.
phys. 23 Diels, SVF 199): ‘Zeno’s view. The parts of every thing that in the cosmos
has come into being with its own peculiar condition have their motion towards the
centre of the whole thing’ [i.e. every identifiable object is cohesive], ‘and similarly
with the parts of the cosmos itself. Therefore it is rightly said that all the parts of the
cosmos have their motion towards the centre of the cosmos, and particularly those
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that have weight. The same thing is responsible for the cosmos’s being stationary in
the boundless void and for the earth’s being similarly stationary in the cosmos,
established in an equally-balanced manner around its centre. But.body-does not
necessarily have weight; air and fire are weightless (¢Bap}). But these also-are in
some way drawn (teiveoBat Diels: yiveoBat MSS: kiveioBat Meineke) to the centre
of the whole sphere of the cosmos, yet they accumulate towards its cifcumference,
since they naturally mount upwards through having no weight. In the same way
they deny that the cosmos itself has weight, because its whole composition is of
elements that have weight and others that are weightless (&¢Bapfj). They hold that
the earth of itself has weight, but in view of its position, because it occupies the
middle ground (and the motion of bodies of this kind is towards the centre) it
remains in that place’.

Hahm writes (113) ‘it is surely obvious that the fundamental concepts in Zeno’s
argument, namely weight, weightlessness, natural movement and cosmic places are
derived from Aristotle’. This claim must be examined. One indication he neglects,
perhaps rightly thinking it of little value: the word &Bapig first occurs in surviving
literature at de caelo 1.277 b 19 and there with regard to the position of the elements
in the cosmic sphere; it is also to be found at Mer. 1004 b 14, The possibility of
Zeno's having learnt the word from Aristotle cannot be excluded, but the
coincidence would have more force if they had both used the word deliberately,
making it something other'than a synonym of kobgog ‘light’. But there is nosign of
this; later Stoics used xoUgog of air and fire without hesitation (SVF 11 571, 473,
555).

It is to be noticed that, as Hahm himself points out, Aristotle uses the
‘fundamental concepts’ otherwise than Zeno. He starts from the natural positions
of the elements; those cause their natural movements, as each tries to reach its
natural place; and weight is caused by the tendency of earth always to move
downwards and of water to move downwards if in air. For the Stoics the relations
are reversed, It is weight that causes the centripetal motion, and it is the centripetal
motion that brings about the position of the elements. It is conceivable that they
arrived at their view by a deliberate rearrangement of the Aristotelian concepts, but
hardly necessary. The idea that weight would cause a centripetal motion was all that
was needed to give rise to Zeno’s scheme.

Now Hahm argues that it was Aristotle who first made weight an absolute quality
of things, so that Zeno must have been dependent upon him (133 n.60). It is true
that for Plato heaviness, a better translation of Pdpog than ‘weight’, was in
Cornford’s words (266) the name of ‘an affection we feel, rather than of any
property independently existing in the bodies outside’. It is also true that for
Democritus weight was, in the view of many scholars, not an absolute quality of
atoms but first contributed to them by their movement in the vortex, But the careful
discussion of D. O’Brien (1979) 401-26, shows that the majority of the evidence is
against that view.? In earlier literature the words Popdg and Pdapog are
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predominantly used of things which are a burden on something else. But that does
not mean that the writers did not think the thing that was Bap? to be heavy in itself.
That is the common-sense view against which Plato’s relativism may be seen as a
philosopher’s protest. So when Parmenides wrote aifépiov rip, firiov 8v péy’
Ehappdv and vixkt® Gdaidj, rukivov Sépag, EuPpibég te (DK 28 B 8.56-9) he did not
mean that in the illusory world of seeming fire and night seemed to seem light and
heavy, but that they seemed to belight and heavy. 1 do not think therefore that Zeno.
had to read de caelo before he could find absolute qualities in lightness and
heaviness.

What may be more plausibly ascribed to Aristotelian influence is the Stoic belief
that xobgog is absolutely opposed to Papic. A thing that is light is not less heavy
than one that is weighty; it is not heavy at all, it has a natural movement upwards,
whereas what is weighty or heavy has a natural movement downwards. This is the
Aristotelian view in de caelo,'® which he distinguishes from that of previous
thinkers, of whom some had believed that everything had weight (de caelo4. 311 b
16 ofovrai Tiveg mave” Exety Bapog); for them ‘light’ must have meant ‘less heavy’.

The second opinion ascribed by Arius, perhaps to Zeno, certainly to the Stoics,
according to which the cosmos has no weight, as being compounded of weighty and
weightless elements, must have been intended to support its immobility in the
infinite void. It was so used by Chrysippus (S¥F 11555, Achilles, Isagoge4): ‘just as
the cosmos would be carried downwards if heavy, so upwards if light; but it remains
where it is because it has what is heavy equal to what is light’,

What is for our purposes most striking about this argument!0! is that it assumes
the effect of weight to be movement downwards in the void, whereas in the earlier
part of what Arius ascribed to Zeno its effect was movement towards the centre of
the cosmos, and that was considered to be adequate reason for the immobility of the
cosmos in the void. Adequate it would have been, if there was noup and down in the
void. Weight causing a downward movement, down being towards the centre of the
cosmos and up away from it, its only effect would be movement towards the centre,
and the forces resulting from the surrounding sphere would be in equilibrium.

But the centripetal effect of weight is not logically incompatible with its also
causing a fall downwards through the void. An object might in theory
simultaneously fall towards the centre of the cosmos and down in the void along
with the cosmos as a whole. The Stoics seem to have held that the cosmosdid notin
fact fall because it was, taken as a whole, weightless. The earth, however, was
weighty; why should it not fall through the void, while fire and air rose? The answer
would be that the cosmos was a unity, a living being held together by the airs which
penetrated it, so that its heavy and light parts would no more come apart than
would the limbs of a man thrown into the sea.

This would have been a satisfactory reply were it not that the Stoics held that in
the infinite void there is no up and down. Plutarch wrote: ‘It is frequently asserted
by Chrysippus that outside of the universe there is infinite void and that what is
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infinite has no beginning, middle, or end; and this the Stoics use especially to

annihilate the downward motion which Epicurus says the atom has of itself, their

contention being that in an infinite there is no difference (Sragopdc) by which to

distinguish one part as being up and the other down’ (Stoic. Rep. 1054 B-C, trans.

Cherniss, SVF 11 539). Now this is very similar to something in Aristotle. Inarguing.
that motion in a void was impossible, he had said ( Phys. 215 a 8-10) that ‘inasmuch

as it is boundless, there will be no up or down or centre, and inasmuch as it is void,
there will be no difference between up and down (for just as no difference exists in
nothing, so there is none in void)": § pév yap dnerpov, obdév Eotan dvm 008E kGt
o0dE pEcov, §j 8t kevdv, o0div Sidgopov 10 fve ToD kGt (Bonep ydp Tob pndévog

obdepia ot apopd, olitw xal Tod kevol). This was part of his case against the
existence of void. The possibility must be admitted that Chrysippus was stimulated

by this one sentence in an argument that otherwise carried no conviction with him,

although in view of our incomplete information it would be hard to feel confident

that Aristotle was the first philosopher to make the point.

When Chrysippus employed the argument that the cosmos did not fall because it
was weightless, was he unaware that it was invalid as using the terms ‘up’ and
‘down’, inapplicable to the infinite void? If so, perhaps he had not yet met and
adopted the view expressed by Aristotle that there was no upand down in the void.
Or was he using an ad hominem argument against anyone!9? who did not go along
with that view? Perhaps he said “if there is ‘up’ and ‘down’ in the void, as Epicurus
maintains, the cosmos will nevertheless not fall, as he thinks’. One must find it
improbable that he used the argument of weightlessness, inconsistent as it is with
his normal doctrine that in the void there is no up and down, in knowledge of that
doctrine, as if the argument were sound., 103

(ix) The Soul

There is no sign that the Stoics were aware of the revolutionary theory of
Aristotle’s de anima, which made the soul (psyche) ‘the first actuality of a natural
body with organs and possessing life’, ' At first sight their own view, which made it
a material thing, a ‘breath’, described as a compound of air and fire, is diametrically
opposed. Yet pneuma was for Aristotle something without which there would be no
life, no psyche. So far as we know, it was he who invented the idea of oUpgutov
nvebpa, ‘connate breath’, something found in all living creatures and distinct from
the ‘breath of respiration, which is absent from e.g. insects and the embryos of
mammals. The phrase occurs not infrequently in his biological writings.

The same two words were used by Chrysippus at the beginning of a verbatim
extract from the first section of his [Tepl wuyii¢ (Galen, Plac. Hipp. et Plar. 5.251,
SVF11885): 1 woyr] nvebpd Eoti abpgutov fjpiv ouveyds Tavil 1d odpatt, Sifjkov
Eot’ v 1 tiig {dng ebnvola mapf Ev 1@ odpati. *Our soul is a connate breath,
continuous with the whole of the body,!% through which it passes so long as the fair
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breath!96 of life is present in the body'. Here then Chrysippus used Aristotle’s phrase
copgutov nvelpa. He may have inherited it from Zeno, from whom he certainly
had the idea of a connate breath.!? Did the idea and the name both come from
Aristotle? If Aristotle was the first to speak of a cOpguTtoVv nvedpa, it would seem
mere obstinacy to deny his influence on the Stoics, and Wiersma admits, (1943)
199-200, that Zeno owed the notion of pneuma to him. '98 Although the functions of
the Aristotelian ‘innate breath’ are much more limited than those of the Stoic, there
is in common the basic feature of being distinct from the breath of respiration. Yet
the differences are large. For the Stoics it is the soul, for Aristotle only the tool of
the soul. For them it is responsible for movement, sensation, and thought; for him
for movement only. For them it is absolutely warm; for him something that can give
warmth, but that can also cool overheated blood. In view of these differences one
may at least canvass the possibility that both were independently influenced by
theories proposed by doctors.

The close association of medicine and philosophy has often been remarked. The
latter part of the Timaeus evidences Plato’s debt to the doctors. The eminent
Sicilian physician Philistion seems to have visited the Academy (Diog. Laert. 8.86,
[Plato] Ep. 314e, and possibly Epicrates, frag. 10 Kock). W.'Jaeger has shown in
Diokles von Karystos (1938) that Diocles, so famous in Athens as to be called a
younger Hippocrates, exhibits connexions with the thought of Aristotle, whose
pupil he believed him to have been. Although there is no evidence of personal
contact between an early Stoic and a famous doctor, Diocles’ pupil Praxagoras was
roughly Zeno’s contemporary, although perhaps a few years older, and influential
in Athens.!!0 Praxagoras seems to have identified the soul with a pnewma that
stretched through the body. No fragment states this explicitly, but it seems a
reasonable inference. F. Steckerl (1958) 21 writes ‘for Praxagoras the soul,
obviously, was nothing other than the pneuma or even better the pneuma in the
heart’. By this he must mean that the controlling element of the soul was in the heart
(cf. frag.62, ‘the natural function of the heart is thinking’, cf. frag.72), from which
the pneuma that, as he maintained, filled the arteries carried instructions.

Unfortunately there is no evidence that any of these doctors used the phrase
ovpgutov mvedpua., According to Galen, de trem. palp. conv. 6 (7.14 Kithn)
Praxagoras was one of innumerable doctors 6oot 10 Beppodv odk Epgutov dAN’
gnikTntov givat vopilovotv. Since the nvebpa of animals is warm, this may imply
that it is not cOpgutov. ' Galen, it is true, ascribes to him a belief in Eugpurog
Oeppacia at de nat. fac. 2.8, but Steckerl argues that to be a mistake.

Although Philistion and Diocles did believe in an innate warmth, the phrase
cupgutov nvebpa does not occur in any of the fragments of Philistion or Diocles,
yet there is nothing to indicate that they did not accept the idea. They even said that
breathing was tfi¢ Eugdtov Oeppaciag dvayutig g, Galen, de usu respir. (1.1.1i,
4.47] Kiihn).'12 W, Jaeger (1938) 21 5-6 argues that the absence of the phrase may be
no more than accident; he feels that ‘one does not get the impression that Aristotle is
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introducing for the first time ideas that were later to-be so much used; he seems to
suppose them to be current among his hearers.' Whatever the justification for
Jaeger's feeling and whatever the similarity of Zeno’s views to medical thought, the
fact remains that Aristotle is the only man actually known to have used the phrase’
cvpputov rvedpa before him. Whether we must see direct or indirect influence or
even none at all is a question on which it will be prudent to keep an open mind.!!3

(x) Cosmobiology

Under the heading of cosmobiclogy Hahm discusses the Stoic belief that the
cosmos, as a living being, has a yuy1j, a ‘soul’. This was in the Platonic tradition,
and like Plato (cf. Sextus Empiricus, adv. M.9. 104-7, S¥VF1110-1) Zeno held this
‘life-force’ to be rational. He also argued that it was possessed of sensation (SVF1
114), which was for a Stoic inextricably connected with reason. Whether Plato
ascribed sensation to his world-soul is not an altogether easy question. He seems
never to do so in so many words, and Aristotle confidently writes of him at de anima
407 a 3 tiv yép tod navrog (sc. youyv) Sijhov 611 Totadny givan Podretan olov
nét” Eotiv & kahoOpevog vobg: od yap 81 01dv Y’ 1) aioBntixy. Some, e.g. Hicks
ad loc., think that sensation arose only when bits of soul were embodied in man or
beast, but Cornford 96 is of other opinion: ‘But the World’s soul is not pure
intelligence; being united with a perceptible body, it may be imagined as having
internal feelings, which would be covered by the word aisthesis’. When Zeno called
the world-soul sentient he must have thought of such ‘internal feelings’, for it too is
united with a perceptible body.

We are better informed about Cleanthes, although it cannot be known how much
of his treatment was in fact inherited from Zeno. It may have been he who borrowed
two arguments from Aristotle’s nepl prlocopiag (see above p.14), although this is
not certain.!'* Are there other traces of Aristotelian influence? Hahm is unable to
find much, except for one claim. He believes that Cicero, N.D.2.2344, is in large
part derived from Cleanthes, who is twice appealed to as a witness. This is probably
right. A basic thread in the Stoic Balbus’ discourse here is that God, who is the
world’s soul and is fire and warmth, has three consequences parallel to those of soul
in man: he is responsible for the world’s maintenance, for its sensation, and for its
intelligence. Hahm (146) sees a remarkable coincidence here with Aristotle’s
distinction between the nutritive, perceptive, and rational faculties of the soul.
Although according to Balbus the soul ‘holds together’ and ‘preserves’ the world
rather than ‘nourishes’ it, preservation as well as nutrition is for Aristotle part of the
work of 10 Bpentixdv (de anima 416 b 11-19), and for Balbus ‘feeding’ of the
microcosm is parallel to preservation of the macrocosm. So there is no difference
here. Where there is a difference is in the fact that Cleanthes identifies soul with fire,
whereas Aristotle insists that fire is the roo/ of soul in its nutritive aspect, and gives it
no role at all in the sensitive and intellectual aspects. So if Cleanthes was affected by
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Aristotle, he accepted only what suited him and dxsregardcd the rest. That may be
thought no improbability.

‘Accordingly, Aristotelian influence on Cleanth¢s must be kept in mind as
-possible. But that does not mean that it is a necessity. Other possibilities must be
considered. Sensation and intelligence as activities of the world-soul were inherited
“from Zeno; did Cleanthes need Aristotle’s psychology before adding that it
maintained the world? When the yuy1 leaves the body of an animal, the body
decays; it was natural therefore to think that the yuy1} maintains the animal’s body
“(cf. Plato, Phaedo 87d-e). Analogy would easily suggest that the world-soul
performed the same function for the world. There is no need to bring Aristotle in.

Perhaps Zeno already made the world-soul hold the cosmos together and it is
mere chance that our sources do not mention it, If so, considerations of the same
kind apply. The sensation and the intelligence of the world-soul were legacies from
Plato; maintenance by it of the world would be an easy addition. Aristotelian
influence on him cannot be excluded, nor is it necessary.

(xi) Cosmic cycle

At first sight the Stoic belief that the world goes through an eternally repeated
cycle, by which it turns completely to fire in a conflagration and is quenched into
water and from that water spring the elements to constitute another world identical
with the preceding one in form and change and events, appears to be a
contradiction of the Aristotelian world, which is eternal in structure and subject to
irregularity only in the sublunary regions. Hahm, however, argues (190-5) that the
Stoics were affected not only by the Pythagorean doctrine of cyclical recurrence
and by the conflagration which they, like Aristotle, read into the sayings of
Heraclitus, but also by Aristotle’s de caelo 1.279 b [7-280a 34, where he reviews the
question of the eternity of the cosmos. Aristotle there concedes that the cosmos may
be eternal, even if subject to cyclical change; its body (odpa) will exist
continuously, but its dispositions (§taBéceig) will perish (280 a 11-23). He seems to
regard this as a view that is logically possible, although untrue of the universe as it
is. Something similar was the view that the Stoics accepted as a true account, but
did they arrive at it independently or by reading Aristotle or hearing his opinion?

Hahm thinks that they ‘appropriated Aristotle’s theory completely’ (193)... ‘with
only slight changes in some of the terminology’. The supposed change is perhaps
not so slight. They did not distinguish, as did his theory, between an eternal cosmos
and perishing dispositions of the cosmos, but said that kéopog had two or more
senses: in one sense, 10 £§ dndong ovolag 18iwg mowdy, it was eternal, in another,
heaven and earth and all that lies between, it was perishable (SVF 11526, 527). What
was eternal in Aristotle’s theoretically-possible scheme was the material, the body
of the cosmos; in theirs it was the principle or force that made the cosmos what it
uniquely was, what we call god or Zeus, who is the 18iwg no1d¢ of the cosmos (SVF
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11 396, 1064 Plut. comm. not. 1077 D-E). On the other hand I cannot see in
Aristotle’s words anything ignorance of which would have hindered the for mauon
of the Stoic doctrine.

Hahm finds significance in the fact that the Stoics frequently used the words
Sraxoop€iv and Sluxbounoig of the passing order created in the cosmos, since.
Aristotle used the phrase 61e piv obteg 6te 88 éxelvog SatiBerar xai
dwuxexéountar (de caelo 1.280 a 20). But it is easier to suppose both to have taken
the word from current usage than that the Stoics learnt it from Aristotle. They had
an excellent precedent in Anaxagoras, who had written (DK 59 B 12) ki droia
gueddev Eoecbat xal Onoia fv doca viv pif Eott, kal Soua viv ot Kul 6noia
gotat, ndvta diekéounoe vodg. Aristotle himself uses Staxdounoig in Meraph. A
986 a 6 as if it were a familiar word. The variant Sidkoopog is in Parmenides (DK 28
B 8.60) and was used as a title for works by Leucippus and Democritus.

(xii) Time

Stoic views of time, when discussed at all, have usually been seen as developed
from the Aristotelian,!!s The derivation has some plausibility, but is less secure than
its proponents imagine. We possess in Physics 4. 217b-219b Aristotle’s careful
argument, which leads him to the conclusion that time is ‘the measure and number
of movement with regard to earlier and later’. From Zeno we have simply his
conclusion that time was ‘the interval of movement' (SVF193). We can only guess
how he arrived at it.1'¢ S, Sambursky suggested ((1959) 101) that he substituted
‘interval of movement’ (Sidotnpa kivijoewg) for ‘number of movement’ (dp1Budg
Kivijoewg) because of Strato’s criticism of the Aristotelian phrase, based among
other things on the observation that number is discrete, while time is continuous
(Simplicius, in Physica 788.36-790.29 Diels). This is of course possible, but another
possibility is at least as likely, namely that Zeno proceeded from discussions in the
Academy, which may have originated in the treatment of time in the Timaeus,
where it had been seen as something caused by the - movements of the heavenly
bodies. Interest in time there is confirmed by Speusippus’ definition of it as 10 &v
Kivijoel mocdv, ‘the quantity contained in movement®, (Plutarch, Quaest. Plat.
1007 A, SVF11515). Strato himself went back to this, saying that time was t@v &v-
kivijoel kat Npepig moodv (frag. 78 Wehrli, Aetius 1.22.4).

Speusippus’ definition already almost contains the two concepts of Zeno’s.
Movement is common to both, and Zeno’s ‘interval’ or ‘dimension’ involves
Speusippus’ ‘quantity’. But both définitions suffer from ambiguity because they do
not specify the field in which measurement is to take place. Time is not the measure
of movement in space. Aristotle had avoided this ambiguity by including in his
definition the words ‘with regard to earlier and later’. If Zeno had taken his start
from Aristotle, surely he would have retained this essential addition.

Chrysippus argued that since time was infinitely divisible what we call present
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time consists in fact of time that has passed and time that is to come (SVF 11 509).
Strictly speaking there is no such thing as present time (un6éve xot’ drupriopov
dvéctavat ypdvov, SVF 11 509; Eveotdta 5t pn) élvar ypbvov, SVF 11 519).117

: This'view has a great similarity to the conclusions reached by Aristotle in Physics
4, that there jis no smallest unit of time (220 a 31) and that ‘now' is not a time but a
moving point or boundary between two stretches of time (222 a 33-b2., 219 b 10-
12)). Chrysippus may have borrowed Aristotle’s conclusions with or without
acknowledgment. But this is an instance where it would be by no means improbable
for two thinkers to arrive at the same result mdependently It may be significant
that there is no evidence that Chrysippus identified ‘now’ as a point or boundary:
this may merely mean that we are ill-informed. But according to our sources he
simply denied the existence of present time, a less subtle procedure.

Dr Sedley has drawn my attention to Plato, Parmenides 152c and 156¢ as
passages from which the idea of an instantaneous present as a moving borderline
between past and future could have been developed. It has also been made clear by
N. C. Denyer (1981) 34 that Diodorus Cronus was the origin of Sextus, adv. Math.
10.119, where it is argued that if present time is (infinitely) divisible, it will be
divided wholly into past and future. If Chrysippus needed prompting, one may
think it more likely that he was stimulated by Diodorus, with whose arguments he
elsewhere concerned himself and with whom Zeno had studied, than by Aristotle’s
Physics. Diodorus may of course have known Aristotle’s treatment of the subject;
he may have been in Athens during Aristotle’s last years (Sedley (1977) 80). Sedley
also believes Diodorus to have read Aristotle’s Physics V1 (ibid. 86). If this is right,
he may also have read Physics IV; but he may have heard reports of Aristotle’s
teaching, or even heard some of his lectures. But that is a matter for speculation.
Aristotle is the first philosopher known to have maintained the infinite divisibility
of time; but even if he was also in fact the first, it does not follow that others did not
independently discuss its possibility and consequences.

(xiii) The road from Sensation to Reason

There is a striking similarity between the Stoic account of the formation of
conceptions and of reason and that given by Aristotle in Posterior Analytics
2.19.99b35-100a9. Aetius 4.11, under the rubric ‘How sensation and the conception
and internal thought arise’, writes:

The Stoic statement: when man is born he has the controlling part of his soul
like a sheet of paper suitable for writing on. On this he gets each of his
conceptions inscribed. The first way of inscription is by way of his sensations.
For sensing something, e.g. white, men have a memory of it when it has gone.
And when there are many memories of the same kind, then we say we have
experience. For experience is a number of presentations of the same kind. But
of conceptions some arise naturally in the aforesaid ways and without
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contrivance, while others come through our instruction and attention. The
latter have no name but that of conceptions (§vvotat), the fornier are also
called preconceptions (mpoAfyetg). But reason, by virtue of which we are
called rational, is said to be made up from the preconceptions in the first seven .
years (SVF 11 83).118 o

The parallel passage in Aristotle is as follows (99 b 36):

Animals have the power of sensation. In some there is persistence of the object
of sensation, in others not. In those where there is none there is no knowledge
beyond sensation, either absolutely or in those instances where there is no
persistence. Where it does occur, it is possible for them when having a
sensation to retain something in their soul. There are many animals of this
sort, but they differ in that in some of them reason arises from the persistence
of such things, and in others it does not. So from sensation comes memory, as
we say, and from frequently occurring memory of the same thing experience;
many memories make one experience. From experience or from [does this
mean And from or that is from?} every universal that has become established
in the soul, (the one beside the many, whatever is identical in all those things),
comes the origin of skill (téxvn) and knowledge (Emiotiipn). 19

The similarity between Aristotle and the Stoics is plain and it may be right to
suppose that they developed what he had begun, whether they were aware of it
directly or indirectly. We have seen that the Analytics may have been available:
Epicurus had heard of them at the least and they are in Diogenes Laertius’
(?Hermippus’) list of Aristotle’s works. But there was another work, and a well-
known one, from which the Stoics may have learned Aristotle’s views. The story of
the development from sensation to knowledge is told with the same stages in the
first chapter of Meraphysics A, 980a 27-981 a 2. Now this chapter contains matter
from the Protrepticus (Jaeger (1923) 68-72), notably 980 a 21-26 and 981 b 13-982a
2. Although it cannot be shown that the scheme of development was to be found
there also, that seems at least possible.
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VII. DISREGARD OF PECULIARLY ARISTOTELIAN IDEAS

A general consideration can be dealt with briefly but is of great weight. The
Stoics show no awareness of a number of conceptions that were important to
Aristotle. They neither use them nor attack them hor even allude to them. It is
tempting to conclude that they did not know them. Perhaps too little attention has
been paid to this unconcern because Stoics were far too long widely thought of as
philosophically uninteresting: it was no matter for surprise if they did not attend
with care to the wisdom of their great predecessor. In the last generation attitudes
have changed: there is general recognition that the early Stoics were intellectually
serious and it has become easier to believe that disregard of important Aristotelian
views was due to ignorance rather than to idle dismissal,

Some of these have already been mentioned: the two qualities of each element (p.
37), the impossibility of void (p. 42), the soul as actuality of the body (p. 46).

Of the others the most striking is the pair d0vapig and Evépyera. They seem never
to be opposed in a Stoic context. The word évépyea is found in some passages
dealing with Stoicism, but there is no evidence that it was used by early Stoics. Itis
found in Epictetus and fairly frequently in Marcus Aurelius, but always with the
meaning ‘act’ or ‘activity’, never ‘actuality’. The authors who use it when speaking
of Stoicism are Arius Didymus, Plutarch, Clement of Alexandria, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Origenes, and Simplicius. All of these may be using Aristotelian
language, with which they were familiar, to expound Stoic doctrine. However that
may be, the opposition between &vépyeta and SGvapig never appears. Consistently
with this the word 30vaytg itself never seems to carry the meaning ‘potentiality’;
rather it means a ‘force’, an ‘active power’, as when Zeno called fate dVvapug
kwntkn tfig Ang (SVF1176). Consonant also with this ignorance of the idea of
potentiality and actuality is the absence of the word &vtedéyera from the Stoic
vocabulary. The word may have been invented by Aristotle, who uses it not
infrequently in Physics and Metaphysics.

Essential to Aristotelian meteorology was the novel view that the earth gave off
not one kind but two kinds of exhalation; to the unmistakable exhalations from
water were added dry exhalations from other sources. Exhalations from water play
their part in Stoic meteorology, but nothing is heard of the dry ones. If they were
known about, did they not deserve a mention, even if not accepted? Diiring’s note,
(1966) 386, that the word dvaBvpiacic, often used in accounts of Stoic meteorology
and psychology, first occurs in Aristotle and may have been his invention, seems to
me to be unimportant. The verb GvaBuputdoBa, later to be common, is also first
found in Aristotle, but it would be hasty to suppose that he invented it, or that
Chrysippus learned it from him (SVF 11 579).
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There is no mention of Aristotle’s distinction between the 1rregular sublunary
and regular supralunary regions.

Noteworthy is the fact that no use or mention is made of the doctrine thatvnrtues
are means between extremes. To accommodate this would not have been difficult, )
but it would have been a complication that did not strengthen Stoic ethical theory. -
The absence of any mention may lack significance, but that is not so easy to believe
in view of the central position of ethics in the Stoic philosophy.

Some words were assigned meanings other than those given them by Aristotle, In
some cases it may be that Aristotle was the innovator and the Stoics preserved an
earlier use or developed it in their own way.

Nothing shows whether dvtikeipeva in Aristotle’s sense of opposites preceded
the Stoic meaning ‘contradictories’; here however Aristotle’s threefold distinction
of opposites, contraries, and contradictories is clearer than the Stoic scheme and
one sees no reason for their abandoning the distinction if they knew it (above p. 21).

Plato could use the words €€ig and 81G6ecig as synonyms, Laws 792d, cf.
Philebus 11d. Aristotle distinguished £€1¢ as an enduring state, 31d6eoig as a
transient condition (Categ. 8 b 27 -9 a 13), and his use of 1408ectg usually accords
with this, although he slips back at EN 1107 b 16 to making the words synonymous.
The Stoics also distinguished the words, but in a different way, For them a €§1g
admitted of degrees, a 8140eo1g did not, Simplicius, in categ. 237, 27 Kalbfleisch
makes this very plain, rejecting the view held by some that €15 was transient,
d1dbeoig enduring. Transience and duration were accidental properties of many,
but by no means of all, £€e1¢ and dwuBécerg. It is impossible to say whether the
Stoics were ignorant of Aristotle’s distinction or knew it, but thought their own
more useful and less vulnerable to criticism of the Sorites type.

Discordance over gavtacia, pdviacpa, and aviactikdv was noted above (pp.
22-3).
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VII1. CONCLUSION

An eminent scholar, A. Momigliano, wrote (730) that Syme is inconceivable
‘without Namier as a predecessor (‘ohne Namier als Vorgiinger ist Syme nicht zu
denken’). In the Times Literary Supplement of 28 January 1977, p. 99, Fergus Millar
stated that when Syme wrote The Roman Republic he had not read Namier, If there
‘are similarities between them, this leaves two alternatives: either Syme knew from
talk among historians the principles of historiography associated with Namier’s
name, or he independently employed some of the same principles and so is, after all,
conceivable without Namier. The considerations here involved are applicable to
our enquiry.

Many writers have maintained that some Stoic doctrines can only have arisen in
reply to Aristotle’s or as a development of them, and some have believed that early
Stoics made a close study of his school-works. The investigations of the foregoing
sections discourage such a belief and support the view that the school-works were,
with few exceptions, unknown to them. There are, however, similarities with
passages in the school-works and these must be explained. One possibility is that
the same ideas were also expressed in an exoteric work and that a Stoic philosopher
read them there. But there are two other alternatives. The Stoics may have heard
reports of Aristotle’s teaching, whether explicitly acknowledged as being his or
given as accepted Peripatetic doctrine; on the other hand, they may independently
have thought in the same way as he had done, whether each reached the same
conclusion or each adopted some idea that had already been proposed.

The striking absence of explicit evidence that the early Stoics took an interest in
the work of Aristotle or of his following in the Peripatos makes me the readier to
accept independent thought as the explanation of similarities. The similarities,
moreover, are often only partial and accompanied by divergences. Those who wish
to see Aristotelian influence may explain these differences as changes necessitated
by unalterable Stoic dogma or as the results of a desire for simplification. They can
equally well be understood as the natural consequences of the independent reaction
of two men to the same problems.

No one will doubt that Stoicism was formed as an amalgam of original thought
and of material which its founders learned from earlier and contemporary
philosophers. Unfortunately any attempt to separate these factors is condemned to
a great measure of uncertainty because we are so inadequately informed about what
was available to the early Stoics. It is probable that they could read Aristotle’s
Protrepticus, Eudemus, On Justice, and On Philosophy, perhaps other exoteric
works. But of the contents of these books there is very inadequate information, and
it can only be guessed how much attention they received. This ignorance is not the
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only handicap to hinder anyone who wishes to estimate the possible contribution of
Aristotle’s thought to the development of Stoicism; we also.know all too little about

other philosophers whose influence ought to be taken into account. Zeno.was

undoubtedly much affected by the Platonic tradition of the Academy. But what

may he have learned from Polemo, with whom he is reported to have studied?

Polemo is now remembered for his unexciting contributions to ethics, but heis said

to have greatly admired Xenocrates, whom he was always mentioning (Diog. Laert.

4.19). Xenocrates had a very wide range of interest and it would not be surprising if”
Polemo passed on some of his views, whatever they may have been.!20

We ought constantly to remind ourselves how much is not known about the
intellectual life immediately preceding and contemporary with the rise of Stoicism;
we should not forget the precarious nature of many conclusions about the Stoics’
sources. In the concluding paragraph of his study of Diodorus ((1977) 104) D. N.
Sedley writes that ‘those ancient philosophical systems which we rank supreme.
from our own peculiar historical perspective, further blinkered by the scanty
survival of their competitors, by no means dominated the conversation of the
young men who thronged the philosophical schools of Athens in the first fifty years
of the Hellenistic era’.

Visitors to the Vatican galleries may see a magnificent painting by Raphael
entitled The School of Athens, familiar through frequent reproduction. Amid a
great concourse the composition picks out two figures in the centre. They are in
earnest conversation as they come forward to descend a short flight of steps. One is
a vigorous old man, the other in the prime of life; the first is Plato, the idealist, who
points to heaven, Aristotle is the other, the realist, who turns his hand firmly
downwards. It is a beautiful picture, but not a historical one. The modern world
sees the two men as equals, outstanding stars in the heavens of ancient philosophy.
Some of us may be Platonists, others Aristotelians, but common sense joins the pair
in a class that has no other members. That is not the way in which they were
regarded by their contemporaries and their immediate successors. For the
generality of what may be called the intellectual public Aristotle was a welcome
target for scandal and his views largely unknown or misrepresented. There is no
proof that even philosophers recognised his greatness. Almost no sign, perhaps no
sign, survives that the men of the Academy were affected by him; not Xenocrates,
not Polemo, not the innovator Arcesilaus. It is a matter of dispute how much
Epicureans and Stoics knew of him, but whether through ignorance or deliberate
rejection they seem simply to have disregarded many of his most dearly-held
opinions and valuable innovations.

To prove a negative is often difficult or impossible, especially if the evidence is
limited. Often the best that can be done is to argue that the negative is, although not
proven, still probable. The concern of this paper has been to set out the support for
what I believe to be a probable negative thesis, namely that Aristotle was not a
significant influence on early, that is on third-century, Stoicism. New evidence, it
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must be admitted, might change the picture. Recovery of one of Zeno’s writings, of
which hardly a line now survives, might reveal that he made many explicit or
otherwise indisputable references to Aristotle. But as things stand, it seems to me
that such indications as there are point only rarely to Aristotle as the probable, let
alone the certain, origin of Stoic doctrines. However that may be, I hold even more
strongly that it is a mistake to proceed on the a priori assumptions that the Stoics.

. must have known the opinions expressed in his school-works, must have
understood his importance sub specie aeternitatis, and must therefore have been
influenced by him.
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PANAETIUS AND POSIDONIUS

Although these authors did not contribute to Stoic orthodoxy, there may be
some interest in enquiring into the influence exerted on them by Aristotle. Both.
worked in Rhodes, to which island, two centuries earlier, Eudemus had moved
from Athens, taking with him a copy of at least the first six books of Aristotle’s
Physics, and perhaps of other school-works (cf. 3). This suggests a possibility that
some of these works were available in Rhodes and may have been read by these
Stoics. Panaetius is said to have been ioyvpdg erronlatomv xal GihapioToTEANG
(Stoic. Ind. Herc. 61) and of Posidonius Strabo says (2.3.8) noAb yép éon 10
aitiohoyixov nap’ adt@ xel 10 dprototerilov. D. J. Allan writes ((1975) 249).
‘there is no good reason for doubting that both were acquainted with Aristotle’s
treatises’.!2!

Yet with one exception there is in fact very little positive reason for believing
either to have been acquainted with anything but some of the exoteric works and
what the tradition of the Peripatetic school represented as Aristotle’s views. That
conclusion was reached by O. Regenbogen (1940) 1374. The lack of evidence may
be due to chance and the inadequacy of our records. But for what it is worth such
information as we have does not suggest knowledge of any work of the Corpus
except Meteorologica, the first three books of which were very probably used by
Posidonius,

Panaetius

Why did the author of the Index Stoicorum call Panaetius ‘a lover of Aristotie’?
The phrase does not necessarily imply any knowledge of the works of the Corpus,
any more than does Cicero’s statement (Fin. 4.79) semperque habuit in ore
Platonem, Aristotelem, Xenocratem, Theophrastum, Dicaearchum. It would be
quite enough if Panaetius admired some exoteric works which were in general
circulation. The remains of Panaetius, incomplete and unrepresentative asthey are,
provide no evidence of knowledge of the school-works. One may suspect too that
the love of Aristotle was manifested by an interest in the teaching of later
Peripatetics, since the Index continues that ‘he even made some modification in
Zeno's doctrines because of the Academy and the Peripatos’, &[AAd] xat mape[
védlu[kle Tdv Znvoveio]v [Tt Sia v’ Akadnpiav [kai tov ITepijrnatov. On the
other hand it is noteworthy that M. van Straaten (1946) finds Peripatetic influence
at two points only, acceptance of the eternity of the world-order (78) and (more
doubtfully and perhaps less plausibly!??) the conception of virtues as the
development of innate instincts (171). Similarly N. Tatakis (1931) almost without
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exception mentions Aristotle only to contrast him with Panaetius. M. Pohlenz,
(1947) 1 195, says that Panaetius could allow the spirit of a Plato or an Aristotle to
affect him, and (1 197) that he took over empirical material from Aristotle; but the
only instance he gives is the likeness of Cicero, ¥.D. 2.125-7, which he ascribes to
Panaetius, to passages in Ps.-Aristotle Hist.An. IX; the ascription is uncertain at
the least, see van Straaten 25]-2,

Another inconclusive attempt to show knowledge by Panaetius of an
Aristotelian school-work is that of F.A. Steinmetz (1967) 50-1. He maintains that
Cicero made use in writing de amicitia not only of Theophrastus [Tept @i\iag but
also.of some work in which Panaetius drew upon the discussion of @tAia in EN 8
and 9. That Cicero used Theophrastus’ ITept gidiag is a solid island in the sea of
Quellenkritik, since it is affirmed by Aulus Gellius (1.3.11) who, or whose
authority, had the advantage of being able to compare the two books in detail. But
direct knowledge by Panaetius of EN cannot be assumed; he too could read
Theophrastus’ ITept @1Aiag, which may have repeated elements of Aristotle’s views,
whether they were to be found in EN8and 9 or in EE7 or remembered by tradition.

Posidonius

The words of Strabo 2.3.8 are often cited by modern scholars: oAb ydp ¢éot1 10
aittodoyikdv nop’ adtd Kol 10 dproroteMilov- Snep EkkAivovotv ol uEtepot dia
v Ertkpoyty Tév aitidv. “There is in him much enquiry into causes, that is much
in the manner of Aristotle, from which men of our philosophy abstain because
causes are hidden from us’. Exactly what he intended by 16 épisroterifov is
uncertain: at the one extreme he could be saying that Posidonius conducted much
enquiry into causes in the manner of Aristotle, at the other that Posidonius took
over material from Aristotle. My own guess is that Strabo wished to represent him
as consciously following Aristotle's lead in trying to find the causes of things.123 But
that does not show him to have been familiar with the works of the Corpus. He
could have found the interest in causation either displayed in Aristotelian or
pseudo-Aristotelian works that are now lost or indeed simply preserved in the
Peripatetic tradition. Thus Diogenes Laertius says (4.32) of Aristotle that ‘In the
sphere of natural science there was no one who had greater concern to investigate
causes, so that he explained the causes of even the most trivial things. For this
reason he even wrote not a few books of Memoirs (or Notes) on Nature’:gv 1€ toig
QUOIKOIG aiTloloyikdTaTOg mAviev &yéveto pdAitota, @dote Kol mept 1@V
thayiotov 10 daittag dnodidovai, Sidnep xal odk OAiya PifAia cuvvéypaye
Quokdv dropvnpovevpdtov (dVropvinudtov Cobet). These books are probably to
be identified with the puowxa rpofAirpata used by Plutarch and Aulus Gellius (3.6)
and the guowd in 36 volumes recorded in Diogenes’ list of Aristotle’s writings.
Aristotle may have had a hand in them, but there must have been contributions
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from members of the school. Strabo’s words then provide no evidence for direct
knowledge of works that survive today. Elsewhere, however, he may testify to
Posidonius’ acqmmtance with one work of the Corpus.

That work is Aristotle’s Mereorologica.1?* Strabo 2.2.2 (F 49 Edelstem—Kldd) :
says that he reported and criticised Aristotle on the terrestrial zones. ‘Aristotle’s
view is to be found in Mereor. 2. 362 a 32ff. Hence the following passage probably
shows that Posidonius knew and accepted the Aristotelian explanation of haloes
(Meteor. 3, 372 b [2ff.), not merely that Alexander believed him to have been
influenced by Aristotle. 1 pév ydp 'Aprotoréhovg §6Ea mept tiig GAw dg Ent
Kepaiaiov TotadTn, EnnkorotBnoe 8¢ udtd kat [Tooe1ddviog naviwv oyedov idv
aAlov ol katd dvakiaoty GAAG katd kKAdoeig Syemv aitiopévoy (Alexander, in
Meteorologica, pp. 142.2(-143.11 Hayduck, F133 E-K).

Three other passages do not prove, but suggest knowledge of Meteorologica. (1)
The scholia on Aratus, Phaenomena 1091, F 131 a E-K, give the views on comets of
the Pythagoreans, Democritus, Anaxagoras, and Posidonius. Just before the lasta
personal observation made by Aristotle and recorded in Meteor, 1. 343 b 12ff. is
cited; it may have been quoted by Posidonius. (2) The same scholia, on line 881, F
121 E-K, give Posidonius’ explanation of mock suns. At the end of this Aristotle’s
different explanation (Mereor. 3.377 a 29f.) is briefly stated; the scholiast may have
derived it from Posidonius. (3) Strabo 4.1.7, F 229 E-K, talking of the so-called
‘Stony Plain’ west of Massilia, concludes’Apiototéng pév odv ¢nowv OIO
CEIOUBY TV Kahovpévov Bpaotdv Ekneodvrag Todg Aboug gig Tiv Emedvelay
cuvolicBety gi¢ T¢ kolda t@V ywpiov: ooceddviog 8¢... Once again, it is likely
that Strabo’s information about Aristotle was derived from Posidonius. Edelstein-
Kidd refer to Meteor.2. 368 b 28 and that may be right. Aristotle, however, does not
there use the name Bpaotig or say anything about slipping into hollows. All he says
is 8mov 8 dv yévntat torobtog oetopds, Emnordlel nhfbog Aibwv donep tdV Ev
Mxvoig dvaPpattopévev and that this happened mepl tv Aryvotikilv ydpav.
Perhaps Posidonius, who appears to have associated Ligurians with the Stony
Plain, if responsible for Strabo’s information about Aristotle, himself drew it from
Meteorologica, adding details which he believed Aristotle, had he so wished, might
have inserted;!?s it may be more likely that his source was not the Mereorologica,
but the lost Problemata Physica.12¢

On the other hand the juxtaposition of Aristotle and Posidonius in Plutarch, de
Jacie 932 B, F 125 E-K, is not to be explained as due to quotation from the latter.
The Meteorologica is not involved, but the Problemata, of which Plutarch makes
extensive use elsewhere,!2” The careful analysis by H. Gérgemanns (1970) 140-6,
148 shows that it was Plutarch himself who combined Aristotle and Posidonius,

Posidonius believed that Apellicon had bought, as well as a number of other
libraries, that of Aristotle, that is to say the library taken, according to Strabo and
Plutarch, by Neleus to Scepsis (Athenaeus 4.214d, F 153.150 Edelstein-Kidd). He
shows no sign of knowledge of what its contents were or of what had become of it;
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hence one cannot safely argue, as has been done,!28 that because he mentions no
novelty it contained nothing that was previously unknown.

Apart from the references, certain, probable, or possible, to Meteorologica just
discussed there are four passages in which Posidonius is said to have referred to
Aristotle; in none is the reference clearly to a school-work. (1) Strabo 3.3.3, F 220 E-
K, reports criticism of Aristotle for his views on Spanish tides; these are certainly
not in .the Corpus. (2) Strabo {7.1.5, F 222 E-K, reports a statement that
Callisthenes’ view that the rising of the Nile was caused by summer rains had its
source in Aristotle (cf. frags. 246, 247 R ose, from nepi tfig Tob Neidov dvafaoenc).
(3) Strabo 1.2.21, F 137 a E-K, reports a denial that any recognised authority on
winds, e.g. Aristotle, Timosthenes, or the astronomer Bion, regarded the North and
South winds as pre-eminent. The reference is perhaps to Ps-Aristotle Ilept tdv
onpeiov (frag. 250 Rose). (4) Athenaeus 5.214a, F 253.119 E-K, cites Posidonius
verbatim: the ‘Peripatetic’ Athenion at once got rid of the sensible citizens, rapd
10’ Aprototédoug Kai @coppdotov §éypata. The view that states are best directed
by ‘sensible’ men may derive ultimately from Aristotle’s and Theophrastus® Politics,
but it was probably standard Peripatetic doctrine, accepted as that of the founders.

Three passages state that Posidonius followed Aristotle with regard to some
specific point. It is possible that he acknowledged a debt to his predecessor. On the
other hand the writer may simply have assumed that the later philosopher must
have been influenced by the earlier.'2 One cannot therefore treat these passages as
secure evidence for knowledge of Aristotle.

(1) Simplicius, in Aristotelica Physica 193 b 23, 291.21-292.31 Diels, F I8 E-K: 6
88’ ALEEavBpog @hondvmg AEEv Tivd tob Fepivou rapatifnoiy Ex tijg Emtopiig
1@v IMooetdwviov Metewporoyik®y EEnyiceng Tag doopudg and’AptototéAoug
Aafoboav... obtwg utv odv kat & T'épvog fitor & napd 1@ Tepive ITooetddviog
v dagopdv tfig € Puoloroyiag kol Tiig dotporoyiag nopadidwowv and
100 AprototEdoug tag Gpopuag AaPadv. Posidonius, assuming that it is he, not
Geminus, who is responsible, provides a long discussion of the differences between
6 puoikég and the astronomer. Aristotle in the Physics distinguishes the two, but
says only a few words about astronomy; he is principally concerned to contrast the
puoikdg with the mathematician. There is no close similarity between the two
treatments. 13 It is unnecessary to suppose that Posidonius, who was interested in
astronomy, needed stimulus from Aristotle to attempt to define its sphere. (2)
Simplicius, in Aristotelis de caelo 310 b 1, 700.5-8 Heiberg, F 93a E-K: tiAdog 6¢
o010g & Tpbémog kol dArog EkEivog, kad® dv 1d piv Bapéa kal yuypd BAng Adyov
Exetv, 1d 8t xobga kal Beppd €idovg <dg> adtdg 18’ Aprototédng év Aloig Aéyet
kol Oedppactog Ev 1d nept 1AV orotyeinv yevécews: kal [Tooeddviog 6 Zroikdg
napd todtev Aafov taviayod gpiital. Some scholars assert this passage to show
that Posidonius was acquainted with de generatione et corruptione. But Aristotle
does not say this at 335 a 5, to which Theiler refers, nor anywhere elsein gen. et corr.
2.8 adduced by Heiberg, followed by Edelstein-Kidd. I do not know where he does,
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if anywhere. Professor Kidd remarks to me that the statement about Posidonius is
also puzzling since for a Stoic the formative elements are fire and air, and air,
although light, is cold, a view to which he seems elsewhere to have adhered (F 94 E-
K). Simplicius may of course be right in supposing that Posidonius borrowed this
thought from Aristotle and Theophrastus, but he may have done no more than-
draw his own inference from the similarities he detected. (3) Galen, Plac. Hipp. et
Pla1.131 5481, 462,12 M, F 144 E-K, F 183 E-K, says that Posidonius ‘followed’
Plato and Aristotle to a greater extent than he did Chrysippus in distinguishing
calculation, spirit, and appetite. Again, Posidonius may have cited Plato and
Aristotle as authorities, but he may have done no more than use a tripartition
familiar in philosophical circles.!32

In three other passages Galen notes an identity of view between Posidonius and
Aristotle, without necessarily implying influence: Plac. Hipp. et Plat. 4.343,432,9-
15 M; 5.493,476.2-6 M; 6.515, 501.7-14 M; F 142 E-K, F 145E-K, F [46 E-K. Inall '
three he observes that Aristotle and Posidonius both speak of duvdpetg, not parts,
of the soul.

Finally there is a passage in which it is not clear whether the reference to Aristotle
is Galen’s own (so Laffranque 399) or that of Posidonius, as Professor Kidd tells me
he is inclined to believe. Plac. Hipp. et Plat. 5.464, 443 M, F 169: kol ydap 81 kol 10
odipa Swapépev Ev 10i¢ {dotg pnol BepudnTt Kot yoypdtntt Kol mdyxel Kol
AertéTnT kol dAlaig, onol, dragopoig odk dAiyaig Ontp dv’Aptatotédng Emt
nAglotov SifjAbev. Mueig 8¢ katd tov olkgiov kalpdv int nporxovil 1§ Adyw
pvnpovedcopev abt@v, fivika dv kat adtdg tag Inrokpdtovg te kol ITAdrovog
prioelg mepl ToVTOV RMUpaypdouey. Ev 8 itd mapdvti mpdg Tovg MEPL TOV
Xpboinnov 6 Adyog Evéctiké pot prite dAdo TL yiyvdoxovtag TdY Katd Té néén
Piie’ dg ol 100 odpatog kpdoelg oikelag tavtdic Epydfovrar tdg mabnTikdg
xiviioeg: obito yap & Iooeddviog dvopdlery giwdev. *Apiototédng 8¢ dvrixpug
1161 (De Lacy: 61 ‘MSS) kalél 1dv {dov drdoag 1a¢ Totavtag tiig Yoyiig
kataotdoetg, EEnysitar 8¢ kad’ Svruva Tpérov Ent Tdlg dtagepodoalg kpdoeot
ovvictavral.

The reference may be to De Partibus Animalium 647 b 30-648 a 13and 650 b 19-
651 a 19. It may be relevant that the only works of the Corpus quoted by Athenaeus
(although he mentions the Nicomachean Ethics) are Historia Animalium and De
Partibus Animalium. This suggests that the latter, like the former, were known
before the work of Andronicus. But the passage of Galen is not one which allows
any certain inferences about Posidonius® knowledge of Aristotle.

The conclusion must be that there is no positive evidence that Posidonius knew
any of the school-works, except perhaps the Meteorologica.
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APPENDIX

Ocellus Lucanuis

Since claims that Stoics were affected by Aristotle’s de generatione et
corruptione have been treated sceptically above (pp. 33, 61) it is only fair to notice
that proof of knowledge of that work before the time of Andronicus has been
claimed for the book we know by the name of its alleged author, Ocellus Lucanus.
The book contains a few undeniable quotations from de generatione, but it is not so
easy to determine what exactly can be deduced. Ascribed to an early Pythagorean
named Ocellus or Occelus, it was originally written in literary Doric, but apart from
extracts preserved by Stobaeus (1.20.3-5) exists only in a translation into standard
Greek, which is generally but not indubitably assigned to Byzantine times.
Composed with the intention of showing that Aristotle had borrowed some of his
doctrines from early Pythagoreanism, notably the eternity of the world, the fifth
element, and the paired qualities of the four terrestrial elements, it contains
verbatim quotations from de generatione which may provide evidence for
knowledge of that work before the activity of Andronicus. The author’s purpose
need not have been to brand Aristotle with plagiarism. On the contrary, he may
have wished to recommend Aristotle’s doctrines by emphasising their antiquity and
their identity with those of a man recognised to have been a great teacher.

Although the date of the original pseudo-Doric version cannot be determined
with complete certainty, probability favours one before the first century B.C. The
earliest writer to refer to the work is Philo, de aeternitate mundi 12, but a mention in
Censorinus, de die natali4.3, is almost certainly derived from Varro. R. Harder, the
editor of the surviving version, believing Varro to have had his information from
the so-called Vetusta Placita, a lost doxographical work of about 100 B.C., would
date the original to the earlier half of the second century ((1926) 150). In his review
of Harder’s book W. Theiler shows the writer of ‘Ocellus’ to have been strongly
affected by Critolaus and supposes him to have written in his time ((1926) 585); R.
Beutler ((1937) 2380) would also choose a date of about 150 B.C. 1 find this dating
very probable, and it is consistent with the considerations advanced by H. Thesleff
(1961) 102. It must therefore be asked whether Ocellus provides evidence of
knowledge of de generatione at that time,

The quotations from Aristotle occur in paragraphs 24 to 29 and consist of four
almost verbatim extracts from de generatione B: 329a 32 - b 3, 329b 18-20, 330b 25
—331a 1, and 330b 3 - 5. The first is quoted in ‘Doric’ form by Stobaeus, so that
there can be no suspicion that they were absent from the original version and first
introduced into the later version written in standard Greek. There is no
acknowledgment that they are quotations; they are presented as if they were the
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words of Ocellus himself. . . .

Did the author know that he was quoting Aristotle? If he did, presumably he
included these Doricised extracts to clinch the case for Aristotle’s depéndence on
the early Pythagorean. He must then have imagined readers who were, or some of
whom were, so familiar with de generatione that they would recognise the supposed -
borrowing. If he wrote before Andronicus, this is noteworthy. But it is perhaps
more likely that in his source the extracts carried no indication of Aristotelian
authorship and that he did not observe it.

It is generally agreed that paragraphs 20 and 35 have their origin in teaching in
the Peripatos. If that is so, neither the writer nor his teachers need have directly
consulted de generatione; these quotations may have been part of the material
inherited from the early days of the school when knowledge of that work is easier to
credit. It is noteworthy that all four extracts deal with basic pieces of the
Aristotelian system. The fourth, which gives the dual qualities of the four elements,
might have been written in the same words by any Peripatetic. The second, which is
a list of opposites, does not follow Aristotle’s wording exactly; it has been extended
by the addition of dpaidv and mukvdy, the absence of which from Aristotle’s list was
to be remarked by Alexander of Aphrodisias as if it were a known problem
(Philoponus, in gen. et corr. 214.22 Vitelli, Harder 104), and altered by the
substitution of 6£6 and dupAv for the less common words yYAloypdv and xpabpov.
Harder suggests that the changes were made by the writer of ‘Ocellus’, but he may
have found them made already in some epitome of Peripatetic physics. A motive for
a change by him is hard to see, whereas a Peripatetic teacher might well wish to
emend Aristotle’s text by supplying an omission and avoiding an obscurity. It
seems to me that the facts are most easily accounted for by the supposition that the
writer recognised and expected his readers to recognise as Aristotelian the views
expressed in these quotations, but did not know that he was quoting or nearly
quoting Aristotle’s own words.

There is another place where there appears at first sight to be a reference to de
generatione. In paragraph 44 there are the words xaf’ Exactov dvenhijpacsv O
Bedg daxatdAnktov moujoag xal ovveyii Tadtnv Tiv yéveowv whereas de
generatione 336a 31 has cvvenhjpuce 10 Shov & Bedg Evdeleyij moujoug v
véveotv. (Philoponus on this passage read dveniijpooe, 297, 14 Viteili). Harder
argues that Ocellus’ preceding clause, duijxavov fiv Bvntov @dvia Beiov Piov
xotvoviioat is related to de anima 415a 29 iva tob &€l kal Tob Beiov petéywav 1
dovavral and that the writer will not himself have found and joined the two
passages; rather the ideas will have been combined by Aristotle himself in the
dialogue ITept griocogiag. This is accepted by Walzer in his collection of the
fragments (fr. 31) and by Ditring (1966) 381 n.237.

My conclusion is to find improbable the view that the author of '‘Ocellus’ had
direct acquaintance with de generatione.
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NOTES

1. A handy résumé of the evidence ‘and of the interpretations of modern scholars may be found in
Guthrie 53-4.

2. There is little clear evidence on this. He is represented as teaching iv Avkeig (Apollodorus,
F.Gr.Hist. 244 F 38). The Lyceum was a public exercise place, popular with lecturers; we hear of its use
by ‘sophists’ (Isocr. Panath. 18, 33; Athenacus 3.98f, 8.336¢-f) and by the Stoic Chrysippus (Diog. Laert,
7.185, on the authority of Demetrius’ "Opavupon, early Istcent. B.C.; on the same authority Chrysippus
was the first to dare to hold a class (o0 Exev) in the open air at the Lyceum. This shows that in
Demetrius' day at least there were roofed lecture-rooms there). They presumably wished to attract
audiences. Did Aristotle also? Or was he listened to by a narrow circle of attached pupils {Aulus Gellius
20.5.4, a passage of dubious credibility), as was Wittgenstein in the garden of Trinity College,
Cambridge? But it is difficult to believe that Aristotle’s teaching was entirely conducted in this public
place. He must have hired a house - not being a citizen, he could not buy one - in which to live and lodge
his collection of books, and it is probable that this was where he lectured to his regular associates. A
famous article by H. Jackson, Journal of Philology 35 (1920) 191-200, showed that he could point to two
paintings, one representing the scene described by Plato in Protagoras 335c, the other that of the
Phaedo. A blackboard (or rather a whiteboard) might have been brought by slaves to the public
gymnasium, but the pictures strongly suggest a private house, A paraltel may be found in the Platonic
school. Although the comic poet Epicrates represented Plato as presiding in the public gymnasia of the
Academy over the efforts of some young men to classify animals and plants, it is hardly credible that all
his activities were carried on there for all to hear. Some must have taken place in the house which he had
bought in that neighbourhood and which his successors inherited. On the Lyceum as a place of
education, cf. J. P. Lynch, Aristotle’s School (1972) 45-6. The use of ‘Lyceum’ as a synonym for the
Aristotelian or Peripatetic school is mainly modern, although there are a few ancient examples where the
word, although primarily meaning the place, is intended to suggest the school: Cicero de orat. 1.98,
Lucian Piscator 52, Themistius orat. 4.60.

3. Demochares, Demosthenes’ nephew and anti-Macedonian politician, denounced him as a traitor to
Stageira and an informer on the rich men of Olynthus; but the date of this attack (Eusebius, Praep. Ev.
15.2.791d) is not known. Aristotle was not the only philosopher slandered by Demochares.

4. Diog. L. 5.35 says that he had many pupils (if that is the meaning of yvéipipor) but names none here
except Theophrastus. §. Ditring (1966) 35 notes that only Theophrastus and Eudemus were of any
importance; the former at least had joined him before he returned to teach at Athens, while the latter did
not remain there but went to Rhodes. Tradition associated Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus with him; but
many of their known views diverge sharply from his.

5. Speusippus was mentioned, probably when no longer alive, at Mez. 1028 b 19, 1072530, EN 1096 b 5,
1153 b 5, Xenocrates in the early Topica at 112 a 37, 141 a 6, 152 a 27.

6. The origin of the name Peripatetics for the school founded by Theophrastus is fully discussed by K.
O. Brink, RE supp. vi1 899-904. They were first called ol dnd (or £k) 1ol nepirdrov, which may have
been the nepiratog left by Theophrastus in his will to ‘those who wish to study together' (Diog. Laert
5.52). J. P. Lynch 74 prefers derivation from a public ‘walk’ in the Lyceum. But the school must in any
case be regarded as 2 revival, more firmly established, of the group that had for a dozen years been
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centred on Aristotle. Jaeger's belief, (1923) 335, that the buildings bought by Theophrastus were those
earlier hired by Aristotle may be true but is entirely unsupported. :

7. It may be asked how much of Theophrastus’ teaching and how many of his books were known outside
his school. Unfortunately the evidence is insufficient to allow an answer. There'is nothing to show how
much was passed on by word of mouth. As for the availability of his writings, the long list given by
Diogenes Laertius and probably derived from the third-century Alexandrian Hermippus may bé taken
to show a readiness to allow circulation of those works. But it does not show the extent of circulation in
practice or how easy they were to come by. Some at least of the works on moral questions were written
for the general public and it must be supposed that at least some of these were copied comparatively
often. The famous, or notorious, Callisthenes or On Grief was one. [t may be guessed that Epicurus had
met his Physics (p. 6) and it is likely enough that other scientific works were known at Athens in the third
century. But the Metaphysics, critical of Aristotle, is not in Diogenes’ list and was, according to a
scholion at the end, unknown to Hermippus in the third century and Andronicus in the first. If it had
been available earlier, its disappearance would have been most unlikely. But however much opportunity
the early Stoics had to listen to, hear about, or read Theophrastus, evidence given below (pp. |3-15) will |
suggest that they made little use of it.

8. But he was consulted on the text of a passage in the Physics by Eudemus, who had taken a copy to
Rhodes (Simplicius on Physics 923. 7-16 Diels), where he read to some audience a slightly modified and,
it would seem, abbreviated version of the first six books. There are stories which suggest that Eudemus
also possessed parts of the Metaphysics (Asclepius in Mer. 4.4-11 Hayduck and Ps.-Alexander in Met.
515.3-11 Hayduck).

9. P. Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen1(1973) 20-30, exhaustively treats the credibility of
the story and modern attempts to confirm, reject, modify it. It is accepted by W. K. C. Guthrie, History
of Greek Philosophy vi 59-65, in a clear and to my mind convincing treatment.

10. This argument was used by Zeller 11 2.153, and has often been repeated. On the nature of the library
of the Peripatos see n. 31,

11. Strabo, when he wrote, counted himself a Stoic, but asa young man he had attended the lecturesof a
Xenarchus, a Peripatetic {14.5.4), and had also engaged in ‘Aristotelian studies’ with Boethus of Sidon
(16.2.24).

12. Galen, Iept tav 8iov Pipriov, X1X 10 Kithn, provides a well-known, although much later
example. On the meaning of Ex8ooig cf. R, Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship (1968) 1 142.

13. Professor Long insists that more may have been visible to Sbordone than can be seen today.

14. Cf. E. Bignone, L’Aristotele Perduto (1936) 1 106 n.3. E. Schmalzriedt, ITept @locwg, Zur
Friihgeschichie der Buchtitel (1970) 105, says that in Peripatetic circles ‘es bei Wendungen wie té repi
@UoewG ... nicht nur um eine Art von Titelzitat, sondern ... um eine generalisierende Themaangabe
handelt’. Cf. Simplicius in Physica 924.15 Diels guoixd 82 ExGhovy ob 1@ 6k pévov dAha xat Tanept
obpavol xal nepi woy g xal dAAa nhelote, J. M. Rist (1972) ix ‘a fragment of Epicurus which speaks of
Aristotle’s physical treatises — though not necessarily of our Physics'.

15. 1. During (1966} 35 thinks it proves that Theophrastus edited some works of Aristotle and put them
in the book trade and states that Epicurus speaks of Analytics and Physics. P. Moraux (1973)1 11 says
that Epicurus used and excerpted Analytics, Physics and De Caelo. Sbordone 127 is certain that the
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writer of the letter had a thorough knowledge of the works he mentions, ‘cum de ipsa fide et auctoritate
illorum sententiam ferret. Crates Cynicus [why the Cynic and not the Academic?], praesertim vero
Aristippus ab eo sine dubio diligenter excussus erat’, None of the passages he then cites (Cic. Tusc. 2.185,
Diog. Laert 10.4, Euseb. praep.ev. 14.16.763d) mentions Crates or does more than repeat the
improbable view that Epicurus derived his hedonism from Aristippus. Moraux, however, (1973)1 11,
_accepts that it can be proved that Epicurus had ‘so treated', i.e. excerpted, Crates and Aristippus, F.
Grayeff (1974) 70 reports that *an Epicurean acquired or wished to acquire the Aristotelian Analytics
and Physics no doubt. including at least parts of the Metaphysics’. J. Mau (1955) 106 states that ‘the
papyrus expressly says that the works named were well-known to the writer of the letter'. Arrighetti sees
‘in it testimony that Epicurus read ‘the great Aristotelian treatises’, 'L, Taran (1981) 726 that ‘copies of
Aristotle’s treatises must have been available in Athens'.

It should be noted that &xAEyopev is by no means certain - Diano's tpebpopev and Croenert's
tyxpivopev are not impossible, nor perhaps is EAEyopev - and even if right does not necessarily or even
probably mean ‘we excerpt’. Arrighetti originally translated it ‘abbiamo scelto’ and in his second edition
uses ‘preferiamo’. But if ‘excerpt’ is right, the natural translation is ‘such material concerning nature as
we excerpt’, which gives no indication of the source from which the material was taken. Moreover, when
otdapev and ooV have taken their departure, the simplest way of understanding what remainsis “... of
Crates and Aristippus, the discourses of Plato on some subjects, and Aristotle’s Analvtics’. Epicurus,
who had no use for formal logic, may have expressed disapproval of all the writings here assembled.

16, This is not the place, nor | the man, Lo pursue this subject. I note only that on ethics A. Kenny, The
Aristotelian Ethics (1978) 15, writes ‘1 am unconvinced that we have any evidence that Epicurus knew
any of Aristotle’s surviving ethical treatises at first hand’. Belief that Epicurus knew the Physics is
widespread. The studies most frequently quoted are those of W. Schmid, Epikurs Kritik der
platonischen Elementenlehre (1936) = Klassisch-philologische Studien 9, J. Mau, Philologus 99 (1955)
99-111,and D.J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek Atomists(1967)ch.8. Schmid himself recognised that
nepl priogoiag could be substituted for Physicsin hisargument, Rh. Mus. N.F.92(1943) 44, an article
less frequently remembered. Mau overlooks Diodorus as a morelikely influence than the Physics (D. N.
Sedley (1977) 86-7). Furley’s arguments are skilful and exacting, but may be dependent on the
assumption that Epicurus studied Aristotle; it ought to be considered whether that is necessary. | think
that the same assumption is made by B. Inwood, Class. Phil. 76 (1981)273-85. A-H. Chroust, for what it
is worth, writes (1976) 103 that ‘it is fairly reasonable to assume that Epicureans had no direct knowledge
of Aristotle’s “acroamatic” writings’; and F. Solmsen, Aristotle’s Sysiem of the Physical World (1960)
142 that ‘there is no evidence for Epicurus’ having first-hand acquaintance with the Physics’. Such
statements leave open the possibility of unspecified indirect influence. Criticisms of Furley are to be
found in H. J, Kridmer, Platonismus und hellenistische Philosophie (1971) 231-362, and H. J. Mette,
Lustrum 21 (1978) 101-2.

7. The exact meaning of the words Tiv Bewpoupéviyv EE<iv>> (the emendation is Usener’s) must be
uncertain. The verb Bewpeiv ranges from ‘perceive’ to ‘discuss’, and in this passage the persons who have
Aristotle in view may be either anybody who is interested or, perhaps more likely, Epicurus and his
readers. The word was a favourite with Epicurus, both in the active and in the passive; the passive present
participle occurs in Epist. ad Herodotum 59, 73, 74, 718 and ad Prthoclem 91, 103, 113. Curiously enough
several translators, perhaps by confusion with BsdoBat, understand Bewpoupévny to be a middle,
seemingly an unparalleled usage, not registered in LSJ and occurring according to 7GL only ‘errore
librariorum’. Thus Yonge has ‘speculative philosopher’, Gulick ‘contemplative state’, and Arrighetti
‘abito contemplativo’.

18. This passage is probably part of Theophrastus' Physics, not of the doxographical guowdv S6Em,
see P. Steinmetz, Die Physik des Theophrastos von Eresos (1964) 350.
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19. 1. Diring, ‘Aristotle in the ancient biographical tradition’, Géreborgs Universitets Arsskrift 63
(1957) 324, who inclines to see Colotes as unscrupulous rather than ignorant.

20. Discussions of this passage are conveniently summarised by C. W. Chilton, Diagéﬁes of Oenoanda,
The fragments (1971) 40-42; add H. J. Krdmer (1971) 63-5. Ross, Aristotelis fragmenta selecta (1955) 5°
follows \alzer in assigning the alleged Aristotelian doctrine to some dialogue.

21. Professor A. A. Long, who kindly called my attention to Timon, writes (1978) 79 If the Peripatetics
were as prominent and influential in the early third century as some suppose, it is at least surprising that
their names do not make an appearance in the passages of Timon quoted by our main sources,
Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius, and Sextus Empiricus’.

22. Diiring suggests (106) that the ‘destruction’ of Plato's books refers to the criticism of Plato in nept
grhocoyiag. It may be more likely, as G. E. L. Owen argues (Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy ed.
J. Annas, 1 (1983) 12), that literal destruction of copies in Aristotle’s possession was meant. Such
accusations occur elsewhere in slanderous attacks; they were part of the repertoire.

23. Other references to the attack are to be found in Diog. Laert. 2.109, Athen. 8. 354¢ and Themistius
Or, 23, 285 C. With Eubulides Themistius associates, as enemies of Aristotle, Cephisodorus, and
Timaeus, both historians, and Dicaearchus. There is no other evidence of Dicaearchus’ hostility.

24. Dilring understands in the latter way, (1957) 387, ‘drawn from Epicurus and Timon's Siflof’, cf, F.
W. Walbank 11 343-4. The meaning of £t otdjtu pepdpevov is uncertain. The context suggests "always
concerned with eating’ (omnia ad gulam referens, Schweighaeuser), but the regular sense of &ni (19)
atépa is ‘to fall, or lie, with face to ground’, sometimes in supplication (Plutarch Arsaxerxes 29 fin. &nt
otépa necdvra SeicBu kal ikeredeiv). So perhaps here the meaning is that Aristotle constantly
humiliated himself to get favours from his Macedonian friends.

25. Hesitantly by Zeller 11 2.872, confidently by Diiring (1966) 36, who writes ‘Philochoros zitiert recht
genau einige Worter aus Meteor. 1V

26. On Cephisodorus see Diiring (1957) 389-90, G. E. L. Owen (1983) 13-14.

27. The inscription is not completely preserved and there isa gap at the place where Plato’s death would
have been recorded, if recorded at all. The possibility that he was mentioned cannot therefore be
excluded.

28. Yet L. Taran (1981) 724 speaks of ‘the fact that the availability of all or most of Aristotle's treatises
during the Hellenistic age is guaranteed by the ancient lists of his writings’. The rest of his ‘evidence that
most if not all the Aristotelian treatises were available during Hellenistic times at least in Athens,
Rhodes, Alexandria’ is equally flimsy. With equal assurance H. Flashar {1981) 56 asserts the opposite:
‘nach dem Tode des Theophrast verschwanden die Lehrschriften des Aristoteles bekanntlich zwar nicht
vollstandig aber doch weitgehend aus Athen', (In both quotations the italics are mine. My identifications
are taken from Ddring (1957) 41-50.)

29. A. Kenny 4042 argues that 38 is £E 1-V, 37 (nept na@dv dpyiyg {sic: 6ppiig Kenny) a”) EE V1,
24 (repi gthiag a’) EEVIL,

30. K. Ohly, Strichomeirische Untersuchungen (1928), 89-92. By ‘line’ was meant not 'line of writing',
but a standard measure of 15-16 syllables.
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31. Peripatos: P. Moraux (1973) t 4. Alexandria: 1. Diiring, Classica et medievalia 17 (1956) 1.
Pergamum: F. Grayeff 71-4. 1 name recent. rather than the first, proponents of these views. It seems
likely that the Peripatos possessed some kind of library, although there is no direct evidence, l. Diiring
(1966) 36 holds that there was no library distinct from that of its head, and H. B. Gottschalk, Hermes 100
(1972) 333, argues that as the scholarch was the legal owner of the school’s property he could not transfer
anything away from himself to it. This suits well with Strato's will which left to his successor Lycon *all
‘the books except what | have written myself'. But Lycon's will is more puzzling. He left vé 2ué fifAia ta
aveyvoopéva to Chares and td Gvéxdotu to Callinus to publish. It is more probable that ta &pa Bific
means ‘the books I have written’ than ‘the books I possess’. In that case he said nothing of what he had
inherited. What had become of them? Perhaps it was taken for granted that they would pass to Ariston,
his successor as scholarch (Moraux (1973) 1 17).

32. Ohly 101, F. Schmidt, Die Pinakes des Kallimachos (1922) 39. Moraux (1973)1 13 suggests that the
occasion for the stichometry was the copying for the Alexandrian library. Cf. E. Howald, Hermes 55
(1920) 204.

33. R. Stark, Aristotelesstudien? (1972) 163 = Zetemata 8.

34. Diog. L. 7.2, Strabo 13.1.67, Numenius apud Eusebium, Praep. Ev. 14.5 729b, Cicero Ac. Post.
1.34, Fin. 4.3. D. E. Hahm, The Origins of Stoic cosmology (1977) 221-3, maintains that this report may
not be true, but have originated with Antiochus of Ascalon, who liked to represent Zeno as essentially a
Platonist. He points out that if Zeno came to Athens in 312/ 11, the usually accepted date, he came &nl
Molépwvog, another Polemo being archon eponymos in that year. This might have led to confusion and
a belief that he came to study under Polemo the Platonist. All this is possible, but in view of the
reputation of the long-established Academy and of its apparent influence on Stoicism, it remains likely
enough that Zeno did listen to Polemo.

35. Hahm (1977) 224-5 suggests confusion with Xenophilus the Pythagorean.

36. Cf. W. Wiersma, Mnemosyne N.S. 3. 11 (1943) 192, D. N. Sedley in Doubt and Dogmatism ed.
Schofield and others (1980) 5.

37. Hahm 176, 269-72, cf. Madvig, Cicero De Finibus 844, ‘Aristotelis mentionem e Cleanthis libro
sumptam esse’. Some scholars believe that knowledge by Cleanthes of Ilepl p1hocopiag is to be found
elsewhere. He explained men's belief in the existence of gods as due to four causes: precognition of future
events, the great advantages conferred on men by the world in which they live, the terror caused by
lightning, storms, plagues, earthquakes, etc., and, most importantly, the regularity of the movements of
the heavenly bodies (Cicero, N. D, 2.13-15, 3,16, SVF1 528). Perhaps . Bywater was the first to maintain
that he was indebted to Ilept ¢prAooogiag (Journal of Philology 7 (1877) 75-87). In The Stoics 70 1
mistakenly wrote that all but the third of these reasons were to be found in Aristotle’s dialogue. In fact
only the first and the last are reported as Aristotelian (frag. 12). The last is also Platonic { Laws 966d-¢).
This may diminish the likelihood of Cleanthes’ having been moved by Aristotle. Nevertheless the
possibility remains.

38. K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios (1921) 228-34, RE xxiu1 701 (= Poseidonios von Apameia (1954) 701).

39. What did Chrysippus mean by Stakextk in this passage, and in the title of his book? There is a
strong temptation to suppose that he intended that field of philosophy to which we give the name of
‘logic’. As Pohlenz writes, (1947) 1 37, ‘die Stoiker gern auch die gesamte Logik als Dialektik
bezeichneten’. But it is more likely, and supported by the observations of A. A. Long, ‘Dialecticand the
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Stoic sage’ in The Stoicsed. J. M. Rist {1978) 103-4, that he was discussing a philosophical method, the

original sense of the word, which is interestingly examined by G. Ryle, Plato’s Progress (1966) 102-45.

The Stoics did not forget the derivation of Swuhextikii from Swuhéyeabat ‘to converse’ (SVFu 131, p.

41.32) and among their definitions of it was ‘the science of conversing correctly as regards what is said in

question and answer'. (SVF n 48). This points to the form of dialectic developed under Plato in the”
Academy and often reflected in Aristotle’s Topics. One speaker advanced a thesis and the other
attempted by questioning to induce him to contradict this thesis or accept incompatible propositions or

to involve him in infinite regress. Socrates, whom Chrysippus sees as the prime example of the
practitioner of dialectic, certainly did not deal systematically with formal logic, but he is often
represented both by Plato and Xenophon as causing his respondent to advance a definition which he
proceeds to attack by the method of question and answer. Among Plato's successors both Xenocrates
{Diog. Laert 4.13 tijg nept td SiadéyecBan npaypateiog Pifria 18°) and Polemo (Diog. Laert. 4.18)
envisaged this kind of dialectical discussion. The method was continued by Arcesilaus {(Diog. Laert.
4,28); perhaps Chrysippus did not include him among his list of authorities for the practice of dialectic as
being an unrelenting opponent of the Stoa and therefore not to be praised.

40. 1t would be a possible and interesting task, although it has already essentially been performed by O.
Gigon, Studien zur antiken Philosaphie (1972) 305-25, a revised edition of Hermes 87 (1959) 143-62, to
trace the evidence for knowledge of Aristotle in the first century B.C. But it would be irrelevant to our
more limited aim of considering his influence on the Stoics. For if he was then, in Cicero’s phrase ( Topica
3), ‘unknown even to philosophers, with very few exceptions’, that might not have been true of those
active two centuries earlier. On the other hand, if the first century saw revived interest in him, as seems
probable, writings may have then been discovered that had lain unnoticed before.

4}. 1 am tempted to quote the following warning. 'People are quick to look for musical influences. But
you have to be careful with Walton. You can say Elgar, Sibelius or Prokofiev but then discover that he
had not even heard much of their music when he was first writing’ (Alan Frank, The Times 29 March
1982, p.5).

42, The other view is taken by J. Longrigg, ‘Elementary Physics in the Lyceum and Stoa’, /sis 66 (1975)
211-29, particularly 222-9. He concludes ‘can it be purely accidental that these parallels exist between the
modifications and changes of Aristotle’s cosmology introduced within the Lyceum itself and those made
by the Stoa? 1 should answer *yes'.

43. The evidence is to be found in A. Graeser, Die logischen Fragmente des Theophrast (1973) F.29.
Graeser writes cautiously about a possible relation between Aristotle and Chrysippus (42-6). But he
assumes without any evidence that Zeno was one of Theophrastus’s pupils.

44, Cf. M. Frede, ‘Die stoische Logik', Abh. d. Akad. d. Wiss. in Gottingen 83 (1974) 15-18, and M.
Pohlenz (1947) 11 29, a good review of the evidence. Pohlenz suggests however (11 30) that dvanddeiktog,
the term applied by the Stoics to the basic forms of the syllogism, derives from such passages as A, Posl.
71 b 27,90 b 27, this in spite of quoting Plato Def. 415B, indBeatg dpyn dvanddeikrog, which suggests
that the word had wider currency.

45. A recently published papyrus of the second century A.D., P. Oxy. 3320, is a fragment of some work
very like An. Prior. 47 b 29, 1ts editor suggests that the author was Eudemus or Theophrastus. If that is
so, it may have been available to Chrysippus. In any case it provides a reminder that others besides
Aristotle wrote about logic.

46. Cf. my remarks in Minois Classical Studies 7 (1982) 213 and A. A, Long, ‘it seems to me not at all
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impossible that the Topics were issued to the public, and that they stimulated Chrysippus'. Chrysippus

did sometimes use what was in effect an Aristotelian syllogism. For example, Plutarch Stoic. rep. 1041A

(SVFu1297) reports the following argument ‘verbatim’; ‘every correct action is a Jawful action and a just
.action.-But what is done with self-control or endurance or wisdom or bravery is a correct action.
"Therefore it is a‘just action’. It may be right to see Aristotelian influence here, but is it necessary? Did it
_need Aristotle:to teach a man to argue thus?

47. Sextus does not explicitly say that Stoics are concerned, but the language is theirs. Nor is there any
indication of when the substance of his report became orthodox doctrine, 1t may have been Chrysippus’
- work, but that is nothing but a guess. Zeno wrote a book nept onpeiowv(Diog. Laert. 7.4), but its position
in Diogenes' list suggests that it was not of a logical character. He may have done no more than use
without analysis the common belief that some things are signs of others in the physical world.

48. Burnyeat in a very interesting note {30) records that a milk-like substance may be exuded from the
nipples of a pregnant woman. Aristotle is not advancing the absurd proposition that if any woman has
milk in her breasts she is pregnant. He has in mind a real practical case, where it is desired to establish
whether some particular woman is pregnant or not. If ‘milk’ is present, she is. At Rhet. 1357 b 15 he
disregards this physiological fact, making milk necessarily a sign of having given birth; had he forgotten
it, or had he in mind a particular case where it is desired to know whether a woman has had a child (cf.
e.g. Menander, Smmnia 266-7)? Sextus’ formulation ‘has become pregnant (kexbrxe)' may be intended to
cover both pregnancy and consequent motherhood, but I suspect the object to be to exclude the
meaning, possible if ki€t is retained, ‘if she has milk, she is becoming pregnant’.

49. It was already thought by V. Rose (1854) 66 to be subsequent to Chrysippus. Alexander may have
been unable to see nepl Evavtiov, but he does not say so. Aristotle refers (Met. 1004 a 2) to ) EkA o) tdv
tvavtiov, which may have been the same work as nepi Evavtiov, Alexander's silence almost proves that
he had not seen it, but not that it was unavailable in his time.

50. Another place where Simplicius finds Gooppat in Aristotle, this time for Posidonius, is in Physica
193 b 23 (see below p. 61); again I remain sceptical.

51. The status of IMept dvuixetpévov, original or late forgery, is not affected by the fact that it did not
deal with some questions concerning words of deprivation that were tackled by Chrysippus (Simplicius,
in categ. 396.19 Kalbfleisch, SVF 11 177), but also raised many problems neglected by the Stoics.

52, A useful collection of the material by D. A. Rees is to be found in Essays in ancient Greek
philosophy ed. J. P. Anton and G. L. Kustas (1971) 497-502.

53. Theophrastus, so far as can be seen from Priscian’s account of the fifth book of his Physics(3.261-82
Wimmer; ed. 1. Bywater, Supplementum Aristotelicum 1 2 (1886) 23-5) used material provided by
Aristotle, but one cannot determine how closely he followed de anima. He accepted the sense given by
Aristotle to gavracpa. If lamblichus interpreted him correctly (1.1 fin.), he argued that gavtacia was
an activity, but not an activity of the faculty of sensation (1.31 init.). It was not to be compared with
moulded wax. The simile of wax imprinted by a seal was applied to @avtacia by Cleanthes and probably
intended by Zeno's word dneoppayiopévn. Theophrastus may have seen his account as opposed to that
of the Stoics, but there is nothing to show that Chrysippus reacted to it.

54, E.g. L. Diiring, (1966) 37, ‘The fragments of the Stoics show that they knew the ethical views of
Aristotle, As sources they obviously had the dialogues of Aristotle, his ethics (seine Erhik) and the
doxographical work of Theophrastus at their disposal. In the fragments that are preserved I have been
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unable to find any verbal accord with the Aristotelian treatises’. By ‘seine Ethik’ Dilring may have
intended to avoid committing himself to Stoic knowledge of any of the writings that now survive.

$5. In the standard manner | use ‘happiness’ to represent ebdapovia and *virtue' for &pet, althoughiit

is common knowledge that they are no more than approximate renderings. Gpeti is excellence and not
confined to morality, while eddawovia is not a subjective feeling, but a state or an activity that can be

defined and recognised. C

$6. The suspicion cannot be avoided that Aristotle is using the word €18 ambiguously, ‘in two senses’,
as J. A. Stewart puts it (Notes on the Nicomachean Ethics(1892)1 185, When he says that anact can only
be done virtuously by one who knows what he is doing, he may have in mind, to take an example, such an
act as exposing oneself to danger. That is not bravely done unless the agent knows that he is exposing
himself. But a different sense appears in the contrast between the arts and the virtues, that of knowing
how to do something.

57. npoaipecig is a common word in Epictetus, the first Stoic known to have made much use of it. By it
he means a general attitude to the moral problems of life, a basic choice of principle. This is not derived
from Aristotle, mpoaipeoig also occurs in a passage of Stobaeus which contains much matter that
originated with Zeno, Ecl. 2.7.1t g, SVF 1.216. (The passage is an extract from the Epitome of Arius
Didymus, court philosopher of Augustus, who summarised Academic, Peripatetic, and Stoicdoctrine.)
When it is said that the good man (onovdaloq) is great 811 Sivatar EpikveloBar 1dv Katd npodipecty
Svtov adt@d xal rpoxewpévaov, this may be Zeno's own language. J. M. Rist (1969) 232 says that ‘when
Zeno used the word npoaipeaig, everyone would have thought of Aristotle'. (Rist here seems toallow an
exception to what he said on p. 1S, ‘the early Stoics avoid the Aristotelian word for choice
(rpoaipeoig).) 1 do not see why Aristotle should have sprung to mind. rpouipecig was, like 10
npoxetpevov, a word in general use and often indicated purpose, plan, policy. It was a favourite with
Demosthenes, and phrases like 1) npoatpeoig 100 Piov (23.41, cf. Ps.-Demosthenes 48.56) and &v
npoaipécel ypnoti) xai Pio cdepovt (Ep. 3.18) offer precedents for Epictetus’ usage.

58. Aristotle also objects to the metaphor involved in calling co@pooivn a cupgavia. This is to be
found in [Plat.] "Opot 411 e,

59. When at EN 1105 b9 Aristotle concludes that ‘it is well said that the just man arises by doing just
things', he is approving a current view, not a discovery of his own.

60. The exact meaning of d@ihapivetat, perhaps a hapax, is obscure. The uncompounded verb is not
recorded at all. The senses of the word 1Aupdg suggest that what was in mind was the playfulness of
healthy young animals. €1 dpa Eotiv appears to introduce a sceplical note. Perhaps the writer doubted
whether all first impulses and activities were pleasurable.

61. I do not venture to translate this word: ‘habit’ Stewart, ‘formal cause' Burnet, ‘permanent state’
Ross, ‘fixed disposition of character’ Rackham.

62. Cf. J. M. Rist, Phoenix 28 (1974) 177, who finds *a distant echo’. See also n.54.

63. ). M. Rist (1974) 178 says that Cleanthes certainly knew the concept that pleasure was an
trmyévvnpa and adds that ‘Stoic ethics frequently builds on foundations prepared by Aristotle’. This
statement about Cleanthes goes back to A. C. Pearson, The Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes (1891)
310, and is based on Sextus Empiricus adv. . 11.73, SVF1 574 dAha KiedvOng piv pifte kata pioty
adtiv (sc. TV \Boviiv) elvan prit’ dEiav Exewv adtiy &v 1@ i kaBanep 82 16 k@ Avvrpov xutd pvoy
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) elvat. Pearson says inshort, Cleanthes treats pleasure as an Entyévynpa’, but this appears to me to be
far [rom certainly established by this passage. The meaning of xGAAuvtpov is not clear: the only known
sense of the word and of its variant kaAAvvBpov is ‘brush’, ‘broom’ (except that it is the name of an
unknown plant which may have borne some similarity to a brush, Arist. A4 553 a 20) but Pearsonsays
that it must here mean ‘ornament’ and refers to Suda s.v. But that entry gives him no support.
k@ vvepu kdopntpa (a word otherwise known only from % Peace 59, where it explains kdpnpa), &vtt
5t 100 86patog kadAuvipov 9Epwv kal Kéoxivov dvil T dontdoc kat kGPIVOV GvTt kpavoug, &Mt Svov
kaBpevog, an extract from some unknown author, seemingly describing the humiliation inflicted on, or
parody made of, some soldier. A brush is certainly an artificial, not a natural thing, and although it is
difficult to see why Cleanthes should have chosen it as a parallel to pleasure, he may have had a reason.
Can it have been merely that a brush is not a possession to be highly regarded? If kéAAvvtpov as used by
Cleanthes has some unknown meaning, the likeliest may be ‘aid to beauty', ‘cosmetic’ (J. M. Rist (1969)
47): as rouge on a woman's cheek makes her appear more beautiful than she really is, so pleasure makes
an act seem more desirable than it is. A. Bonhdffer (1890) 314, accepting the Latin caliendrum as a
corruption, thinks the word means false hair, or a kind of wig, or some form of head-dress.

64. Cicero, Fin. 3.32, SVF 1 504 posterum quodam modo et consequens putandum esi, quod illi
tmyevvnuanxdv appellant. Emyévvmpa, perhaps originally a medical term, regularly has the meaning
cf a subsequent phenomenon. Professor Burnyeat points out its use by the doctor Erasistratus, who
belongs to the earlier third century (Aetius 4.29).

65. A. Kenny (1978) 15 points out that nothing is heard of EN before Cicero (Fin. 5.12), who thinks
them perhaps to be the work of Nicomachus, an attribution apparently also believed by Diogenes
Laertius (8.88), who refers to EE as 1@ N0ixd (5.21). There may, however, be earlier traces of £E in
Diogenes’ list (n.29) and they were used by Xenarchus in the later Ist century B.C. (Simplicius, de caelo
55,25 ~ EE 1221a 12). Kenny argues (219-20) that AfM are a student’s notes of a course delivered by
Aristotle, who used material from EE together with some that was later to be incorporated in EN (cf. ).
M. Cooper, AJP 94 (1973) 327). If this is right, MM do not imply knowledge of EN. Note, too, that it
would be odd if MM were given the title & peyéda \6ixd at a time when EEand EN were widely known.
Moraux, however, (1951) 87, explains the word peyéha as meaning that the two books of MM are
exceptionally long.

66. Professor Burnyeat calls my attention to EN 1177 a 18, which he would explain as a reference to
some exoteric work, but he does not suggest that there is anything to show the appearance in it of the
concept of an Ertytvopevoy A0S,

67. Hahm’s position is approved by J. B. Gould, Journal of the History of Philosophy 18 (1980) 219-22.
Although I am basically at odds with it, I gratefully acknowledge a great debt to his book.

68. Cf. H. C. Cherniss, Phaarch’s Moralia xni 2.809 (Loeb). But 1 think he is astray when he says that
Chrysippus made his assertion in direct contradiction of Aristotle's de generatione 328 a26-28. Similarly
S. Sambursky, Physical World of the Greeks (1956) 146, says that Chrysippus ‘explicitly alludes to
Aristotle’s example.’ In Physics of the Stoics (1959) 13 ‘explicitly’ has become * obviously".

69. Another example of the way in which the assumption that the Stoics read and studied Aristotle's
school-works causes scholars to shut their eyes is to be found in the belief expressed by M. E. Reesor in
The Stoics ed. J. M. Rist 196: *In what must be regarded as a direct response to Aristotie, Chrysippus
asserted that it would not have been necessary for Cypselus to reign at Corinth although that had been
predicted by the oracle of Apollo a thousand years earlier.’ This comes from Cicero, de fato 13, who
represents Chrysippus as replying, not to Aristotle, but to Diodorus: af hoc, Chrysippe, minime uis
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maximeque tibi de hoc ipso cum Diodoro certamen esi. Ille enim... tu et quge non sint futura posse fiert
dicis... neque necesse fuisse Cypselum etc. Cicero's words provide no reason whatever for bringing in
Aristotle, who never mentions Cypselus. it may be guessed that Cypselus came from Diotorus, who is
known to have been greatly concerned with the definition of possibility and necessity and to have used
the possibility of being at Corinth as an example (Alexander in an.pr. 184.1 Wallies). D, N. Sedley has
argued ((1977) 96) that Cic. de fato 39 shows that de interpr. 9, where Aristotle deals with these
questions, was unknown to the Hellenistic philosophers. (1 should prefer ‘strongly suggests’ to'his ‘shows
plainly’.)

70. 1find some support for the view that Chrysippus did not know Aristotle's discussion of kpdo1g in
gen. et corr. in Alexander of Aphrodisias, who seems to imply as much at de mixtione 3.216.9: tdv yap
[Zroixdv] pet’ adrov ol piv Xpuoinng cuvpgipovrat, ot 8¢ tiveg adtdv tiig "Apiototéhovg S6§ng
dotepov dxodou SuvnBivieg mOALL T@v elpnpévey Or” EKelvou rRePl Kphoews kal adtol Aéyovowy, Bv
€1g tott kal Zaciyévig, Eralpog "Avundrtpov. Does this mean that a copy of gen. et corr. came to light
in the second century B.C. or that some Stoics, including Sosigenes, were in contact with Peripatetics
who in some way, perhaps by school tradition, knew of Aristotle’s views? A similar question arises with .
regard to Ocellus Lucanus (see p. 63).

71. Cf. M. Lapidge, ’Apyai and Troig€la’, Phronesis 18 (1973) 240-75. Lapidge thinks it improbable
that Aristotle’s writings [i.e. our treatises] were known outside his school in 300 B.C. ‘Yet some contact
between Aristotle’s thought and the early Stoics ~ even if only oral - seems likely".

72. SVF11427,612, cf. 413 AéyecBar ndp 10 nup@ddeg rAv Kol dépa 10 depddeg. Cf. Plato, Timaeus 58¢c-
6lc, e.g. all fire is pyramidal, but different kinds of fire exist because the triangles that form the pyramids
differ in size.

73. decaelo3.306 b 16-22, 312 a30-33, gen. er corr. 332a 33 ff. See H. M. Robinson, Phronesis 19{1974)
168-88, J. H. Meyer, Museunt Tusculanum 40-43 (1980) 257-67. But W. Charlton, Phronesis 28 (1983)
197-211, defends his view against his critics, perhaps successfully,

74. Cf. the Stoic doctrine, perhaps Zeno’s, Diog. Laert.7. 135. SVF1 102 &v te €lvan Bedv xat vobv xal
elpappévyv xai Ala.

75. Stoics frequently used durjkewv of the penetration of the k6opog or of the elements by god, world-
soul, or breath.

76. Plutarch, Moralia 414F, 1013C, 1015D, 1024C, Albinus Eisagoge 8, Aetius 1.19,
77. Ci. Plato Philebus 54 c, for a possible generalised use of A1} to-mean ‘material’.

78.- Cf. R. D. Mohr, Phoenix 34 (1980) 138. Theophrastus interpreted Plato in the same, or in an even
more Aristotelian way, frag. 48 Wimmer: 800 1d¢ dpyac Podrerar (sc. [TAdrov) rowEly, 1o pév
droxeipevov &g BAnv, b npocayopeder ravdeyéc, 16 8t d¢ aitiov kal Kivoby, 8 reprdnter i Tob Beod
xal 1§} tdyabod Suvdper (Diels, Doxographi graeci 485).

79. A. Graeser, Plotinus and the Sioics (1972) 13, ‘the Stoics’ ideas of §An developed out of continuous
discussion of Plato's account in the Timaeus of ydpe’.
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80. Notice how Alexander, de mixtione 226. 10 has to argue that by 0e6g the Stoics mean €180g tiig
UAng: e186¢ nwg lv Aéyotev adrijg tov Bedv.

81. H. Happ, Hyle(1971) 275, thinks it more likely that Aristotle initiated the use of UAn as a technical
term than that he learned it from Speusippus, Xenocrates, or common Academic practice, But he admits
the possibility. thiat Speusippus did so use the word, in spite of the lack of any evidence that he did.
Professor Burnyeat has wondered whether Aristotle initiated the techmcal use of iy while still a
member of the Academy

82. Cf. H. J. Krimer (1971) 108-131, who on the whole emphasises the likeness of Stoic physics to
Platonist rather than Peripatetic views. He concludes (130) that the Stoics were affected by
contemporary interpretation of the Timaeus rather than the Timaeus itself. But he notes (122) that
dnrowog OAn is nearer the Peripatetic than the Academic conception of {iAn.

83. E.g. E. Bréhier (1951) 115 'la dualité de l'agent et du patient est fort certainement empruntée a
Aristote, mais elle est interpretée d'une fagon tout autre’.

84. Pohlenz (1947)1 71,1141, Hahm 100-102, who argues that in his biological works Aristotle treats air
as cold, and that the Stoics, regarding the world as a living being, followed him in this. E. Bréhier 136-7
thinks the change due to the Stoic treatment of fire and air as active, water and earth as passive: elements
opposed in this way could not share a quality, as they did in Aristotle’s scheme.

85. ‘Aristoteles bestimmut die guotg daher als den immanenten Zweck, welcher den Stoff von innen
heraus tiberwindet und formt. Erst damit macht er den Weg zu einer teleologischen Naturauffassung,
wie sie die Stoa vertritt, frei. Der stoische Naturbegriff geht daher in seinen wesentlichen Bestimmungen
auf Aristoteles zuriick und ist nur durch den aristotelischen maglich.’

86. Itis true that the word abtoxivntog itself does not occur with reference to Stoicism before two late
sources, Sextus and Origenes (SVF11 311, 988), but clearly it would have described the Stoic God, if it
had been used. Aristotle may have introduced it, Physics 8. 258a 2.

87. Note also Eur. Troades 885
Sonig mot’ £ b, SduotdracTog E18Evar,
Zebg, €11’ dvdykn @voeog gite voig Bpotdv.,

88. Natura quae per omnem mundum onuia mente et ratione conficiens funditur, Cic. N.D. 2. |15,
SVFu 549.

89. Seneca, Ep. 90. 22, reports Posidonius as saying that the original maker of bread imitated nature:
millstones are like teeth, etc. (F 284 Edelstein-Kidd). Marcus Aurelius writes (11. 10) ot tégvau tag
PUOELG pHIpobvIa.

90. Thisisasubject on which there is very little information, mostly drawn from late and hostile sources,
Plotinus and commentators on Aristotle, Modern treatments: E, Elorduy, Die Sozialphilosophie der
Stoa (1936) 90-101, M. E. Reesor, ‘The Stoic Categories’, A.J.P. 78 (1957) 63-82, P. H. De Lacy, ‘The
Stoic Categories as Methodological Principles’, TAPA 76 (1945) 246-63, O. Rieth, Grundbegriffe der
stoischen Ethik (1933), 70-84, 190-91, J. B. Gould, The Philosophy of Chrysippus(1970), 103-107,J. M.
Rist, Stoic Philosophy (1969) 152-72 = Problems in Stoicism, ed. A, A. Long(1971) 38-57, A. C. Lloyd,
Problems in Stoicism ed A, A. Long, 65-71, H. J. Kridmer Platonisnmus usw. (1971) 81-96, A. Graeser,
Plotinus and the Stoics (1972) 87-100 and in Les Stoiciens et leur logique, Actes du colloque de Chantilly
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18-22 Septembre 1976 (1978) 199-221, A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy (1974) 160-3, M. Forschner
Die stoische Ethik (1981) 43-53. E. Zeller, Philosophie der Griechen 11 1. 93-105 is still very useful.

91. Zeller 111 1. 952

92, In Caiteg. 66. 32 Kalbfleisch gig EAdttova cuctéldetv dElolot 1OV 1@y NPTV Yevdy dpiBudv,
Most of Stoic literature was no longer available to Simplicius (334.1 Kalbfleisch), who seems to have
been dependent for their views on Porphyry's commentary on Aristotle’s Caregories (2.5, 3.2
Katbfleisch), Reesor 63.

93. E.g. Graeser (1972) 88: *The Stoics’ division of 1o $vinto four kinds ... had certainly been developed
from a very critical reply to Aristotle’s approach’. This is the modern version of Dexippus' view, in categ.
5.18 Busse (cf. Simplicius in physica 94.11 Diels), that the Stoics were trying to upset Aristotle. Some
later Stoics -~ Athenodorus and Cornutus are mentioned - did attack Aristotle's scheme of categories
(Simplicius in categ. 18.28, 62.24, 66.32, 128.5, 187.28, 359.1), but there is no evidence that they wished
to substitute the Stoic ‘categories’. As Dr Sedley points out to me, Athenodorus argued that Aristotle’s
ten categories were too few.

94. This was noticed by P. H. De Lacy, TA PA 76 (1945) 247, with regard to Epictetus. He believed that
the word ovoia was used to mean what was alleged to have been called brokeipevov.

95. This is what Philo says: *Having established [v 10i¢ nept adEavopévov] that it is impracticable for
two things uniquely qualified (13iwg no10t) to exist with the same substance (&rt tijg adtijg oboiag) he
[Chrysippus] continues: “For the sake of argument let us suppose one man with all his parts and another
lacking a foot, the complete man called Dion and the incomplete Theon, and then Dion has his foot
amputated”. The question being put, which of them is destroyed, he alleges that it is more properly
Theon. This shows more concern for paradox than for truth. How can the man who has not been
mutilated in any way, Theon, have been wiped out, while Dion, whose foot has been cut off, has not been
destroyed? “Necessarily”, he says, *Dion, whose foot has been severed, has reverted to the incomplete
substance of Theon, and two 13img noiot cannot be attached to the same substrate (mept 10 adtd
unokeipevov €ivat). So necessarily Dion remains and Theon is destroyed™’. Not only is the conclusion
paradoxical but the argument also is incoherent. The case imagined would seem to result in the following
development: “the same 18iwg motdv cannot be attached to two substances {cf. the familiar Stoic doctrine
that no two peas are exactly alike), therefore one substance must be destroyed.” But that is not what
Chrysippus said.

It can be suspected that the difficulty in understanding Philo's report arises from its incompleteness,
which may make the task impossible. Nevertheless here is an attempt. The substance (oboia) of a man or
any living being is never, according to the Stoics, destroyed, but it changes in quantity as he grows or
loses weight: additional substance is not created but drawn from elsewhere; when he loses substance, it is
not destroyed but takes another shape outside him. An 13iwg mot6g is not a unique quality, but the
possessor of a unique quality. Theon and Dion are two such persons. There is a unique quality that
makes Theon Theon even although he changes physically (SVFu 395, cf. Arius Didymus frag. 27, Diels
Dox. Gr. 462), similarly Dion is Dion. So after the amputation Dion is still one i8iwg notég and Theon s
another; there are still two 18iwg ro1oi. But there also appear to be two substances, that of Dion and that
of Theon. How then would there be any danger that the two 18iwg notof will be attached to the same
substrate? Can it be that the substances of the two men are now no more than numerically different, but
otherwise identical? It could then be said that the two men, two 18iwg notoi, had the same substrate, a
thing which we began by declaring impossible.

But this would involve neglecting the ambiguity of the word ‘same’. The substances are the same
(quantitatively) and not the same (numerically). But the numerical difference makes possible the
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simultaneous existence of 18iwg noroi. Itis hard to believe that Chrysippus would not have seen the fault
in this procedure, which is made slightly more plausible by the substitution of ‘substrate’ for ‘substance’,
moving from the physical plane, where two different things obviously exist, to the logical, where it is
easier to play with words. Moreover, as reported, he provided no reason why, if one man must be
climinated, it should be Theon, Can it be that he put up the argument in order that it should be knocked
down, and some controversialist, Philo’s authority, took it seriously, whether through a caréless mistake
or deliberate misinterpretation?

D. N. Sedley, Phronesis 27 (1982) 267-70, suggests that Theon and Dlon are not two persons but that’
Theon is a name given to that part of Dion that excludes his foot. If that can be accepted, many of the
difficulties disappear, but not all. In what way would the no16tng of Theon differ from that of Dion after
the amputation, so that they could both be 13iwg not0i? Moreover the language in which Chrysippus
introduces Dion and Theon gives no hint that they are not, as would naturally be expected, two different
persons, but that Theon is a part of Dion. The fact that they are to be imagined (ErivogtaOu) is quite
insufficient to convey this. The verb is used because it is highly unlikely that any reader would in real life
have met a pair whose relation was that postulated by Chrysippus.

96. Achilles, /sagoge 8 (SVF1i 610), states that the Stoics considered there to be only so much void as
was necessary to accommodate the expanded cosmos. This is a heretical view, contradicted by all the
other evidence. It was ascribed by Aetius to Posidonius (fr. 97 E-K), whom Achilles is known to have
used, directly or indirectly, elsewhere (fr. 128, 149, 209 E-K). There is nothing to show why Posidonius
departed from the established line. He may have known and wished to accommodate the arguments of
Aristotle (see below), as is hesitantly suggested by M. Laffranque, Poseidonios d'Apamée (1964) 310;
but those arguments were directed against all void whatsoever. Professor Kidd has suggested reading
ka8’ doov (for &AL" Soov) abtupxis eig Tijy diGAvcvin Aetius: void was limited, not absolutely, but in
so far as it was sufficient to accommodate cosmic expansion. 1 record, but do not accept, this.

97. The question whether what was possible must occur sometime had been made well-known by
Diodorus’ famous ‘Master Argument’ (Epictet, 2. 19.1-11).

98. Some modern writers call this aether, as does [Aristotle], de mundo 392 a6. Aristotle himself seems
in the school-works to refrain from adopting the word, but to regard it as one used by sore earlier
philosophers to denote what he himself did not name (de caelo 270 b 22, meteor. 339 b 20). Perhaps he
did not follow them because Anaxagoras had used it to mean fire and Empedocles to mean air. To give it
yet another meaning might have been confusing. The evidence about nepi grhocopiag is clear: the
phrases of frag. 27, quimum genus uacans nomine (Cic. Tusc. 1.22) and elementum quod
axarovépactov ... nominauit (Clement, Recogn. 8.15) outweigh Cic. ND. 2.42 cum in aethere sidera
gignanwr (frag.21), which is Stoic use of Aristotelian material.

99. Aristotle, gen. et corr. 326 a 8, Theophrastus, de sensu 61, Simplicius, de caelo 269.4-14, 569.5-9,
712.27-31, in physica 1318.30-1319.5. O’Brien treats the same problem exhaustively in Theories of
Weight in the Anciemt World\: Democritus, Weight and Size(1981), particularly 153-248. He concludes
that Democritus’ atoms always had weight, dependent on their size, and that this caused their
movements (not perpendicular movement through the void, which was Epicurus’ invention).

100. Professor Burnyeat points out that at Mer. 1052 b 30 Aristotle himself says that ‘the lighter object
has some weight'.

101, 1t will be noted that what is weightless is assumed to have effects opposite to those of what has
weight, and that those effects are not merely opposite but also equal and opposite. This is further
evidence that kobypog and &Baprig are synonymous. For kob@og is normally the opposite of Bupi; it is
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an absolute quality, not merely ‘*having less weight™. It must also be understood that to say that the
cosmos has no weight does not mean that it is &Bapq;

102. Epicurus was one such. Being a flat-earther, he could understand down in the voxd asthe dnrecuon
parallel to that from his head to his feet when he was standing upright.

103. Another passage where he apparently contradicted himself is quoted by Plutarch, Stoic. rep. 1054 C
(S¥Fn 551) from the fourth book nept Suvatwv. In it he spoke of the cosmos’ being in the middle of the
void and therefore immovable. The passage is hard to use, for it may have been torn fromits context, of
which Plutarch gives no hint. Hahm indeed argues (260-5), although he does not convince me, that
Chrysippus was quoting someone else’s views.

104. Cf. P. Moraux in Aristotle on the Mind and Senses (1978) 284: ‘the two centuries after the death of
Theophrastus show no trace of the use of de anima and we can suppose it was hardly read before
Andronicus. What we know of Strato and Critolaus shows that they did not base themselves on
Aristotle’s treatise'.

105. l.e. it is co-extensive with the body, with which it is completely mixed, so as to occupy the same
space, in accord with the Stoic belief in kpéioig 5t° SAov.

106. The word ebnvowa seems to be associated with the belief that the body breathes through the pores
of the skin as well as through the windpipe, cf. Philistion frag. 4 8tav yap ebnvofj SAov 16 odpa Kai
Siekiy axolbteg 10 nvedpa, bylca yivetal - ob yap pévov katd 16 otéua Kai Tolg puKTiipag 1)
dvanvon yiverar @AM kat xad' Shov 10 odpa, Diocles frag. 141 (p. 178.18 Wellmann) no1€l 3¢ ) pév
TPtyig 10 Seppdriov Iogupdrepov... 1§ 8& opiikig Tolg ndépovg xabupwtépoug xal ednvowtépoug, [Ar.)
Probl. 966a 7 | 8t tpiyig ebnvouv kal apaidv notel tfv odpka. This form of breathing was
Empedoclean (DK 31B 100) and Platonic (7im. 77¢-79¢), and presumably accepted by Chrysippus.

107. Zeno is represented by Tertullian, de anima 5 (SV F1 137) as defining anima as consitus spiritus and
by Macrobius, in somnium Scipionis 1.14.9 as calling it a concretus corpori spiritus. The participles
consitus (from consero) and concretus (from concresco) have a suggestion of growth which makes them
renderings more suitable to cUppuTog than to cuverns 1@ odpatt. Yet concretus corpori may well
represent ouvel¢ 1@ odpartt in view of Chalcidius’ use of concretio to imply pii€rg &i* Shov (in Tim.
221, SVFn 796). An allusion to the root gu- may also be seen in the phrase naturalis spiritus ascribed
both to Zeno and to Chrysippus by Chalcidius in Tim. 220 (S¥F1 138,11 879). But Zeno may have used
the words oupguic nvebpa, which appear several times in reports of Stoic doctrine (SVF1: 774, 778,1n
305), not clpgutov RVEDHA.

108. Wiersma also thinks that Zeno's belief that the soul was nourished by exhalations from the blood
(S¥F1 140 and 141) came from an Aristotelian belief that the innate breath was so nourished, but no
such belief emerges from the passages he quotes (de respiratione 480 a 2 ff, and de gen. anim. 781 a 23 ff.).

109. F. Steckerl, The Fragments of Praxhgoms of Cos (1958), places his birth about 340 B.C., Zeno’s
was probably in 334 or 333.

110. When advances in anatomy had shown the nerves to be connected with the brain and so thrown
doubt on Zeno's view, never abandoned by orthodox Stoics, thal the ‘leading element’ of the soul was
seated in the heart, Chrysippus was to appeal to him as an authority for the derivation of the nerves from
that latter organ (SVFu 897, Galen, de Hipp. et Plat. 1.7 (81) p. 145 M.)
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111. Notice however that inborn warmth does not necessarily imply connate preuma or a connate soul.
Diogenes of Apollonia 64 A 28 Diels yevvio8a piv 1a Bpéon dyvya tv Oeppacia 8 (Eveppa 5t Diels).
60ev 10 Epputov Bepudv e08Emg npoyvBiviog Tod Bpéyoug T6 Yoy pdv el 1dv rvedpova tgidkeabat,

1112, In Wellmann's Fragmentsammlung d. griechischen Aerzte 1 the word dvayvkig is accidentally
omitted in Philistion frag. 6, but correctly retained in Diocles frag. 15.

113. G. Verbeke, L'évolution de la doctrine du pnewma (1945) 12-15, remarks on the similarity between
the Stoics and Diocles. - )

114, Hahm 269-72 and F. Solmsen, Mededelingen d. Koninklijke Nederlandese Akademie Afd.
Letterkunde n.s. 24 (1961) 265-89 (=Kleine Schriften 1 436-60) are non-committal. K. Reinhardt,
Poseidonios von Apamea (1954) 701 (=RE xxin), Poseidonios (1921) 228-34, thinks that Posidonius
added the Aristotelian arguments. 1 do not find it impossible that Cicero himself, who knew ITept
ptrocopiug, was responsible.

115. V. Goldschmidt, Le systéme stoicien et l'idée de temps, (ed. 3 1977) 30-45, J. M. Rist (1969) 273-
278, S. Sambursky (1959) 100-105.

116. Similarly we do not know what caused Chrysippus to modify Zeno's definition to the form ‘interval
of the movement of the cosmos’ (S¥Fut 509, 510); presumably he wished to provide a universal time, as
opposed to possible private or local times, for example one dependent on the swelling of the Nile and
another on the blowing of the etesian winds. In any movement or change two instants can be recognised,
between which there is an interval. Whether this interval s or is not time, it is certainly closely connected
with time,

117. But he also said that present time Ondpyet, while past and future bpesatiot, bndpyouct 8 oddauds
(SVFn 509, 518). There is nothing that explicitly shows that the present time that dndpyetis the extent of
time that we call by that name, that which xat& rAdrog Aéyetan (SVFn 509, cf. Posidonius F 98 E-K
AtyeoBo 82 10 viv kal TOV Ehax1oTOV NPdG diaBnoly xpévov repl Tol Sropioudv tod pEArovrag Kal
napeAnhuborog). But I think that must be what Chrysippus intended. Attempts to explain the difference
between Ondpyetv and d@eotdval are made difficuit by the tendency to use a modern vocabulary for
which there are no Greek equivalents, and by the fact that the words seem not to have been frequently
used by the Stoics; they were not technical terms. But what Ondpye is ‘really there’, in the sense of being
to hand and perceptible, so that 10 brdpyov is what causes a gavrasia xaraAnruxy (SVF1 60, 97),
while what dpéotnke ‘really exists’, asa man does not after he is dead (S ¥ F11 202 a), but as the soul does,
distinct from the body (SVF1 473, p. 155.26). So present time is one in which we are directly aware of
movement or change, past and future time have a real existence, but are not to hand, with us, directly
perceptible. Chrysippus attempted to clarify the meaning of Undpyet by comparing its application to
attributes: ‘walking Ondpyer pot when | am walking, but not when I amsitting’ (S¥F11 509).J. B. Gould
(1970) 115 sees that this is an imperfect parallel. There may be more illumination than I canfindin A. C.
Lloyd’s discussion in his lecture ‘Activity and Description in Aristotle and the Stoa’ (1970) 232-4, He
translates Ordapye: ‘actually belongs’, but does not indicate to whom present time belongs. R. K. K.
Sorabji, in an interesting article ‘Is Time Real?’, Proceedings of the British Academy 68 (1982) 189-213,
parallelted in Time, Creation and the Continuum (1983) 21-6, treats Chrysippus’ views as a reply to
Acistotle’s puzzles at Physics 4. 217 b29-218 a 30, but does not explicitly maintain that Chrysippus knew
the Aristotelian passage. Sorabji appears to me to involve himself in difficuities by not taking sufficient
account of the lack of correspondence between Greek and English vocabulary. There is no Greek for the
word ‘real’. Of course the Stoics did not think time to be realif by real we mean a corporeal thng (3v), but
they did not take it to be a nullity; the word xpdvog was not without significance. Time was something
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real, in another sense of the word. The difference between Gndpyetv and bgeotikévat is not the same as
that between corporeal and incorporeal; both words can be used by Stoics of both kinds of thing. They
would not have accepted Plutarch’s identification of etvai and brdpyewv, connm. not. 1074 D.

118. Although this is not ascribed to any particular author, there is nothing in it to suggest thatit is later
than Chrysippus. But Aetius’ summary does not command complete confidence. When in the middlé he
talks of ‘ways’ he may, as Dr Sedley convinces me, mean those of memory and experience; it is not
necessary to believe that something has fallen out here (as 1did, Problems in Stoicismed. A. A. Long,
26). But at the end the claim that reason is made up (svprthypobo8ar) in the first seven years is surprising
and conflicts with all other sources, which give 14 as the age when it is established. The evidence is set out
and discussed, too easily, by L. Stein, Die Erkennnistheorie der Stoa(1888) n. 232. Aetius seems to have
confused the beginning of the growth of reason in the first seven years of life with its completion round
about the age of fourteen,

119. Aristotle strives after accuracy, but does not attain it entirely. He speaks of memory of the same
thing, but then seems to substitute memory of the same characteristic common to a number of different
individuals. A little later he says ‘the individual is sensed but the sensation is of the universal, e.g. of man,
not of the man Callias’. There is a similar shift in the parallel treatment at the opening of Metaphysics A.
To quote Ross’s commentary, ‘after having described [experience]as produced by many memories of the
same object, Aristotle proceeds to describe it as embracing a memory about Socrates and a memory
about Callias. These are not the same object, but only instances of the same universal'.

It will be noted that, if Aetius is to be trusted, the Stoics used the phrase ‘memories of the same kind’
where Aristotle had said ‘of the same thing’. Their version will cover both memories of Socrates, seen on
various occasions, and memories of the character man, common to Socrates and Callias.

Neither Aristotle nor the Stoics explain how the possession of concepts gives rise to reason. But it is
clear that without concepts there could be no thought. Itis thena fact of experience that the human mind
combines first concepts and then the propositions given by this combination and from that derives
further propositions, This is thought and reason.

120. 1 would not claim that Zeno actually read any of Xenocrates’ very numerous writings. H. Ddrrie
has maintained ((1976) 170) that later writers show no direct acquaintance with them and that this
suggests that they were never published.

121. Tbid. 268 he concludes that Posidonius had access to the Rhetoric, Ethics, de anima, and
Metaphysics and that he wrote for others who could catch an allusion to them. L, Tarin (1981) 729
confidently writes *Rhodes, where Aristotle’s treatises must have been available',

122. Professor Burnyeat notes Cleanthes, SVF1 566.

123. Conscious imitation is implied by other verbs of the same formation; mvBayopi{w, Antiphanes
frag. 226, Alexis frag. 220; Wpaxiewrilw, Arist. Mes, 1010 a 11; dnpooBevitw, Plut, Cic. 24;
eopumidapioropavitw, Cratinus frag. 307 Kock, 342 Kassel-Austin, cf. dvrioBevionds and
dtoyeviopds, Julian, Or. 6.187. 1. Diiring (1957) 365 says that in Strabo 13.1.54 dpiototeArifelv means
‘carry on research and write scholarly treatises’. That is because the context shows those to be the
Aristotelian activities imitated. The word must always be understood in its context.

124. There is no sign that he knew Book [V, which is a separate course of lectures (1. Diiring (1944)). M.
Laffranque, Poseidonios d’'Apamée (1964) 223, thinks he made ‘I'étude approfondie® of Meteor. 1-3.

125. Cf. W. Theiler, Poseidonios, Die Fragmente (1982) nn 44,
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126. One cannot perhaps absolutely exclude the possibility that all the material Posidonius seems to
have found in the Meteorologica was also in the Problemata and taken by him from there, but | think it
very unlikely.

127 F._ H. Sandl?ach. Hlinois Classical Studies 7 (1982) 210-11, 223-5.
128. P. Moraux ll9';3)l 31

129. CF. Laffranque 276.

130. K. Reinhardt, ind;’.ed ((1921) 48), says ‘so gut wie nichts gemein’.

131. I retain the references to Miller’s edition, since his pagination is recorded in that of P. H. De Lacy,
which supplants it.

132. P. Moraux in Aristotle on the Mind and Senses (1978) 284 says that ‘il serait osé de voir dans sa
theorie des facultés de I'ame le fruit d'une étude personelle du De Anima'. Compare n. 104 above, L.
Tardn (1981) 724 n. 7 too hastily believes that F 149 E-K indicates knowledge of de anima411 b6-10.



82 INDEX

Figures in iialics refer to notes, not to pages.

Academy, 27, 30, 31, 32, 36, 42, 58

Acropolis at Athens, |1}

activity) (passivity, 37

Aegean, 33

aither, 98

Alexander of Aphrodisias, 20, 64; 70

Alexander the Great, 2, 8

Alexandria, 12

Alexinus, 8, 13, 14, I5

Anaxagoras, 13, 50, 60; 98

Andronicus, 1, 62, 63; 7, 132

Antigonus, 33

Antiochus of Ascalon, 34

Antipater, 15

Antisthenes, 15

Archytas, 42

Arcesilaus, 3, 13, 14, 15, 334, 56; 39

Archelaus, 13

Aristippus, 6; 15

Aristo, 6, 14

Aristotle, passim; Analytics, 4, 16, 18, 19-20, 51; Categories, 41, 54; de anima, 22, 46, 48, 64; 53, 132, de
caelo, 5, 16, 32,42,43, 45, 49, 50; de generatione animalium, 37; de generatione et corruptione, 32-3,
61, 63-4; de iustitia, \4; de partibus animalium, 62; de philosophia, S, 14,43, 48; 37, 98; Eudemus, 55,
Ethica (Nicomachea uel Eudemia) 25-8, 59; 16, 65; Historia animalium, 32, Magna Moralia, 28,
Meteorologica, 32, 60; Physics, 5, 16, 32, 39, 42, 46, 51, 61, 8. 16, 80: Proirepticus, 13, 14, 52; other
tost works, 9, 10, 20, 29, 59, 60, 61

Arius Didymus, 28, 29

Arrighetti, G., 4; 15, 17

Arnim, H.von, 29

Athenodorus, 93

Aurelius, Marcus, 4t, 53

Beutler, R., 63

Bignone, E., 14

Bion (astronomer), 62

blending, 33; 70

Bonhéffer, A., 63

book-trade, 3

Bréhier, E., 3t, 41; 83

breath, connate, 46-7

Brink, C.0., 29; 6 A
Burnyeat, M.F., 19; 48, 64, 66, 81, 101, 122
Bywater, 1., 37

Callisthenes, {0, 61
Carneades, |
Case, T., 17
categories, 40-2



causation, 59
Cephisodorus, 9, 10
Chalcis, 2, 12
.Charlton, WV, 73
"Cherniss, H.C., 68
. Chilton, C.W.; 20
Chroust, A-H., 16

Chrysippus, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 28, 31, 32, 33, 34, 41, 43, 45-6, 51,53, 62; 39, 116, 117

Cicero, 14, 48 )
* Cleanthes, 7, 14, 18, 32, 4849; 37, 63
coincidence, 17
Colotes, 6
Cooper, J.M., 65
Cornutus, 93
cosmology, 43-6
craftsmanship, 38, 40
Crates, 13; 15
Critolaus, 15, 63; 104
Croenert, W., 5, 6
Cynics, 30

De Lacy. P.H., 90, 94, 13/

Delphi, 10

Demochares, 3

Democritus, 15, 44, 50, 60; 99
Demosthenes, 7, 14

dialectic, 39

Dicaearchus, 23

Diocles of Carystus, 47; 106

Diodorus, 13, 14, 15, 18, 51, 56; 16, 69, 97
Diogenes of Babylon, 15

Diogenes the Cynic, 15

Diogenes Laertius, §, 11-12, 14, 18, 19; 65
Diogenes of Oenoanda, 6

Dionysius of Heraclea, 14

Déring, K., 7

Dérrie, H., 120

Diuring, 1., 15, 18, 23, 24, 25, 27; 65

earthquakes, 60

elements, 34; their qualities, 37-8, 64; 84
Elorduy, E., 90

Empedocles, 15; 98

Epicharmus, 15

Epictetus, 41, 53; 94

Epicurus, 4-6, 7, 8, 15, 16, 37,42; i4, 15, 16, 17
Erasistratus, 64

ethical terms, 28

Eubulides, 7, 8; 23

Eudemus, 18, 42, 58; 4, 8, 45

83



84

Flashar, H., 28
Forschner, J.M., 30; 90
Frede, M., 44

Furley, D.J., 16

Geminus, 61

Gigon, O., 40

god, 35

Goldschmidt, V., 115
Gottschalk, H.B., 3/

Gould, J.B,, 19,41; 67, 90, 117
Graeser, A., 43, 79, 90, 93
Grayefl, F., 15, 31

Guthrie, WK.C., 9

Hahm, D.E., 31, 43, 44, 48, 49, 50; 34, 35, 37, 84, 103, 114
Happ, H,, 8/

happiness, 24

Harder, R,, 63

Heraclides Ponticus, 14

Heraclitus, 36, 49

Hermarchus, 7

Hermippus, 12; 7

Inwood, B., /6
Isocrates, 2, 3, 9

Jackson, H,, 2
Jacoby, F., 9
Jaeger, W., 17, 47, 52; 6

Kenny, A., 16, 29, 65

Kidd, 1. G., 61

Knogel, W., 14

Kdrte, A., 6

Krimer, H.1., 30, 32, 37; /6, 20, 82, 90

Lacydes, 334

Laffranque, M., 96, 124, 129
Lapidge, M., 7/

libraries, 2, 3, 12, 60

Lloyd; A. C,, 29, 90, 117
Locrians, 8

logic, terms of, 18

Long, A. A, 4, 19, 24-7; 21, 39, 46, 90
Longrigg, J., 42

Lyceum, 2; 2

Lyco, 8, 10

Lynch,J. P, 2,6



Macedon, 2

Madvig, J., 37

Marmor Patium, 10; 27
matter, 35-7

Megarians, 13, 18, 19
Menedemus, 14, i5 :
meteorology, 53, 60
Metrocles, 13
Metrodorus, 6

-Mette, H. J., 16

Meyer, J. H,, 73

milk, as a sign, 19-20
Mohr, R. D. 78
Momigliano, A., 55
Moraux, P, 14, 20, 29; 9, 15, 31, 65, 104, 128, 132
Moreauy, J., 32

motion, theory of, 31

nature, 3840
Neleus, 2, 60

O'Brien, D., 99
obscurity, 20

QOceltus Lucanus, 634
Ohly, K., 38, 32
oikeijosis, 29
opposites, 20, 64
Owen, G. E. L., 22, 26

Panaetius, 58, 59

Pap. Herc. 1005, text of, 4
Parmenides, 45, 50

passions, 29

Pearson, A. C., 63

Pembroke, S. G., 29

Pergamum, 12

Peripatetics, 12, 13, 33, 34, 58, 61, 64; 6
Peripatos, 6

Pfeiffer, R., 12

Philip of Macedon, 7, 8

Philistion, 38, 47; 106

Philo, 13, 15, 18

Philo de aeternitate mundi 47-8, 41; 95
Philochorus, 9; 25

Phocion, 14

plagiarism, 20, 63

Plato, 3, 6, 7, 15, 21-2, 26, 28, 36, 37, 3940, 41
pleasure, 63

Plotinus, 40-1

Plutarch, 2, 10, 12, 14, 33, 40, 60

85



86

Pohlenz, M., 21, 29, 31, 33, 41, 58; 39, 44, 84
Polemo, 13, 15, 16, 32, 56; 34, 39
Polyaenus, 7

Polyeuctus, 14

Posidonius, 14, 58, 59-62; 89, 96, 121, 126
Praxagoras, 47; 110

presentation, 21-2

Ptolemy Philopator, 3

‘publication’, meaning of, 3

Pyrrho, 13

Pythagoreans, 37, 49, 60, 63

reason, formation of, 51-2
Rees, D. A,, 52

Reesor, M. E., 69, 90
Reinhardt, K., 38. 114, 130
Rhodes, 58; 8

Rieth, 0., 90

Rist, J. M., 28; 14, 57, 62, 63, 90, 15
Robinson, H. M. 78

Rose, V., 14; 49

Ross, W. D., 14, IS; 20
Ryle, G., 39

Sambursky, S., 41, 50; 66, 118
Sandbach, F. H., |, 10; 37, 46, 127
Sbordone, F., 4; IS5
Schmalzriedt, E., )4

Schmid, W., /6

Schmidt, F., 32

Schofield, M., 22
Schweighaeuser, J., 24

Sedley, D. N., 18, 51; 16, 36, 69, 93, 95, 118
sensation, 21-2, 51-2

signs, 19-20

Simplicius, 20, 40, 54

Socrates, 1, 15, 30

solecism, 20

Solmsen, F., 3; 16, 114

soul, 46-8

Sorabji, R. K. K., 177
Speusippus, 2, 12, 25, 50; 5, 8/
spheres, higher and sublunary, 31
Stark, R., 33

Stein, L., /18

Steinmelz, P., /8

Stekerl, F., 109

Stewart, J. A., 56

Stewart, Z., 30



Stilpo, 13, 15

Strabo, 2, 12, 58-59, 60; 17
Strato, 15, 50; 3/, 104
substance, 35

syllogisms, validity of, 9-19

Taran, L., 15, 28, 121, 132

Theiler, W, 63; 128

Theocritus of Chios, 10

Theophrastus, 2, 3, 6, 7, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 31, 32, 33,59, 61; 4, 6, 7. 15, 18, 43, 45, 53
Timaeus, 7, 8, 10 :
Timaeus of Plato, 5, 36, 43, 47, 50

time, 50-1; 717

Timon, 7; 2/

Timosthenes, 61

Tsekourakis, D., 28

Turner, EG., 3

variables, /19
Verbeke, G., /13
virtue, 23, 54
void, 42-3, 45

weight, 44-5

Wellman, M., 112

Wiersma, W., 32, 39; 36, 108
wine, 33

world, cyclical change, 49
world-soul, 4849

Xenarchus, /1, 65
Xenocrates, 2, 6, 12, 13, 16, 25, 32, 35, 37, 56; 5, 39, 81, 120
Xenophilus, 35

Zeller, E., I, 20, 31; 25, 90
Zeno, passim

87



88

Greek Words

dBapis “
dyretantwrog 27
dvaBupiaotg 53
dpratoterifay 123
dpirapivecbut 60
uvroxivnrog 86
Sudbeotg 54
SrakoopEiv 50
StadekTiKy 39
Sovuyng 53
elxaooivy 7
Exdootg 3,12
tvépyeaia 53
Evtedéyere 53
£ 54
Emyévimpa 64
sbnvowt 106
Bewpeicdar 17
K@\ huvrpov 63
Kobpog 44
RPoaipeEsIg 57
onuciov 19
gopiotiig 10
atéua, &ni 24
fAn 35
vrdpyey 117
brokeipevov 95
vpeotdvat 117
pavracia 21
pavraocpa 23
PUVTUCTIKOV 23
PAaptototéAng 60

Only those words are entered here of which the meaning or usage is discussed.
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