Posidonian Polemic and Academic
Dialectic: The Impact of Carneades
upon Posidonius’ MMept naBdv

John A. Stevens

HE FRAGMENTS of Posidonius’ ethical doctrines preserved

by Galen contain a polemical attack on Chrysippus’ doc-

trine of the passions.! Posidonius’ motives for this attack
are not well understood, and many critics argue that Posidonius
simply did not understand Chrysippus or misread him.2 Others
interpret Posidonius’ work on the passions primarily as a
doctrinal reaction to Chrysippean monism:

' The principal commentaries are I. G. Kipp and L. Epeistein, edd.,
Posidonius? (Cambridge 1988: hereafter ‘EK’): references to the fragments are
by page and line numbers unless noted otherwise; W. Theiler, Poseidonios:
Die Fragmente (Berlin 1982); P. D Lacy, Galen: On the Doctrines of Hip-
pocrates and Plato (Berlin 1978-84: ‘De Lacy’): all references to this treatise
(PHP) are after De Lacy; and M. Pohlenz, “De Posidonii Libris Mepi
MoBav,” Fleck. . Suppl. 24 (1898) 537-653. See also L. Edelstein, “The Philo-
sophical System of Posidonius,” AJP 57 (1936) 286-325; ]. FiLLION- LAHILLE, Le
De ira de Sénéque et la philosophie stoictenne des passions (Paris 1984: ‘Fillion-
Lahille’) 128-99; M. Laffranque, Poseidonios d’Apamée. Essai de mise an
point (Paris 1964) 404-514; K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios (Munich 1921) and
“Poseidonios (3),” RE 22.1 (1953) 558-826; and A. GuiBerT-THIRRY, “La
théorie stoicienne de la passion chez Chrysippe et son évolution chez
Posidonius,” RPhil 75 (1977: ‘Glibert-Thirry’) 393-435.

2 Kipp tries to explain Posidonius’ motivation as a function of his interest in
actiology and scientific inquiry: “Philosophy and Science in Posidonius,”
AEA 24 (1978: hereafter ‘Kidd [1978]") 7-15, esp. 13 (see n.7 infra); “Posido-
nius on LEmotions,” in A. A. Long, ed., Problems in Stoicism (London 1971)
200-15; 11 26, 58, 62, 85; FF 35, 176 with Il 48-52, 72ff, 173-78, 646-51. Cf. Gli-
bert-Thirry 395: “celui qui délibérément ou non lit mal Chrysippe.” B. In-
woop (Ethics and Fluman Action in Early Stoicism [Oxford 1985: hereafter
‘Inwood’]), whose treatment of Chrysippus I follow for the most part, resorts
to the current views of the problem: Posidonius is interested in explaining
psychological phenomena (129f); Galen is to blame (140, 143, 147); or Posi-
donius is just wrong (140 n.51, 149f, 154). I shall argue that Posidonius did not
misunderstand, but understood all too well: a more controversial but also
more intcrcsting possibility.
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230 POSIDONIAN POLEMIC AND ACADEMIC DIALECTIC

For nearly a hundred years Posidonius has baffled students
of Stoicism. While it is agreed on virtually all hands that his
thought differs in many essentials from that of the Old
Stoa, there has been little agreement on what these essentials
are. While it is generally recognized that his psychological
theories are to be contrasted with those of Chrysippus, and
differ from those of his unorthodox teacher Panaetius, the
extent of Posidonius’ heresy even in this area is disputed.
And about other branches of his thought the confusion is
almost total .’

I hesitate to attribute serious misunderstandings of the or-
thodox position to Posidonius, Galen’s source for much of
the discussion. But Posidonius did disagree with the early
Stoics about these fundamental issues.*

But ancient philosophy is not religion. Such prejudicial labels
as ‘orthodox/unorthodox’ and ‘heresy’ discourage an indepen-
dent assessment of Posidonius’ achievements. Philosophical
doctrines in the ancient world were only stable to the extent that
they could withstand vigorous debate. To understand Posido-
nlus attack on Chry81ppus 1t lS necessary to appreClatC thC
Stoa’s position in debates of the first century B.C. Carncades had
earller shown the dialectical vulnerability of certain of Chrysip-
pus’ monistic formulations. Posidonius’ contemporary, Antio-
chus of Ascalon had blurred the distinctions between the
Peripatos, the Old Academy, and the Stoa. The Stoa had to re-
spond to these attacks if it was to survive and maintain its
identity.

The fragments of Posidonius’ ethical doctrines have never
been placed properly into the dialectical context of these late
Hellenistic debates. His arguments against Chrysippus in
Galen’s De placitis are known to be polemical. But it would be
profitable to understand how doctrinal disputes in the interval
between Chrysippus and Posidonius should shape our reaction
to the arguments. To say that Posidonius attacked Chrysippus
polemically reveals nothing about the merit of his arguments or
the forces that might have persuaded him to adopt a polemical
stance. An analysis of the arguments and their contexts will not
only show what Posidonius did and did not understand about
Chrysippus’ doctrines, but will also clarify his motives. The fun-

3 J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) 201.

* Inwood 140 n.51 on Chrysippus’ theory of the monistic soul, the passions,
and their cure as in Galen PH P 4-5; Fillion-Lahille (153) also uses “ortho-
dox”/ “unorthodox.”
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damental question is whether Posidonius chose to attack Chry-
sippean monism for the reason he gives, namely that he thought
it failed in a material way to explain the cause of the passions, or
for another unspecified reason. An investigation of this kind is
also warranted to explain Posidonius” rather Platonic psychol-
ogy—a staggering compromise on a cornerstone of Stoicism.

Three preliminary considerations affect analysis of Posidonius’
arguments in the De placitis: Galen’s reliability, the attitude
adopted towards Posidonius, and the possibility of evaluating
the truth of Posidonius’ claims about Chrysippean monism.

(1) Certain upper limits for Galen’s reliability may certainly be
set. Galen, attacking Chrysippus by name, treats his doctrines at
length as the most conspicuously monistic, and wishes to prove
that Plato’s doctrines on the location, composition, and function
of the soul are correct (PHP 4.234.12-21). He is also quite
willing to assimilate Stoicism to Platonism.> Galen has reasons
for misrepresenting or distorting Chrysippus’ doctrines. At
PHP 4 Galen reports, often out of context, all evidence he can
find for the inconsistency of Chrysippus’ monism. Conversely,
although Galen may tend to over-assimilate Stoics to Platonism,
he views himself as an ally of Posidonius. Despite uncertainty
on the reproduction of actual quotations, Galen probably has
been more trustworthy in his reporting of Posidonius than of
Chrysippus.¢

5> E.g. PHP 5.334.20-336.1: “For I did not promise, in this treatise, to go
through whatever each of the philosophers held about the soul, but to examine
what truth the doctrines of Plato and Hippocrates have. Accordingly, I made a
refutation of Chrysippus to achieve this goal. As for Zeno, if he meant to
advocate the same things as Chrysippus, he will be liable to the same charges.
If, on the other hand, he meant to follow the principles of Plato, as Cleanthes
and Posidonius did, then he would be a fellow in our school of philosophy.
But if, as I am persuaded he thought that the passions supervene on judg-
ments, he would fall between the worst school of thought on these matters—
that of Chrysippus, and the best, which Hippocrates and Plato were the very
first to expound. Posidonius says, however, that Pythagoras also held this
view, but since no writing from Pythagoras himself has survived to our day, he
bases this on the writings of some of his students. As [ said a little before, my
account did not proclaim that it would teach the history of ancient doctrines,
but only that it would examine what was said on the part of Hippocrates and
Plato.” On the significance of Posidonius’ claims about Pythagoras for the
transmission of Middle Platonic doctrine on the soul, see P. A. Vander
Waerdt, “Peripatetic Soul-Division, Posidonius, and Middle Platonic Moral
Psychology,” GRBS 26 (1985) 373-94, esp. 384ff.

¢ For Galen’s use of Posidonius see EK 11 58-64. Kidd asks (EK II 51 ad 11
61-63) “Was Galen simply following Posidonius in this section [De Placitis
4-5, p.336.15], or using him for his own purposes? TT 61-63 all suggest the
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(2) Posidonius claims an interest in the cause (aitia) of the pas-
sions, which, he argues, Chrysippean monism cannot adequate-
ly explam This is undeniably a feature of his entire philosophical
enterprise, as Kidd has shown.” It would be a mistake, however,
to extend Posidonius® demand that both philosophers and scien-
tists must begin from observable facts to the claim that they
employ ‘scientific objectivity’ in the modern sense,® for if we
assume that Posidonius procedes ‘scientifically’, any “dialectical’
manipulation of the argument by him will seem out of character.
But it is altogether unreasonable to suppose that any Hellenistic
philosopher follows a modern conception of scientific proce-
dure rather than ancient dialectic’s complex modes of argument.
An example of how dialectical strategy may overtake an
apparently scientific principle may be seen 1n the following:

kol novBavetal e TV TEPL TOV Xpucmnov oVK OALYAKLG EV
gl Hepr nabdv eovtod npaypa*cma tig M g nksovaCoucng
opufic €otv otion. O pev yap Adyog ovk av dVvaitd ye

latter, however extensive and basic the use.” Galen undeniably reports
Posidonius’ fragments within the context of his own goal of demonstrating the
truth of Plato’s and Hippocrates” doctrines. It would be wrongly inferred from
Kidd’s assessment, however, that this agenda has tainted the so-called
fragments of Posidonius. I take Kidd to mean only that the contexts into
which Galen may have inserted otherwise genuine Posidonian fragments
cannot be trusted. On Galen’s treatment of Chrysippus and Posidonius see
also Fillion-Lahille 124f, 153.

7 For Posidonius’ interest in aetiology see Strab. 2.3.8=EK T 85, Sen Ep.
95.65=LEK 176.4, Prisc. Lyd. Solutiones ad Chosroem p.72.2-12 Bywater=EK T
26, and EK 1I 169f ad 34.12-20; for Posidonius’ application of this argument in
Mept naBav sce EK 150b; 158; 161f; 164.100; 165.10; 166.2, 19; 168.1, 187.10, 61.
Posidonius claims that his method is based on observable fact and that he uses
“deductive proof from first principles” (ar6de1&ig), for which see Galen PHP
4.258.19-22 (=EK 1 83); 5.292.25-94.3 (=T 62), 356.25-58.3 (=156); Procl. In Euc.
Elementa 216-18.11=LK 47.30-75; ¢f. Simpl. in Phys. 2.2 (193b23) p.292.21-31
Diels=EK 18; . G. Kipp, “Orthos Logos as a Criterion of Truth in the Stoa,”
in P. M. Huby and G. C. Neal, edd., The Criterion of Truth (Liverpool 1981:
hereafter ‘Kidd, “Criterion™’) 147 sec especially Kidd (1978) 11ff, where he
shows that Posidonius’ conception of anddei€ig is that of pure mathematics.

8 Fillion-Lahille speaks (176) of his “rigueur scientifique.” Kidd argues con-
vincingly that Posidonius places actiology above science and thus the phil-
osopher above the scientist: the scientist obscrves the world and gives an aitia
for it, but only the philosopher can give the aitia, although he too must bcgin
with the facts. He summarizes Posidonius’ attitude toward Chrysippus: “In
ethics, Posidonius’ quarrel with and criticism of Chrysippus’ psychological
theory was srmpl) that it did not even square with the facts, and so could
hardly give an aitia or explanation, far less the explanation for them” (1978:
13). Posidonius could argue ad hominem: EK 11 170.
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nksovaCuv rtocpoc 10 £QLTOD npaypata e Kol ;,Lttpoc npo-
dniov ovv, cog eupa Tg aloyog £0TL SUvamg atltioe 10D
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Posidonius argues (according to Galen) that reason is perfect and
therefore incapable of error or excess. If this is the case, he was
willing to reduce Chrysippus’ intricate model of monistic psy-
chology to tautological absurdities. The Stoa was famous for its
doctrine about the transformations of reason in human develop-
ment from mere seeds in infants to a perfected state found only
in the wise man (e.g. Cic. Fin. 3.16-26). In Chrysippus’ theory,

“the reason which 1s being disobeyed in a passion is Right Rea-
son, the normative standard of all proper conduct which Chrys-
lppus identified with Zeus (Inwood 156 with n.126); that is, pas-
sion is called ‘excessive’ or ‘irrational’ only in relation to the per-
fect reason of nature or of the wise man, not with reference to a
typical man’s reason as Posidonius has mterpreted the argument
(for the sage, who alone possesses perfected reason, is immune
to the passions).’® Any false impression about the purity of
Posidonius’ procedure must be removed so that his dialectical

% Galen PHP 4.248.6~11=EK 34.12-18=157.4-10: “and he asks those in the
circle of Chrysippus not a few times in his treatise, On the Passions, what is
the cause of the excessive impulse. For reason would not be able to ‘exceed’
beyond its own acts and measures. It is perfectly clear then that some other
irrational faculty causes the impulse to exceed the measures of reason....” For
Posidonius’ frequent charge of self-refutation, see EK II 74 ad 1 85 and ad T 83,
FF 34, 159, 164.87-93, 165.121; see also Kidd, “Criterion” 140.

19 Tt may be that Posidonius actually wishes to maintain that human reason
is perfect, because he posits irrational elements in man’s soul to explain the
cause of passion. He also says that orthos logos, i.e., the “perfected reason”
possessed only by the wise man, is a criterion (D.L. 7.54=EK 42; see Kidd,
“Criterion” 148f, and infra 316). Even Posidonius, however, allows that false
suppositions may arise “in the theoretical sphere” (év piv 1@ Beopnrikd)
from weakness in the rational faculty (Galen PHP 5.320.24=EK 169.79-82).
Posidionus’ point may be a mathematical axiom that a thing cannot ‘exceed’
itself, or it may be an attempt to prove self-refutation: “why would reason
want to command that an impulse be greater than it commanded?” The sense
of obx Gv dbvarto (supra n.9) is not entirely clear. Even if Posidonius regards
man’s reason as perfect rather than perfectable, and this seems unlikely, this
passage demonstrates that he uses his own premises about reason to criticize
Chrysippus’ conclusions. This method of argument is designed to create the
appearance of actxology (as the definition of reason as that which “preserves
measure” in its actions, is, he would claim, an ‘evident fact’); but the subtlety
of his argument’s shlftmg premises shows that Posidonius employs as much
dialectic as deductive proof in this instance. Kidd (EK II 170) sees the
argument as part of an ad hominem attack on Chrysippus.
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strategy, his arguments, and the place of his arguments in the late
Hellenistic debates may be seen for what they are.

A related problem is how Posidonius may have treated earlier
Stoics. According to Galen the assimilation of Cleanthes, and on
occasion Zeno, to Platonism comes from Posidonius:

‘O pév ovv Mooceddviog, Og &v olpotl tefpaupévog v yeo-
HETPLY Kol HOAAOV TOV &llcov ZTOKAV o'moﬁai&aow 'énec-
Bont onvuetouavog, n8809n tnv 1€ TPOG TO CUPAG (pouvopsva
péymy Kot mv avToY npog AVTOV svocvnoloyuxv 100 Xpvoin-
TOL KO TELPTAL puN povov eavtov 1ol [MAatwvikolg, aAla
kol tov Kuttiéo Znvova npoodyew.!!

Posidonius’ adoption of a more Platonic psychology would sug-
gest that there is no reason to doubt Galen’s claim.'? If a Stoic
argues that Plato’s model of the soul was essentially correct, it
makes perfect sense that any evidence in the works of Zeno and
Cleanthes would be manipulated to indicate their concurrence.
It is likely, although it can never be certain, that Posidonius tried
to make Zeno adopt a Platonic psychology. Moreover, any
assumption that Posidonius differs from his predecessors in that
his philosophical procedures are free from the taint of dialectical
subtleties (as Galen asserts) needs reconsideration.!3

(3) A clear understanding of Chrysippean doctrine on human
action now disproves Posidonius’ claim that Chrysippean mon-
ism cannot give an account of the aitia of passion.'® It may be

1 Galen PH P 4.258.19-23=EK 1T 93, 99: “Now Posidonius, a man reared in
geometry, as I believe, and trained beyond the other Stoics to follow
demonstrative proofs, was ashamed of Chrysippus’ conflict with evident facts
and of his self-contradictions; and Posidonius tries to bring not only himself

but also Zeno of Citium into the company of the Platonists” (tr. De Lacy 259).
See also EK 158f.

12 See Kidd, “Criterion” 144. Posidonius, however, could disagree with Zeno
e.g. on the definition of passion: Galen PHP 5.292.17-25=EK 152 (n.22 infra),
4.246.36-48.6=EK 34.1-12. On Posidionius’ attempt to create conflict between
Chrysippus and Zeno, “the Chrysippean theory of the passions is in all essen-
tials the same as the theory of Zeno and the other early Stoics” (Inwood 143).

13 De sequela 2.77.17-78.2=EK T 58: éxelvor pév (sc.ot &AAor Zroikol) yap
frewcav Eavtovg Ty totpida paAiov 7 ddypoata mpodovvar, Mocerddviog B
v 1dv Zteikdv alpeowy poilov §| v ainbewav; of. PHP 4.258.23ff= EK T
59.

14 Inwood shows (127-81) that Chrysippus’ frag)ments present a coherent
analysis of the cause of the passlons Inwood’ s account s prcfcrablc because he
demonstrates the central réle of “reservation” (nn.47-53 infra) in the monistic
definition of passion as an “excessive impulse” (n.24 infra). Other scholars
rarely discuss this concept, but Inwood shows (esp. 155-73) that this is
precisely how a monist would explain the aitia of passion.
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that Posidonius ‘believed” what he ‘argued’, namely that Chrysip-
pean monism was inadequate in this regard but this is a naive
assumption for a modern critic. Posidonius as a Stoic need not
have been any more committed to the truth of his arguments
against Chrysippus than other philosophers were to their argu-
ments in refutation, although Stoics are not ordinarily suspected
of subtle dialectical strategies. It is equally possible that he knew
how Chrysippus might have responded to each of them. Never-
theless, Posidonius’ claim that Chrysippean monism cannot ex-
plain the cause of passion need not be regarded as the truth
about Chrysippean doctrine, nor even about what Posidonius
believed. Rather, an independent modern analysis should, if pos-
sible, establish how fairly Posidonius treated Chrysippus, and
where and for what purpose he manipulated the argument.

Some cvidence suggests that Posidonius had the position of
the Stoa in the Hellenistic debates very much in mind. Posido-
nius claims that his writings on the passions have a direct connec-
tion to Stoic doctrine of the telos, the “goal of life” and says
more than once that the two topics are bound “as if by a single
cord” (onep €x uog unpivBov dedécBar). > His discussion of
the history of Stoic formulae for the telos reveals an interest in
the vigorous Academic attack on the Stoa on this subject:

a dn napt\/’t&g £viol 10 opokoyoupevmg CAv cucrekloucw ug
10 RAV TO Evﬁaxopavov TOlElV Evexo TV npmuov KOUTO
@OGv Spotov obTo TolodvTeg Td okondv éktiBesBot Thv ndovhv
N v GoyAnoiov 1 GAAo T1 TowoDToV. £0TL 88 LAyNV ELeaivov
KQTQ aOTNV TNV EKQOPAV, KAAOV OE Kol eVOULHLOVIKOV 0VOEV.
TOPEMETOLL YOp KOTAL TO ovaykolov 1@ TéAer, TéAog 8¢ ovk
£0TV - GAAL KO TOVTOL SLakncpﬂévmg 6p96)<; '&'iecn pév avtd
xpncem mpog T SrokdmeLy T0G omopuxg, ag ot ooqnotou mpo-
TELVOVOL, UT HEVTOL YE, TQ KATO ERNELPlV TOV KOTGL THV
Bknv (p\')cw cupBawovtwv Cnv Omep LGOS\)VOL}JEL (10 opoloyou—
ptvcog etnelv (v, nvnca U7 TOVTO LIKPOTPENDG GUVIELVEL ELG
10 1OV adedpOV TLYYGVELY.

15 Galen PIH P 4.286.6f=EK 150a.9; ¢f. PI{P 5.326.12-16=EK 30; Fillion-
Lahille 154.

'¢ Galen P/IP 5.328.8-18=EK 187.25-37: “But some pcople, disregarding
these things, contract 10 op()loyoupevmg Chv [Zeno’s formula for the zelos] into
‘doing cverything in one’s power for the sake of the primary things in
accordance with nature’ {roughly Antipater’s formula] and make it similar to
setting up pleasure or freedom from pain as the skopos. But in the expression
itself, this creates the appearance of contradiction and contains nothing about
virtue and happiness. For these things are necessarily a result of the end, but
they are not the end. On the other hand, when this formula 1s understood in
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Posidonius regards Zeno’s formula as correct and misunder-
stood by Zeno’s followers (see n.100 infra). His reference to
sophists” (coglotal) is most revealing. Although his intended ref-
erent is left unnamed, Hirzel suggests that Posidonius may have
had Carneades in mind."” Hirzel’s conclusion, supported by the
‘text, speaks of aporiai put forward by Stoic opponents—a mode
of argument that the Academics favored. This passage also gives
the telos-formula of Antipater and Chrysippus, Carneades’ prin-
cipal targets. Posidonius shows not only that he was interested
in defending Zeno’s definition of the telos against Academic
attacks, but also, and most importantly, that he was concerned
about the poor dialectical response of the Stoics to these attacks:
neither Chrysippus’ nor Antipater’s formulae could dissolve the
aporia. '8

This passage suggests that Posidonius intended his doctrines to
respond to both Chrysippus” doctrines and the wider historical
debate between Stoics and Academics. Posidonius’ real target is
not so much Chrysippus as the creators of the aporiai to which
the Stoics did not adequately reply. But this fragment also

the right way, it is possible to use it to cut through the aporiai which the
sophists bring forward but ‘to live according to the experience of what
happens in the whole of nature’ [Chrysippus’ formula] cannot cut through
them because that is equivalent to saying ‘to live consistently when this does
not lead unworthily to acquiring the indifferents’. I print Kidd’s adia@dpwv in
the last line (proposed by Wyttenbach), rather than the manuscript reading
Swagopdv as De Lacy or Siagdpwv proposed by Bake and Pohlenz.

17 R. Hirzel, Untersuchungen zu Ciceros philosophischen Schriften 11 (Leip-
zig 1882) 242. Posidonius never mentions Carneades by name, but in Hellenis-
tic debates the intended opponent was customarily unnamed. See P. A. Van-
pER WAERDT, “Colotes and the Epicurean Refutation of Skepticism,” GRBS 30
(1989: hereafter ‘Vander Waerdt, “Colotes™) 231 n.18, and “Hermarchus and
the Epicurean Genceology of Morals,” TAPA 118 (1988: ‘Vander Waerdt, “Her-
marchus”’) 87-106, esp. 90, 94.

18 If ot cogiwtal in fact alludes to Carneades, then Galen may have accur-
ately reported direct quotations of Posidonius, because his own Academic pur-
poses would jusufy omitting Posidonius’ defense of the Stoa against Academic
attacks. Galen may have deleted Posidonius’ other references to Academic
aporiai, if they were frequent, or omitted them through misunderstanding. But
this is speculation. If Galen knowingly reported a characterization of Aca-
demics as ol cogiotal, he was capable of impartiality even at the expense of his
intellectual forbears. Kidd notes Galen’s occasional criticism of Posidonius:
“Eunemptosta—Proneness to Disease,” in W. W. Fortenbaugh, ed., On Stoic
and Peripatetic Ethics. The Work of Arius Didymus (= RutgStCIlHum 1 [New
Brunswick 1983]) 110 ad PHP 5.296.18-36=LLK 163.30-52.
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reveals a more interesting problem: Posidonius” summary of
Antipater’s telos-formula seems to use Carneades’ words.

Antipater’s formula in Stobaeus: név 10 kB’ ovtov motelv
dimvekdg kol amopoBateg mpog TO TLYYAVEW TAV TpO-
Nyovpévev kotd euoy.!?

Carneades representation of Antipater’s formula in Plutarch:
10 WAvTa 1o Tap’ ELTOV TOLETV EKOGTOV EVEKO TOD TLY-
YAVELY TOV TPOTOV KT @OoLV.20

Posidonius’ allusion to Antipater’s formula: név 10 évdeyo-
LLEVOV TIOLELV EVEKO TOV TPATOV KOLTO QUOLV.

Admittedly, knowledge of Carneades, who wrote nothing,
depends on Clitomachus’ faithful preservation of what he
argued (D.L. 4.65, 67). Although Plutarch’s direct use of Clitoma-
chus is uncertain (supra n.20), the assumption that Plutarch re-
produces Carneades’ words seems justified: the context is
clearly the debate between Carneades and Antipater, and the ar-
guments are entirely consistent with testimonia on Carneades’
mode of argument, z.e., he accepts the premises of his dialectical
opponents for the sake of debate (Lactant. Div. Inst. 5.14.3{f).
Most importantly, these arguments would not be effective if the
words were different. The alteration of phrases in these three
versions may scem subtle, but (as I shall show) Carneades’
attack on the Stoic telos is based on his substitution of veka for
Antipater’s npdg. Posidonius’ €vexa suggests the possibility that
he criticized Antipater for the formula not as he proposed it, but
as Carnecades represented it.

19 Stob. Ecl. 2.76.13ff=SVF III Ant.57. Clement’s single formula (Strom. 2.21,
179 Sylb.=V.2 497 Pott.=SVF 1III Ant.58) appears to conflate the two:
"Avtinatpog ... 10 téhog xeloBar év 1d Simvexdg wal drapaPlreg
¢xAéyecBar pév 1o xatd @oowy, arexiéyesbar 3¢ 10 mapd @Uow brolop-
Baver.

0 Mor. 1071a=SVF II1 195. Von Arnim argues (SVF I xiv) that Clitomachus
was Plutarch’s source, but F. Cherniss (Plutarch’s Moralia X111.2 [Cambridge
1976] 397-406) is sceptical: Plutarch kept notebooks (brouviuota: Mor. 464F),
in which he may have recorded quotations at various stages in his life and
from a number of sources. Indeed the only reference to Carneades (1072F) in
this portion of the De comm. not. (26f) is hardly decisive. After giving the
entire argument in a manner to suggest an Academic source, Plutarch men-
tions Carneades as if reading another source (tr. Cherniss 765): “But there are
those who think that his argument is directed against Antipater and not
against the Stoic system, for, they say, it is he who under pressure from
Carneades takes cover in these verbal ingenuities” (&GAAx 10010 pév giowv ol
npdg 'Avtinatpov oidpevor AéyesBor pf| npdg v aipeciv: éxelvov yap LIO
Kapveddov melduevov eig tadtag katadveobar 1dg ebpnoiroylag).



238  POSIDONIAN POLEMIC AND ACADEMIC DIALECTIC

Posidonius employs this dialectical strategy throughout his
attack on Chrysippus’ doctrine of the passions: he not only at-
tacks Antipater in this instance as Carneades represented his
position, but also attacks Chrysippus’ doctrines not as written,
but as Carneades represented them. Such a sophisticated dia-
lectical procedure, difficult to demonstrate at the very least, re-
quires the following preliminaries: (1) an account of what Chry-
sippus actually said and meant (I-1I below); (2) a reconstruction

Carneades’ attacks against his ethical doctrines and of the
subtle means by which he manipulated them to show their self-
refutation (III); and (3) an analysis of Posidonius’ arguments in
which quotations of Chrysippus (through Posidonius as pre-
served by Galen) are separated from arguments loosely at-
tributed to Chrysippus, though actually conceived by Car-
neades (IV-V).

The documentation of Posidonius’ strategy requires a detailed
discussion of Chrysippean ethics and an equally detailed examin-
ination of Carneades’ responses. My first aim, demonstrating
the importance of £veka in this passage, presupposes knowledge
of how Stoic doctrines on the passions, sclection, and the telos
are interconnected. Then Carneades’ attack on the telos and
Posidonius’ use of his words can be more easily understood and
the significance of his use of fvexo may be seen. This fragment
represents the one piece of persuasive prima facie evidence that
Posidonius actually put Carneades’ words contra Antipater into
Antipater’s mouth. The implications of this evidence provide
the proper context for Posidonius’ arguments on the passions,
in which Carneadean arguments are given to Chrysippus.

After demonstrating this striking and pervasive dialectical
strategy, I shall offer a new account of Posidonius’ motivations.
He intends to do far more than refute Academic aporiai. Were
that his only intention, he might have quoted Chrysippus and
Carneades and exposed the dialectical manipulation of the for-
mer by the latter. Posidonius must have felt that monism was in-
defensible, but this does not mean that he endorsed the argu-
ments against it, nor does it mean that he wished to abandon all
the ethical doctrines that conform to it. As his strategy was to
show that Chrysippus’ doctrines as Carneades represented
them are self-contradictory, it might be reasonably concluded
that one of his primary objections to monism was its verbal vul-
nerability, e.g. to attacks from common sense. If it is easy to say
that Postdonius® own Platonic model of the soul changes Stoic
ethics radically, it is far more difficult to determine whether cer-
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tain concepts of the earlier Stoa are yet retained within his
model. I shall argue that Posidonius designed his own ethical
doctrines to revive and preserve precisely those doctrines that
Carneades attacked most vigorously. Although his model of the
soul certainly leads to some new doctrines, its primary function,
I suggest, is to render Stoic ethics invulnerable to Academxc
attack. He attempts to explain in the language of common sense
what the carlier Stoa had explained by parac%ox His strategy, in
my view, demonstrates an even higher degree of dialectical
sophistication than that for which Chrysippus was known.

Certain attractive features of this thesis compensate for its
troubling implications. Although earlier critics thought that Posi-
donius did not understand Chrysippean monism and that he
sacrificed important features of its rationalism in favor of certain
features of Platonism, it can now be said that he makes such
compromiscs to defend the Stoa against the Academy, and that
he is first and foremost a dialectician. Indeed, Posidonius’ own
formula for the telos, when seen in the context of its dialectical
function, preserves the Stoic doctrines on selection and on the
good that suffered most at Carneades’” hands. Whether this new
portrait of Posidonius’ philosophical contributions 1s more posi-
tive or persuasive than the existing one, I argue nevertheless that
this portrait is of value because it relates his fragments to the
most famous of the Hellenistic debates, and because it demon-
strates how Posidonian ethics descend from those of Chrysip-
pus and the early Stoa.

I. Stoic Doctrine on the Passions

Galen reports that Zeno, Chrysippus, and Posidonius each had
a different definition of the nature of passion. The implications
of each formulation should be clarified from the beginning in
order to understand the context of Posidonius’ arguments.?!

Xpnoumog pav obv év 0 npmm) [epl noBdv amodeixvivar
TEpdTon Kptoug ’ELV(X(; glvat 1od Xoytonxou T naen, vamv
8¢ 0V 105 xploelg AVTAG, AAAR TAG ERLYWVOREVHG QUTALG GVG-

2 Inwood discusses the different definitions of Zeno and Chrysippus (129ff
with nn.14-17) and correctly defends a monist interpretation of both figures;
Glibert-Thirry (402ff) summarizes the debatec over monist and dualist
interpretations. Athough both were monists, I want to suggest a subtle
difference between the two positions based on Cleanthes’ treatment of the
passions at Cic. Tusc. (n.37 infra).
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IO)\,OLQ Kol (610()41)05@ Enapoag TE Kol ranswcocsxg ails
yuyiig svopx@tv glvat T na@n 0 Hocu&nvxog 8¢ apgotéporg
&svex@exg EMALLVEL TE ocpux KOl TPOGLETOL TO Hlomovog Soy-
Ho KOl GvTIAEYEL tolg nEpL TOV Xpucumov oVTE KploElg Ewou
o méBn Sekvdwv ovte EmyvOpEva KplGEGLV aAAo Kwn-
oElg TG Etépav duviapewv ardywv, ag o MAdtov wvé-
paocev embBountikny te kol Bupoetdi.?2

Zeno and Chrysippus base their definitions upon a monistic
model of the soul, which possesses reason alone,?® whereas
Posidonius’ Platonic model has three powers. Zeno is credited
with deﬁning passion as | GAoyog Kol n(xpc‘x cpt')ow YUYAC
xkivnolg, 7 opun nkeovaCouca,“ and as a nrola \yuxng 25 He
divides the passions into four categories: desire, fear, pain, and
pleasure (D.L. 7.110=SVF 1 211), and says that pain, for instance,
1s “a fresh opinion of evil being present” (Galen PHP 4.281.24=
SVF I 212: 86Cav mpéogatov 1ob kakov abtd mopelval). The
51gmﬁcancc of npbdSPoTOV, whether Zenonian or not, is clear in
Cicero: it Is an opinion containing the proposition “that it is
fitting to submit to grief.”26

2 Galen PHP 5.292.17-25=EK 152: “Now Chrysippus, in the first book of
his treatise On the Passions, tries to demonstrate that the passions are certain
judgments of the reasoning faculty, but Zeno considered that the passions are
not the judgments themselves, rather the contractions and expansions, risings
and fallings of the soul which follow upon the judgments. Posidonius,
diverging from them both, praises and associates himself with Plato’s doctrine
and opposes the circle of Chrysippus by demonstrating that the passions are
not judgments nor do they follow upon judgments, but rather certain
movements of other powers (of the soul) which Plato called ‘desiderative’ and
‘spirited’.” Cf. 4.246.36-248.6=EK 34.1-12. On their positions see ]J. Gosling,
“The Stoics and dxpocia,” Apeiron 20 (1987) 192-95. For general discussions
of Stoic doctrine on the passions, see M. Frede, “The Stoic doctrine of the
affections of the soul,” in M. Schofield and G. Striker, edd., The Norms of
Nature (Cambridge 1986) 93-110; M. Nussbaum, “The Stoics on the
Extirpation of the Passions,” Apeiron 20 (1987) 129-78.

B Cic. Acad. 1.38f=SVF 1 207; Plut. Mor. 441c-p=SVF 1202. This is of course
an oversimplification of carly Stoic views on the soul. For a brief survey of the
problems and scholarly debates, see Glibert-Thirry 402ff; Inwood 27-41.

# D.L. 7.110=8VI' 1 205: “an irrational movement of the soul contrary to
nature or excessive impulse.” Cf. Cic. Tusc. 4.11; Philo De spec. leg. 4.79; Stob.
Ecl. 2.39.4, 88.8ff; Clem. Al Strom. 2.12, 54.5, 59.6; and see M. GiusTa, [
dossografi di etica (=PubbFacLettFil 15 [Torino 1967: hereafter ‘Giusta’]) 238,
268.

25 Stob. Ecl. 2.39.5 =SVF 1206, 88.11f: “a fluttering of the soul.”

26 Cic. Tusc. 3.74=SVF [ 212: ut aegritudinem suscipere oporteat. For Stoic
definitions of passion see Giusta II 238-48. Cicero’s definitions of individual
passions usc the formula rectum esse videatur: e.g. grief is opinio recens mali
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From these definitions it is not casy to discern precisely what
a passion is: is it a movement of the soul, an impulse, the result
of a judgment, or an opinion? Inwood’s explanation of Stoic
action theory (129ff) accounts for how it could be all four. Man’s
impulses to things are not mere movements of the soul in
monistic psychology; rather they are “commands to oneself
which one obeys”;?” that is, impulse has one component, a
rational act (an imperative), and another component, an action
(motion). When a man sees something that might be appropriate
for him, like a piece of cake (Inwood’s example), he has the
power to deliberate whether to allow his impulse to pursue the
cake. In addition to his imperatival power of impulse, he also has
the ability to excrcise assent. An assent is a “judgment” (kpioig),
and erronecous judgments are “opinions” or “beliefs” (86&a ); so
d36Ea form a subset of xpiceic (Inwood 130 n.11). Assents are
made to propositions (Aéxta) that may be theoretical statements
(e.g. Therc is a piece of cake”), which will not rouse him to
action, or hormctlc, Le., 1mpulsc causmg statements, that
will rouse him to action (e.g. “It is appropriate for me to eat the

praesentis in quo demitti contrabigue animo rectum esse videatur (Tusc. 4.14).
A. Bonuorrer (Epictet und die Stoa [Stuttgart 1890: hereafter ‘Bonhoffer,
Epikter’] 2691), followed by Inwood (146ff), shows that Zeno and Chrysippus
intended npdoatog to mean what Cicero says here; ¢f. Giusta IT 246-50. Arius
says (2.89.2f) that “npdogartog is used in place of stimulative of an irrational
contraction” (10 8¢ npdoeatog Avil 10V KwvnTikod oLoTOoAfg aArdyov (R)
¢ndpoeme) and that an “hormetic impression of something appropriate” must
be present for all human impulses to occur (2 86.17f: 10 d& xwvobV TV GpunVv
0088V Frepov eivanr Aéyovoy GAX 1 (pawtaclav oppnrucnv 100 k'a9n1<ovrog
ab1dBev). Proof that Zeno believed that an impression of “the appropriate” is
necessary for impulse comes from Arcesilaus’ response to the apraxia- argument
(which uses Stoic premises) that two things are necessary for action: “an
1mpressxon of somcthmg appropriate, and an 1mpulse to it” (Plut Mor.
1122¢c-p: 1 yap mpa&ig dvoiv deltar, paviociag To oikelov xal npdg 10 eaviv
olkelov Oppiig). See A. A. Long and D. N. SepLEY, The Hellenistic Philosophers 1
(Cambridge 1987: hereafter ‘Long and Sedley’) 456. Plausibly, Zeno held that
an impulse to passion must result from an assent to the proposition that
something appropriate is present; the “something” would be a passion itself—
hence ut aegritudinem suscipere oporteat. At any rate, it certainly holds for
Chrysippus—a most important point. In passion the content of the “fresh
opinion” (86&x npéoatog) must be that “it 1s appropriate to submit to
passion.”

7 Inwood 62; see Plut. Mor. 10375=SVI' 111 175 part; contra, Gosling (supra
n.22) 183, 199ff.
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cake”).2® The impulse that follows a hormetic proposition would
be a command (e.g. “Eat the cake!”). The imperative shares a
common predicate with the statements (the cake), but each
speech act has its own effect on the soul. A passion, therefore,
may be defined as a motion (xivnoig), an impulse (opun), or an
opinion (868a). If it is called a movement or an impulse gone to
excess, it might also be said to “follow upon the judgment”
(Zeno’s formulation); if it is called an erroneous decision, it
might be said that the impulse is really caused by the opinion
(Chrysippus’ formulation). Inwood argues (130f) that impulse
and assent always occur together, and that it is rather pointless to
debate which formulation is correct. But it is a question with
which Chrysippus seems to have been concerned, so the
distinction ought not to be dismissed just yet.

The important consideration in thxs monistic psychology is
that passion is a movement of the rational soul in a manner con-
trary to reason. For the Stoics this process is of supreme gravity
because it means that man is re;ectmg his own nature. Chrysip-
pus’ etymology of Avnf (“pain” or “grief”) is “the dissolution of
the whole human being” (Cic. Tusc. 3.61=SVF III 485). The goal
of life is to live in accordance with reason. Passion destroys
man’s only means to happiness (Stob. Ecl. 2.75.11=SVF 1 179).

Posidonius, however, uses a tripartite model of the soul to
explain the passions not as judgments but as movements of the
soul’s other two parts, which are irrational. In his Platonic
model,?’ reason ought to control the irrational powers;® when it

28 Inwood 60; see also A. A. Long, “Language and Thought in Stoicism,” in
Long, ed. (supra n.2), 75-113.

2% Galen PHP 5.312.29-34 (=EK 142), 8.482.32—484.4 (=32). I say “Platonic”
because Posidonius does not appear to accord Bvpdg its privileged position in
Plato (Ti. 70a, Phdr. 253c-548, Resp. 4.4395—-41c). At PHP 5.350-54, where
Buudg is claimed as the natural ally of reason, Galen is conspicuously silent
about any agreement on this point by Posidonius. In Posidonius the two
irrational faculties are distinct, although he couples them as 16 naenrucov
(PHP 4.288.9=EK 165.139f), 15 &hoyov ( PHP 4.290.7ff=EK 165.174-77), and 1o
nobnTtikév te xal dioyov (PHP 5.324.8 [=EK 31.12], 5.330.18f [=EK
168.14f]). This implies that Posidonius understood tripartition as a Peripatetic
dichotomy: see Vander Waerdt (supra n.5) 373-94; D. Rees, “Bipartition of the
Soul in the Early Academy,” JHS 77 (1987) 112-18.

3% Posidonius called his divisions “faculties” (Svvdperg), not “parts” (pépn);
see Inwood 18-41; EK II 674. Diogenes of Babylon may have preceded
Posidonius in revising Stoic doctrine on the soul: Paul Vander Waerdt has
kindly brought to my attention Philodemus De musica 4 coll. 56*, 57*.40f,
69*.3, 74*, where Diogenes (unlike Posidonius) speaks of the soul’s pépn. See
D. Delattre, “Philodeme, De la musique: livre IV, colonnes 40* a 109*)”
CronErcol 19 (1989) 49-143.
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does not, they move quite naturally towards an end that is
contrary to reason (Galen PHP 5.326.20-27=EK 187.4-13=SVF
III 460). Posidonius argues that it is absurd to claim that reason
can reject itself or that it will command an impulse exceeding the
measure it has set (supra n. 9)

Zeno’s definition of passion as a “fluttering of the soul” helps
to explain how passion is conceived within a monistic frame-
work. P]utarch records an interpretation of passion in monistic
psychology as “a turning-about of reason in alternate directions
so quickly that one does not notice.”® Inwood describes (164)
why the wise man is free from passions and why all others are
subject to them:

When a man falls away from his own better judgement,
through a failure to act with the necessary circumspection
and reflection, it is because he has in his soul a set of incon-
sistent opinions. This would not be the case if the agent had
fully assimilated his reason to Right Reason. A sage has
done this, and this is why all of his actions are according to
Right Reason. When a man has in his soul conflicting opin-
ions, then the over-all condition of his soul is weak. His
judgements on practical and ethical matters are liable to be
reversed when external circumstances lead him to assent accor-
ding to one of his incorrect opinions and so to issue to him-
self incorrect commands.

Stobacus says that the Stoics call passion an “opinion” in the
sense of a “weak supposition” (Ecl 2.89.1{=SVFIII 378: napa-
Xauﬁowso@m myv 86&av avil thc doBevodg vroAfyewe). All
unwise men have unstable dispositions—inconsistent or “unhar-
monious” scts of opinions—that make up their reason (logos).
When a fool is confronted with a moral dilemma, he may form
presentations for himself to which his reason assigns various
lekta that conflict with one another. He may assent first to one
proposition, then to another that conflicts with it. Such an alter-
nation creates Plutarch’s fluttering effect. When the fool assents
in this way, weakly and without circumspection, he puts himself
at the mercy of his own presentations. He is still a responsible
actor, but he has become passive in a sense.3?

31 Plut. Mor. 4468-47a (=SVF 111 459 part), 441 c-p; Long and Sedley T 422.

32 Inwood 162. This is an oversimplification of the actual processes as the
Stoics understood them. They say that man does not assent to the proposition
but to the presentation in which the proposition subsists—an important aspect
of Stoic epistemology, at the center of which lies the phantasia kataleptike.
Although Zeno held that assents are made to presentations, Arcesilaus charged
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The Stoics also say, however, that a passion is a single opinion,

a “fresh opinion of the presence of good or evil.” Zeno and
Chry51ppus may have had different understandings of this doxa:
for Zeno passion results from the doxa, but fgor Chrysippus
passion is the doxa itself. As it is not only the belief that these are
present but the “fresh” belief that causes passion (86&a npdo-
gotoc), Cic. Tusc. 3.74f (=SVF I 212) merits re-examination:

Satis dictum esse arbitror aegritudinem esse opinionem mali
praesentis, in gqua opinione illud insit, ur aegritudinem
suscipere oporteat.

Additur ad hanc definitionem a Zenone recte, ut illa
opinio praesentis mali sit recens; hoc autem verbum sic
interpretantur, ut non tantum illud recens esse velint, quod
panllo ante acciderit, sed quam din in illo opinato malo vis
quaedam insit, ut vigeat et habeat quandam viriditatem, tam
din appelletur recens. Ut Artemusia illa, Mansolt Cariae regis
uxor, quae nobile illud Halicarnassi fecit sepulcrum, quam
din vixit, vixit in luctu, eodemque etiam confecta contabuit.

that they are really made to propositions (Sext. Emp. Math. 7.154), and Sto-
baeus confirms that later Stoics agreed (£cl. 2.88.4{{=SVF Il 171: xal ovy-
xataeécatg pév d&ubp.(xoi Tiowv, Oppag O £ml KaTNYopNHaTa, T& TEPLEXOUEVE
nog év Toig aslmpacw olg ouymaeacmg) Sextus says that a rational
presentation is one “in whlch it is possible for what has been presented to be
expressed in language (Math. 8.70=SVF II 187: xaf’ fiv 10 @avtacOiv €0t
Aéye moapactioar). The evidence conflicts with Zeno’s doctrine of the
phantasia /eala/ep[i/ee and supports Arcesilaus. Zeno, however, nowhere states
that what is “apprehensible” in the p/mnlasza /ea[aleplz/ee 1s proposmonal on
the contrary, he uses an iconic metaphor of “stamping”—as of a coin (Math.

7.236=SVFI 1 58; Cic. Acad. 2.18, 77=SVI' 1 59)—and says only that this
presentation has the power to reveal its object (Cic. Acad. 1.41=SVI'1 60) and
that it is such that it could not arise from what is not (Math. 7.247-56=SVF 11
65). Part of the motivation for describing phantasia in non-propositional terms
occurs in debates on the role of phanlasza in passion. Presentations are said to
cast a persuasive appearance that “drags” one to assent. Chrysippus describes
phantasia as an antecedent cause of evil (nn.45, 154 znfm) Carneades accepts
for the sake of argument the “pull of the presentations” alone and without
assent as a cause of passion (Plut. Mor. 1057 a-8=SVF III 177). Because of the
impact of presentations, “weakness of soul” (do8éveia ) is also a critical issue in
the cause of passion (n.109 mfra): sce Frede (supra n.22) 103ff; Long and Sedley
I 201f; F. H. Sandbach, “Phantasia Kataléptike,” in Long (supra n.2) 12f; Long
(supra n.28) 82ff, 91ff with nn.24f; and Inwood 56-59, 72ff, 86f with nn.212{,
92.
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Huic erat illa opinio cotidie recens, quae tum denique non
appellatur recens, cum vetustate exaruit.>

The structure of this passage suggests that Cicero cannot assign
the phrase ut aegritudinem suscipere oporteat to Zeno, ** who 1s
credited only with adding the word “fresh,” not with its defi-
nition, and his followers” definitions—“thriving” and “having a
certain greenness”—are still a step removed %rom the propo-
sition, “it is fitting to submit to grief.” It is difficult, never-
thelcss to construct an argument showing that Chry31ppus and
Zeno essentlally disagreed on the definition of passion.’> An
attempt to account for Galen’s different wordings (supra n.22)

would have to rely, somewhat as follows, on the meager
evidence available.

The evidence that Chrysippus spelled out the definition of
prosphatos comes from the Stoic treatments for those in a state
of passion. Chrysippus disagreed with Cleanthes about the
proper cure for passion (CIC Tusc. 3.77=SVF 1577).3¢ Cleanthes
tried to convince those in pain or grief that they were mistaken
in their belief that evil was present, because only virtue is good

33«1 think that it has been said enough that grief is a belief that evil is
present, the content of which includes that ‘it is fitting to submit to grief’.

To this definition, 1t was rightly added by Zeno that the belief that evil is
present is ‘fresh’. They interpret this word such that they would have not only
that which happened a little before be fresh, but however long a certain force
inheres in the supposed evil so that it ‘thrives’ and has a certain ‘greenness’,
they would have it be called fresh. The famous Artemisia, the wife of Mauso-
lus, King of Caria, who commissioned that eminent sepulcher at Halicarnas-
sus, lived in grief her entire life, and wasted away consumed with it. For her,

the belief was fresh every day, since it is no longer called fresh only when it
has withered to dust with age.”

3* The Latin shows that Cicero’s source is, as might be expected, later than
Zeno. He begins by saying that recens (npdooatog) is Zenonian, but his
interpretantur indicates a later doxography. Perhaps whatever Zeno said about
npdopotog required clarification and ut aegritudinem suscipere oporteat was
proposed.

% Except for circumstantial evidence (s#pra n.26), convincing proof is lack-
ing that Zeno understood the definition of mpécgatog to contain the propo-
sition #t aegritudinem suscipere oporteat. In the present state of the evidence |
do not accept Inwood’s view (147, 153) that Zeno and Chrysippus agreed on
the nature of the passions. Cf. Bonhoffer 270. I shall argue for a subtle dif-
ference in their positions that Posidonius exploits.

% Inwood (146-54) does not emphasize Cicero’s evidence on Cleanthes in
the doxography on npéseatog. In my view, Cleanthes’ position can reveal

something about Zeno’s position and forms the background of Posidonius’
discussion of moral progressors that Inwood (154) dismisses.
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and only vice evil. What they perceive as evil only appears to be
so. Cleanthes learned this treatment from Zeno.?” But Cleanthes
could do nothing to relieve the passion of a moral progressor
like Aeschines’ Alcibiades, who was overcome with grle% when
Socrates demonstrated his lack of virtue (August. De civ. D.
14.8=Aeschin. fr. 5 Dittmar). Cicero (Tusc. 3.77) sums up the
problem raised by this example (Alcibiades’ correct belief that
evil was present could not change over time):* “Cleanthes con-
soles the wise man who neceds no consolation,” i.e., the man
who can curb passion by considering what is good and what 1s
evil.

Chrysippus seems to take up the moral progressor’s case
when he insists that the chicf cause of passion is the belief that it
is necessary. But it does not follow that passion is necessary or
appropriate even from a conclusion that a man is without virtue
and thus vicious. If Cicero’s reports are taken together, Zeno
seems to have understood the doxa prosphatos to mean an
opinion that is “in full vigor” or “in the prime of youth” (ut
vigeat et habeat quandam viriditatem), and indeed this is the
original use of prospbatos in Greek: “not yet decomposed”
human corpses or “fresh” perishable food items (LS] s.v.).3* The
concept is not necessarily temporal, nor does it denote a specific
proposition.

Zeno’s interpreters also say that the force inheres “in the
supposed evil” (opinato malo).*® This must mean “in the supposi-

% Cic. Tusc. 2.60=SVF 1 607—<learly an historical anecdote from a later dox-
ography and thus of limited reliability (¢f. SVF I 422-34), but consistent with
Cicero’s general picture: Zeno coined the phrase 86&a npéoeartog; later inter-
preters had to spell out its meaning; Chrysippus disagreed with Cleanthes
about how to cure the passions (and therefore what the root cause was); and
Cleanthes learned his cure for the passions from Zeno.

38 See Plut. Mor. 1063a-3=S VI 111 539 part.; Alex. Aphr. De fato 199.14-22=
SVF 111 658; Cic. Tusc. 3.68.

3 [l 24.757; Hdt. 2.89; Zeno in Cic. Tusc. 3.75. This interpretation seems
consistent with Zeno’s definition of passion and inconsistent with Chrysippus’
position in Tusc.

*0 Cic. Tusc. 3.75; ¢f. Ps.-Andron. On Passions 1 12.3=SVF III 391: npoC-
Soxwpsvoo Sewodb (Giusta I 249). pawdpevov, modifying “goods” and “evils,”
appears in some textbook definitions of the passions: e.g. Stob. Ecl. 2.88. 16£f=
SVFEF III 378 (sme\);uotv pEv obv kol (poBov nponyeioBar, thv uev npoOg 10
eawdpevov dyaBov, 1ov 8¢ npdg 1O @avouevov xaxdv ); Aspasius in Eth. Nic.
p-44.12 Heylb.=SVF III 386. On the connection between “apparent goods”
and phantasia see nn.107, 109 infra. Bonhoffer (266ff; ¢f. Inwood 147 n.86)
argues that there is essentially no difference between “fresh” to describe the
evil and “fresh” for the opinion. Perhaps not, but Cleanthes’ cure for the pas-
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. tion,” rather than “in the thing,” but the wording may suggest
somethmg between the two such as “in the thing as perceived.”
In passion one assents to a presentation with a subsisting lekton
(supra n.32). Interpreters may have taken Zeno to mean, “So
long as the presentation that the thing is evil remains, the judg-
ment and the passion will persist,” perhaps because the fool
lacks the sufficient disposition to withhold his assent to it.
Hence the opinion—the weak assent—will remain fresh until
the presentation changes; and in the case of Artemisia, who con-
templated her husband’s death daily, the presentation remained
forever the same. This explanation can give real meaning to the
use of the Mausoleum at Halicarnassus in the exemplum: the
nobile sepulchrum created an cternal reminder or presentation
of her husband’s death. If Cicero’s opinato malo is a meaningful
rendering of what cho had in mind, it may be that Zeno associ-
ated the “fresh” clement in passion with the presentation to
which the assent is given.*! This position would leave Zeno open
to qUCSUOI‘lS about the cause of passion. Presentations cannot
‘cause’ action in any strict sense—one may always withhold
assent (Origen De princ. 3.1.3). Yet Zeno might have responded
that the wise man always withholds his assent to all but the true
presentation, the xotoAnmtikf gavioocio, while the fool assents
weakly and rashly to mercly persuasive presentations.*? As
passion is found only in fools, it might well be said that the “fresh
ness” of the opinion that causes the impulse remains as long as
the presentation remains persuasive.

Chrymppus unlike Zeno, understands passion not as “follow-
ing upon” an assent, but as an assent itself. He concludes that the
cause of passion and the content of its ‘freshness’ is an assent to
its “appropriateness” rather than the result of an incorrect deci-
sion about the presence of good or evil (Long and Sedley 1 421).
Chrysippus tried to treat the passions by removing from the

sions (probably taken from Zeno [supra n.37]) suggests that there was, and
only some difference can account for the disagrcement between Zeno and
Chrysippus on the definition of passion. Moreover, the intensely rationalist
formulation of Chrysippus suggests his intererst in finding the aitia of passion
despite Posidonius’ arguments to the contrary.

*1 Professor Kidd brings to my attention tiig npocodtov gaviaciog at [Mag.
Mor.] 1203b4f. Inwood (248f) argues that the [Mag. Mor.}] shows Stoic
influence, which would make it not a precedent but perhaps still a corollary

depending on the date of the [Mag. Mor.].
2Stob. Fcl 2.111.18-112.8 (=SVF TT1 548 part), 2.68.18-23 (=I1I 663).
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agent’s mind his belief that passion is “just” or “obligatory”
(iusto atque debito: Cic. Tusc. 3.76=SVF 111 486, 4.62=I11 488). A
passage in Galen purports to show Chrysippus’ inability to ex-
plain why the passions cease with the passage of time, i.e., how
they cease to be ‘fresh’. The passage, probably chosen to 1mp1y
Chrysippus’ confusion, suggests how presentation may have
played a centrol role in the Zenonian doctrine of the passions
that Chrysippus was possibly attempting to refine:

Sokel 8¢ por 1 pév towattn 80&a Sropévely, OTL KAKOV aLTO O
87] n(xpw'cw eyxpowCopsvng &’ aviesBar m cmcto?m KoL ¢
omm n ém rnv cuoto?mv oppn LYoV 8¢ KOl TOVTNG SLa-
HEVOVONG 0Ly LRoKoVLoetal Td £ERG, S mowav GAANV Emi-
ywopévny Sidbeciv SuscuArdyictov ToVTOV Yivoprévev. oBTo
Yop Kol Klaiovreg TAVOVIOL Kol p1 Booképsvm KAaiewv
KAolovov, Otov pn opouxg Tl (powtamag o mtowcemava
nom Kol svxomtm T 1 unbév. ov TpOTIOV Yap M Bpnvo)v
nadolg ylvetor kol xAovBpol, towodto gbAoyov kal €n’
EKELVOV CULVTLYXOQVEW €v Talg apyols HaAAlov TdV Tpory-
&tV Kwvovuviov, kabBdnep énl 1dv 10v yélwta Kivodviev
yiveaBat £onv, xal t& Spola tovtorg.*?

This passage, taken with Cleanthes’ treatment of the passions
(Tusc. 3.76f) and Zcno’s definition of prosp/mtos (Tusc 3.75),
suggests a debate. Zeno defines thc passions as émtywvopeva
xpioeot, that is, as the “contractions” (ovotoAal) themselves.
The cause of the contraction is the impulse; the cause of the
impulse is the assent. But the presentation cannot be said to be
the cause of the assent, because assent is the locus of respon-

# Galen PHP 4.284.7-17=EK 165.59-70: “It seems to me that an opinion of
this sort remains, that the very thing which 1s present is bad, but that as 1t (sc.
the opinion) lingers the contraction relaxes and, as I think, the impulse to the
contraction. Perhaps even if this (sc. the opinion) remains, the things which
follow will not obcy, as these things occur by some other supervening
disposition which is hard to account for. For it is in this way that people cease
Weepmg and weep even when they do not want to weep, whenever under-
lying circumstances produce dissimilar presentations and something or
nothmg interferes. For in the same way that the cessation of laments and
wecpmgs occurs, 1t is reasonable that such things should occur in those cases,
since things are more stimulative at the beginnings, just as I said occurs in the
case of things which stimulate laughter; and also things similar to these.” Tr.
Inwood 149 with nn.94f on the textual difficulties. Gosling argues (supra n.22:
192f) that Chrysippus also attempted to refine Zenonian doctrine on the
passions at PF/P 4.240.18-29.



JOHN A. STEVENS 249

sibility and free-will.** The above passage, purporting to show
the confused state of Chrysippean doctrine, may in fact pre-
serve the state of Stoic doctrine after Zeno. If a passion is an im-
pulse rather than an opinion, the passions might appear to come
and go mercly by a change of presentation without a change of
opinion, ie., assent. For example, one may try to forget a%out
something pamful by going to a show or even taking a long vaca-
tion, and the passion may subside (thanks to a change of presen-
tation) without one’s having ceased to believe that what had
happened was bad. The seeds of Chrysippus’ answer may be
seen in cho s claim that all impulses are made to “something ap-
proprlate > (supra n. 26) the impulse to passion must have been
judged ‘appropriate’, and that judgment must be reversed for
the impulse to subside, whether consciously or unconsciously.
The thorny point is that there are two parts to the doxa pros-
phatos: the false belief that good or evil 1s present, and the false
belief that “it is appropriate to submit to passion” (ut aegritu-
dinem suscipere oporteat: Cic. Tusc. 3.74; Long and Sedley I
421). The latter clause seems to have been associated especially
with the word “fresh,” so that when the ‘appropriateness’ faded,
the doxa would ccase to be prospbatos and the passion would
subside. But the fading of the ‘appropriateness’ is a complex
matter: passion may also subside merely by a change of presenta-
tion. Cicero explains Chrysippus’ position that there are also
two causes of any human action, the assent and the presentation:

Quod enim dicantur adsensiones fieri causis antepositis, id
quale sit, facile a se explicari putat. Nam quamquam adsensio
non possit fieri nisi commota viso, tamen, cum id visum
proximam causam habeat, non prmczpalem, hanc habet
rationem, ut Chrysippus vult, quam dudum diximus, non
ut illa gquidem fieri possit nulla vi extrinsecus excitata
(necesse est enim adsensionem viso commoveri).*>

4 Cic. Fat. 39-43=SVF 11 974; Gell. NA 7.2.6-13=SVF II 1000; see Long and
Sedley T 392ff; Inwood 44-50.

* Fat. 42=SVF Il 974.16-24: “He thinks that he can easily explain the state-
ment that acts of assent come about by prior causes. For although assent can-
not occur unless it is prompted by an impression, nevertheless, since it has that
impression as its proximate, not its primary cause, Chry51ppus wants it to have
the rationale which [ mentioned just now. He does not want assent, at least, to
be able to occur without the stimulus of some external force (for assent must
be prompted by an impression).” Tr. Long and Sedley I 387f; ¢f. 393 for
commentary.
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The Chrysippean theory of causation discussed here shows that
presentations are proximate causes of assents. In the case of the
fool, Chrysippus argues that passion fades and the doxa ceases to
be fresh only when the agent ceases to believe that his passion is
‘appropriate’ (rather than when he ceases to believe that good or
evil is present, as Cleanthes argues: supra n.36). This may hap-
pen over time without the conscious knowledge of the agent,
and it may result 81mp1y from a change in presentation: 0tov W
opolag T0¢ gaviaciag Ta Vrokeipeva oLl (supra n.43). Among
fools whose assents are weak and easily influenced, a change in
presentation, Ze., in the proximate cause of action, may cause
passions to begm and end, because the real cause of passion, the
controlling cause, is the fool’s inferior state of soul that will yield
to any persuasive presentation.*

The evidence suggests that Chrysippus was particularly con-
cerned to explain the cause of passion, the aitia, and its abate-
ment. When he says that the false belief in the appropriateness
of the passion must change for the passion to subside, he shows
that the genuine cause of passion is the prior, the assent to the ap-
propriateness of passion, not the proximate, the impression of
the apparent good or evil (Cic. Tusc. 3.76=SVF 111 486). More-
over, he shows that of the two assents involved in the 86&a
npbéceatog, that the thing is good or evil, and that it is appro-
prlate to submit to passion, the latter is more correctly called the
‘cause’.

I1. Selection and the End

If passion is a movement of the soul contrary to reason, the
goal of lifc is to have one’s soul always move in accordance with
reason. The passions make man live in conflict with nature and
unhappily. The cause of pa551on and the cause of a happy life are
both to be found in man’s understanding of what is most impor-
tant, that is, of what is the good. To see how Posidonius’ argu-
ments on the passions might apply to his view of the end, 1t is
important to understand the Stoic doctrines of good, cv11 and
the “indifferents,” on which the doctrines on the passions and
on the zelos dcpcnd

The occasion of passion involves a certain belief about good
and evil. The special case of Alcibiades (who really was in the
presence of evil) notwithstanding, a man ordinarily decides that

* See Inwood 81; Long and Sedley T 420f.
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“it is appropriate to submit to passion” when believing that
something other than virtue or vice is good or evil. For the
Stoics, all the things that come between are “indifferent” (&31a-
gopa). The indifferents that accord with nature have “value”
(&&ila) and are “preferred” (nponynéva); those contrary to
nature have “disvalue” (drna&ia) and are to be “dispreferred”
(&romponyuéva: Stob. Ecl. 2.84.18-85.11=SVF III 128), and
some have neither value nor disvalue (D.L. 7.104=SVF III 119).
As the practice of virtue requires interaction with the world, the
rational selection of the indifferents is the practice of virtue.
Hence Cicero calls them the “subject matter” of virtue. The
wise man will decide whether to commit suicide or remain in
life purely on the basis of the availability of this subject matter
with which to practice virtue (Cic. Fin. 3.61=SVF 111 763)).

The wise man who sclects properly remains free from passion
in the technical sense, but he experiences the rational counter-
parts of passion—the ‘harmonious motions of the soul acting in
accordance with reason, the e0ndBerar. He will experience
xopé (joy), a well-reasoned expansion of the soul based upon
the correct belief that he is in the presence of good along with
BovAnoig, the motion based upon the correct belief that good is
approaching, and ebAd&peio (precaution), the motion based upon
the correct belief that evil is approaching (Cic. Tusc. 4.14=SVF
III 438). He never believes that he is in the presence of evil be-
cause the wise man will always avoid vice. All definitions of the
edndBeion include “properly reasoned” (ehoyog) motions of
the soul, whereas passion, an irrational motion, arises from an
1mproperly rcasoned belief about good and evil.

The wise man exercises “reservation” in his decisions about
the indifferents, a certain restraint by which he acknowledges
that their acquisition is of no consequence to his happiness.*
This mental reserve is the wise man’s way of preserving his fun-
damental belief that what is indifferent cannot be good or evil
and, therefore, that its presence or absence should not lead him
to passion. The technical term for reservation, vne€aipeoig, is
late (e.g. Stobacus, Sencca, et al.),*® but the concept may date to

“ Inwood 155-73; ¢f. Bonhoffer 2691.

*8 Stob. Ecl. 2.115.5=SVF 111 564; Sen. Ben. 4.34=I11 565 (exceptio); cf. Arr.
Epict. Diss. 2.6.9f (=111 191), 3.24.231, 85ff; Enchiridion 2f; M. Ant. 4.1, 5.20,
6.50, 11.37.
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Zeno,* who is quoted that the ultimate source of all the passions
is, in a way, intemperance,*® defined as “the knowledge of what
is to be chosen, what avoided, and what is neither” (¢niotiun
alpetdv kKol gevkTdv Kol 00detépwv), e, what is “good,” what
is “evil,” and what is neither.5! Temperance is one of the four
Stoic virtues, along with wisdom, justice, and courage. As virtue
is perfected only in the wise man, it follows that only the wise
man is perfectly temperate and thus free from passion. The defi-
nition of virtue also shows the central position in which the
Stoics place the knowledge of good evil, and the indifferents in
the realm of action: (ppovnow 8’ elvat émoTAunV dv nomtsov Kai
00 mowntéov kol o0detépwv, 1 éntotAuny dyoBdv kol kok®v Kol
008etépwv QuGeEL mOALTIKOD (AoyikoD) {dov.>

The chief function of temperance is to keep the soul free from
excessive delights and distresses (Cic. Tusc. 4.37; 3.16{{=SVF III
570). It can accomplish this because it urges the wise man to
mark the greatness of the universe and his own ephemeral exist-
ence and to keep watch lest anything strike him as “unexpected”
or “unforeseen” (nihil improvisum, nibil inopinatum, ni}:il om-
nino novum: Tusc. 4.37). By Stobaeus’ definition of uneé‘,mpemg
(Ecl. 2.115.5=SVF III 564) nothing will strike the wise man “un-
foreseen” (dmpdAnntov). Whether Zenonian or not, the “reser-

4 Zeno’s “excessive impulse” implies some account of what Zeno saw as the
meaning of “excessive.” Inwood (119-26, 165-73) concentrates on Chrysippus,
but Zeno’s belief that intemperance is the cause of all passions could be
connected to this material.

5% Cic. Acad. 1.38f: Cumgque perturbationem animi illi ex homine non tol-
lerent, naturague et condolescere et concupiscere et extimescere et efferri laetitia
dicerent, sed ea contraberent in angustumque deducerent, hic omnibus his
quasi morbis voluit carere sapientem; cumque eas perturbationes antiqui
naturales esse dicerent et rationis expertes, aliague in parte animi cupiditatem,
alia rationem collocarent, ne his quidem adsentiebatur, nam et perturbationes
voluntarias esse putabat opinionisque indicio suscipi et omnium perturba-
tionum matrem esse arbitrabatur immoderatam quandam intemperantium. Cf.
Tusc. 4.22=SVF 11l 379: intemperantiam, quae est tota mente a recta ratione
defectio. In my view, Zeno conceived the important function of reservation
under the heading guaedam temperantia. The term vne€aipeoig, however, is
clearly later. Inwood (119) argues that the technical conception of “reser-
vation” probably derives from Chrysippus’ intense interest in determinism: cf.
Inwood 119. Chrysippus’ investigation of causation (supra n.45) revealed more
clearly what is and is not in man’s power.

51 Stob. Ecl 2.59.4 (=SVF 111 262); Plut. Mor. 441a (=1 201).

52 Stob. Ecl. 2.59.4ff=SVF III 262: “Virtue is the knowledge of what must
and must not be done and of neutral actions, or the knowledge of things that
are good and evil and neutral by nature for a rational political being.”
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vation” by which the wise man distinguishes the indifferents
from good and evil is what keeps him free from the passions,
The wise man is to have an unrestrained impulse to the good
and from cvil (Arr. Epict. Diss. 3.24.231, 85ff), but he must exer-
cise restraint in the realm of the indifferent things. Chrysippus
describes the rdle of selection in a life of virtue as follows:

S TtovTo K(xku)g 0 Xpucmnog XEYEL ot uexptg av aﬁnm pot
n & ef;ng, ael Thv &U(pDEG’tEp(DV z—:xopat npog 1O TUYXAVELV
TOV KATO QUGLV owtog yap p’ 0 Bedg €énoinocev tovToOV EKAEK-
rucov ex 6£ ve n5£w ot voouv Kot Kaeuuaptw vV, Kol
mppu)v av £n’ o0Td- Kol yop 0 movg, £l pEvag Elyev, Mpuro
av €t 10 TmAodoBo.>

Chrysippus makes the important point that nature intends man
to obey fate—the reason that guides the universe—and to select
the things in accordance with nature. Obedience to fate is man’s
primary duty. The pursuit of the indifferents is secondary. The
wise man docs all things with rescrvation in order to preserve
this order commanded by nature. Reservation is indispensable
to man’s happiness inasmuch as he must select among the indif-
ferents to live and to practice virtue.

The Stoics observe that the indifferents play a role in every
phase of man’s life.* Man’s first impulses are to self-preserva-
tion and to things important for self-preservation (Cic. Fin.
3.16). When he attains the age of rcason, he learns that what he
formerly sought by instinct, he now secks by reason. The selec-
tions of the indifferents by conscious choice are “appropriate
actions” (koBfixovta). In time the habit of performing appro-
priate acts lcads to the observation that the choice of things in
accordance with nature creates a harmony with nature that is
choice-worthy in itself. This life of harmony with nature com-
prises a life of virtue that he comes to esteem more highly than
the things he chooses. Harmony with nature includes harmony

3 Arr. Epict. Diss. 2.6.9f=SVR 111 564: “For this reason Chrysippus speaks
properly when he says, “As long as what will happen is unclear to me, I hold
fast to those things which are more suited to the attainment of the things in
accordance with nature. For God himself made me inclined to select them.
But if I knew that it is fated for me to be sick right now, I would direct my
impulse to it. Even my foot, if it could reason, would direct its impulse to being
muddied.” See Inwood 119-26.

5% See I. G. Kidd, “The Relation of Stoic Intermediates to the Summum
Bonum, with Reference to Change in the Stoa,” CQ Ns.5 (1955) 181-94; M.
Reesor, “The Indifferents in the Old and Middle Stoa,” TAPA 82 (1951)
102-10.
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with Zeus’ divine reason that directs the fate of the universe
(D.L. 7.87{f=SVF 1 162). Man thercfore directs his efforts at per-
fecting his own reason and making it conform to the perfect
reason of Zeus. When the wise man perfectly performs appro-
priate acts in accordance with Right Reason, they are virtuous
acts (xatopBopato: Fin. 3.21-24=SVF 1II 188.18, 497, 11, 186).
First impulses lead to the “preferred indifferents” (10 kata
@OoW or nponyuéva) they are both the “origin” (&pyxn) and the

“material” (OAn) of appropriate actions (kaBfkovta); lastly, they
are the YAn of xaBnkovta, the materia sapientiae, the stuff with
which virtue and virtuous acts deal, but they are not the origin
of virtue, and their acquisition is not the goal of virtue (Plut.
Mor. 1069:=SVF III 491). A happy life in accordance with
reason and fate depends upon the wise man’s belief that the
indifferents are neither good nor the goal of virtue.

In passion one assents not only to the proposition that what is
indifferent is good or evil but also to the proposition that passion
is in accordance with nature. Part of the definition of the doxa
prosphatos is that one “ought” to have a passion (4t aegritu-
dinem suscipere oporteat: supra n.26). Chrysippus sees the

“ought” as the causc of passion; one treats passmn by convin-
cing the subject that passion is not an officium, an “appropriate
act” Cbryszppus autem caput esse censet in consolando detra-
bere illam opinionem maerenti, si se officio fungi putet iusto
atque debito.>> Posidonius also understands Chrysippus to de-
fine passion as the belief that “it is appropriate and in accordance
with the valuation” of things that are present to be moved to
passion (Galen PHP 4.264.23=EK 164.18: xaBfixov xol xat’
a&iav). On this cvidence Chry31ppus seems to observe that the
agent mistakenly decides passion 1s “to be preferred”: the doxa
prospr’mtos of passxon is identified with the belief that passion is
an “appropriate act”; that is, he focuses on what the agent judges
about passion, an internal phenomenon, rather than what he
may judge about external things or cvents.

The Stoic formulae for the telos recognize the interdepen-
dence of the doctrines on man’s reclationship to nature, on the
selection of indifferents, and on the subordinate role of the indif-

3 Cic. Tusc. 3.76=SVF III 486: “But Chrysippus judges that the main thing
in consolation is to take away this opinion from the one who is grieving, if he
should think that he is performing an appropriate act which is just and owed.”
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ferents in the practice of virtue.>® These formulae also tacitly
recognize that passion is a threat to the happy life. Zeno defined
the end (relos) as 10 opohoyovpévag LRy (“to live harmoniously
and consistently”).” Zeno’s successors revised the definition
with the apparent intention of expressing the content of dpoho-
YOVREVEG, 1. e, to give concrete definition to lwmg by rational
consxstcncy ” Stobaeus says (Ecl. 2.76.1-6) that Cleanthes added

“with nature” (17} ¢VoeL ) to the formula because Zeno’s succes-
sors felt that the shorter formula was an incomplete predicate.
Diogenes Laertius (7.87) attributes 11} ¢oet to Zeno. Attempts
to redefine the predicate to spell out what should qualify 10
Cfiv, concentrate on man’s relationship to nature. Chry51ppus is
also said (Stob. Ecl. 2.76.6ff) to have given the telos as “to live in
accordance with the experience of things which happen by
nature” ({fiv xot’ éuneiplav 1dv @voel cupPfovovimv). kat’ éu-
neipiov suggests that man should live in accordance with what
he can observe about the divine logos. Man’s goal is to make his
logos conform perfectly with the divine logos and Chrysippus’
formula focuses on how he should do this. Man cannot observe
the universe as it is, but only he can understand it (Inwood
203f). He should make himself a willing follower of fate, the uld-
mate teacher, and, like the dog tied behind the cart (Hippol.
Philos. 21 [Diels Dox. Graec. p.571.11]= SVF II 975), he should
make his own motions conform with what events demand
(D.L.7.87f=SVFIII 4; 1 552, 162).

Cicero appends Chry31ppus formula without attribution:
vivere scientiam adhibentem earum rerum quae natura eveniant,
seligentem quae secundum naturam et quae contra naturam sint
reicientem, id est convenienter congruenterque naturae viv-
ere.’® The addition of selection and disselection may or may not
belong to Chrysippus,>® but, in any event, Cicero sees Chrysip-

36 See A. A. Long, “Stoic Eudaimonism,” ProcBostonColAncPhil 4 (1988)
77-112; Inwood 203-08; T. H. IrwiN, “Stoic and Aristotelian Conceptions of
Happiness,” in Schofield and Striker (s#pra n.22: hereafter ‘Irwin’) 234-42.

7 Stob. Ecl. 2.75.11=SVF 1 179. See ]J. M. Rist, “Zeno and Stoic Consistency,”
Phronesis 22 (1977) 168-74; C. O. Brink, “Theophrastus and Zeno on Moral
Theory,” Phronesis 1 (1955) 141-44.

58 Fin. 3.31 (tr. Long and Sedley 1 401): “a life applying knowledge of those
things that happen by nature, selecting those in accordance with nature and

rejecting those contrary to nature, that is—a life in agreement and consistent
with nature.”Cf. 2.34.

3 Long and Sedley 1 407; A. A. Long, “Carncades and the Stoic Telos,”
Phronesis 12 (1967) 59-90, esp. 69.
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pus’ formula in expanded form as an explanation of convenien-
ter congruenterque naturae vivere, i.e., 10 OHLOAOYOLUEVLS TH
@voel CAv. Sclcction is logically added as the natural conse-
quence of living xot’ éunetpiov. As seen earlier, man’s relation-
ship to naturc is cxpressed in two ways: first, man must make
his own logos conform to that of nature; and second, he must
select among the indifferents in accordance with logos ( ¢f. supra
n.53). Cicero’s formula suggests an interconnection of the two
relationships.

The assimilation of one’s own logos to divine logos is the final
step of oikelwoig, the process by which man comes to realize the
life that nature intended for him and by which he lives in accor-
dance with nature. Chrysippus describes this process in his Tepi
tehdv (D.L. 7.85f=SVF III 178): man is constituted so as to be
attracted by what will contribute to his own preservation; like
the animals, man’s impulse (Opun) can only be stimulated by
what is “appropriate” (oikeiov); but because man has reason, he
can use logos to govern his 1mpu]sc Reason performs this super-
vision as a craftsman (logos=texvitng: D.L. 7.86) practices his
craft. Stobaeus records that only “an hormetic presentation of
something appropriate” (pavioacia Opuetikn 100 xabBnkoviog)
can stimu%ate man’s impulse; thus Diogenes’ oixelov also has the
sense of kaBfikov.® In other contexts Stobacus says that the pre-
ferred indifferents (the ¥An and &pyxn of xoBfixovia) are
capable of stimulating impulse (Ec/. 2.82.5-10=SVF III 121; ¢f.
Ecl. 2.75.1=III 131). Therefore Diogenes’ logos, which super-
vises impulse, would include in its “craft” the selection of which
indifferents will be allowed to stimulate man’s impulse. Man’s
goal 1s to make his reason conform to divine reason; the func-
tion of his rational craft is to preside over his impulse. By this
line of reasoning two kinds of craftsmen are discerned: those
who supervise their impulse imperfectly because their reason
does not conform to nature, and those who supervise it
perfectly because their reason does conform to nature.

€0 Ecl. 2.86.17f; Inwood 84f with n.208; ¢f. supra n.26. oixelov as a concept
predates the Stoics and occurs in Epicureanism: see Brink (supra n.57) 1391f; S.
G. Pembroke, “Oikeidsis,” in Long, ed., (supra n.2) 114-49; ]. Brunschwng,
“The Cradle Argument in Lplcurcamsm and Stoicism,” in Schofield and
Striker, edd. (supra n.22) 113-44; Vander Waerdt, “Hermarchus” 97 n.40. Its
role in the apraxia-argument (supra n.26), howcvcr, suggests either that Zeno
used the term or that later reporters like Diogenes accepted the more universal
oikelov as an acceptable substitute for xaBnxov.
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Diogenes of Babylon defined the telos as “reasoning well in
the se%ection and disselection of things in accordance with na-
ture” (evAoylotely v 1M} TdV katd VoWV €KAOYT Kol damekAoyh). o
Antipater, his student, is credited with two formulas that also
use selection in the definition of the telos: (1) “to live continu-
ously selecting things in accordance with nature and dlsselectmg
things contrary to nature (Cnv exleyousvoug HEV & Katd @Oy,
ommc?»syouevom; 8¢ 1a mapa @vow); (2) “to do everythmg n
one’s power continuously and undeviatingly with a view to
obtaining the predominating things which accord with nature”
(rav 10 xaB’ obTOV motelv dinvekdg kal dropaPatwg mpog 10
TUYXAVELY TOV TPONYOLUEVAOV KATA QUOLY). 8

Both Diogenes and Antipater attempt to incorporate man’s
dual relationship (s#pra 253 with n.53) to nature into a single
formula.®® For Diogenes, ebAoyiotely (“to reason properly”)
expresses the first duty of making man’s reason conform to
divine reason.® Antipater’s first formula requires selectmg and
rc;ectmg what ought to be selected and rejected, ie., ‘ta Kot
Vo and td moapo @Oow. In the second formula man’s first
duty consists in the effort intended by név 10 x08’ abtov ToLElY
dinvexdg kol dnopaPdrwg, where the adverbs may allude to
“consistency” and where “to do everything in one’s power” cer-
tainly includes the exercise of reason. But the adverbs may more
properly allude to ‘rational impulse’. A generous reading of
Anupater’s second formula might interpret it as the obligation to
exercise the rational consistency advocated by Zeus in dealing
with indifferents.

Diogenes and Antipater (in his first formula) expressly empha-
size man’s second duty to select the indifferents. In Antipater’s
second formula, however, man’s cfforts towards “acquiring”
(tvyxévew) the indifferents replace his duty of sclection. Plu-

¢1 Stob. £cl. 2.76.9{=SVF 1II Diog. 44ff (tr. Long and Sedley I 357); D.L. 7.88;
Clem. Al. Strom. 2.21 p.179 Sylb. (I 497 Pott.). Diogenes and Clement omit xai
anekAoyq.

62 Stob. Ecl. 2.76.11-15=SVF III Ant.57; tr. Long and Sedley I 357. Clement’s
single formula (Strom. 2.21 p.179 Sylb. [V.2 497 Pou.]=SVF III Ant.58)
conflates the two: 'Avtinatpog ... 10 1éhog keicBor év 1) Sinvexdg xal &ropa-
Batwg éxAéyecBor pév 1& kotd @dowv, drexiéyesBar 8¢ 1& mopd edov dmo-
AopPavet.

63 For continuity between the formulae of Chrysippus and Diogenes see
Long (supra n.59) 68-73; A. Bonhoffer, “Die Telosformel des Stoikers
Diogenes,” Philologus 67 (1908) 582-605.

%% Long and Sedley [ 408; Sen. Ep. 92.11{f; ¢f. ebAoyog in definitions of
evndBeran: supra 251.
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tarch provides the only clue for why he may have chosen to
define rationally consistent selection as a rationally consistent
attempt “to acquire” the indifferents: Antipater was forced to
defend himself against the attacks of Carnecades.®

III. Carneades and the Stoic Telos

It is especially difficult to discuss the impact of Carneades up-
on Stoic doctrine because he cannot be held accountable for
positions adopted for the sake of argument. As his attacks on the
Stoa are ad hoc (e.g. Cic. Orat. 3.80; Lactant. Div. Instit. 5.14.3ff,
Epit. 50.8), we not only have to sift out from divergent sources
what Carneades may have said, but must also (%iscover the
original context. Scholars have attempted to reconstruct the frag-
ments of his debate with Antipater from Plutarch and Cicero.%6
Plutarch complicates the task if, as generally assumed, Car-
neades began his criticism with the argument that Plutarch
presents last.#” Carneades, a student of Diogenes in dialectic
(Cic. Acad. 2.98) and possibly thirty years his junior (Long
[supra n.59] 75f), served with him in the Athenian embassy to
Rome (155 B.C.). These considerations and Plutarch’s clue (supra
n.65) suggest that Carncades attacked the telos-formula of
Diogenes via Antipater’s first formula (essentially the same as
Diogenes’) and that Antipater attempted to answer the criticism
of Carneades with his second formula.¢®

5 Plut. Mor. 1072¢ (=SVF III Ant.59 part), 1071a (=IIT 195 [supra n.20)); cf.
IIT Ant.4-7.

6 Plut. Mor. 1070r-72r=SVF III 195, 26, Ant.59; Cic. Fin. 3.22, 5.16~-20 and
Tusc. 5.84=I11 18, 497, 44. It is generally inferred from Plutarch’s reference to
Carneades at 1072F that Carneades is the indirect source for the whole passage:
Long and Sedley I 407-10. For the debate between Antipater and Carneades
see also B. Inwood, “Goal and Target in Stoicism,” JPhilos 83 (1986) 547-56;
Irwin (supra n.56) 228-34; Long (supra n.59); H. Reiner, “Die ethische Weis-
heit der Stoiker heute,” Gymnasium 96 (1969) 330-57; O. Rieth, “Uber das
Telos der Stoiker,” Hermes 69 (1934) 13-45; Rist (supra n.57) 161-67; M.
Soreth, “Die zweite Telosformel des Antipater von Tarsos,” ArchGeschPhilos
50 (1968) 48-72; G. STRIKER, “Antipater or the Art of Living,” in Schofield and
Striker (supra n.22: hereafter ‘Striker’) 185-204; and, most importantly, R
Avrers-GoLz, Der Begriff EKOIIOY in der Stoa und seine Vorgeschichte (=Spu-
dasmata 8 [New York 1976: hereafter ‘Alpers-Golz’]) 62-101, 131-35.

¢7 Long and Sedley I 407f; Striker 189f; Long (supra n.59) 76.
¢8 Striker 189; Long and Sedley T 409.
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Against Antipater, Carneades argues that the objects of selec-
tion must be valuable only to the extent that they contribute to
the end, which is reasoning well in their selection. This produces
“the end is reasoning well in the selections of things having value
with respect to reasoning well” (‘cé?‘.og £0T1 TO VDAOYIGTELY €V TalC
e»c?wyoug TV GElov €xoviav npdg 10 euloywtew) 9 The Stoics,
in response, argue that “selective value” 1s determined not by
the contribution of the indifferents to the end, but solely on the
basis of their accordance with nature.’® Carneades then asks
why, if they have value, their acquisition is not an end in itself.
Plutarch’s account of the debate presents first the argument that
it is “contrary to common conception” (nopd thv €vvoiav) that
life should have two 1éAn and oxonoi: mapd v £vvoldy éott
800 1éAn xol okonovg npokeicBot 100 Plov kal pn naviev dca
npdttopev €9’ v TL yiyvesBou thv dvagopdv £11 8¢ pohlov éoti
napd Ty fvvotav GAAo pév eivat téhog én’ EAAo 8¢ tddv
TPATTOUEVDV EKOGTOV dvacpépeoem.” The distinction of telos
(“goal”) and skopos (“target”) derives from the Stoic position
that living is an art (téxvn ). Antipater’s telos-formula seems to
refer to this doctrine. As the Stoic understanding of this art
involves many interrclated concepts, it may be useful to con-
sider how this “art of living” differs from other arts before
treating Plutarch’s technical distinction between telos and
skopos.

The so-called Carneadea divisio, in which Carneades claims to
represent all the possible goals of life (Cic. Fin. 5.16-20), begins
with Carncades’ assertion that every art must be distinct from
what it is supposed to accomplish: est enim perspicuum nullam
artem ipsam in se versari, sed esse alind artem ipsam, aliud guod
propositum sit arti.”* The Stoics, on the other hand, suppose a
kind of téxvn (ars) whose purpose is merely its practice, a
otoxooTikn téxvn (“aiming art”).”?

9 Plut. Mor. 1072e=S VI 111 Ant.58 part; ¢f. Alex. Aphr. De an. 2.164.7,
167.13-17.

70 Stob. Ecl. 2.80.7-13, 83.10-84.2=SVF 111 124; D.L. 7.105=1I1 126.

7t Plut. Mor. 10705=71A: “It is contrary to common conception that two
goals and targets of life be set up and that there be not one single point of
reference for everything we do, but it is even further contrary to common
conception that one thing be the goal and that each of the things we do be
referred to something else.”

72 Fin. 5.16: “for it is evident that no craft is concerned just with itself, but
the craft and its object are distinct” (tr. Long and Sedley 1 403).

73 Striker 194f; Alex. Aphr. De an. 2.159.34; Cic. Fin. 3.24.
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Their understanding of the ctoxaotucn IEXVT] i1s combined
with their definition of the telos: ‘ce?\og ¢otiv oL fveka mavio
npattetal xafnkdviwg, avtd O mpdrTeton ovdeVOg Evexo: kG-
xelvwg oV x&ptv 1dAAa, adTd & 00devog fveka.” Kal maAy: “é¢
0 mévio 10 év 10 PBlw mpattdpeva kobnkéviwg v dvagopav
AapPdvet, avtd 8’ én’ o0dév. »7* The key word in this definition
is €vexa (or xdpwv: “for the sake of”). The telos is the expression
of life’s purpose. A telos-formula must not contain “for the sake
of” or an infinite regress occurs. The telos is the end of the line:
as Stobaeus says, o010 8’ 008evdg Eveka. It follows that the art
that describes 1t must be the purpose and not have another pur-
pose of its own: the practice of the stoxactikn 1éxvn of virtue is
the telos—not an easy concept to grasp. This craft has no other
purpose. Its purpose is its practice, because this “aiming art”
the practice of virtue that needs no further purpose. The SUbStl-
tution of éveka for npdg in Antipater’s formula serves Carne-
ades’ purposes well. Posidonius” use of that word, moreover, is
unlikely to have been casual or a simple error, because the most
basic of all principles of Hellenistic philosophy is that the telos
must be the “end” of all activity of life (Long and Sedley I 398).

The Stoics answer the charge in the divisio that no craft may
be concerned solely with its %f t.e., contain its purpose within
itself and depend upon nothing external for its fulfillment:

Nec enim gubernationi aut medicinae similem sapientiam
esse arbitramur, sed actioni illi potius, quam modo dixi, et
saltationi, ut in ipsa insit, non foris petatur extremum, id
est artis effectio. Et tamen est etiam alia cum his ipsis artibus
sapientiae dissimilitudo, propterea quod in illis quae recte
facta sunt, non continent tamen omnes partes, e quibus con-
stant; quae autem—illi appellant xotopBopato, omnes nu-
meros virtutis continent. Sola enim sapientia in se tota
conversa.”>

74 Stob. Ecl. 2.46.5-10=SVF 111 2: ““The telos is that for the sake of which all
things are properly done but which is itself done for the sake of nothing,” and
in the same way as, ‘for the sake of which, everything else; itself for the sake of
nothing.” And again, ‘that to which everything done in life properly has its
reference; itself referred to nothing’.”

75 Cic. Fin. 3.24=SVF III 11: “For we do not consider that wisdom is similar
to navigation or medicine, but rather to acting, as I just said, and dancing, so
that the telos, i.e., the practice of the craft, is contained within itself and is not
sought outside of it. But there is yet another difference between wisdom and
these other crafts, namely that in the case of other crafts, the products which
have been made correctly do not contain all of the parts of the crafts from
which they come; but those things which the Stoics call katorthomata, contain
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Cicero undoubtedly attempts to answer the charge that in crafts
such as medicine the nature of the telos is disputed From the
patlcnt s viewpoint, the doctor’s telos ought to be “to save the
patient”; from thc doctor’s standpoint, it ought to be “to do
everythmg he can.” In Alexander of Aphrodisias’ discussion of
medicine (Top. 32.27-33.6), the “external result” (10 npokeipev-
ov) of the craft of medicine is “to save the patient” (10 cdcor);
the “function” of the doctor (€pyov) is “to do everything in his
power” (mdvta 10 évdexdnevo noficar). These last words echo
Antipater’s second formula for the end (supra n.62), but
Alexander’s npokeipevov and €pyov come from Aristotle (RA.
1355b8-14, Top. 101b5-15).7¢ Medicine was one of the stock
examples of the “aiming art” because of the obvious réle of
factors beyond the practitioner’s control, e.g., fortune. For Aris-
totelians the external telos should be the result. The Stoics re-
jected this view and placed the telos with the practitioner’s func-
tion. Thus the Stoics had to sacrifice the position of common
sense that the purpose of medicine is to heal for the paradoxical
claim that the purpose of a stochastic craft is its practice. The
difficulties attendant upon such a position led them to reject
medicine as a fitting exemplum.

It seems to do some violence to the concept of medicine to
say, as Cicero’s last line demands, that the practice of medicine is
concerned entirely with itself and that the patient is not an
integral part of practicing that art: the patient is not only the sub-
ject matter upon which it is practiced but also a participant in the
healing process.”” The Stoics must surely have regarded medi-
cine as a stochastic craft, but one msufﬁmently similar to that of
virtue, perhaps because of the ability of tOyn to disrupt the craft
of medicine but not the craft of virtue.

The central issues in the debate over this art of living, then,
were how its products or results differ from those of other

all the elements of virtue. For wisdom alone is concerned completely with
itself.”

76 Irwin 229f; Long and Sedley T 409f. Alexander’s 10 ndvta & év8exdpeva
nofioan curiously echoes Posidonius (supra n.16)—perhaps from a common
source.

77 Alpers-Golz’s instructive list (67f) of the Academic and Peripatetic uses of
the craft of medicine in the doxography of the stochastike techne reveals the
probable source of Carneades’ inspiration for his approach to the Stoic concep-

tion of the skopos. It is unclear in what technical language the Stoics described
medicine.
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crafts, and in what sense it is rightly called an “aiming” art. An
important question is at what does one aim while practicing
virtue, if virtue is practiced for its own sake. In both Greek and
English the image of an archer and target suggests that the target
is the goal, and that we succeed or fail in our aim as we hit or
miss the target. The concept is embedded deeply in Greek
thought, as apoptio (“missing the mark”) shows. But the Stoics
did not conccive of happiness or virtue in a common scnse way,
and their usc of the image of archery was equally paradoxical: if
virtue is practiced for its own sake, and if the practice of virtue is
like the art of aiming, either it must not matter whether we hit
the target or not, or the target as well as the art of aiming must
be virtue in some sense.

Cleanthes and Chrysippus are credited with makmg the
followmg distinction between telos and skopos (“what one
looks at” or uses as a “sight”):

Télog 8¢ guotv elvar 10 eddapovely, ob Evexa ndvia mpdt-
TETOL, OVTO OE TMPATTETOL HEV 0VOEVOG O Evexa: ToDTO OF
vmapyewv év td kot apemyv LRy, év 1@ opoloyovpéveg {Hv,
€11, Toa0ToD Ovtog, év 1@ Kotd Vo (fv. Tnv 8¢ evdarpo-
viav 0 Znvev oploato Tov Tpotov todtov: evdotpovia &’ eotiv
ei')powc Biou Kéxpnrou d¢ kol KiedvOng 10 ESp(o TO0VT® Ev
Toig E0VTOD CLYYPAUUOCL KOl O XpOOLnnog Kol ol Gnd TovTWY
TAVTEG, TNV w&npovuxv glvau Xtyovteg ovy ETépav 10D gV-
Smpovog Blov, kattor ye Ktyovteg mv psv g0dapovio GKo-
nov éxxeloBou, ralog 8’ glvan 10 Tuyely THg evdapoviag, Snep
TadTov elvor 16 evdaipovely.’s

Stoic logic dictates that the relos must stand in relation to the
skopos as “predicate” (kotnydpnua) to “body” (odpa). The
skopos is a body like eddopovio (“happiness”); the telos is a
predicate like 1o ebdapoveiv (“to be happy”).”? The telos is 10

78 Stob. Ecl. 2.77.16-27=SVF 1II 16: “The Stoics say that the relos is to be
happy, for the sake of which all things are done, but which itself is done for
the sake of nothmg They say that happiness subsists in ‘living in accordance
with virtue’, or in ‘hvmg by rational c0n51stency or yet again (it being the
same thmg) in ‘living in accordance with nature’. Zeno defined happiness in
this way, ‘happiness is a good flow of life’. Cleanthes used this definition in his
writings, as did Chrysippus and all those after them. They say that happiness
is not different from the happy life, but they do make the distinction that
happiness is set out as a skopos, while the telos is to ‘acquire’ happiness, which
is the same thing as being happy.”

7 Supra n.78. A predicate is a verbal idea expressed by the infinitive with no
expressed subject: Stob. Ecl. 2.76.19ff=SVF 11 3; Origen, in Ps., Migne, PG II

1053. Stoic telos-formulac are all expressed as infinitives, and the idea is that
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TVXElV 10V okoroV, where the sense of 10 tuyelv seems to be
less “to acquire” than “to make predicated of oneself.” To use
ToyxGvw in this way is technical if not counter-intuitive. Its usual
sense with a genitive object is “to happen upon” something, “to
get” it, with the recognition that “fortune” ('n')xn) has brought
it But the Stoics do not hold that one happens upon” or

acqu1res happiness by chance. Rather one “puts it into prac-
tice” by living according to virtue. I read this important logical
fragment to suggest that tvyxdve may have signified less “to
acquire” than “to predicate” in this precise context. This is justi-
fied on the grounds that all Stoic ethics are devoted to the propo-
sition that happiness is within the power of the wise man. He is
immune to fortune and has the power to “bring about”
(predicate of himself) his own happiness.

These concepts applied to the art of aiming would render vir-
tue the art (techne) in one sense but also the target (skopos) in
another sense, and the telos not “to get” virtue so much as “to
practice” it. Stobaeus confirms that the Stoics did regard virtue
as “an art concerned with the whole of life” (Ecl. 2.66.20-67.1:
onpsmv nepl SAov ovoav TOV BLOV téxvny ). But, paradox1cally, if
one aims properly, he is practicing virtue and cannot miss the
target of virtue. This paradox cannot be avoided by posmng that
the skopos is not virtue but something else like “happiness.”
Virtue is not practiced to acquire happiness; happiness comes
about only when virtue is practlced for its own sake.® A key
concept in the Stoic posmon 1s Vrapyew (“to belong to,” “sub-
sist in”). For Stobaeus, “to be happy subsists in to live in accor-

man should make himself such that he could be the subject: I live in
accordance with nature. As man’s goal is to be happy, Chrysippus holds that
happiness (1 ebdapovia) is the skopos and its acquisition, ie., to have happi-
ness (10 edbdatpoveiv) the telos. Because for Stoics the cause of a predlcate is a
body, the s/eopos is the cause of the telos: without happiness the thing, ‘to have
happiness’ and ‘to be happy’, do not exist: Stob. Ecl 1.138.14-139.4=SVF I 89,
IT 336; A. A. Long, “The Early Stoic Concept of Moral Choice,” in F. Bossier
et al, edd., Images of Man in Ancient and Medieval Thought: Studia Gerardo
Verbeke (London 1976) 77-92. This Stoic distinction between body and
predicate also separates the good from what possesses the good. As a body the
good is “choiceworthy” (aipetév), but what possesses the good, a benefit
(®@éAnua), is “what has to be chosen” (aipetfov): Stob. Ecl. 2.72.19, 78.7=SVF
IIT 88f. Examples of aipetéa are 10 ppovelv, 10 cogpovelv, and other virtues
conceived as verbs, whereas the aipetd include @pdvnoigand other virtues con-
ceived as nouns. Man does not choose the good, he chooses to have it. He does
not choose virtue, he chooses to practice it: Long 89.

% Long and Sedley I 399; see SVF III 3848 with 106.
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dance with virtue” (¢f. D.L. 7.89=SVF III 39). Happiness will
automatically become predicated of the agent when virtue is
practiced. As Chrysippus says, “only predicates that are actual
attributes are said to belong; for instance, walking around be-
longs to me when I am walking around, but it does not belong
when I am lying down or sitting” (Stob. Ecl. 1.106.5{=SVF 11
509: (x)g Kol K(X‘Cn‘YOpT]].LOL’CO. Unapxew keysrat pova 10 ovuPePn-
x6ta, otov 10 mepumatelv bmdpyet por Ste mepinatd, Ste B¢ xota
kéxhpot i k&Bnpor ody Ordpxet). A rough paraphrase might
be that predicates such as the telos of being happy (10 eddou-
povelv) only “belong or subsist” when we practice them; so in
the case of bemg happy (as we cannot practice happmess
directly), the telos “belongs to or consists in” practicing virtue.

It is a formidable mudd% (1) the telos is “to be happy,” which
subsists in “to live in accordance with virtue”; (2) the skopos is
“happiness,” but this must also subsist in the art (téxvn) of vir-
tue, because (3) the telos is also 10 Tvxelv 100 oxorod, which
should mean “to hit the target” but comes to mean “to predicate
the art of virtue” of oneself or “to practice” it. The reason for
this manipulation of a familiar concept may be found in the Stoic
dictum that “ virtue is sufficient for happiness” (D.L. 7.127=SVF
III 49: avtéprn T elvor o0ty (sc. dpethv ) mpodg evSaipoviav ).
Such preferred indifferents as health and wealth are not neces-
sary for virtue. This is the opposite of the Aristotelian position,
which is also the position of common sense. The Stoics use “tar-
get” paradoxically to communicate their thesis: “the aim is the
thing, not the targct > As in Greek art, e.g. Myron s Dts/eobolos,
the practice of virtue is a tension. On this view, the virtue of the
archer is the aim, not hitting the target. But then if virtue is a goal-
Oriented Craft, ti’]C Craftsman cannot miSS hlS target When he prac-
tices it correctly: the practice of virtue always hits its target—
virtue.

When Carneades accuses Antipater of positing two tele and
two skopoi, he undoubtedly pits the common-sense 1mage of
aiming against the Stoic paradox of the “aim that never fails.” He
gives some indication of why he accuses the Stoa of two tele and
two skopoi when he discusses the relation of the preferred
indifferents (what he calls t& mpdto xatd gvov )8! to the telos:

81 Cicero frequently uses the phrase prima naturae as though interchan-
geable with the Stoic nponypéva. Inwood (218-33) summarizes the problem of
Carneades’ influence on these texts. See also Long (s#upra n.59) 70 n.32.
Inwood (220 with nn.13f) follows Hirzel (supra n.17) 111 304f and A. Bonhof-



JOHN A. STEVENS 265

1éhog pev yap 10 éxAéyecBar xal Aoaufdvetv ékelva @povipwg
g¢xelva &’ avTa Kol TO TUYXAVELY aOTOV 0V TéAOC GAAO Wormep
VAN T LROKELTOL TNV sxkemtmv aéLav gxovoa.® Carneades’

use of VAN t1g Lrdkettan is instructive. Elsewhere Chry31ppus
uses droxelpar in participial form to modify sk opos: 1OV Orokei-
pevov oxondv (Plut. Mor. 1040r=SVF III 24: “the underlying
skopos”). In the passage quoted above, Carneades distinguishes
“to select and to take” (10 éxAéyecBoun ko 10 Aofeiv) from “the
things themsclves and the acquisition of them” (o0td kol 10 TLY-
xavew avtdv). When he calls the former the relos and says that
the latter is “some sort of underlying matter,” he intends for us
to conclude that the latter must be skopo: for the Stoics. This is
the best way to make sense of his claim that they have two tele
and two skopoi. ¥ The two tele are “to select” the preferred indif-
ferents and “to take” them; the two skopoi are “the preferred

indifferents” and “the acquisition of the preferred indif-
ferents.”s*

fer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet (Stuttgart 1894) 175ff. P0551bly Carneades’
argument against the Stoic position on man’s first impulses in conjunction
with his attack on the telos (Cic. Fin. 5.16-20) is the source of this conflation.
Inwood doubts that Chrysippus used the term “primary natural things” and
the only evidence that Antipater used the term, aside from this passage, is
Posidonius at Galen PHP 5.328.8-18=EK 187.25-37, which I shall argue is
polemically derived by way of Carneades. nponyovuévev may be synony-
mous with mponypéva, or it may be Antipater’s translation of Carneades’
npdta, or neither. In the textbook definition attributed to Zeno, nponyuéva
are called indifferent things that we select xotd mponyoduevov Adéyov (Stob.
Ecl. 2.84.24-85.1=SVF 11l 128). Antipater may imply some difference between
things themselves and the activity of the reason that selects them, but it is
unclear what this difference is.

82 Plut. Mor. 10718=S VI II1 195: “They say that the telos is ‘to select’ and ‘to
take’ these things [sc. ta npota kot ¢vowv | prudently, but the things them-
selves and ‘to acquire’ them are not the relos, but some sort of underlying
matter with selective value.”

8 For Lafeiv as a technical term related to selection sece SVF T 191, 111 118-
22, 1311, 142. Cherniss claims (supra n.20: 748 n.d) skopos as a synonym for
telos, thus meaning, if I understand him, that not four but two things are

involved. T argue that Carncades allows the distinction, but manipulates the
definition of skopos.

84 Carneades’ distinction between Aafeiv and tvyxdvewv is that a verbal
form of the noun Afjyig implies the use of reason and must be understood as
the product of a rational selection. Tvyydvewv on the other hand implies only
the getting without rational selection. In my view Carneades” two tele and
skopoi form pairs: the telos of “selection” is practiced by applying reason to
the subject matter (skopos) of “the indifferents,” whereas the telos of “taking”
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Carneades tries to establish that, by Antipater’s own formula,
the skopos in the aiming art of virtue must be the preferred
indifferents. After all, Antipater had said that the telos was “to
do everything in one’s power continuously and undeviatingly
‘with a view to obtaining the predominating things that accord
with nature” (supra n.62). He takes Antipater to mean that the
preferred indifferents are the skopos, and the telos is “to ac-
quire” them. As the Stoics say that the telos is “to acquire” the
skopos, clearly the preferred indifferents should be the skopos,
at least for Carneades.

Antipater’s telos-formula is difficult enough to grasp without
the intervention of Carneades and without the problem of stitch-
ing together the fragmentary remains of so sophisticated an
assault upon so subtle a doctrine. But the only evidence in
which Antipater explains himself—a very difficult and misunder-
stood text with all the Greek concepts represented in Latin—
complicates these problems:

Sed ex hoc primum error tollendus est, ne quis sequi exis-
tmet ut duo sint wltima bonorum. Etenim, si cui proposi-
tum sit conliniare hastam aliguo aut sagittam—sicut nos ulti-
mum in bonis dicimus, sic illt facere omnia quae possit ut
conliniet,—huic in ewmsmodi similitudine omnia sint faci-
enda, ut conliniet; et tamen, ut omnia faciat quo proposi-
tum assequatur, sit hoc quasi ultimum, quale nos summum
in vita bonum dicimus, illud autem, wut feriat, quasi
seligendum, non expetendum.®>

is practiced by applying rcason to the subject matter of “acquiring” the indif-
ferents: man aims at the things to select them and aims at acquiring them in
order to take them. He may, however, have arranged the terms chiastically.

8 Cic. Fin. 3.22=SVI 111 18: “But from the outset any confusion arising from
this must be rcmoved so that no one will think that there are two tele. For if it
were someone’s propositum (skopos or pro/eezmenon ?) to aim a spear or an
arrow at something—just as we say that there is a telos, this would be for him
to do everything in his power in order to aim—in an analogy of this kind he
must do everything in order to aim; and nevertheless, this, namely that he
should do everything by which to attain his proposilum (s/eopos or prokei-
menon?) would be his relos so to speak, the kind of thing we call the highest
good in life, but that he should strike would be something ‘to be selected’ as it
were, but not something ‘to be chosen’.” The text with dashes supplied is of
Alpers Golz 80, accepted by Long and Sedley II 397f. The translation with
Greek inserted is minec. For the history of debate over the text see Alpers-Golz
75-82; Long and Scdley IT 398.
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Besides the textual uncertainties of this passage, determining the
Greck concepts behind these Latin terms, especially  proposi-
tum, is very problematic. Skopos and prokeimenon are pos-
sible equivalents of propositum (“something that has been set
up”), but cach of these Greek words has more than one defini-
tion. The substance of the Carncades-Antipater debate turns
upon a precise understanding of this passage.

Irwin claims (230) that in the Stoic view of stochastic crafts

“they call the external result the ‘objective’ or ‘work proposed’
(prokeimenon ergon, Latin propositum; Alex. in Top. 33, 15),
and the competent practice of the craft the end (zelos, Alex. in
Top. 33.17-22; Quaest. 61.12-23=SVF 111 19).” He implies that
prokeimenon ergon is a Stoic technical term translated into Latin
as propositum, although prokeimenon ergon occurs only at
Alex. in Top. 33.15, a discussion of non-stochastic crafts with
Aristotelian terminology. 8 Stoic use of this phrase is (to my
knowledge) otherwise unattested.

The possibility that the Stoics employed prokeimenon (either
alone or as shorthand for to prokeimenon telos, ton prokei-
menon skopon, or to prokeimenon ergon) depends entirely on
Alexander, our only source, and it is unclear whether his usage
is Stoic or a description of a Stoic position in Aristotelian
language. Irwin certainly errs in associating the prokeimenon
w1ti propositum in the simile of the archer. Striker and Long
and Sedley erroneously follow Irwin® because of the interpreta-
tion of a controversial passage from Alexander:

Et tov ctoxactuci‘ov ‘cexv&)v Islog glval Tig Xa‘yox 10 TAVTO
T map’ owtocg motelv mpog 10 TOL MPOKELUEVOD Iuyxavew
nidg ovy opmwg Kol abTon 10V oikelov TEUE_,OVT(XL TeXovg Toig
oV oToyocTiKalg TdV TEYVAY; Sokodol 8¢ Katd T0DTO0 UAA-

8 The reading of this line is uncertain. Bruns prints év y&p 1adtaig 1éhog 10
npoxeipevov Epyov 1 £necBar 10 Fpyov 10ig x&pv avtod yivopévorg (“For in
these crafts, the telos is ‘the proposed function’, because the function is
accompamed by the results for the sake of which it is practiced”). téAog,
however, does not appear in all manuscripts. Without it the line would mean
“and in these crafts, the external result is the function, because the function is
accompanied by the results for the sake of which it is practiced.” That is to
say, what the craft of shoemaking is intended to do does not differ from what
the competent practitioner will accomplish by following the craft correctly.
Unlike the doctor whose function is to “do everything he can” and whose
external result is “to save the patient,” the shoemaker’s function, to make
shoes, and his external result are the same. Either he has made shoes or he
failed in his telos.

87 Striker 195-98; Long and Sedley 1 4091, 1T 398; Irwin 230f.
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ota Swogépey 1Y GAAwv ol otoxootikal [koi] T@ pm

opolwg 10D téAovg TuYRGvelV. kab’ oVg pev téhog €0Tlv av-

TG 1O TLYELV TOD mpokelévov, drapépotev av tavtn -t kab’

ovg 6¢ 10 npoxsiuev()v €0tV oOTalg TEAOG, OV Kol TADTOD

Tskoug un opmmg tuyxavu &oupz-:pomav (Ov) aUTOV KoTd TO

uh Spotov avtaig o TE)\OQ Exew. dxelvon pav yap 1® Tolg

KoTé THY TéXVNY Yivopévolg ¢necBot 10 ob xocpw ywovxou

kol Ty arotvylav avraig 10D mpOKEEVOL KoTd THY Sroporp-
oy TV ywouevwv oV TEXVIKDG ywopevmv ensceat tskog

exoum 10 Tugelv 10D npokepévov- foov yop év éxelvoug 19

mévtoe T map” adtdg morficat mpog To Toyelv Tod mpoket-

uevou 10 Kol ToyEly 010 TODTOL yap TOLOVVIOV T TP oLD-
ThG ‘YL’YV&’C(XL énl 8¢ 1@V oToYACTIKDV T m] névtog tolg

ywopavoxg KoTd Ty TéXVTV EnecBot 10 0 x&prv, S 10 Selo-
(}en npog 10 TuyEly €KELVOL TOAAGV, O pn goTv €ml povy g

téxvn, £t1 88 xol adtd TR KATd THV nxvnv Tvépevo pn

u)ptoeou Undé 1OV adTdv elvan nomtucoc T® un navm opot-

wg #xovow npoceépecBat, AAAG TavTa 1 Y€ Tiva kol dAAW®G

Ev od)t(x"u; ovy (bg npoos&ox&to ¢necbot, ov 10 Toetv 100 mpo-

KELHLVOU ttlog aorw alka 10 anon)mp(ocat T THG texvng n

’L'E?\,OC_, uev kol tadbtong 10 Togelv TodTov ob xcxpw navia T

nop’ oOTRG TOWVGL, did ToD navia T map’ avTOG Totfoal,

£pyov 8¢ 1dtov aLTOV TO TAVTO TG TP AVTOG TPOG TO TUYETV

10D npoxstpévoo oo Td pn HOVoV T0DTO ApKElV npbg 10 10D

ﬂpOKELp&VO\) m/uv AN Seiv kol AoV TRV, & odk

£0TLV ML T} TEYXVT.

8 Quaest. 2.16=SVF 111 19: “If someone should say that the telos of the sto-
chastikai technai (STs) is ‘to do everything in one’s power with a view to
acquiring the prokeimenon’, how will they achieve their proper relos dif-
ferently from the non-stochastikai technai (NSTs)? STs seem to differ from
other technai especially in this, namely that they acquire their telos differently.
According to some (sc. the Stoics), to acquire the prokeimenon is the telos in
STs, so they would differ in this way (sc. having different prokeimena or
acquiring them differently). According to others (sc. the Peripatetics), the
prokeimenon is the telos in STs, and STs do not acquire the same telos
differently; rather they would dlffer from NSTs in having a different telos. For
NSTs achieve that for the sake of which they are practiced by following the
rules of the techne, and in NSTs the failure to achieve the pro/eezmenon is a
result of failing to follow the rules of the craft, i.e., the craft is not being
practiced as it should be, and so these have as their telos the acquisition of the
prokeimenon. For in NSTs that would be equivalent to doing everything in
one’s power with a view to the acquisition of the prokeimenon and the acqui-
sition of it. That is because these results are in the power of the craftsmen. But
STs achieve that for the sake of which they are practiced not entirely by
following the rules of the techne, because it lacks many things with reference
to the acquisition of the prokeimenon not contained in the techne itself; more-
over the same results in accordance with the techne are not assured, nor are
the things productive of the same results because they cannot be applied in
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Von Arnim’s inclusion of this text as a Stoic fragment is question-
able. Although Alexander begins with a paraphrase of Antip-
ater’s second telos-formula, it does not necessarily follow that
Alexander used exclusively technical Stoic language to treat a
Stoic problem. In Aristotle prokeimenon means “the proposed”
(Top. 101b12ff), where it should stand for o prokeimenon telos
(“the intended goal”), i.e., the “external result. When Alexan-
der uses the term freely (e.g. in Top. 101b5), he is probably
following Aristotle rather than Antipater, for whom we have no
independgent evidence at all. Alexander’s return to the problem
of stochastic crafts at Quaest. 2.16 possibly resumes where his
commentary on the Topica left off, s.e., he continues in Aristo-
telian language to discuss a Stoic objection to Aristotle. Antip-
ater’s use of to prokeimenon as “external result” cannot be
disproved and Irwin may yet be correct, but one should begin
with more reliable evidence if possible.

Use of xelpot and its compounds in both the Carneades- Antip-
ater debate and fragments on the Stoic conception of stochastic
crafts 1s instructive. Alpers-Golz’s collection of fragments on
skopos and telos readily shows that the Stoics never spoke of to
prokeimenon as a separate technical idea for the “external re-
sult” of a stochastic craft; rather they used various forms of xei-
pot together with skopos to describe it as something that 1s “set
up or out” (like a target) or “corresponding to/associated with”
the telos. She cites the following fragments with the exception of

the fifth example, which I add:

exactly the same way, rather all or at least some of the results in STs will turn
out otherwise than was expected; so the telos is not the acquisition of the
prokeimenon, but the fulfillment of the rules of the techne. Or the telos, also in
STs is to acquire that for the sake of which one does everything in one’s power
with a view to the acquisition of the prokeimenon, although this alone (sc.

doing everything in one’s power or following the rules of the craft) is not suf-
ficient for the attainment of the prokeimenon; rather other things not con-
tained in the techne are needed.” Cf. in Top. 33.17f. The text is that of I. Bruns,
ed., Supplementum Aristotelicum 11.2 (Berlin 1892) 61. Von Arnim’s emenda-
tions and omissions (e.g. Bruns lines 23-28) do not really solve the manifest
difficulties of sense. I offer this translation, despite some uncertainty about text
and sense, because (to my know]cdgc) it has never been translated fully. I
follow von Arnim in omitting ob before Srapéporev at p.7 line 5 (Bruns line 10).
Von Arnim’s apparatus does not show the omission, nor does Bruns’ in
adding it. But it 1s manifestly the right reading, and I emend Bruns accord-
ingly. I further emend t& 109 (Bruns line 10; von Arnim p.7 line 5) to tabtov,
thus avoiding tuyydver with the accusative.
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(1) kaitor ye keyovrsg, ‘ET]V pEV euSmp.ovxow OKOTOV €K-
K{—:Lceou te?\og &’ elval 10 Tuxelv THg evdapoviag, Omep
tadtov elvor 16 ebdapovelv (Stob. Ecl 2.77.25ff=SVF I 554,
IIT 16: “They also say that happiness is ‘set out’ as a target,
but that the zelos is to acquire happiness, which is the same
thing as being happy”).

(2) Srpépewy ¢ téhog kai okomdv fiyodvrar: okomdy pév yip
glvo 1O €KKelpevov ofipa, ob Tuxelv éoplecBon Todg THg eddot-
poviog ctoyalopévovg (Ecl 2.77.1£:3% “They hold that the
telos and the skopos are different. The skopos, they say, is
the target which has been ‘set out’, and those aiming at
happiness strive to acquire it”).

(3) Aéyovot 8¢ ko tOv okomoY TéAOG, olov tov oporoyoduevov
Piov dvagopukdds Aéyovieg émi 10 mapakeipevoy katnyépnpo
(Ecl. 2.76.19tt=SVF 1II 3: “They also say that the skopos is
the telos, in the same way that they specak of the har-
monious life, referring to its ‘corresponding’ predicate”).

(4) o pﬂTSOV HT]TE TV apsrwv Tva 8t ALV aLpeTHV
elvan, pufite tdv kakidv Qevktny, dAro mévio tadro Selv
avagépecbol npdg tOv vroxeipevov okondv: (Plut. Mor.
1040r=S VF IIl 24: “For this reason, it must be said that
neither are any of the virtues choiceworthy for their own
sake, nor are any of the vices worthy of avoidance; rather
one must refer all of them to the ‘underlying’ skopos™).

(5) Noapa v évvordv ot 8Vo TéAN Kol okomoLg npoxeicBat
100 Biou Ko ph TavIev 0o npduopsv é(p’ gv 1 ylyveoBon
mv ava(pop(xv £tL 8¢ poAAOV €oTL TP TT]V Evvmav aAro
Hev elvorl téhog €n’ dAro 8¢ t@v npaﬂopavmv £xacTov ava-
oépecBon (Plut. Mor. 1070F-71a: “It is contrary to common
conception that two tele and two skopoi of life be ‘set up’,
and that the reference for everything we do be not one
thing; but it is more contrary still that the relos be one
thing and that each thing we do be referred to yet another”).

(6) Opoxov yap £Aeyev 0 Howounog 10 oupBawov EML 1@V
apsm)v wg el no?»loxg toE,oroug €lg oxonog sm xelpevog, £xm
& ovtog gV aLTH ypappag Stacpopoug T0ig Xpmpaow €10’ ¥xao-
T0G HEV croxaCowo 10V TVYETV TOD GKOTOD, 1N 8’ 0 pev Jux Tod
nomiéou €1G TNV AEVKTV €l n'))(ox ypapm'\v 0 8¢ S oD elg
mv péhovav, GArog (8&) S 10D elg GAAO TL xpOHL YPOu-
uig (Lcl 2.63.25-64.6=Panactius fr. 109 part: “Panaetius said

8 The text is fairly corrupt: the manuscripts read sdpo not ofpa and oxento-
pévoug not Wyttenbach’s otoxalopévoug Wachsmuth proposes a lacuna before
100, [ give Alpers-Golz’s text (62). None of these problems affect the coinci-
dence of oxondv with 10 éxxeipevov.
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that what happens in the case of the virtues is similar to if a
single target [skopos] is ‘set up’ for many archers, with dif-
ferent colored bands on it. Then each archer would aim at
acquiring the target, but one would acquire his, if he should
acquire it, by striking in the white band, another by stri-
king in the black, and another by striking in another
band”).

In the first three examples the Stoics speak of the skopos as
something “set up or out”; Plutarch claims to quote Chrysippus
verbatim 1n the fourth (Mor 1040E: tac éxeivov Aé€erc ), where
TOV vnoxetuevov oxonOv occurs; and Plutarch’s own po]emxc
usage in the fifth confirms the concurrence of skopos and npo-
xeipot. Finally, Panactius, who takes up the simile from Antip-
ater, uses keipot in the same sense. All this suggests that to pro-
keimenon taken as “external result” was not Stoic at all, and if
the Stoics used it, it meant skopos.% Thus Alexander’s to prokei-
menon either derives from Arist. Top. 101b12ff (to prokeimen-
on telos) or he tries to represent the Stoic ton prokeimenon
skopon. To prove the correctness of the first alternative, we
must consider whether “external result” (Aristotelian telos) or
skopos makes more sense at Quaest. 2.16.

The problem is how Alexander’s adaptation of Antipater’s
sccond formula for the telos affects interpretation of to proke:-
menon and skopos. First, Antipater’s definition of skopos is
uncertain, if he used this word where Cicero records proposi-
tum in the archer simile. Rieth and Long argued from Quaest.
2.16 that Antipater used skopos to mean “external result.”*! Alex-
ander clearly substitutes 100 npoxewpévov for Antipater’s 1@V
nponyovpévov xotd ¢oowy. This should mean that Alexander de-
fines to prokeimenon in the formula as the “preferred indiffer-
ents” or the “external result” of a stochastic craft. Irwin, Striker,
and Long and Sedley rightly argue (supra n.87) that Antipater
cannot have intcndcd skopos for 1@V Tponyovpévov Katd ¢OOLY
or “external result.” As Irwin puts it (228 n.25), “For virtue is
not sufficient for its preferred external results; and if these
constitute happiness, virtue will turn out to be insufficient for

% Cf. Stob. Ecl. 2.47.8ff, which occurs just before Arius’ eclectic discussion of
Aristotelian doctrine on the passions using Stoic terminology: Kot €511 oxomnog
pav 10 mpokeipevov £1g 10 ruxew olov aorig to&dtarg rz:kog &’ (M) 100 mpoket-
pévov 1ed€rg (“The s/eopos is what is set out for acquisition, like a shield to
archers; but the telos is the acquisition of what is set out.”). On Arius’
eclecticism see n.196 infra.

1 Rieth (supra n.66) 281, 32f; Long (supra n.59) 78f.
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happiness, but sufficient for getting happiness. These odd results
suggest that Rieth and Long misuse the Stoic doctrine.” To
avoid the contradiction, it must be argued either that Antipater
deviated from the Chrysippean deﬁgnition of skopos (supra
n.79), or that he did not understand it as “external result.” In the
Chrysippean doctrine the telos is described as an art of living;
the s/eopos would be thls art concelved as a body and the tzelos
the “acquisition” or “practice” of this art. Does Antipater
observe this Chrysippean distinction?

From the problems inherent in Rieth and Long’s position, it is
possible to see Alexander in the proper light: Stoics used phrases
like oxonov éxxeloBat or mpokeiloBat (as Alpers-Golz’s survey
shows); skopos should not mean “external result”; and skopos
and to prokeimenon in Stoic usage should refer to the same
thing, namely the telos conceived as a body like evdapovia. Itis
obvious from Quaest. 2.16 (quoted supra 267f) that Alexander’s
to prokeimenon must mean “external result.” When Alexander
says that the craft is not sufficient for the acquisition of the pro-
keimenon, he clearly means “external result.” All other evi-
dence suggests that the Stoics used forms of xeipat to modify
skopos and that to prokeimenon ought to mean skopos. Either
Alexander stands alone in his testimony on Stoic usage, or he
uses Aristotelian terminology. In response to Irwin (230), if to
prokeimenon ergon is a Stoic technical term, it is a hapax lego-
menon. Further, at Quaest. 2.16 Alexander uses Aristotelian
language to describe the Stoic conception of stochastic crafts—
and with good reason, for as Irwin shows (229f), the Stoics were
answering Aristotle. Alexander merely frames their response in
Aristotelian terminology. Thus the Stoics never used prokei-
menon in the way that recent critics suggest: either they did not
use it all or it stood for skopos.

It is now possible to translate Cicero’s propositum. At Fin.
5.16 (supra n.72) it serves as Carneades’ word for “the external
object of a craft” in the divisio (supra 259). Carneades probabl
used the Aristotelian conception of crafts in his argument against
the Stoa; so he may have called it, like Aristotle, a telos, or a
skopos if he attempted to manipulate the Stoic position on telos
and skopos. In Carneades’ response to Antipater’s simile of the
archer, BoAelv tov oxondv (“to hit the target”) replaces 10
Toyxavewy 1ov kot eVowy (Plut. Mor. 1071c). As Carneades
usually takes Stoic premises and definitions, it is very likely that
he chose to attack the Stoic concept of stochastic crafts by
manipulating the common-sensc definition of skopos as “tar-
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get.” He could then appeal to the Stoa’s doctrine that the telos is
10 TVXElv 10V okomoV and argue that by Stoic premises the
preferred indifferents ought to be the skopos and their
acquisition, the telos.

Antipater also probably used skopos in the archer-simile (Fin.
3.22=SVF 111 18): propositum first occurs in the context si cui
propositum sit conliniare hastam aliquo aut sagittam (“if it were
someone’s propositum to alm a spear or an arrow at some-
thing”). If propositum were translated as prokeimenon in Alex-
ander’s sense as “external result,” the passage would read: “if it
were someone’s external result to aim.” To make sense of this
patent absurdity, most critics choose to interpret conliniare as
“to succeed in aiming,” i.e., “to aim at and acquire the external
result”; Alpers-Golz, on the other hand, chooses to take propo-
situm not as a technical term but as a verbal form of propono.”
Both alternatives are unpersuasive. The current understanding
of the archer-simile is based upon an untenable definition of
conliniare. The only remaining choices, skopos and prokei-
menon=skopos, cause difficulties with the seccond occurrence
of propositum: ut omnia faciat quo propositum assequatur (“that
he should do everything by which to attain his propositum?),
which scems close to a direct translation of Alexander’s navta
10 mop’ 010G molelv mpOg 1O Tod npOKetuevon TUYXAVELY
(Quaest. 2.16=SVF III 19: “to do everything in one’s power with
a view to acquiring the prokeimenon). This apparent similarity
has misled everyone into following Alexander for interpretation
of the archer-simile in Cicero.

A more probable parallel for Cicero’s ut omnia faciat quo pro-
posztum assequatur occurs at Stob. Ecl. 2.77.11f: oxordv pgv yap
elvor 10 éxkeipevov ofipa ob tuyelv €giesBot tovg tiig eddout-
poviag otoxalopévoug (¢ the skopos is the target which has
been set out, and those aiming at happiness strive to acquire 1t”).
Despltc the textual problems (supm n.89), the Stoics could speak
of “striving to acquire the skopos.” Panaetius’ archer-simile con-
firms this: €10’ ¥xaotog pév otoxdloto 100 TLYEIV 0D GKOTOD
(Stob. Ecl. 2.63.25-64.6=Panaectius fr. 109: “if each one should

%2 See supra nn.87, 91. Alpers-Golz (132-35 with n.515) concludes that con-
liniare cannot mean “to hit.” Moreover 10 otoyalecBar, which will not admit
of this significance, most likely lies behind it. Panaetius’ archer-simile (Stob.
Ecl 2. 63 25-66.12) clearly distinquishes between “aiming” and “acquiring the
target” or “striking it.” The latter two, 0 1\)x£"w 10V okonod and 10 matdar
respectively, are in no way confused with 1 otoxaLeabar.
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aim at acquiring the skopos”). I would translate Cicero’s guo
propositum assequatur as £vexa 1oV TVXElV tob okonod, where
gvexa would indicate the “purpose” of the archer’s effort. The
meaning of the entire phrase from ut omnia faciat would be
“that he should do everything to attain (=for the purpose of
attaining) his target.” This reading can accommodate the Chrys-
ippean doctrine in which “to attain” means “to make predicated
of oneself” and “target” signifies “the craft of virtue” (or here of
“aiming”). The whole then becomes “that he should do every-
thing to make the craft of aiming predicated of himself.”

Indeed the structure of the passage in Cicero reinforces this
reading: four u#t-clauses, two purpose and two substantive, and
one re%ative clause of purpose.?®® The two ut-purpose clauses ex-
plain the purpose of the archer’s activity. In both the archer’s
purpose—a strange claim at first face—is “to aim” (conliniet).
The archer’s telos should be “to do everything to acquire his
propositum” (ut omnia faczat quo propositum assequatur). If
propositum still means “to aim a spear or an arrow at some-
thing” (conliniare hastam aliquo aut sagittam), we must some-
how make sense of “to acquire to aim.” Alpers-Golz rejects
(134) this possibility out of hand: “es wire sinnlos, wenn der
Schiitze alles tun wiirde, um zu zielen; und er kann nicht ein
propositum erreichen, das im Zielen besteht.” But the Chrysip-
pean skopos and tvyxdve explain why this paradoxical turn of
phrase is what Antipater intended: conliniare hastam alzquo aunt
sagittam describes the proposztmn as the Groxacrucn TEXVN, a
noun idea that it is the telos to “put into practice,” “to predicate
of oneself.”

This approach to the passage also resolves a more acute dif-
ficulty, namely that Antipater uses purpose clauses in his de-
scription of the archer’s telos. The telos is supposed to be the

9 Alpers-Golz (173 n.352a) takes ut omnia faciat as concessive: as hoc fol-
lows this #t-clause, it cannot stand in apposition to it. But this is a needless ob-
jection if Cicero uses chiasmus with the last two ut-clauses and hoc-illud.
Long and Sedley (IT 398) take this ut-clause as a substantival clause in apposi-
tion to hoc. The text should read: Sed ex hoc primum error tollendus est, ne
guis sequi existimet ut duo sint ultima bonorum. Etenim, si cui propositum sit
conliniare hastam aliguo aut sagittam—sicut nos ultimum in bonis dicimus, sic
illi facere omnia quae possit ut conliniet (Purpose)—huic in eiusmodi
similitudine omnia sint facienda, ut conliniet (Purpose); et tamen, ut omnia
faciat (Substantival clause anticipating hoc=ultimum) quo propositum asse-
quatur (Purpose), sit hoc quasi ultimum, quale nos summum in vita bonum
dicimus, illud autem, ut feriat (Substantival clause in apposition to illud="ac-
quisition of the indifferents”), guasi seligendum, non expetendum.
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end of the line, as in the pithy dictum ob xépwv tdAda, abd1d &’

o0devog Fvexa (Stob. Ecl. 2.46.5-10=SVF III 2). But Cicero ex-

pressly says that the archer’s ultimum is facere omnia quae pos-

sit ut conliniet and omnia faciat quo propositum assequatur. In

both cases the telos has a purpose clause embedded within it. If

quo propositum assequatur should be translated as €vexa 100 tv-
| xelv 100 oxonod, the Greek for ut conliniet would probably be
| gvexo 100 o1oxdlecbat. How would infinite regress be avoided
| in both instances? The answer must be that the skopos is the
telos conceived as a noun, as Herophilus (apud Origen) sug-
gests: ‘CE?»OQ 8" elval Aéyovot Karnyopnuoc 0oV €veKev TG Aoumal
| npattousva o0TO O 0\)88\/0(; gvexkev: 10 Of cquyouv TOVTW, KO-
j Odnep 1 ebSaupovia 1@ edSoupovelv, orondy.™ Origen neatly
| shows that ob Evexev 1 downd mpdrtopeva may apply to the
1 skopos as well as the telos and retain a distinction between the
two: body and predicate e.g. happmess and “being happy.” It
is possxble to give the relos as “to do everything for the sake of
| aiming,” or ‘Ef;or the sake of making the skopos predicated of
| oneself.” As the skopos is the stochastike techne conceived as a
noun, that would mean “to do everything for the sake of
practicing virtue” or here, “the art of aiming.” In the language of
Antipater’s telos-formula, nov 10 xaf’ ab10v motelv Evexa 10D
TUYELY 1OV GKOMOV is the same as nov 10 LTOV nOLETY Eveka TOV
o10x&lecBot, which is also the same as nav 10 xaB’ ooV
nolelv £vexa 10V TeA0VG.

The purpose of Cicero’s simile is to distinguish xatopfopota
from xaBnkovta. His translation of Antipater gives the agent’s
propositum as “to aim a spear or an arrow at something” ( con-
liniare hastam aliquo aut sagittam). This translation of proposi-
tum helps to reveal thc true effect of the simile. The ordinary
meaning of sk opos is “rarget.” Antipater begins with “For if it
were someone’s target to aim a spear or an arrow at some-
thing.... ” This sounds absurd because the “target” should be the
“something.” Antipater wants to distinguish between proposi-
tum and the “something” because he uses aliguo to stand for
what the “target” ought to be. To answer Carneades, he must
demonstrate the distinction between the purpose and the exter-
nal result of a stochastic craft, identify the purpose of the craft
with its practice, and reduce the external result to a reference

9 Origen, In Psalm., Migne, PG I1 1053: “They say that the telos is a predi-
cate for the sake of which everything else is done, but itself for the sake of
nothing; and what is joined to this, just like ‘happiness’ to ‘being happy’, the
skopos. For the telos 1s the end of the things to be chosen.”
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point inconsequential to the successful performance of the
craftsman. He must take this paradox1cal position in order to call
the craft of virtue a “goal-oriented” craft and his simile is entire-
ly paradoxical. Any other interpretation will do violence to his
opening phrase, si cui propositum sit conliniare. Antipater’s fi-
delity to the Chrysippean position makes the archer’s target the
activity itself and reduces what we think of as the target to the
inconsequential aliguo. He reinforces this distinction through-
out the simile with purpose-clauses that refer to aiming. More-
over, he concludes with the balanced hoc-illud, where hoc, rep-
resenting the relos, refers to ut omnia faciat quo propositum as-
sequatur and illud, what is “to be selected” (selzgendum) de-
notes ut feriat (sc. aliqguid: “to strike something”), i.e., “to ac-
quire the indifferents,” which is not the purpose of this activity
but only the external result. If assequor translates as Tvyyévewv=
“to predicate,” then all three uses of propositum in Cicero’s de-
bate between Carneades and Antipater could be translations of
skopos: Carneades employs it polemically in the divisio for ex-
ternal result and Antipater responds with the Chrysippean usage
throughout the archer-simile.

To summarize, Antipater’s use of npdg in his second telos-for-
mula differs sharply from €vexa in Carneades’ formula. Antip-
ater possibly used €veka, but only when its object was the telos,
ie., the practice or ‘predication’ of the s/eopos for saying “one
does everything for the sake of the zelos” was not controversial.
Carneades gives 10V TpdToOV katd VoV as the object of #veka
in his attempt to argue: (1) that the external result of the rational
selection of the indifferents is the acquisition of the indifferents;
(2) that the external result of a craft should be its purpose; (3)
that the purpose of the craft of virtue would then be the acqui-
sition of the indifferents; (4) that the purpose of a craft is its end;
and thercefore the Stoics should call the acquisition of the indiffer-
ents the telos. Antipater tries to demonstrate that the Stoics do
not accept the second premise, from which the equally unaccep-
table third premise and the conclusion follow. Carneades’ claim
that the Stoics have two tele and two skopoi reveals his strategy:
the claim only makes sense if 10 Tuxelv 1s translated as “to ac-
quire,” so that “the things themselves” and “the acquisition of
the things” become separate skopoi (though the Stoics would
call neither the skopos). The two most counter-intuitive terms
on the Stoic side are their uses of Tvyx&vo and skopos. Antip-
ater’s most difficult job was to show that the practice of the craft
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of virtue is its purpose. The debate may be reconstructed as
follows:

Carneades: When the archer aims, at what does he aim?

Antipater: At the preferred indifferents.

Carncades: And when he aims at these, is his purpose not
to get them?

Antipater: No. His purpose is merely to aim, that is, to do
everything in his power to aim.

Plutarch rccords a responsc Of Carncades to an argument Of thls
sort, in which mockery of skopos, telos, and a verb for effort
(¢@inu) is suggested by the alliteration of the opening clause:

Tkomer 8¢ 011 TOTO TAGYOVOL TOlg TNV okl LIEpGAAechan
TV E0VTAOV EQLELEVOLG: OV YOP ATOAEINOVGLY GAAQ GULKETO-
eEpovoL TV atoniav T AdY®, TOPPOTIAT® TAV Evvoldv
aplotopévny. g yop et toEedovia oain Tig ovyl MAVIQ
TolElY T PO oTOV Evekor 10D Porelv tOV okomov GAAL
EVEKOL TOD TAVTO TOHOUL TOL TOPO QVTOV, OV IYLAOLY Opote
kol tepdotie 86Egtev av mepaivewy -2°

Carneades may not have introduced #veka into the debate.
Antipater probably said something like “the archer does every-
thing for the sake of the telos. ” Then Carneades could revert to
Antipater’s telos-formula and import the phrase about effort:
“the archer does everything in his power for the sake of doing
everything in his power.” Antipater argued that the practice, not
the result, was the purpose, but he did not argue that the
practice involved merely effort. Carneades’ substitutions within
the formulae err by omitting the skopos from the formula: the
archer makes effort for the sake of predicating aiming of himself,
and the practicioner of virtue makes effort for the sake of predi-
cating virtue of himself.

One consideration remains, namely how the indifferents actu-
ally did fit into Antipater’s conception of the telos and what he

% Plut. Mor. 10718-c: “Observe that the same thing happens to them as to
those who strive to outleap their own shadow. Their reason does not leave be-
hind, but drags along with it the absurdity furthest removed from the com-
mon conceptions. For if one were to say that an archer does everything in his
power not for the sake of hitting the target, but for the sake of doing every-
thing in his power, he would be thought to be telling tall tales and speakmg in
riddles.” On the use of £<p1mu cf. Stob. Ecl. 2.77.11f: oxonov pév yap eivor 10
éxkelpevvoy ofipa, ob TUxELY. tolecBar tovg g euBatpovxag otoxagopsvoug
Carneades also mocks ruyxavm at Mor. 1072& (0% yap 100 t\)xovtog £0TlV
awwpa) and tvyxavw and €vexaat 1071E (ntdvta rowodong vexa 100 Tugelv
0V TUXEIV 0V oEpVOV 0D8E paxdplov EoTv).
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may have meant by npdg. At Plut. Mor. 1071a Carneades says
that it is contrary to common conception that the end of our
actions and the “reference” (&voagopd) should be different
things. By this argument he seems to claim that “reference”
must be connected with the purpose of an activity, just as he
linked the external result with the purpose in his argument that
the Stoics have two ends. Antipater would be willing to grant
that we do everything in our power “with reference to” (npdg)
acquiring the preferred indifferents (Striker 203). As this is his
second formula for the telos, he means that this formula is the
purpose of all one’s actions; there is no other purpose. He
claims that purpose and reference can be separated. Indeed this
seems the entire point of Antipater’s telos-formula. Cicero’s dis-
cussion of the difference between xatopOopato and xaBfxov-
ta, however, adds a complication. As xaffxovto have the indif-
ferents as their UAn and dapyn, they can be said “to take their ref-
erence from” the indifferents. On the other hand, xatop8®-
pata take their dpyf from virtue, and Cicero says that they are
to be judged in relation to the virtuous or unvirtuous disposition
of the onc who performed them (Fin. 3.22 [=SVF III 18], 32
[=III 504]). They also take their VAn from, and “have reference
to,” the indifferents. So xatopBdpata have reference to two
things: the indifferents and virtue. The question remains how
purpose and reference are related if we do everything in our
power “with reference to” but not “for the sake of” acquiring
the indifferents, and if xatopBdpoata are done both “with refer-
ence to” and “for the sake of” virtue. The answer seems to be
that xatopBwparta, as conceived in Antipater’s telos-formula,
“refer” both to virtue (their dpyn) and to the indifferents (their
YAn), but “that for the sake of which” they are done is only their
apyn not their VAn. This duality of relation properly expresses
the status of xatopBmpata, but it is not necessarily contrary to
common conception that the telos should be one thing and that
each action should also have reference to something else. Carne-
ades blurs the distinction between “take reference from” and
“have reference to” by his use of the phrase “the reference is
to.”%

% Cf. the Stoic position (Stob. Ecl. 2.46.8{=SVF 11 2): (1éAoc) é¢’ & mévia t&
&v 1@ Bilo npattdpeva v dvagopav AapBdver with Carneades’ xai pun mév-
tov doo mpattopev £¢° Ev 1L yiyvesBar v dvagopdv (Plut. Mor. 10714). In-
wood’s discussion (supra n.66: 547-57) of €&1¢ and SuaBeorg is an interesting
parallel to the dual referenuality of the sage’s action. The objections of Mitsis
appended to Inwood’s paper, however, are worth noting. Inwood wrongly
follows Long (supra n.59) in identifying skopos with 10 wpoxeipevov (551,
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As suggested above, Carneades probably chose to attack An-
tipater t%lrough the Stoic definition of skopos because it allowed
him to attack the telos. Chrysippus’ doctrine that the telos is 10
TUXELV 100 okorod and Antipater’s 10 tTvyyd&vewy in his relos-for-
mula permits Carneades to undermine the telos. Striker (198)
even argues that Carneades may have introduced the archer-
simile first and that what survives is only Antipater’s response.
The considerable confusion created by Carneades and the unus-
ual response of Antipater make this idea attractive. Possibly
Carneades set up Antipater just to watch him try to defend the
Stoic idea of predication: Antipater is forced to use toyydve in
his telos-formula for “to acquire,” with the preferred indiffer-
ents as its object (cf. supra n.94). The most persuasive evidence
that Carneades used €vexo against Antipater is the infinite re-
gress that it produces. From comparison with the circular argu-
ment against Antipater’s first telos-argument ( supra n.69), it is
easy to sece that Academic attack consistently exploited a com-
mon Stoic vulnerability of terminology.

Carneades certainly capitalized on the confusion that he
created. He proposed two telos-formulae of his own for use
solely against the Stoa, but committed himself to neither (Cic.
Fin. 2.42, Acad. 2.131). The first formula is a logical consequence
of his argument against the Stoic conception ofgstochastic crafts:
as we do everything in our power “for the sake of” acquiring
the primary natural things, the end should be to acquire them
(naturae primis bonis aut omnibus aut maximis frui, “to en)oy
the primary natural goods, either all or the greatest ones”: Cic.
Tusc. 5.84f, Fin. 5.20). By this formula Carneades even means to
exclude virtue (Cic. Fin. 2.35; 5.20, 22). His argument is ob-
viously designed to refute the one Stoic who addressed the
acquisition o% the preferred indifferents. His adaptation of Antip-
ater’s np6¢ to his own #vexo makes it appear that Antipater

555), for in katorthomata the sage’s purpose resides with his virtue. Inwood
also argues that the end, happiness, is not what we consciously aim at. True,
but as the sage’s purpose will be judged in relation to his virtue, he will
consciously do things both with reference to and for the sake of his virtue,
which, if not identical with his happiness, is what he knows will produce his
happiness for his happiness subsists" in virtue (Stob. Ecl. 2.77.18=SVF 111 16:
tovto 8¢ Lmépxew év 1d xat’ &pemyv Lnv). Cf. Rist ( supm n.57: 163ff) “virtue
is sufficient for happmess (D.L. 7.127=SVF 1II 49: abtédpxn 1’ egivar adtyv
{sc. apetnv] npog evdapoviav), the virtues “complete” happiness (D.L. 7.96=I11
107: droterovor) and “produce and compose” it (Stob. Ecl. 2.72.4ff=I11 106:
ANOYEVVRGL KAl GUUTAN pOVOL).
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cared nothing for virtue and that man’s purpose in life should be
to strive for “the integrity of body parts, health, properly func-
tioning senses, freedom from pain, strength, and beauty,” the
prima naturae as Carneades defines them (Cic. Fin. 5.18). Carne-
ades then suggests that the possession of them ought to be
preferable to the mere effort to possess them. Cicero, referring
to desertus ille Carneades, confirms that this argument would

untenable in any other context except debate with Antipater
(Tusc. 5.87; Fin. 2.38, 4.49). Striker shows, moreover, that the
entire structure of the divisio in which both the craft argument
and this formula for the telos occur is comprehensible on%y as an
argument against the Stoics.”

We have only one other Carneadean argument for the telos:
he once defended Callipho’s view of the telos as virtue plus
pleasure (Cic. Acad. 2.139). The context of this attribution also
suggests that Chrysippus saw only three views of the summum
bonum as defensible: virtue, pleasure, or both (Cic. Acad. 2.138,
Fin. 2.44). Chrysippus apparently regarded freedom from pain
and enjoyment of the primary natura% things as euphemisms for
pleasure. It might be deduced that Carneades, the probable
source of this quotation,’ accepted in another debate the Chrys-
ippean premisc that to enjoy the primary natural things is
pleasure and that virtue plus these things, under whatever name,
should be the telos. Indeed he argued in a debate on goods and
evils that to be true to their ethical doctrines, the Stoics need to
claim these things as neccessary if not sufficient for happiness
(Fin. 3.41).%

The full significance of Posidonius’ passage on Stoic{ormulae
for the telos can now be seen (quoted supra 235 with n.16).19°

%7 Striker 200f with n.16. She suggests that inconsistencies in the divisio may
result from the existence of more than one divisio. For an analysis of the
sources and problem of the various divisiones see J. GLUCKER, Antiochus and
the Late Academy (=flypomnemata 56 [Gottingen 1978: hercafter ‘Glucker’))
52-63, 391-423.

% Glucker (54 n.143, 56 n.151, 60 n.164) argues that this passage describes a
Chrysippean divisio to which Carneades may be acknowledging a debt before
developing his own divisio for purposes of argument; see also Giusta II 244.

9 Glucker 395; Giusta [ 156-59.

190 With Kidd (EK 11 679-82), T take to0tov and ab1td (30) to refer to 16 dpo-
Aoyovpévag Chv, Zeno’s formula. Rieth (supra n.66: 34-38), Long (supra n.59:
84f), and Long and Scdlcy (I 408ff) take them to refer to Antipater’s formula.
The subject of napéncran is also unclear: Delacy’s translation (329) supplies

“those things,” which suggests that the understood subject is pleasure and free-
dom from pain; Kidd (EK II 679) supplies “it” and seems to agree with Long,
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Like Carneades (supra n.20), Posidonius translates Antipater’s
formula for the telos not by npdg but by Evexa. Even though
Carneades wrote nothing and Plutarch is the primary source for
his views, the arguments are so devastating to Antipater’s posi-
tions and so consistent in design that Plutarch must reproduce
faithfully Carneades’ language. Posidonius also translates Antipa-
ter’s TV TPONYOLUEVOV KOTX QUOLV as TOV TPOTOV KATA QUOLY
like Carneades (supm nn.20, 81). When he goes on to say that
this formula is “similar to settmg up pleasure or freedom from
pain as the s/eopos and that it “contains nothing about virtue or
happiness,” his argument clcarly presupposes Carneades’ posi-
tion that ta npdto katd @Oow do not include virtue (supra
279f). Finally, his claim that the expression appears to contradict
itself (o1t 8¢ péyymv éugaivov xota adThy v £k@opdv) reveals
that his own method of argument is identical to the strategy of
the Academics: he accepts a Stoic premise for the sake of argu-
ment and tries to demonstrate that the argument “refutes itself.”

Posidonius’ method might be summarized as follows. He
clearly criticizes the relos-formulae of Antipater and Chrysippus
and represents Antipater’s formula in the words that Carneades
used to attack it. His strategy signifies that Carneades effectively
refuted Antipater and the debate was lost. He dismisses Antip-
ater’s formula by accepting Carncades’ premises and conclu-
sions. Moreover, the results of the debate must have been more
important to Posidonius than whatever flaws existed in Antip-
ater’s position, because Posidonius undertakes neither an inde-
pendent refutation nor a sympathetic defense of Antipater’s
actual words (or meaning).

who supplies the miraculous “Attainment of or efforts to obtain & xazd
gVow and assumes that the entire phrase bcgmmng nav 10 évdeyduevov is the
understood subject. The problem is a quotation out of context. Clearly enough,
Posidonius tries to explain the harmony between his Platonic model of the
soul and Zeno’s telos-formula in what preceeds this passage and criticizes all
telos-formulae against which Carneades could use his attacks on the Stoic
definition of the skopos. Thus he seems to understand skopos as “external
result” like Carneades, i.e., the acquisition of the indifferents or here tdv
npdtwv katd evow. Consequently I understand “those things,” r.e., pleasure
and freedom from pain, with De Lacy. The translation of £oti 8¢ péymv
éugaivov as “this creates the appearance of contradiction” is difficult, but com-
parison with expressions like v te npdg t& caedg pawvdpeva péynv (EK T
83) clearly suggests that Posidonius’ frequent strategy of “self-refutation” lies
behind the phrase. See Kidd supra n9 and EK II 74 ad 1& évopydg
Qawipeva.
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The preceding supports a thesis that Posidonius attacks his
Stoic forbearers by a striking and deliberate dialectical strategy.
He accepts Academic representations of Stoic doctrines and the
conclusions that derive from them. His claim that Antipater’s
formula is liable to Academic aporiai is most revealing, as he
employs only Carneades” representation of what Antipater said
and meant. If he was aware of not quoting Antipater properly, as
I think certain, his strategy was deliberate and circular: by ac-
cepting subtly altered Academic accounts of Stoic premises and
the aporetic conclusions followmg from them, he meant to
show that his Stoic forbearers could not cut through Academic
aporiai.

IV. Posidonius’ Attack on Chrysippus’
Doctrine of the Passions

If this were the only example of such argumentation, it might
be dismissed or attributed to Galen’s editing, but Posidonius
proceeds in this fashion throughout the ethical fragments. To
demonstrate that Posidonius actually employs a consistent and
subtle dialectical strategy, it will be necessary to consider his
arguments against Chrysippus and three corresponding
arguments of Carneades against the Stoics.

Posidonius seeks to show that Chysippus cannot account for
the cause (aitia) of passion He attacks the doctrine that passion is
simultaneously an “excessive impulse” (nAeovélovoo Opun), a

fresh opinion” (doxa prosphatos) of good and evil, and a “deci-
sion” (krisis). To prove that there must be irrational elements in
man’s soul, he treats the concept of excess at great length. First,
how could reason command an impulse that would “exceed”
(rAeovalelv) its own measures (supra n.9)? P051domus cites a
Chrysippean exemplum on running: when walking it is possible
to stop when desired or change speed, but when running this is
not the case (Galen PHP 4.240.33-42. 11). Itisa difficult exemp-
lum from which to understand passion, because Chrysippus’
point seems to be that an excessive impulse is inevitable when
running (the runner commands his legs to go quickly and some-
how they get out of control). Chrysippus says that “For the
proper measure of natural impulse is in accordance with reason,
and only as much as reason deems appropriate (PHP 4.242. 8f:
cvppetpio vop €011 QUOIKTlG Opufic f| xotd OV Adyov Ko Ewg
1000010V, [Kai) €wg od10g dEot). The implication is that, in pas-
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sion, reason must command the impulse in such a way (sc. with
msufﬁcxently specxﬁed limits) that the 1mpu]sc automatically
exceeds reason’s capacity to regulate it. The “specified limit”

should have been appended to the command in the form “but
only as much as is proper” > (§wg tooovTov ). Posidonius, how-
ever, shows no interest in reading between the lines to find a
ratlona]lst Cxplanatlon On the Corltrary, he takes Chry81ppus

exemplum as pr001c of irrational faculties: mpddniov ovv g
£1épo TIC QAOYOC €0t dVvaplg aitia 100 mAeovdlesBor thv
OpuNV VIEP T péTpa THG mpoatpécewg GAoyog N altian TO Pdpog
100 coOpat0c.!°! By Posidonius’ method of argumentation, if rea-
son commanded the impulse and the impulse exceeded the
measures sct by reason, then something else must be the cause
of the excess in “the excessive impulse,” for reason cannot com-
mand anything immoderate, unmeasured, or cxcessive (supra
n.9). This is not the monistic view of reason and how it operates,
and it suits Posidonius’ polemic well. But this is not the only
flaw in his argument. Chrysippus’ exemplum is an analogy in
Whlch rcason 1s Compared to the runner N lmpu]se and lmpulse
is compared to the runner’s legs. The definitions of the larger
system must be applied to the more limitcd system, as in the
comparison of human behavior to animal behavior or in Plato’s
comparison of the operation of a city to the operation of the
soul:

eni 8¢ 1OV tpexdviwv xab’ Opumv ovkéTL ToloVTOV Yivetat,
aAAd mAgovaler n(xpd MV Opuny M TV oKEMIJv Kivnoig
wote uc(papwem Kol ;m petofaAiew Evnaewg ovt(og eueug
evapéopévoy. oug omou TL TOLPOUTANOLOV KOl ENL TOV oppwv
ywscem dux 1o mv KOUTQL loyov mrapBouvsw ouuuerplav
0ol Stav opud un evmelBdg Exelv npog avToV, Enl },st 100
Spdpov 100 mAeovoonod Aeyopévou mapd v Opufyv, énl 88 Thg
oppfig mapdr Tov Adyov 192

191 Galen P/ P 4.248.10-13=EK 34.16-20: “Therefore it is plain to see that
the cause of the impulse’s exceeding beyond the measures of reason is some
other irrational power, just as the cause of the runner’s exceeding beyond the
measures of his choice is irrational: the weight of the body.”

102 Galen PHP 4.242.2-8=SVF III 462: “In the case of runners, this sort of
thing (sc. the motion of the legs) is no longer in accordance with the impulse;
rather the motion of the legs exceeds the impulse so that they are carried away
and do not change spced obediently (thus initiating the change right away). I
think that something similar to these (sc. movements) happens in the case of
the impulses by their overstepping the symmetry in accordance with reason, so
that whenever one uses impulse, one is not obedient to it (sc. reason); in the
case of running, the excess 1s said to be beyond the impulse, but in the case of
impulse, it is said to be beyond reason.”
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The last line shows the complication of the analogy: impulse
occurs in both parts—as what obeys reason in the functioning o
the soul, and as what commands the legs in the functioning of
the whole person. Posidonius ignores Chrysippus” design in the
analogy entircly and concludes that if the cause of the excess in
running is irrational (i.e., not caused by reason, occurring apart
from reason=the weight ‘of the body), the cause of the excess in
the operation of the soul must also be irrational. Chrysippus’ use
of analogy (cxtg oipai 1t mapoanificiov ) from the whole person
(=reason+the “irrational” body) to the soul (=reason alone),
makes the verbatim application of results from one level to the
other level improper and illogical. Posidonius is able to make his
conclusion sound reasonable because Chrysippus’ analogy 1s so
complicated. These passages demonstrate Posidontus’ dialectical
strategy neatly: to take up the psychological problems most diffi-
cult for monism to explain; to treat monism with hostility, re-
fusing to entertain sympathetic explanations; to deny subtlety to
monistic definitions and to attack them with arguments cast in
the guise of common sense; and to construct all arguments with
a view to demonstrating the existence of irrational faculties. This
last, a significant purpose of the polemic against Chrysippus,
directs the structure of many of his arguments. As Posidonius
considers each approach to the topic of the aitia of passion, he
tries to demonstrate that rational processes cannot be the cause
of irrational action. Rather, something else must be the ‘mover’,
and reason must expressly not be the ‘mover’ but the ‘moved’.
To this end, Posidonius uses extensively the active and passive
of xwelv (Plut. Mor. 449c=SVF 111 384).

Posidonius asks whether the excess lies in the act of assent,
and if so, what causes the element of “excess” (10 énl nAéov )in
the doxa or krisis.'*3> He offers a possible interpretation of the
source of the excess when he discusses dppwothuata, the
sickly dispositions of the soul that render it more prone to pas-
sion. Galen introduces this approach to the aitia by quoting
Chrysippus:

“ov yap &v 1@ xpivewv ayoBa Ekaoto ToVvTev Aéyetatn
OPPWCTNHATE TODTR, OGAAL Kol KOto TO €Nl TAEOV
évcnemcmcévm npbg VTR TOD KOTO (9\')0w ” 'focog 3" av Tvog

“gv e tfi pnou Myovtog ovK OUtEGTt_anE pev 100 K‘pLGLV
glval 10 cxppmcmpa 0V UMV €v aLTH YE pHovn TH wevdel KplG&l
mv yéveow avtod tibetat, aAld npocépyecsbal gnot 1o €t

193 Galen P/{P 4.248.25ff (=EK 34.33ff), 264.10 (=164.2).
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nAfov,” €k TV am(pepopavwv N YVOUN 100 Xpummton Koto-
(pavnostou “8Bev oVk aAdymg yuvokopovelg Tiveg Aéyovrat
kol Opvibopavelg, 104

Kidd (EK II 587) rightly recognizes xatd 10 éni mAéov ékmem-
TOKEVAL TPOG TavTe 10V Kot @Uowv as the key phrase in the
supposed quotation. This phrase interests Posidonius (whom
Galen clearly follows: EK II 589), because it suggests an irra-
tional longing for which reason alone cannot account—a longing
that carries the excess with it. In his view, the “being drawn too
much” should be the cause of the passion, because errors about
good and evil alone do not constitute passions, as Chrysippus
says. Galen reports an anonymous objection (n¢) that attempts
to explain how this “being drawn too much” may yet have a
rationalist explanation:

"AAMG v AU Towg Gv Tig eNoeLe TO pHoviddeg o S v Gho-
yov yiveoBo SOvapy, aAia S 10 énl mAfov 1| mpoofikev
ééﬁx@w TNV 1€ KpioWV Kol TV Sééav o¢ £l kol oVvtwg EAe-
YEV, OPPOCTNHOTA ywaceou KOTOL TNV \uuxnv ovy, om?ung 0
\ueuﬁwg VIEIAT|QEV AL nept TWVOV O ayae(ov N KoKV, ocl?»(x
® pwxcru VOHLC{:LV aOTA - anan Yap appdoTNUE THY ReEPL
TRV Xpm.uxtcov ELVaLL SOE_.av oG ayaewv GAAC Emedav Tig
QOTa peyxctov oyaBov elvan VopLCn Kol pn5£ Cnv aétov VTO-
kapBown 1® otepnBéve xpnpam)v £V TOVT® YOPp CLVIOTUO-
Bl TV Te @LAoYpMHOTioy kel THY @opyLpiay &ppwoTh-
poto ovoog.!©

104 Galen PHP 4.262.34-264.6=SVF III 480: “‘For these are not called
infirmities because one judges each of these things to be goods, but because of
being drawn to them in excess of what is natural’. If someone should say, ‘i
this passage Chrysippus has not deprived infirmity of its being a )udgment
however he does not place the origin of the 1nﬁrm1ty in the false judgment
alone; rather he says that excess is present too,” the opinion of Chrysippus will
become plain from the words that follow, ‘whence certain people are not
illogically referred to as woman-mad and bird-mad’.”

195 Galen PHP 4.264.9-17=EK 164.1-10=SVF III 480: “But someone might
well protest that madness does not arise through an irrational faculty, but
because one’s judgment and opinion have been aroused beyond what was
fitting, as if he said as follows, that ‘infirmities’ arise in the soul not simply by
supposing falsely that various things are good or evil, but by supposing that the
same things are the greatest [goods or evils]. The opinion that wealth is a good
1s not yet an ‘infirmity’, but whenever one considers that it is the greatest good
and supposes that life has no value for one deprived of wealth, [the opinion is
an ‘infirmity’]. For ‘love of money’ and ‘love of wealth’, which are infirmities,
are comprised in this [supposition].” Kidd (EK II 589) comments that it would
be dangerous to regard this as a “fragment” of Chrysippus, but offers no
further comment on the implications of Posidonius’ dialectical procedure. De
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Although Galen paraphrases this part of the argument without
attribution to either Posidonius or Chrysippus, in what follows
Posidonius shows that he regards the anonymous objection as
consistent with Chrysippus’ views:

GAAL 1® todta edokovit [Tocelddviog dviiléyov @8é mag
gnov: 10100T®V 8¢ VIO TOD Xpucinnou Ksyopévmv dwamopnoetev
av 1ig mpdTOV. név, Tdg ol 00(901 },LE’YLCFTU. Kol avunspB)mra
vo;uCovu:g swou ayaea T Kadd mavio ovk sunaﬂwg
Kwvodviol VIO aLTAV ameupouvug Te OV OpE'YOV‘CO.l Kot
MEPLYOPELG ‘YLVOHLVOL eni Tolg avtolg, otav mycoow avTdV. £l
yop 1o péyeBog 1oV cpouvopavcov ayaewv N Kok®dV KlVEl 10
vopilewv Kaemcov kol kot aglav glval napovrmv avTdV 7N
napaywoptvmv (tpnaewg KLVELG@OLL) kol pundéva loyov
npociecBor mepl 100 GAAwg Selv Lo avTdV xveloOal, Todg
avvnspBKnta voutCovtag elval t& mepl abtovg ToVTO #deL
naoyEW, Onep ovY, OpdTaL yivopevov, 1%

The begmnmb of thls passage is crucial: “if Chrysippus ... one
would inquire.... ” The argument is plainly hypothetical (Posido-

Lacy (1.263) does not translate é§fixBat as a passive: “the judgement and the
opinion have gone beyond what is fitting.” It seems clearly an aorist passive
from é€4yw, in which case it should not admit of middle significance.
Moreover, as I shall show, it is entirely in keeping with Posidonius’ strategy to
argue that doxa and krisis are not the cause, so something must have moved
them. The difficulty of translation has to do with the attribution of the
passage. If the anonymous objector is Chrysippus (sic v. Arnim ad loc.: “ultima
verba evincunt antecedentia Chrysippea esse”), one will want to make the
verb’s sense active to avoid the implication that something other than reason
could cause a passion. But if Posidonius imparts a fictitious objection to
Chrysippus, there is no difficulty with the passive: Posidonius’ strategy makes
Chrysippus seem to entertain causes external to reason. For a general sense of
how Posidonius wishes to manipulate Chrysippus’ occasional use of the
passive to Jusufy his own doctrine positing irrational faculties, ¢f. PHP 4.
276.34-278.9; cf. also the passive éxeépecBan at 4.242.4, 244.25, 256.8, 27.

106 Galen PHP 4.264.17-27=EK 164.11-22: “But Posidonius answers this ob-
jection in the following manner: ‘If Chrysippus should make such an argu-
ment, one would inquire first why wise men who consider that all honorable
things are superlative and unsurpassable goods, are not moved to passion by
them, desiring what they seek, and feeling excessive joy over these same things
whenever they acquire them. For if the magnitude of things which appear as
good and evil moves one to believe that it is appropriate and in accordance
with the value of the things which are present or approaching to be moved to
passion and to accept no reason to the contrary that one ought to be moved
otherwise by them, then those who think that the goods before them are
unsurpassed would have to suffer this passion, but one does not see this

happen’.”
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nius uses 1010010V and an optative governing verb), as is its attri-
bution to Chrysippus (his name in a genitive absolute depen-
dent on the optative verb). Posidonius’ dialectical stance
throughout the passage is that he is not making such an objec-
tion, nor is he claiming that Chrysippus actually made it. He says
on]y that Chrysippus would make some such response to ex-
plain the origin of the “excess” in an agent s soul. The implica-
tions of Posidonius’ response to this ‘hypothetical’ argument
merit close scrutmy

The key phrase, 10 péyeBog t@dv @oavopévav aycxewv i kKakdv,
is vague enough that four radically different interpretations
might be entertained, depending upon how this argument fits
with those around it.

(1) “The magnitude of apparent goods” construed not as
real goods and evils but those imagined by the fool (¢ad-
Aog). Posidonius would not suggest that the good has magni-
tude or ‘incremental value’, only that fools may think so in
error. This argument would fit well with the preceding
passage, in which passion seemed to result from excessive
“suppositions” (bnoAnyeLg), .e., opinions that are by defini-
tion false.

(2) “The magnitude of apparent goods,” construed as all
goods, both true and false. This argument would fit well
with Posidonius’ exemplum of the wise man in what fol-
lows. For this exemplum to be appropriate, it must be that
he discusses simultaneoulsy what fools and the wise man
respectively call good.

(3) “The magnitude of good things as they are presented,”
construed as a magnitude of good residing in the presenta-
tion. This argument would neatly complete Posidonius’
larger strategy of searching for excess in cach of the powers
of the rational soul. Posidionius had earlier eliminated im-
pulse, reason and assent as possible sources of excess (PHP
4.248.25ff=EK 34.33ff). Presentation remains the lone possi-
bility, which Carneades had already exploited in his attack
on Stoic determinism (supra nn.32, 45).

(4) “The magnitude of good things as they are presented,”
construed as a magmtude of good residing in the thing. This
argument would, like (1), fit well with the preceding argu-
ment, by which passion results “from supposing that
money is the greatest good” (1® uwtora vopilew abvtd).
This definition would nearly be “the magnitude of goods
that arc presented.”
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Definitions (2) and (4) contradict the doctrines of Chrysippus,
Posidonius, or any Stoic. The good of the wise man cannot be
compared to indifferents like money as in the anonymous
objection, and the good does not have magnitude. It differs in
kind from the indifferents and does not admit of increase or de-
crease (Cic. Fin. 3.46f). Definition (1), very close to (4), violates
the Stoic doctrine of the good. There is a confusing nexus of
issues at work here: the good, presentation, and supposition (or
weak assent), which is passion. The hypothetical objection and
response with no dogmatic implications for either Chrysippus
or Posidonius does not help. Kidd (EK II 587-90) chooses defin-
ition (3), evident from his repeated references to the “magnitude
of presentations,” but both he and De Lacy (265) trans%ate by
“the magnitude of apparent goods and evils,” without stating
how these issues should be resolved. The striking ambiguity of
this phrase, however, compels us to entertain all four of the
definitions despite their obvious conflict with doctrines of the
Old and Middle Stoa. It is not necessary to choose one defin-
ition over the others. The anonymous objection is intentionally
hypothetical and undogmatic. It is important, nevertheless, to
understand how all four are interrelated and why they might all
be intended.

To be consistent with the objection imputed to Chrysippus (ill-
nesses do not arise when money is falsely supposed a good but
only as the greatest good) it may seem that 10 péyeBog tév
POLVOUEV DV ayaea)v fi xaxdv should involve an error in the

estimation of its value. But this is not the case, as Kidd argues
(EK 11 589):

The objection stresses that emotion does not arise simply
from error of judgement, but from some kind of excess in
the process of udgjemcnt (kploig involves decision as well as
judgement: Arist. Pol. 1275a23), and this is interpreted in
terms of magnitude (péyiota) of the presentation com-
prising the 86&a. This cannot refer to overwaluation, for
that would be mere error of judgement, but to the effect on
one’s 86&a from the magnitude of the external presentation.
n&bog (naoyew) is affection, being acted upon by an ex-
ternal force.
Kidd is quite right to preclude “overwaluation.” Galen had
earlier praised Chrysippus for observing the distinction
between error and passion (PHP 4.242.29-36: dwopilel t@dv apap-

mudtov 1o néBn). The objection makes it appear that passion
does not occur when one considers something ‘good’, but it
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does when a degree of perceived magnitude is attached to that
good, “the greatest good.” Kidd is right: for this objection to
make sense within the context of the entire argument by which
reason cannot cause passion, this perceived magnitude must be
due to an extra-rational source of excess.

A subtle shift in ]anguag,e from “excess” or “too much” (0 éni
nAéov) to “the greatest” (‘CO uéylotov), an apparently insignficant
shift from the comparative to the superlative degree, also
changes from adverbial modification to ad]cctlval modification.
Chrysippus had said that the cause of passion is “being drawn to
things too much” (EK II 587: kot 10 €nl nAéov éknentwkévoat).
The anonymous objection uses péyiotov to modify the external
good or cvil. This move is entirely unnccessary to account for
passion within Chrysippean monism, because man may enter-
tain any number of hormetic propositions about external things
of such a form that assent to them (suppositions or opinions)
results in an impulse cxcessive by the standard of right reason.
But Posidonius’ refusal to acknowlcdgc this conception of “ex-
cess” leads him to reify it as 10 péywstov, to place it outside
man’s rational processes (suppositions, opinions), and to attach it
to the external thing. Attention no longer focuses on how or
why the rational processes behave ‘excessively’ but on the
magmtudc of the subject matter of the supposition as it appears.
The problem still remains whether Posidonius means to attrib-
ute this excess to the presentation or the thing. If the source of
the excess is extra-rational, it scems necessary to place it with
the thing. But Kidd correctly speaks of “external presentation”
(“méBog [raoyew] is affection, being acted upon by an external
force”), at least to the extent that it is “external” to reason, be-
cause (as I shall show) Posidonius understood presentation
differently from Chrysippus. The anonymous objection im-
puted to Chrysippus betrays many premises more consistent
with the doctrines of Posidonius. This is but one. As often with
anonymous objections, neither party could espousc this objec-
tion, which represents the doctrines of neither. Rather, P031do—
nius places in his opponent’s mouth an argument close to one of
his positions that is easily refuted through certain subtle modifi-
cations to its premises (su#pra n.105). To sce that presentation is
indeed at the heart of the problem, it is necessary to consider
Posidonius’ response to the objection.

He responds in three parts. In the first (quoted above) he
accepts the premise that the magnitude of things as they appear
could “move one to consider” (kwel 10 vopilewv) that it is appro-
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priate to suffer passion, in effect, that the cause of passion must
be external to reason. Posidonius transfers the locus of causation
from the supposition or opinion (i.e., the agent’s reason) to
something else: péyeBog 1dv POLVOUEV OV dya@&v A Koucc"ov The
second part. of his argument again states that the “cause” of pas—
sion must “move” the soul. Recognizing that sages and fools
may react differently to the same thing’s appearance, he con-
siders whether “weakness of soul” (do0éveia) might be the
cause of passion:

el e npi)g 0 ueyéeex TRV q)ocwopévwv kol v acBévelav
TS Yuyfc | altidoovtot kol d1d 1010 Tovg pev coQOLG TO TTap-
anov €povoLv omn?&?\ocxeou 1ov nabdv, 1ovg 8¢ eadAovg,
dtav aoeavug 0ol pn Kot v xownv acBéveiav, aillo
KOUTQL TNV €Nl AoV Epp*omcmav (ou) ovd¢ omcog AéAvtan
10 Cmoupevov St yap S v vocov e yuxfig ¢v 101g ndBecr
ywoku TAVTEG opokoyovm ndg pévrol ye xwvnBeiong xol
ndg Kvovomng, {ntelton pév, ovy vrodeikvutat 8¢.197

In the last sentence Posidonius clarifies the goal of his inquiry:
what is “moving” the soul. Only this will meet his definition of
the aitia.

Posidonius denies a correlation between the weakness of the
agent’s soul and the severity of the passions he suffers: all ig-
norant men suffer passions both great and small and in such men
great passions may arise from small causes, and vice versa.1%®
The last part of Posidonius’ argument, however, displays clearly
that the concept of presentation (¢aviacia) underlies his
participle gouvopévev:

Sdvolv 1€ v ou'nhv acBéverav éxévtmv Kol ﬁ]v opotav K(xp-
B(xvovm)v cpowtocmow ocyoceou N KakKod 0 psv év ndber yive-
Ta, 0 8¢ 0V, Kol 0 pEv RTTov, 0 8t naAAov, xal éviote 0 acbev-

197 Galen PHP 4.266.30-268.7=EK 164.26-34: “And if they blame, in addi-
tion to the magnitude of the things as they appear, weakness of the soul also,
and claim that for this reason wise men are entirely free from the passions, but
that fools, whenever they are weak, not with an ordinary kind of weakness,
but with one that has become excessive, {are not free from the passions], even
so, the question is not resolved. For all agree that men fall into the passions
through sickness of soul; but the question of how the soul has been moved
and how it moves, this is not yet explained.” See Kidd (supra n.18) 111; Origen
De princ. 3.1.4=SVF I1 988; Inwood 78f.

108 Galen PHP 4.268.7-13=EK 164.34-41; 5.294.38-296.1=EK 163.8-12. Kidd
(supra n.18: 109) suggests that in Posidonius’ his own system he replaces causes
great and small with his conception of evemptosia.
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€otepog peilov bmolapPdvev 10 npoonem(mcog 0b Kweiton
Kol 0 ad1dg Emi Toig avtolg Ot uev ¢v ndbeot yiveron, EoTv
Ste 8t ov, kal OT¢ pev p&Alov, oté 8¢ fttov.109

Posidonius’ third argument considers two hypothetical monistic
alternatives to this own doctrine——pbantasia and astheneia. It is
now clear that 10 péyeog 1@v gowopévev dyoBaov fi kakdv
refers not only to “things seeming to be good or evil” but also to
the technical concept ofgpbanmsza. From the context, moreover,
Posidonius clearly does not conceive phantasia in the Chrysip-
pean sensc as inseparable from its interpretative lekton added by
logos (supra n. 32). The following passages illustrate the link
between the two in Zeno’s and Chrysippus” doctrines.

"ETu 1@V @oviacw®dv al pév elol Aoywkol, al 8 dAoyor: Aoyt-
Kol pev ol tdv Aoyikdv {owev, dloyor 8¢ al tdv
ardyov.i1e

primum de sensibus ipsis quaedam dixit nova, quos iunctos
esse censuit e quadam quasi impulsione oblata extrinsecus
(guam ille gavtaciav...)—sed ad haec quae visa sunt et
quasi accepta sensibus adsensionem adiungit animorum
quam esse vult in nobis positam et voluntariam.!!

eacl d¢ [10] Aextov elvol TO KOTO QOVINGLOLY AOYLKT|V
VEIGTAUEVOY 112

199 Galen PHP 4.268.14-19=EK 164.42-48: “Assume that two people have
the same weakness and that they perceive the same presentatlon of good and
evil: one falls into passion, the other does not, and one is moved more, the
other less; and sometimes the weaker man who supposes that what has
befallen him is greater is not moved, and the same person sometimes falls into
passion over these same presentations and sometimes he does not, and some-
times more, sometimes less.”

"0 D.L. 7.51: “Some phantasiai are rational, and others non-rational. Those
of rational beings are rational, while those of non-rational animals are non-
rational.”

1 Cic. Acad. 1.40=SVF 1l 187: “[Zeno] first made new statements about
sense-perceptions themselves, which he considered to be compounds of a cer-
tain blow, as it were, struck from without (which he called a phantasia) ... but
to these things which are presented and, as it were, received by the senses, he
adds an assent of the soul, which he would claim is placed within us and is
voluntary.”

112 D.L. 7.63: “They [the Stoics] say that a lekton is that which subsists
within a rational phantasia.” Cf. Sext. Emp. Math. 8.70=SVF 11 187.
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nponyutm yap n (pocvmccux e’ n ddvora sxlalnum] UTt-
apyovoa, 6 TaoyEL VIO TG QavTacing, TodTo Ekeépel Adyw. 13

It would be a mistake to take the last passage as evidence that
phastasiai can be separated from their subsisting lekta, as the first
passage demonstratcs that all presentations of rational beings are

“rational” (logikai). Posidonius removes entirely the rational or
propositional component from the presentation.! HIS argu-
ment throughout addresses “things as they appear,” using the
participle govopévev, and when he finally substitutes the noun
paviosia, thcrc secms little or no difference between “things as
they appcar” and prcscntatlons > In his usage, phantasia does
not denote a “rational product” of the percipient; otherwise Posi-
donius would have to consider the content of the lekton,
produced by the agent’s Jogos, as a cause of passion. His dis-
cussion of astheneia passes over this problem quickly without
considering the propositional component of phantasiai as a
cause. His conception of the term, more Aristotelian than
Chrysippcan, may be uniquely his own.“’ Posidonius clearly
dissociates phantasia from lekton in the following:

olpot yo&p 611 méAhon BAémete ndg S Adyov pév meicBévteg
KakOv Eavtolg napeivor 1 éntpépecBot obte pofodvrat obte
lmtof)vrm (pocvraciag 8¢ €xelvov ovTAV Kochdvovreg TG
yap av Tig AOY® KWNoele 10 GAOYov, €4V un Twva (xvan-
Yp&enoLV npocBalmaL atoBntf napan?moww omwg YoOv £x
Suyficede Tveg eig émbupiov ékmintovotl kol Evapydg
EYKEAEVGUUEVOL QEVYELV TOV EMLQEPOHEVOV AfOvIiO OVK
10ovteg pofovvron. 1

" D.L. 7.49=SVF 11 52: “For phantasia comes first; then thought which has
the power of expressing itself, renders in rational language that which it
receives from the phantasia.”

114 Tn the current debate over the status of phantasia and lekton (supra n.32),
it is often asserted that a phantasia is more than its propositional content, and
that 1t should in no way be thought as identical to its subsisting lekton.
Without disputing these points and with allowance for the distinguishability
of the two, I wish to maintain only their necessary concurrence in rational
animals accordmgj to D.L. 7.51.

115 See Arist. De An. 3.3; Inwood 11-17. Kidd’s remarks seem to confirm the
difference between Posidonius’ definition and that of Chrysippus: EK II 590;
cf. (supra n.18) 112.

16 Galen PI1P 5.330.25-31=EK 162.4-11: “For I am sure that you have long
observed how those who have been rationally persuaded that they are in the
presence of evil or that it is approaching suffer neither fear nor grief, but [they
do suffer these passions] when they receive phantasiai of these same things.
For how would one move the irrational by means of reason, unless one places
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Here Posidonius uses his own psychology of a tripartite soul
with certain aspects of bipartition (supra n.29). In this model
phantasiai do not partake of logos; on the contrary, they are asso-
ciated with the irrational faculties: they contrast with “persua-
sion by reason” (81 Adyov pév mesBévieg); and only they can
stimulate the irrational (10 &Aoyov).

Against Chrysippus’ hypothetical objection, Posidonius
attempts through his own conception of phastasia to pre-empt
any demonstration that passion as a tAeovafovsa opun could
be caused by a ‘rational’ soul, and maintains the dictum that “rea-
son would not be able to exceed its own acts and measures” (6
HEV yap AOYog ovk Ov dvvaltd ye mheovalev mopa To EQVTOD
npbypatd te kol pérpa: supra n.9). His premise that something
external to rcason causes the soul to move to excess attacks the
central truth of Chrysippecan monism, that the soul of a man
moves itself by assent to rational presentations (Origen De
princ. 3.1.3=SVF II 988 part). If an imperfect logos produces the
lekta assigned to these presentations, they will necessarily be
imperfect and may conflict with onc another (supra 243 with
n.31). The soul may then produce an impulse excessive by the
standard of Right Reason (supra n.10).

The scope of what Posidonius imputes to Chrysippus is stri-
king. The grammatical structure of the objection attributed to
Chrysippus occurs in a condition unlikely of fulfillment. With
thls mlnlmal cover he Cntcrtalns hypothcscs that no StOlC Could
accept and creates a sophistic muddle of appearance and reality
by forming his cntire response around the “magnitude of things
which appear as good or evil.” Under this rubric he compares
real with apparent goods and rational with irrational agents, puts
mdlffercnts like money and the Stoic good of virtue side by side,
and places the reactions of fools beside those of wise men. The
translation of 1®v gavopévov &yebdv i kaxdv should properly
refer to the concept of phantasm, but it also conveys its cus-
tomary significance of “apparent goods and evils.” Posidonius

a representational image, as it were, before the percipient? So it is that some
men fall into desire from a narrative and others become afraid, without their
having seen, when someone has told them vividly to flee a charging lion.” At
PHP 5.320.18f (=LK 169.72f) Posidonius asks “why pleasure projects the per-
suasive appearance that it is good, and pain that it is evil” (1 v ndovn pév
og ayoBdv, dAyndov 8¢ d¢ xaxov mbavhy mpofdiiovor  aviaciov). As he
associates pleasure and pain with the irrational faculties, they must clearly be
the source of the phantasia: ¢f. n.154 infra.
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can convey both senses under the same participle because he
divorces phantasiai from lekta. Without reason a presentation is
no more than the way something ‘appears’ in the mind, the
‘appearance” an object gives of itself. Reality and truth are not
considered. There are only appearances of external objects.

Posidonius tries to ascertain what causes the belief that it is

“appropriate and in accordance with the value” of the things
present (xaffikov xal katd &&lav ) to suffer passion (supra 254
and n.106). Through his own conception of phantasiai he pro-
hibits consideration of Chrysippus” actual doctrines. Posidonius
accepts the anonymous objection as signifying that “things as
they appear” may have an amount—a magnitude—of good and
evil in them: money is great, greater, or the greatest good. He
attributes to Chrysippus (albeit in such a condition) the premise
that both real and apparent goods and evils have “magnitude,”
i.e., that the value of indifferents and the value of the good can
be compared. Without claiming this or saying that Chrysippus
claimed it, he attacks this position as if Chrysippus would take it.
The point at issuc is not what Posidonius holds as dogma, nor
what Chrysippus holds (for the argument is hypothetical), but
how Posidonius procedes dialectically against a member of his
own school. We shall see below that Carneades is the ultimate
source of Posidonius’ objection and response, but he also influ-
ences Posidonius’ other two arguments against Chrysippus.

Posidonius subsequently attacks the joxa prosphatos as the
vital element of Chrysippus’ doctrine of the passions. After
attempting to show that an opinion (doxa) gone to excess must
itself have another cause, he turns to the word prosphatos.

glvo pév Sn 10 npoocpowov eMoL 10 mtoyuov KaToL TOV xpovov
a&tm d¢ v ounow avtd pnbivar, 510( nv n 100 KakKoD 50§a
TPOGEUTOS HEV OVCOL Guctsllst (13 TT]V wuxnv Ko kmmv £pya-
Ceton, Xpovweatcu d¢ 1 ovde olmg i} ovk €8’ opolwg ovo-
TEALEL, KOlTol OVSE TO MpOGPOTOV expnv ayxstoem KOTAL TOV
opov glnep a?m@n T vacumov KOUTaL Yap mv yv(npnv -
100 uGAAov mv peya?\ou xaxod 1 avvnouovn‘tou 1 axop-
tepntov, kabdnep avtog elwbev ovopdlew, tnv Admnv
elpficBo 86Eav, 0 npocedtov. 1!’

17 Galen PHP 4.280.26-33=EK 165.9-17: “Now he [Posidonius] says that
what is ‘fresh’ is ‘recent in time” and he thinks he deserves to be told the rea-
son why the belief of the evil being fresh contracts the soul and causes grief,
but when it grows older it does not contract it entirely or no longer in the
same way. And yet ‘fresh’ ought not to be in the definition if what Chrysippus
said were true. For it would be more in accordance with his view to call grief
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Galen does not indicate in what context Posidonius defined pros-
phatos as “recent in time.” Whether he defined the word in that
way himself or imputed the definition to Zeno or Chrysippus is
of no importance to his own position, as he rejects the entire
doctrine of the doxa prosphatos and the monistic psychology to
which it pertams As for his allegatlon that Chry51ppus usually
Called the eVl] great unendurab]e or lntolerable ClCCrO
suggests (Tusc. 3.61) that Chrysippus might have used this turn
of phrase: opinio et iudicium magni praesentis atque urguentis
mali, where urguentis might be suitable Latin for dvuropovitov
and dxaptepntov (¢f. EK II 600). It is more interesting that in
the last sentence Posidonius transfers the adjective prosphatos
from the oplmon to the thing about which the opinion is
formed, a “fresh evil” (00 mpoocdtov [sc. kaxoD]).

Once again, Posidonius does not say that this was Chrysippus’
view; rather the force of the contrary to fact condition (Smyth
92313) scems to carry over from the preceding sentence. Posido-
nius again criticizes what Chrysippus “might have said” to make
l’llS premises appcar Contradlctory, Whereas n reallty }'IIS dOC—
trines contradict themselves only in Posidonius’ paraphrases.
Like Posidonius’ interchangeable use of “things presented” and
“presentations,” herc “fresh” applies to both things and
opinions. Posidonius most eagerly shifts the line between inter-
nal psychic and external material events in a constant effort to
. prove that the excess in passion cannot arise through rational
- processes (Chrysippus’ actual position). There are only two
other probable extra-rational causes: internal irrational processes
(Posidonius’ actual position) or an external material event. Posi-
. donius does not consider Chrysippus’ actual position; rather he
.~ presents Chrysippus’ views as if he meant that passion has an
extra-rational cause, then demonstrates that this hypothetical
position is self- contradlctory. It is never clear whether Posido-
nius accuses Chrysippus of considering external material events
as the cause, but he need not accuse Chrysippus of anything
more specific than considering some extra-rational cause.

Finally, if Zeno (as suggested earlier) had the concept of phan-
tasia in mind when he used the phrase opinato malo (Cic. Tusc.
3.61; ¢f. supra n.40), Posidonius had a precedent for his move.
Zeno’s followers interpreted his definition of prosphatos to

an opinion of a great or unendurable or intolerable evil as he usually named it,
not of a ‘fresh’ one.”
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mean that the passion will remain “so long as a certain force in-
heres in the supposed evil” (quam diu in illo opinato malo vis
quaedam insit). In this passage Zeno blurs the line both between
the opinion and the thing and between the presentation and the
thing, just as Posidonius tries to do. Nothing suggests that Zeno
understood phantasiai as scparable from lekta, i.e., as scparable
from the rational activity of the soul. But P051don1us who did
make such a separation, might rely on such passages to justify
his argument that Chrysxppus spoke of extra-rational causes like

“presented things” and “fresh evils.”

Posidonius does not mention the subtle implications of Chrys-
ippus’ prosphatos. Rather, using his own definition of the word,
he suggests that a familiar philosophical issue is at stake—the
problem of “fresh” or “unfamiliar” events that surprise an agent
(cf. [Mag. Mor.] 1203b4f: ) npdogatog gavtasio ). Posidonius
addresses the issue as follows:

Kote 8¢ TOV npdrov épmt& mv altiav, Sid v ovK M Iﬁg 109
xokod mopovsiog §6&a thy Abmmy, akla 1 npdoearog Epyd-
Letar povn:- xol onot- S10tL mav 1o apelemrov kol EEvov
aBpdwg mpoonintov ExnAnTiel Te kol tdV tadlodv Eicnot
kplocwv, acknBev 8¢ kol cvvebicbev xal ypovicav § ovdE
Ao éf,{omcw 0g KOTO, nd@og KWELV, N €Ml HIKPOV Kopxﬁﬁ
310 ko npoav&waw ONoL T01g TPEYHOCL LN TE TOPOVOLY
otov napodot xpficBou. 118

Just as Posidonius coherently attacked the Chrysippean doc-
trine of the passions, Carncades also interpreted the Stoic doxa
prosphatos as “an opinion formed about a recent event” and for-
mulated defenses against an “unforescen and strange” event
(auekernrov kol Eévov). In brief, he had already devised a co-
herent series of arguments against the Stoa along the same lines
as those later employed by Posidonius.

18 Galen PHP 4.282.5-11=EK 165.22-29: “First he asks the reason why not
the belief of the presence of evil but only the fresh belief causes grief; and he
asks, ‘why everything which is unforeseen and strange falling upon us in a
rush strikes us senseless and unseats us from from our former judgments and
why things which are rehearsed and familiar and prolonged either do not un-
seat us entirely and cause passionate motion or do so to a very limited ex-
tent’. For this reason he says that we ought to make ourselves at home with
future events and to treat things which are not yet present as though they
were.
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V. Carncades on the Good, the Passions,
and the Criterion

We are unaccustomed to consider the passions as a subject on
which Carneades attacked the Stoa. But a collection of his argu-
ments on goods and cvils and on the criterion (which treats
phantasia) shows how the sum provides an argument against the
passions. To scc how Carneades’ arguments underlie the dis-
cussion of the “magnitude of things that appear as goods and
evils,” two implications of Posidonius’ hypothetical argument
must be considered: (1) that apparent goods such as money may
be compared to the real good, virtue; and (2) that the magnitude
of presentations or ‘appearances’ may cause passion. For the
first problem we must return to Carneades’ attacks on the Stoic
doctrine concerning good and evil (supra n.99).

Carneades never ceased to argue that the Stoic-Peripatetic de-
bate over the definition of good(s) and evil(s) was a difference of
words not facts: non rerum controversia sed nominum (Cic.
Fin. 3.41); hc acted as an arbiter, as if the dispute were only
between Peripatetics and Stoics (Tusc. 5.120). The real dispute,
however, involved Carncades and the Stoa, as Carneades used
the Peripatetic conception of goods to reveal weaknesses in the
Stoic doctrine. When Cicero’s character Cato reports Carne-
ades’ vehemence in the matter (Fin. 3.41), he says that the prin-
cipal point was whether everything that has value contributes to
happiness. Carneades seems to have argued that as the wise man
prefers wealth, we should say that he will be happier with it than
without 1t. The value of wealth ought to be assessed by its con-
tribution to the end of happiness, however little it may con-
tribute. On this reading the Stoics and Peripatetics would agree
that wealth has value. Carneades wants to dismiss the Stoic claim
that value and happiness are not necessarily related. The argu-
ment that Stoic and Peripatetic doctrines on the good are essen-
tially the same is closely allied to Carncades’ argument against
the selection-formulae of Diogenes and Antipater, in which he
held that the valuc of the indifferents must be measured by their
contribution to the telos ( supra n.69).

Carneades’ argument, however, has further ramifications: as
Cato says, if wisdom and health are “to be chosen” (expeten-
dum), both must be more “to be chosen” than wisdom alone
(Fin. 3.44=SVF 111 60). This conclusion is the foundation for the
Peripatctic formula for the relos, which is to have virtue and the
primary things of nature (Fin. 5.21). If Carneades maintains a
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Peripatetic conception of the good against the Stoa, he might
very easily use the Peripatetic telos. The only evidence that he
did so lies in his vigorous defense of Callipho on the telos (supra
n.98) and his habitual attacks on the Stoic doctrine that virtue is
sufficient for happiness (Tusc. 5.83).

Despite uncertainties about Carneades’ precise language and
thought (supra 237), his arguments against the Stoa have some
consistency,!'” which may derive not from his own dogmatic
agenda but, on the contrary, from the consistency and interde-
pendence of Stoic doctrine across various ethical topics. Carne-
ades” argument against the selection-formulae concentrate on
the Stoa’s attempts to judge the value of the indifferents indepen-
dently of the end of happiness (supra n.70). His argument against
the Stoic conception of virtue as a stochastic craft attacks the
Stoa’s dissociation of the purpose of prudent activity from the
achievement of the external result of the activity (Fin. 3.24=SVF
III 11). Finally, in his argument against the Stoic conception of
the good, he blurs the Stoa’s distinction between the value of
inditferents and the value of virtue (Cic. Fin. 3.41-44). These
three arguments concern different aspects of the Stoa’s unitary
project of placing happiness with the wise man’s reach.

If the wise man will always be happy, he must adopt a a pose
of indifference towards things that are not in his power and
direct his purposeful activity to what will unerringly produce his
happiness. The only activity that could produce happiness with-
out fail does not depend on anything outside himsel Ffor its suc-
cess. To the extent that act1v1ty produces happiness, it must be
related only to the wise man’s rdle in that activity, i.e., the
rational expenditure of effort towards the results outside this
control. The results of his activity are not absolutely indifferent
to him: indifferent for his happiness but not indifferent for their
accordance with nature. Things that contribute to happiness, ie.,
a life of virtue and purposefu% rational activity, have an absolute
value. But things, which do not contribute to virtuous activity

19 Tt is very difficult to trace the history of Carncades’ argument because
Cicero, the primary source, draws on multiple sources (Glucker 52 n.135): Car-
neades’ defense of Callipho’s telos comes from Clitomachus (54 n.143); evi-
dence of the Carneadean divisio from Antiochus (Fin. 5.16ff) and another
source ( Tusc. 5.83ff; Glucker 55 n.150); and the argument that the difference
between Stoic and Peripatetic ethics is non rerum sed verborum discordia is
attributed to Carneades through both Antiochus (Leg. 1.38, 53ff) and another
source (Fin. 3.41, Tusc. 5.120). Glucker concludes (394f) that both Carneades
and Antiochus may have advanced these divergent arguments in different
subjects of debate.
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but are merely in accordance with nature, have a relative value.
As the wise man’s happiness derives from his rational activity,
things with absolute value must affect him differently from
those with relative value. When he is presented with things per-
taining to virtue, he must be affected in a way that is morally
significant, in that things with absolute value affect the possibility

fghxs happmcss whereas things of relative value must not affect
him in this way because they do not affect his happiness.!?°

Cato summarizes the significance of Carneades’ argument
(Fin. 3.44=SVF 1II 60): if Stoic and Peripatetic conceptions of the
good were substantially the same, wisdom and health together
would be more “to be chosen” than wisdom alone. The Stoics
cannot accept this conclusion because it suggests that wisdom
and health are comparable and should affect man in the same
way when he is presented with them. Likewise Antipater says
that acquiring the indifferents is “something to be sclected” but
not “something to be chosen” (supra n.85). The Stoics make this
distinction between the value of virtue and that of the indif-
ferents in several ways. The good, which cannot be added to,
increased, or compared with other things, has its own proper
quality (Fin. 3.34=SVF III 72): the good is compared to the
sweetness of honey, which is uniquely sweet; the good differs
by kind, not by amount, from other things of value, things with
valuc in the latter sense can be increased in value, but virtue
cannot. Some examples allude to a comparative evaluation of the
two kinds of value (Fin. 3.45=SVF III 60): sunlight obscures and
inundates lamplight; a drop of honey is lost in the magnitudine
of the Aegean Sca; Croesus’ riches obscure the addition of a
penny. These comparisons blur the general distinction in favor
of a direct comparison of magnitude. But at the end of his
similes Cato reiterates that opportunitas (eVxoipia) is the
standard by which virtue must be judged. His view may be
paraphrased: if a shoe is evaluated by how well it fits the foot,
many shoes would not be perferred to few, nor bigger to
smaller ones. So virtuous action is not measured by numier or
greatness but how the action fits with nature (Fin. 3.46=SVF III
524).

A rational agent’s deliberation, however, assesses something’s
value. Although it may appear from Cato’s examples that mis-
takes about the difference between virtue and the indifferents
could never occur, it is not difficult to imagine the circumstance

120 Tnwood 114f, 121, 20515, 224-37.



300 POSIDONIAN POLEMIC AND ACADEMIC DIALECTIC

of an improper evaluation. Inwood (166) uses this exemplum
(based on Sen. Trang. 13.2): a moral progresssor runs for public
office because he knows that public service, an appropriate activ
ity, gives him an opportunity to practice the virtue that he has
learned. He is defeated at the polls. If he regards his defeat as an
indifferent, it will not affect his happiness; %)ut if he regards the
purpose of his action to be fulfilled only if he is elected, he will
have failed and will be unhappy (Inwood 166; Sen. Trang. 13.2).
These two reactions show the difference between a sage’s right
actions and a non-sage’s appropriate actions (kotopBwpata and
xaBfkovia). The agent’s disposition must evaluate events prop-
erly and in accordance with the distinction between the good
and the indifferent in a thing. The good in his action consists in
the virtuous disposition with which he conducts it, whereas the
result, over which he has no control, is an indifferent. The prob-
lems inherent in ‘evaluating’ events connect the doctrine of the
good to the problem of passion. When the moral progressor
decides that his happiness depends on winning, he has in effect
decided that an indifferent is a good. When he fails to obtain his
desire (a false belief that something good approaches), he may
decide that it is appropriate to feel pain (the false belief that
something evil has happened or is present): these are passions.

For the Stoics the moral progressor errs in assigning not too
much value to victory but the wrong kind of value. An indif-
ferent has value if it accords with nature and disvalue if it does
not (supra 251). An indifferent may even have a “magnitude” of
value (e.g. prolonged health has more value than its brief enjoy-
ment: Cic. Fin. 3.47). But virtue has what Cicero’s Cato calls
opportunitas (Fin. 3.46=SVF III 524), a unique, perfect, and time
less quality that cannot be increased by the addition of anything.
When Carneades argues that Stoic and Peripatetic doctrines of
the good agree in substance if not terminology, he demands not
only (1) that virtue is not sufficient for happiness; (2) that the
indifferents, although not sufficient for happiness, are neverthe-
less necessary; but also (3) that virtue and the indifferents must
have a value that can be compared; and therefore (4) that virtue
thas a value that can be measured, in short, a magnitude

Three bits of ev1dcnce suggest that Carneades applied his argu-
ments on the evaluation o? goods to an attack against the Stoic
doctrine of the passions. Two of the three come from Clitom-
achus and Antiochus through Cicero’s Tusculans, and the third
derives from Plutarch’s De tranquilitate animi. These argu-
ments, in turn, involve Carneades’ arguments on the criterion,
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preserved by Sextus. The argument begins at Tusc. 3, where
Cicero tries to discover the cause of passion and surveys the
views of Cyrenaics, Epicureans, Stoics, and Peripatetics.

Despite considerable controversy on the organization of the
book, it 1s clear from 3.28-51 that Cicero is summarizing the
position of the Cyrenaics and the Epicureans.'?! He argues that
the Epicureans wrongly criticize the Cyrenaic position that
unexpected evils cause passion, and that passion can be avoided
by bearing in mind that evil may befall man at any time. The
Cyrenaics employ three well-worn exempla (1) Telemon, from
Eur. Andr.; (2) Theseus (from a lost play), preparing himself for
whatever sufferings and ca amities might befall him in life; and
(3) Anaxagoras, who, on learning of the death of his son, rephed
“I knew that I had begotten a mortal” (sciebam me genuisse
mortalem: Tusc. 3.29). All are designed to show that if life’s
misfortunes do not come unanticipated, they will not cause
passion. The structure thereafter seems as follows: Cicero,
having dismissed the Epicureans, turns to a comparison of Stoic
and Cyrenaic views at 3.52-61 and shows the limitations of the
Cyrenaic view before launching a comparison of the Stoics and
Peripatetics (Giusta II 320ff). A final reference to the Cyrenaics
comes at 3.59. Two quotations from Carneades, embedded in
this discussion, occur at 3.54, 60 in two very different contexts.

The reference at 3.54 comes from Clitomachus’ book on a
Stoic topos, whether the wise man will feel grief at the loss of his
fatherland. The wise man’s endurance even of this misfortune
was a dogma, which Cicero (Acad. 2.135) calls dura sed Zenon:
necessarium. loppolo argues that Carneades actually defends the
proposition but undogmatically and on the basis of epistemo-
logical arguments.'? Cicero offers some indication of how
Carnecades argued: Sensim enim et pedetemptim progrediens
extenuatur dolor, non quo ipsa res immutari soleat aut possit,
sed id, quod ratio debuerat, usus docet minora esse ea, quae sint

121 See Hirzel (supra n.17) 11 414-55; von Arnim, SVF I xix—xxvi; M.
Pohlenz, “Das dritte und vierte Buch der Tusculanen,” Hermes 41 (1906)
321-55; Glucker 391-96; Giusta IT 318-21. I follow A. M. TorroLo’s recon-
struction of the evidence closely: “Carneade e il terzo libro delle Tusculanae,”
Elenchos 1 (1980: hercafter ‘loppolo’) 76-91. See Plut. Mor. 1018-22a (Cons. ad
Apoll.) for a portrait of how the Academics might respond to the Tusculans.

122 Glucker 393f; Ioppolo 80f, 88, 91, who also suggests (82f with n.22) that
the passage from Plutarch comes from the same treatise of Clitomachus as
Tusc. 3.54. Her argument rests on the exempla of King Perseus and the fall of
Macedon in both texts ( Tusc. 3.53; Plut. Mor. 4745-754).
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visa maiora. 2> The wisec man presumably avails himself of ratio,
the fool of usus, with the result that the fool falls into passion.
Two factors in this explanation derive from Carneades’ argu-
ment on the criterion: (1) to arrive at the proper evaluation of
something sufficient time is needed; and (2) when the object to
be evaluated is great, an instant evaluation may be incorrect. ' It
is useful to consider Carneades’ arguments in more detail before
returning to the Tusculans and the problem of passions.

Debate on the criterion developed, broadly, as follows. Zeno
proposed that presentations may be divided into three cate-
gories according to their reliability: knowledge, a presentation
that can be “grasped” firmly like a clenched fist covered over
by the hand; ignorance (the source of opinion), one that cannot
be so grasped or comprehended (Cic. Acad. 2.145 [=SVF 1 66),
1.41f [= 1 60]); and xataAnntikn @aviacic, one between know-
ledge and ignorance, the merely graspable presentation. The kata-
leptic presentation, clear and distinct, cannot be false, as it arises
from what is and is stamped exactly in accordance with what
15.125 The Stoic concept of the kataleptic presentation asserts the
existence of “cognition” (katalepsis), assent to a cognitive impres-
sion. Nature provides this criterion as a measuring stick of how
things really are. From these cognitions man develops concep-
tions of things and from these are revealed not only the
“beginnings” but the “roads” to the discovery of reason (Acad.
1.42=SVF160).

Arcesilaus argued against the Stoics, particularly Zeno (Sext.
Emp. Math. 7.150-58), that (1) whatever the wise man appre-
hends will be knowledge and whatever the fool apprehends will
be ignorance; nothing lies between the two; (2) assent is made

'3 Tusc. 3.54: “For step by step grief diminishes as it progresses, not because
the event itsclf usually is changed or could be changed, but rather because that
which reason ought to have taught, experience then teaches, namely that
things which had seemed very great are really very small.” Cicero further
states that if the book of Carneades’ lectures collected by Clitomachus had
been sent to the captive Corinthians some years after the fall of Corinth, the
book would be healing only scars. Cicero’s statement on the healing effect of
time probably derives from this same book, so the argument belongs to
Carneades: loppolo 791.

124 Toppolo 79ff, who claims that Tusc. 3.52, a description of the reason
unexpected cvents cause passions (primum quod, quanta sint quae accidunt et
gualia, cum repente accidunt, considerandi spatium non datur; deinde, cum
videtur praecauneri poluisse, si provisum essel, quasi culpa contractum malum
aegritudinem acriorem [acit) may be attributed to Carneades.

125 Cic. Acad. 2.17, 77; D.L. 7.46; Sext. Emp. Math. 7.248; on the phantasia
kataleptike sce Sandbach (supra n.32) 9-21.
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not to a presentation but to the proposition that accompanies
the presentation (supra n.32); and (3) there is no presentation of
such a kind that it could not be false. These arguments show that
the kataleptike phantasia does not exist and therefore that the
wise man cannot give assent. He must suspend his judgment
and this suspension (¢noyf) is the logical stance (but not a
dogmatic telos) for the wise man (Math. 7.156ff). The Stoics
responded that such a man would be completely inactive and
therefore unwise.’? To the charge of inactivity (apraxia),
Arcesilaus replied by adopting the standard of the reasonable (70
gbAoyov), by which the wise man could withold dogmatic assent
yet allow himself to be moved to impulse by the appearance of
things as it seems reasonable to him.

Carneades argued (1) that there is no criterion because reason,
apprehension, and presentations can deceive (Math. 7.159) and
(2) that if the criterion does exist, it cannot be scparated from
sensation that is “irrational”: m]ﬁeuuxg o¢ oucng (p(xwaouxg KpLL-
xfig 008 Abyog Bv ein xpurfiplov- 4nd gavtasiog vép ovTog &vd-
yetat. kol eikdtog: mpdrov pev yap del paviivar adtd 10 kpLvé-
nevov, (pavnvou d¢ 0Vdev duvaton xmptg tng akoyov aLGBnoemg
ovUte ovv 1| dAoyoc aioOBnotig olite O Adyog v KpLTT]pLOV 127 Car-
neades also defended the proposition that a wise man, though
lacking a criterion, might assent undogmatically to presentations
and therefore “opine” (Cic. Acad. 2.67, 78).128

Sextus claims (Math 7.166) that Carncades was compelled to
propose his own criterion by the same argument from inactiv-
ity. Carneades’ redefinition of the Arcesilean ebhoyov provides
three criteria for the conduct of life that may be employed as cir-
cumstances demand. Carneades distinguishes truth from false-
hood, on the one hand, in relation to what creates the impres-

126 Plut. Mor. 1035a=SVF 111 177. Long and Scdley (I 455-60; ¢f. supra n.26)
show that the Epicureans made the argument of inactivity (Mor. 1122 A-F) but
that Arcesilaus’ response adapts Stoic terminology; see also Vander Waerdt,
“Colotes” 244-47, 260f, who argues that Colotes took over the apraxia
argument from the Stoics.

127 Math. 7.165: “And if there is no presentation capable of serving as a criter-
ion, neither would reason be a criterion; for it is derived from presentation.
And obviously so; for that which is judged must first be presented, and noth-
ing can be presented apart from our irrational sensatlon Therefore neither
irrational sensation nor reason would be a criterion.’

128 Although Arcesilaus seems to have argued that because the wise man
never opines he must not assent—the reverse of Carneades’ argument—both
men only try to refute Stoic premises. As Long and Sedley show (I 456), it is
only a difference of dialectical strategy; cf. Cic. Acad. 2.77f, 1.41f with 2.67.
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sion, the external object (mpdg 10 pavtactév), and, on the other,
in relation to the percipient of the impression (1tp0c; 70 QOVTO-
crobpevov: Math. 7.168). These correspond to the difference
between the ObJCCt as it rcally is and the object as it appears. A
presentatlon nPOG 10 PavTacToV is either true or false in so far as
it “is or is not in harmony with” the external object (cbngwvog
or dihwvog: Math. 7.168); but as Judgment requires the medium
of irrational perception, a presentation npog 70 (p(xvraorov can-
not be the criterion. A presentation mpdg 10 QOVIAGLOVUEVOV,
on the other hand, is “apparently true or not” (pawvouévn GAn-
BN, ov (pozwouévn aAnOng: Math. 7.169). What is apparently
true may be either intensely or dimly apparent, and the dimly
apparent cannot be a criterion (Math. 7.1711f). Some things that
seem intensely true may turn out to be true, others false, and
some both true and false ( Math. 7.1741). Therefore even this
criterion can only be called generally reliable. This “probable”
(miBavév) criterion leaves open the matter of truth and false-
hood (Long and Sedley I 458). When time allows, the probable
may be confirmed more securely by examining the particular
qualities of the object as it appears. If none of them appears to
conflict with the appearance that the presentation is true, the
presentation can be called both probable and undiverted (mt-
Bavn xal éreplonactog: Math. 7.176—81). The third criterion is
probable, undiverted, and tested (miBavh kol Grepionactog Kol
5L£§m5€uu€vn) a presentation is tested like a ]udge s examination
of testimony. The judge must be competent, just as the senses
must not be 1mpalred What is judged must be of a magnitude
that can be judged and, finally, the medium through which the
judgment is made must not hinder the decision. T%lere must be
no cause for suspicion or doubt created by darkness, excessive
distance, too little time for evalulation, etc. (Math. 7.182f). Carne-
ades concludes that in trivial matters the probable presentation is
a sufficient criterion; in greater matters the undiverted; and in

“matters pertaining to happiness” (tol¢ mpdg eddatpoviav
ovvieivovotl) the tested is required (Math. 7.184). When time
does not permit the latter, the probable must be employed
(Math. 7.1851).

Plutarch shows the importance of this procedure for the avoid-
ance of passion when Carneades says that “in matters of great
importance, unexpectedness is the whole and entire cause of
grief and dejection” (Mor. 474E-F: énl mpayudtov LEYGAOV ...
nav kol dAov otiv el Adnnv dyov xol dBvpiav 10 dnpocdsd-
kntov). This is nearly the Cyrenaic thesis, but Cicero hints that
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Carneades probably upheld this thesis against the Stoics for
dialectical purposes in a specific debate.'?®

129 My primary intention in this section, a demonstration that Posidonius
used Carneades’ arguments, requires reconstructing the context of Carneades’
arguments on the passions. A possible reconstruction would be as follows. The
two occurrences of Carneades’ name at Tusc. 3.54, 60 come from different
sources (Clitomachus and Antiochus) and report his attacks on Chrysnppus in
different debates: 3.54 on whether the wise man will suffer passion concerns
the aitia of the passions; 3.60 on the utility of consolatio treats the cure of the
passions {Bepancia). But Cicero also discusses the Cyrenaics. Plut. Mor.
474E—rF, where Carncades defends the Cyrenaic thesis on the cause of the
passions, explains Carneades’ role in this discussion. Epicurean evidence ( Tusc.
3.28-51) accounts for Carneades at 3.60 on the “cure.” In the Epicurean view,
if a man thinks that he is in the presence of evil, he must necessarily feel grief
(to the extent that nature demands it: Ep. ad Men. 127; KD 29; Cic. Tusc. 3.28).
This grief will not diminish in time, nor will it be lightened (after the fact) by
the Cyrenaic motto “let nothing happen unexpected” (Tusc. 3.32). If he dwells
on this evil or considers that some misfortune may strike at any time, his evil
will be perpetual. Only a “recall” to the contemplation of pleasures can cure
his distress: Tusc. 3.32f; J. Annas, “Epicurean Emotions,” GRBS 30 (1989)
145-64; M. Nussbaum, “Therapeutic Arguments: Epicurus and Aristotle,” in
Schofield and Striker (supra n.22) 31-74; see also Galen PH P 4.282.1-
284.17=EK 165.17-70 on the doxa prosphatos; cf. supra n.118.

After Posidonius asks why the fresh belief causes passion and why unex-
pected events cause it but familiar ones do not, he advocates the Cyrenaic
position to “let nothing happen unexpected” by proposing that we “dwell in
the future” (npoevdnpueiv). Then he quotes, after the Cyrenaics, the same
passages from Anaxagoras and Eur. Andr. (Tusc. 3.29f); a quotation follows in
which Chrysippus ponders why the passions may cease in time although the
opinion has not changed (supra n.43). This evidence may originally derive
from a debate between the Epicureans and Cyrenaics on the cause of the
passions, in which Chrysippus became involved (Tusc. 3.32; Giusta I 317;
Fillion-Lahille 168), as we know that the Epicurean Colotes attacked the
Cyrenaics for rejecting sense-impressions and living according to the pathe
(Plut. Mor. 1120c—¥; ¢f. Sext. Emp. Math. 7.190-200)—a debate that also
involved Stoic arguments to some degree (Vander Waerdt, “Colotes” 230ff).
Chrysippus, 1 presume, rejected outright the Epicurean position that passion is
necessary: a Chrysippean divisio shows (Cic. Fin. 2.44; supra n.98) his concern
to refute the Epicurean telos—a subject closcly allied with the pathe. He would
have accepted the Cyrenaic position as a correct observation from nature that
unexpected events do affect us more (and he may even have conceded that the
passages from Anaxagoras and Eur. Andr. are useful: ¢f. Tusc. 3.55, 58, 60;
supra nn.122f), but he would have disputed the causal link between the
unexpected and passion (¢f. supra n.43). We might deduce that Carneades
upheld the Cyrenaic thesis against Chrysippus on the cause of the passions,
but reinforced it by his own arguments on the criterion about the necessary
conditions (esp. time) for assent (Tusc. 3.54); he espoused the Epicurean thesis
against Chrysippus cure of the passions and strengthened it with an argument

“on goods and evils” (¢f. Tusc. 3.60: a connection between a “natural” evil and
an “amount” of evil). Posidonius then, aware that Carnecades had effectively
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How would these arguments on the criterion be applied to the
Stoic topos of a wise man’s reaction to the fall of his city (supra
n.122)? Carneades proposes that a wise man might use a scien-
tific method to test his presentations. As I argue, Carneades’
arguments describe a rational process, a ratio, which only a wise
man could use because it is based on the presumption of undog-
matic assent.’®® The wise man might either withhold his assent
entirely or assent only to the proposition that his presentation is
probable, until he could test it. A fool, with only the hard
teacher of experience to rely on, cannot use this method and can
hardly be expected to utilize the various kinds of undogmatic
assent. An average man may, on occasion, instinctively reason
things out in a calm and scientific manner, but Carneades claims
only two ways of dealing with disaster: ratio and usus.

Carneades concludes that the problem is not whether the fall
of the wise man’s city is a great evil; rather, matters of impor-
tance demand time to evaluate the appearance. The ‘magnitude’
of the thing and its ‘immediacy’ artlifcm]ly magnify its signifi-
cance: what reason ought to have taught, experience teaches,
namely that things that seem very great arc really very small
(Cic. Tusc. 3.54: quod ratio debuerat, usus docet minora esse ea,
quae sint visa maiora; cf. supra n.123). For Carneades to say (as
in Plutarch) that unexpectedness causes grief in great matters, he
must be arguing that unexpectedness distorts the magnitude of
appearances and causes the percipient to evaluate their impor-
tance too highly. The wise man (but not the fool), aware that sud-
den phantasiai appear greater than they are, corrects for the
effects of distortion. More importantly, however the force of
unexpectedness must reside in temporal proximity, or the
passage of time would not remove it in the fool.

Indeed, an objector (Cic. Tusc. 3.55) immediately asks “what
need is there at all for reason or for that consolation we always
use when we wish to alleviate the suffering of those in grief?”
(quid ergo opus est, dicet aliquis, ratione aut omnino consola-
tione illa, qua solemus uti, cum levare dolorem maerentium volu-
mus?). The Cyrenaic dictum “let nothing happen unexpected”

used the Cyrenaic position to refute the doctrine of doxa prosphatos, would
have defended the Cyrenaic thesis against Chrysippus with Cyrenaic passages
of which Chysippus had approved.

13¢ Even if Carneades suggests a ratio here, it need not commit him to any

dogmatic stance. See Vander Waerdt, “Colotes” 265f for an account of how
the sceptic might procede.
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cannot, the objector continues, relieve suffering after one has
submitted to passion, for “this kind of talk su%tracts nothing
from the actual amount of the evil” (haec enim oratio de ipsa
summa mali nibil detrahit). Although Cicero upholds the Stoic

view that “unexpectedness” cannot be the entire cause of evil,

this dictum reminds him that misfortune is natural and not some-
thing that ought to cause grief. Cicero distinguishes recens in the
Stoic sense of prosphatos (“fresh”) from repentina (“sudden”)

and argues that “things seem greater because they are fresh, not
because they are sudden” (Tusc. 3.55: maiora videntur quia re-

centia sunt, non quia repentina). The Stoics define the freshness

of an opinion by the ability of the opinion to cause an impulse of
the soul (supra n.26). Freshness, mecasured psychologically
rather than temporally, has no relatlonshlp to the passage of
time.

The objection corresponds completely to Carneades’ other
arguments: presentations (visa) have an amount—a perceived
“magnitude” of good and evil; the point at issue, as Cicero’s re-
sponse suggests, is whether the unexpectedness causes grief and
reason is useless to remove it, 1.e., temporal newness, and time
will heal the wound. *" The citation of Carneades at Tusc. 3.60
confirms him as the anonymous objector at 3.55.12 Antiochus
reports how Carneades constantly chastised Chrysippus’ praise
of a passage from Euripides’ Hypsipyle (Tusc. 3.60=SVF III 487;
Eur. fr. 757 Dindorf), where man’s lot in life is described in grim
terms: death and pain come to all according to the law of neces-
sity. If Chrysippus liked the passage for its demonstration that
misfortune is natural and therefore bearable for human beings,
Carneades criticizes it because “to be victim to such a cruel ne-
cessity is itself something to be grieved” (id enim ipsum dolen-
dum esse dicebat quod in tam crudelem necessitatem incidisse-
mus). In his view these lines only add to the “amount” of grief
with which the mourner must contend, as if to say “if thmgs
seem bad now, just wait; more misfortune is on the way.” The
subject at 3.60, as at 3.55, is whether the dictum “let nothing

B Cf. Tusc. 3.54, a summary of Carneades’ argument: tanta igitur calami-
tatis praesentis adhibetur a philosopho medicina, quanta in inveterata ne
desideratur quidem (“therefore so great a treatment for a present disaster
applied by the philosopher would not even be desired in the case of one long
past”). Sce loppolo 83 with n.23.

132 Toppolo 86: “Mi sembra che ci sia una perfetta concordanza tra I’obbiezi-
one prospettata in forma anonima alla consolazione stoica al par. 55 e quella
attribuita esplicitamente a Carneade al par. 60.”
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happen unexpected” will do any good after the fact, z.e., whether
consolatio is beneficial. The anonymous objection, in all likeli-
hood, derives from Carneades” arguments against Chrysippus.

These various arguments reveal much. Carneades argued not
only against the Stoic doctrine of the passions and their cure but
against Chrysippus in particular. He probably attacked the doxa
prosphatos by defending the Cyrenaic thesis that the “unexpec-
tedness of an event” causes passion; he would also have argued
both that the temporal proximity of the event increases artifi-
cially the magnitude of prcsentatlons and that consolatio cannot
alleviate passion unless the actual ‘amount’ of evil present can be
diminished.

Further, these arguments anticipate all the positions that Posi-
donius imputes to Chrysippus. In fact every description of
Chrysippus’ doctrines repeats an argument that Carneades
made against him. The curious 10 péyeBog 1@v oivopévav
&yoBdv fi xaxdv, imputed to Chrysippus (supra n.106), actually
derives from Carneades’ view on the magnitude of visa (supra
n.123). Carneades’ arguments on the criterion (Sext. Emp. Math.
7.159-86) explain very clearly Posidonius’ muddle of appearance
and reality in discussing the “magnitude of things that appear
good or evil.” There is no criterion in relation to the thing as it
exists in reality (mpdg 10 PaVIaoTOV); the only means of judging
how to react to an external evil is by its appearance to the
subject (npog 10 (pavracto{)uevov) As Carneades considers
only appearances, Posidonius imputes the argument to Chrysip-
pus. Carneades’ own claim that phantasiai cannot exist apart
from irrational sense-perception (Sext. Emp. Math. 7.165, supra
n.127) finds an echo in Posidonius” association of pbantasiai with
the irrational faculties (supra n.116). Posidonius’ definition of
“fresh” (Galen PHP 4.280.26-33=EK 165.9-17; 10 bndyvov xatd
tov xpdvov) and his claim that unexpected and strange events
cause passion (supra n.118) are all earlier arguments of Car-
neades (Cic. Tusc. 3.54f, 60).

Despite the lack of evidence that Posidonius quoted Carnea-
des’ arguments, it is sufficiently clear how and why Carncades
used these arguments against Chrysippus (¢f supra n.129). All
the very un-Stoic arguments attributed to Chrysippus appear to
be consistent with Academic dialectical strategy in general and
with arguments actually attributed to Carneades by Cicero.
Even with due caution regarding Tusc. 3 as a source, the sym-
metry of argument inspires confidence in a rclatlonshxp
between Posu%omus and Carneades.
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VI. The Impact of Posidonius’ Dialectical Strategy
upon his Ethics

This analysis of Posidonius’ strategy against Chrysippus raises
important questions about his motives. His deliberate attribu-
tion to Stoic forbears of Academic positions is in one case diffi-
cult to dispute (supra nn.16, 20) and credible in many others
(supra sections IV-V). Further his support of certain Aristote-
lian positions on the passions used by Carnecades against the Stoa
(supra nn.115f; [Mag. Mor.] 1203b4f) and his moc%el of the soul
(supra nn.29f) add to susp1c1ons about his alleglence to the Stoa
and his reputation as an “Aristotelizer.”!3? His motive for misrep-
resenting other Stoics’ views merits an explanation.

Posidonius’ primary concern, as he suggests (supra n.16), is
that Stoic formulations for the telos were vulnerable to apparent
aporiai. Moreover, as doctrines on the telos, the pathe, and the
good are “bound as if by a single cord” (supra n.15), all Stoic
ethics were dialectically vulnerable. I argue that Posidonius’
doctrines on the good and the telos attempt to recast the most
important Stoic positions in 31mplcr language. All his formula-
tions appecal to common sense (t& évapy®d¢ @owvdpeva: supra
nn.8, 100, 116).

The Stoa’s most potent didactic tool both before and after Posi
donius was paradox Indeed its best-known doctrines, “that
only virtue is good” (611 pdvov 10 kohov ayaeov) and “that vir-
tue is sufficient for happiness” (611 o0TdpkNg N &peTh TPOG EV-
doupoviav) begin Cicero’s Paradoxa Stoicorum (6-19). These
paradoxes defy common sense and experience, which would
count health, wealth, and comfort necessary for happiness. Zeno
says that the wise man, though afﬂicted by countless misfor-
tunes and tortured on the rack, i1s “perfectly happy” (beatus:
Cic. Fin. 5.84). His argument that some addmon or the subtrac-
tion of any misfortune cannot increase man’s happiness expose
the Stoa’s vulnerability to attacks from common sense. Posi-
donius’ model of the soul, not strictly Platonic or Peripatetic,
does not admit that these external things are ‘goods’. Using
roughly their model of the soul, ncvcrtic]css, he shows that
these counter-intuitive Stoic doctrines need not be paradoxical.
By replacing Stoic paradoxes with his own arguments from com-

133 On 10 apwrotedilov see EK 185 (=Strab. 2.3.8), 93a, 1100 (=Simpl. in
Cael. 4.3, 310b1), 18, 173 (=Simpl. in Phys. 2.2, 193b23) with Kidd, EK II ad

ZOCC.
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mon sense, he demonstrates, as we shall see, a degree of dialec-
tical sophistication surpassing even that used against Chrysippus.

Carneades attacks most successfully the positions that Posido-
nius addresses. Carneades’ attempt to blur the line between the
value of the indifferents and the value of the good (Cic. Fin.
3.41-44) allows him to attack (1) Chrysippus’ doctrine that the
passions arise by supposition that an indifferent is a good (supra
nn.47-53; Cic. Fin. 3.24=SVF III 11) and (2) the doctrine that the
telos of hfe should involve the practlce of a stochastike techne,
in which one a1ms at the acquisition of the preferred indifferents
but achieves one’s purpose in the virtuous effort of aiming
(supra n.85). All Carneades’ arguments relate to his attack on the
good, the doctrine on which Posidionius is unquestionab]y
Stoic. The doctrine of the good is in Kidd’s words the “distin-
guishing stamp” of the Stoa and what makes a Stoic a Stoic. 13

Posidonius regards his model of the soul as the starting point
for his ethical doctrines and grounds his doctrines on the telos
and the good (i.e., virtue) in his psychology: cuviigBat 8¢ xal
THV mepl TV ApeT®v ddackaAloy TOVTOLG PNGL Kol TNV TEPL TOV
1éAovg kxai dAwg mdvta 1 ddypota tfic NOkTic grhocogiog Ho-
nep éx piog punpivBov dedécBon 1fic yvwoemg T®V xatd TV yo-
xhv duviuewv.!?> Posidonius’ model of the soul portrays viv-
idly the difference between man’s attraction to virtue and his
attraction to the indifferents. He clarifies how a proper under-
standing of the soul’s chief good explains not only man’s attrac-
tion to external things and the cause of the passions but also
man’s goal of becoming a sage.

The aspects of Stoic thought most difficult to explain in monis-
tic psychology are selection (s#pra nn.54, 58-62), reservation
(supra nn.47-53), and the status of the indifferents in xatopBm-
pata and xaBhxovra ( supra 254, 278 with n.96). Doctrines on
the telos teach how a correct understanding of these issues leads
to happiness; those on the pathe explain how an incorrect under-
standing causes unhappiness. As monistic psychology can ex-
plain all these doctrines, Posidonius has no justification for adop-

B4 1, G. Kidd, “Posidonian Methodology and the Self-Sufficiency of Virtue,”
in H. Flashar and O. Gigon, edd., Aspects de la philosophie hellénistique
(=Entretiens Hardt 23 [Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1986)]) 8, and (supra n.54) 184.

135 Galen PHP 4.286.4-7=EK 150a.6-10: “[Posidonius says] that education
about the virtues and the end are fitted together with these things (sc. the dog-
mas on the passions and the faculties of the soul), and that in their entirety all
the dogmas of ethical philosophy are bound as if by a single cord to the recog-
nition of the faculties of the soul.” Cf. 5.326.12-16=EK 30; supra n.15.
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ting a new psychology on the grounds that monism cannot
account for the aitia of passion. But Posidonius’ psychology
explains all these issues with a certain graphic clarity; and
doctrine on the soul’s relationship to tie good and the mdlf-
ferents answers all Carneades’ objections against Chrysippus.
Despite the lack of a definitive statement that this was his goal,
Posidonius’ doctrines do answer Carneades. When Posidonius
inserts Carneades’ arguments into Chrysippus’ mouth, this curi-
ous procedure demonstrates not so much flaws in Chrysippus’
doctrines (for he rarely considers them in context and as they
were written) as their vulnerability to Academic attack. So too in
his ethics, Posidonius’ sophisticated dialectical scheme has the
defense of the Stoa against the Academy as its ultimate objective.
Seneca’s lengthy discussion of Posidonius’ view of the good !
begins with Posidonius’ view that riches can be an “antecedent
cause” of evil (causa praecedens) because they puff up the spirit
and tempt it to vice, although they are not evil because they lack
an “efficient cause” of evil (causa efficiens). Nor does it follow
that they are not “preferred indifferents” (commoda), becausc
riches contain more benefit than harm. As indifferents that can
be used well or badly, riches are not “goods” in Stoic terms.
Posidonius specifically designs his model of the soul to uphold
the Stoic doctrine of the good within a Platonic, tripartite
framework (cf. supra n.29). Each power of the soul has its own
desires (dpexté: Galen PHP 5.330.5=EK 161.5)—a part of his
model similar to Plato’s (Resp. 4.441E—42A). The desiderative fac-
ulty (10 émBountikdv ) is drawn to pleasure (| 10ov7 ), the spir-
ited (10 Bupoe1déc) to victory (h vikn), and the rational (10 Aoyio-
Tkdv) to virtue (10 xaAdv ). These desires are oikelov (“natural
and appropriate”) to their respective faculties (Galen PHP
5.318.12-24=EK 160). Thus Posidonius connects his Platonic
model to the fundamental Stoic doctrine of oikeiwoig, the pro-
cess by which man recognizes his bond with his own nature and
with the nature and order governing the untverse. By this pro-
cess man learns to “habituate” himself to the world in which he
lives and by which he is drawn to virtue.!’” Posidonius shows
that his explanation of human motivation is to be understood by

136 Ep. 87.31-40=EK 170. See Kidd, EK I 626-38, supra n.54, and esp. (supra
n.134) 1- 21. Kidd explains and refutes the evidence (EK 171 [=D.L. 7.103], 173
[=7.127f], 172 [=Epiph. De fide 9.46]; EK II 638-43), suggesting that Posidonius
considered wealth and health “goods.”

137 D.L. 7.85f=SVF 111 178; Cic. Fin. 3.16, 62-68; cf. SVF 111 340ff. For the
Stoic doctrine of oikelwoig see Inwood 182-201; supra n.60.
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the concept of oixeiov, a term used by the Stoics and others
(supra nn.26, 60).

Posidonius further qualifies his model: what is appropriate to
the rational faculty is approprlate in a special way. What 1s oilkela
to the rational faculty 1 51mp y appropriate” (anldg oixela),
whereas what is approprlate to the irrational faculties is not
simply so (ovx anAdg oixela: Kidd [1978] 207f; EK II 576f). This
distinction corresponds to the relationship of the rational faculty
with a dwme nature (Beiov ) to the irrational faculties having that
of an animal ({w®dn: Galen PHP 5.330.2-6=EK 161.2-7). Posido-
nius compares the rational faculty to a charioteer and the irra-
tional faculties to his team of horses.!?® The virtue of the rational
faculty is to acquire knowledge of the nature of the universe
(émiotAuN thc 1@V Oviwv @Uoeng), whereas the virtues of the irra-
tlonal faCUlt]eS are to bccomc accustomed to Obcylng the com-
mands of reason (érnecBai 1e xal neiBecBor 1@ Aoyiopd ).'* This
model of the soul is intimately bound up with Posidonius’ doc-
trine of good and evil.

Virtue alone is anAdg oikela; all other things desired by the ir-
rational faculties are either evil or appropriate only with qualifi-
cation. The irrational faculties are drawn to things that differ in
kind, not in magnitude, from those to which reason is drawn.
Posidonius’ anAdc indicates that the distinction is beween the
‘qualified” and the ‘unqualified’. To be led by the irrational fac-
ulty is to be drawn to something other than virtue and to mis-
take what is indifferent or evil for what is appropriate without
qualification, z.e., good.!*°

In Posidonius’ system man can fall into passion whenever he
allows the irrational powers in his soul to have their way. All

138 See Vander Waerdt (supra n.5: 386f) on the doxographical tradition of
this image from Pl. Phdr. 253c—548; Kidd (supra n.18) 1111f,

139 Galen PHP 5.324.9-23=EK 31.14-30. The irrational faculties seem to
accomplish this task by being neither too strong nor too weak, but by assum-
ing the state of an Aristotelian mean: Eth. Nic. 2.5f, 1106a-07a. The virtue of
the rational faculty does not seem to be a mean.

140 Cf. Galen PHP 5.326.20-24=EK 187.4-9: 10 81 10v noBav aitwov, tovt-
{011 g 1€ dvoporoyiag xai 10d xaxkodaipovog Blov, 10 pui xatd nav fnecbat
1 &v avT® daipovi cuyyevel Te SvTi xal v Opoiav @Uov Exovit Td tov GAov
xoopov droikodvry, T 8¢ yeipovi xail Lodder motd cuvexkiivovtog @épecBan
(“The cause of passion, that is, of discord and the unhappy life, is that people
do not follow in everything the divinity in themselves which, in origin and in
being, has the same nature as that which rules the universe, and sometimes,
inclining towards the worse, animal-like faculty, they are carried away.”). Cf.
D.L. 7.88 on the use of daipwv.
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three faculties are drawn to what is appropriate (oikeiov ).!
These things contribute to the natural hf but it 1s not appro-
priate that every natural thing without quahﬁcatlon should be
sought by a complete human being, whose soul moves him with
three different generic desires (0pextd). The & xota ¢Oowv, ap-
propriate to the several faculties of the soul, are appropriate for
the entire man only when reason judges that their pursuit con-
tributes to its own practice of virtue, always appropriate without
qualification. This model identifies the entire man, in a limited
sense, with his rational faculty because what is appropriate to it is
appropriate to the entire man.' The irrational faculties must
serve the rational faculty for the soul to be harmonious and free
from passion.

Thus the irrational faculties may seek the preferred indiffer-
ents (nponynéva) for their own sake, while the rational faculty
pursues them only as a means to the telos of virtue. Posidonius’
model could explain the appearance of two ends—virtue and
attainment of the preferred indifferents—and refute Carneades’
aporia (Plut. Mor. 1070F). The preferred indifferents would be
both the ¥An and the &pyn of acts as the irrational faculties
perform them, but only the UAn as the rational faculty performs
them (supra 254, 278 with n.96). Posidonius does not mean that
the irrational faculties perform xaBfixovra, for he says that
being led by the irrational faculties constitutes passion (supra
n.140). But so long as the rational faculty controls the irrational
faculties, the who?e soul pursues mponynéva harmoniously to
praCtICC K(XGTN\OV‘COL (the acts approprlate for both the moral

141 Kidd says (in Long [supra n.2] 207) that for Posidonius “oikeion is not
necessarily related to the term good, however relative. Posidonius is not con-
cerned here with ‘the preferred’ (proegmena), with what has relative worth
(axia) in a moral context, but with native drives which upset the moral bal-
ance.” Although oikeion does not mean “good,” I do not entirely follow
Kidd’s contention that Posidonius is not thinking of proegmena when he says
otkeion. Posidonius explicitly associates pleasure (one of his & oixela ) with
ta npdta xotd  @vow (Galen PHP 5.328.11f=EK 187.27f), an Academic use
for the Stoic T xota @bow (supra n.81). Moreover, Kidd says (supra n.134: 17;
EK II 635f) that the irrational faculties are drawn to 1a xata ¢@vow. The psy-
chological importance of man’s “native drives” is that man is drawn to the un-
happy life by ‘desiring’ what he should only ‘select’, which is a doctrine

common to all Stoics.

142 Cf. Glibert-Thirry 398, citing Sen. Ep. 121.14=SVF 11l 184: Ea enim parte
sibi carus est homo, gua bhomo. This general point, though acceptable to
Platonists, Peripatetics, Stoics, and others, is clearly one of the inspirations for
the entire Stoic enterprisc.
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progressor and the sage) and, when this control is perfected,
xatopOmpoata (the virtuous acts of the sage).

This model explains not only the role of the indifferents in xot-
opfdpata and the appearance of two tele, but also the cause of
passion, which the monist would call a fresh belief” (doxa pros-
phatos) from the lack of “reservation” (supra nn.14, 47-53).
When reason Controls thc SOUI the propcr attitudc towards the
good is preserved and with it man’s relationship to nature, di-
vine reason, and fate. In Chrysippus’ model, the false belief that
something indifferent is “good or evil and, more importantly, the

“fresh be%lcf that passion is “appropriate” (oportet/xadfixov:
supra 254f) cause passion. Posidonius views the latter part of this
doctrine as absurd and cites a comic fragment: £a p’ dnoiéo-
Oait- 10016 pot viv ovpgépel (CAF 111 350=Galen PHP 4.270.1=
EK 164.99). He replaces the paradoxical doctrine of Chrysippus
with his own common-sense explanation that if one is led by rea-
son, he practices reservation. If not, he is liable to the passions at
any time.

But how is a man to know if he is led by the rational or the irra-
tional facultics? The monistic model suggests two posmbﬂmes
one may assent to the proposition that passion is ‘appropriate’
either consciously or unconsciously. Posidonius mocks Chry-
sippus as if he held the former, although he certainly mtended
the latter (¢f. supra n.43; Inwood 81-85, 161). Posidonius’ solu-
tion omits the problem ‘of unconscious assent. He recommends
that the rational faculty train the irrational to obey through an
irrational education of “rhythms, harmonies, and practices”
(Galen PHP 5.330.7f=EK 168.2f: pvBuoic dua kai dppoviaig xai
¢mitndedpaoct). Apparently, just as Chrysippus held man
accountable for his unconscious assents, Posidonius holds him
accountable for training his irrational faculues Interesting,
however, is Posidonius’ treatment of reason’s responsibility in
passion, z.e., the problem of weak will, made famous in Euri-
pides’ Medea (1019-80).'%3 The tripartite model has its own
paradoxes, which Posidonius fails to admit. He actually inverts
the Socratic dictum “no one does wrong willingly” (umdéva
BovAduevov aﬁucew)”“ into a common-sense indictment of
Chrysippus, as in the comic fragment cited above.

143 On the problems of weak will for monists and dualists, see Inwood
132-39,.

44 Pl Grg. 509 ¢f. Meno 770k, Prt. 345¢, 352a-57€, Ap. 25¢-26 A.
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Posidonius’ model of the soul and his doctrines on the
passions and the good are the foundation for his telos-formula.
His language, differing from earlier Stoic formulae (supra nn.57-
64), requires elucidation. In its proper context his telos, like his
other doctrines, resolves apparent aporiai: 10 {fiv Bewpodvia
thv tdv SAwv dAnBeiav kol 1éEwv xal ouyxatacxendCovra
) amnv Kota 10 duvotdv, Kot UNdEV AyOpHevov VRO 1OV od.oyou
uépovg thc wuxfc.' The formula mmally describes man’s
relationship to the order of the universe, i.e., the divine logos:
the first part of his telos 1s 10 {fiv Bewpodvia (¢f. supra n.140;
Galen PHP 5.326.22f=EK 187.6ff). Kidd observes (EK II 672)
that “it is difficult to find any passage in the earlier Stoa where
Bewpia is given such a fundamental role”*—correctly if he
means that Bewpio is not found in other telos-formulae.
Comparison with Chrysippus’ views of Begwpio may explain
Posidonius’ usage.

For Chrysippus, an understandmg of justice must begm with
Zeus and universal nature (Plut. Mor. 1035¢-D: q Kown (pucng)
as must an account (logos) of goods and evils: del yop 100101G
cuvvayal tov mepl dyaBdv xal kaxkdv Adyov, ovk olong GAANC
apxNG aVT®V Apeivovog 0Vd Avagopac, ovd’ GAAOL TIVOC Eve-
xev i guoikfic Bewplog mopaAinmnific oong fi mpdg v mepi
ayoBdv §| kokdv Sidotaciv.®” This passage demonstrates the
basic Stoic premise that man’s logos is akin to the divine logos of
nature, identical to the mind of Zeus (D.L. 7.87ff). As virtue is
only possxblc when the wise man assimilates his reason to that of
nature, the starting point of virtue becomes contemplation (Beo-
pia) of naturc (man’s own, universal nature, and the relation-
ship of the two). Cicero clarifies this cven more:

45 Clem. Al. Strom. 2.21.129.5=EK 186.13ff: “To live by rational contempla-
tion of the truth and order of the universe, and by taking part in ordering it to
the best of one’s ability, while never being led by the irrational part of the
soul.”

146 Kidd rightly observes that ongenes (7.130) lists three lives: the “theore-
tical (0 BeopnTikdg ), the “practical” (6 mpaktikdc), and the “rational” ( 6 Aoyt-
kd¢), but does not consider that the same information at Plut. Mor. 10354
shows that Chrysippus used Bewpia to describe the rational activity of which
oikeiwoig partially consists. Cf. Arr. Epict. Diss. 1.20.1f, 5, 14ff.

7 Plut. Mor. 1035p: “For the doctrine on good and evil must be fitted to-
gether with these, since these [sc. good and evil] have no better beginning or
reference, and phymcal speculation must not bc undcrtaken for any other
purpose than for the discernment of good and evil.
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Physicae quoque non sine causa tributus idem est honos,
propterea quod qui convenienter naturae VICIUrus sit ei proﬁ
ciscendum est ab omni mundo atque ab eius procuratione.
Nec vero potest quisquam de bonis et malis vere iudicare nisi
omni cognita ratione naturae et vitae etiam deorum, et
utrum conveniat necne natura hominis cum universa.'*8

To become a sage, one must contemplate the divine /logos and
accomodate himself to the world in order to complete his
oilkelwo1C.

Kidd compares thv tdv 6Awv dAnBeiov xai 1d&wv with Posido-
nius’ distinction between the philosopher’s and the astrono-
mer’s observations on the universe (Simpl. in Phys. 2.2, 193b23
[pp.-291.21-92.31 Diels]=EK 18). The philosopher looks to “the
creative force” of the universe (eic v romtiknv ddvaptv dro-
BAénwv), which Kidd takes as the Jogos: “the philosopher argues
deductlvely from his fundamental universal principles or axi-
oms; the scientist proceeds in his proofs from the observation
and calculation of the properties of particular phenomena which
form his ficld of study.”'* Further, “14&1¢ not only covers the
order of the oVpavédg, which is part of the proper study of i gv-
owkn Bewpia (F18.8), but the order of everything imposed by
Abyog, providence and Zeus” (EK II 672). Kidd’s treatment
(“Criterion” 148) of dAnBeia in Posidonius® doctrine that orthos
logos should be the criterion (D.L. 7.54=EK 42) argues that in
the period between Chrysippus and Posidonius attacks on the
Stoa’s criterion, the phantasia kataleptike, included a distinction
between a criterion of action and a criterion of “underlying exis-
tence” (Sext. Emp. Math. 7.29f: nepil g UndpEewg ). Earlier
Stoics like Chrysippus claimed that both wise men and fools
may grasp 10 GAnBég through katalepsis, but only the wise man

48 Fin. 3.73=S VI 111 282: “To physics, and not without good reason, the
same distinction is given, because whoever will live in accordance with nature
must make the entire world and its governance his point of departure. Nor in-
deed can anyone judge truly about goods and evils without first recognizing
the entire logos of nature and especially of the life of the gods, and whether or
not the nature of man conforms with that of the universe.” Cf. Nat. D. 2.37, 39
=SVF 11 1153, 641: Ipse autem homo ortus est ad mundum contemplandum et
imitandum.... Est autem mundo nibil perfectins, nibil virtute melius: igitur
mundi est propria virtus (“But as for himself, man was born to contemplate
and imitate the universe.... For nothing is more perfect than the universe, and
nothing finer than virtue: therefore virtue is a characteristic of the universe”).

149 EK II 131f; on the implications of this fragment see esp. Kidd (1978)
10-15.
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may grasp N dAnOewo, because only he possesses knowledge
(Cic. Acad. 2.144f; Sext. Emp. Math. 7.42). In Kidd’s view,
Posidonius proposcd his own critcrion of action based on the
natural attractions of the faculties of the soul, and ortbos logos is
intended as a criterion of underlymg existence” for the wise
man: “As in the moral sphere ‘appropriate action’ (xa8fkov)
becomes in the wise man xat6pQopa (‘perfect moral action’)
through his possession of orthos logos, so in the logic of truth,
katalepsis becomes knowledge (epzsteme) through orthos
logos” (“Criterion” 149). Posidonius’ “the truth of everything
that exists” probably means that part of the telos is to perceive,
with the firm grasp of the sage’s episteme, the universe as it is in
reality. In other words, the specific implications of this phrase
for Posidonius agree completely with Chrysippus’ general
principles: oikelwoig and progress towards virtue require man to
observe and understand the divine logos and to make his own
reason conform to it. Posidonius alludes not only to the process
of oikelwog, but also to its end in which man becomes a sage.

The first part of this formula refers exclusively to the rational
faculty. Posidonius has good reason to spell out its particular
activity, because clsewhere he describes its weakness as a cause
of passion:

xal yop kol tadf’ o [Moceddviog pépeetal kol detkvivor
TEPATOL TACOV TAV YELODY VIOANYE®V TAG OLTLOG EV WEV
1@ Beopntikd (8o g apabiog ywopévav, év 8¢ 1@ nabn-
Tk®) 0w g mabntikiig 0Akfig, mpomyeicOar 8¢ avtig Thg
yevdeic 86Eng acBevnoavtog mepl Ty Kpicty 10D AoyLoTIKOD -
yevvaoOo yap 1@ Lo v opuny éviote pev émtl T 10D Aoy-
woTikoD kpioel, ToAAGKLG 8E €Ml T Kwvnoetl 1od mobntkod.1>0

150 Galen PH P 5.320.23-28=EK 169.77-84: “Indeed Posidonius finds fault
with him [sc. Chrysippus] on this matter too [sc. the source of error about
good and evil], and attempts to show that the causes of all false suppositions
arise in the faculty which contemplates <through ignorance, and in the faculey
which acts> through the pull of the affections; but that false opinions are the
antecedent causes of it [sc. the pull] when the rational faculty has become
weak in judgment. For impulse is produced in a living being sometimes as a
result of the rational faculty, but often as a result of the movement of the
faculty subject to the passions.” T give Kidd’s text, defended at EK IT 620-23.
Fillion-Lahille (156f) uses this text to argue that Posidonius associates passions
with “judgments” (86&at) and “suppositions” (broryeig). This reading cannot
be defended: ¢f. supra nn.9, 106, 140, and Posidonius’ formula for the telos
(EK 186), where 1t is quite clear that in Posidonius’ view reason cannot cause
passion, that he does not accept the Chrysippean doctrine of the doxa
prosphatos, and that passion consists in “being led by the irrational faculties.”
Given Posidonius’ association of phantasiai with the irrational faculties, is this
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One assumes that the activity of the rational faculty described in
his telos-formula averts the weakness described here. False opin-
ions may be avoided by constant contemplation of, and assim-
ilation to, the divine logos.

The second part of the formula, kai cvykatackevalovio ad-
v katd 10 duvatdv, admonishes man to play a part in the or-
dering of the universe and to act in concert with what nature
demands. Kidd notes (EK II 673) the parallel structure of Qew-
pobvTa ... ovykataokevdfovta, contemplation and action, and
suggests that Plato’s 6poiwoig 0ed xotd 10 dvvardv (Tht. 1768:

“a likeness to the divine in so far as possible”) anticipates the
sense of katd 10 duvatdv. More importantly, he claims certain
ethical implications for “to promote the truth and order of all
things”: “human beings have their part to play both in the mac-
rocosm and in the microcosm of themselves,”!*! and concludes
(EK II 674) that this telos-formula embraces all three branches
of philosophy: physics, logic, and ethics.

In addition to Kidd’s numerous insights on the formula and
Posidonius’ wider philosophy, the %ormu]a also reflects a
specific concern to resolve Academic aporiai. xatd 10 duvatdv,
for instance, could allude to the otoxactikn téxvn, where the
goal is effort, not success. Antipater’s formula nav 10 xa8’ ab-
TOv motelv (supra n.19) tries to account for the réle of the indif-
ferents in the craft of virtue by a highly specific use of npdg:
man must do everything “with reference to but not for the sake
of” the preferred indifferents. Posidonius’ katéd undév GyOpev-
ov dmo tob dAdyov pépovg Tig yuyiig preserves the suggestion
of “effort” and resolves the ambiguity inherent in npdg: man is
to participate in the ordering of al% that exists “while never bein
led by the irrational part of the soul” (¢f. Kidd ad pépovg: EK II
674).

Posidonius appeals to his model of the soul to explain that this
effort must be rational. To be led by the irrational faculties
would constitute passion. In Antipater’s formula passion also
plays a réle, because “to do everything in one’s power for the

fragment not his answer to the Chrysippean doctrine about the persuasiveness
of presentations (supra nn.32, 45, 116; nn.153f infra)?

131 EK 85=Sext. Emp. Math. 7.93; ¢f. Galen De sequela 819f=EK 35.22-27, in
which Posidonius says that we need not shun the company of inferior men for
fear that evil be increased in our souls, because the source of evil is not exterior
but interior. In other words, man may be a more social being under
Posidonius’ account of the cause of evil (based on his model of the soul).
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sake of acquiring the preferred indifferents” would be a tacit
claim that they were ‘good’, and to pursue the indifferents as
goods constitutes the excessive impulse of passion. Antipater’s
use of mpd¢ rather than €vexa to govern 10 xatd @Oowv is
intended to represent reservatlon man must make his efforts
only “with reference to” the indifferents because the arche of
his action must be virtue (supra 279). Posidonius’ model of the
soul permits him to express the necessity for, and the meaning
of, reservation in a much simpler fashion. To be led by reason is
to preserve it, to be led by the irrational faculties 1s to abandon it.

Posidonius® formula for the telos, is ideally suited to explain
the problem of selection to which these other issues are directly
related. It gives a rdle to the rational faculty qua rational in the
first part: by observing the divine /ogos man not only progres-
ses in virtue, but becomes aware of what is good and evil.’>? ovy-
xatackevdfovta of the second part clearly suggests that man
must not only contemplate the universe but interact produc-
tively with it. The means of this interaction is selection and
rejection of the indifferents. As noted, the Stoa’s growing
recognition of this fact led Diogenes and Antipater to include
selection in their telos-formulae (supra nn.61-64). The second
and third parts of Posidonius’ formula give the rational faculty
positive and negative duties in selection: it must expend effort to
interact with the world (possible only through selections of
indifferents), but it also has a negative duty to rule the irrational
facu]tics, which would, if allowed, pervert rational action into
passion by pursuing the indifferents as goods. Posidonius
completely interconnected his telos formula, his doctrine of the
good, and his model of the soul (supra n.15) and designed them
to combat aporiai that Carneades raised.

A final way of reading this formula lies within the context of
action. Posidonius’ formula based on tripartition accounts for
the four primary functions of the monistic soul (gavtacio, Ady-
og, cvykotédBeotg, opun). The first part of the formula clearly
alludes to logos and, as Kidd shows (supra 318), dAnBeia tacitly
refers to the criterion, z.e., how onc deals with phantasiai.
Whether Posidonius explaincd the power of logos to create lek-
ta and how his association of phantasiai with the irrational
faculties (supra n.116) may be reconciled with his demand to
observe the “truth” of the universe might be resolved through

152 Cf. Cic. Fin. 3.33f=SVF 111 72; Sen. Ep. 120.3ff, 8-11; Long and Sedley I
374f.
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his argument that passion sometimes arises “when the rational
faculty becomes weak in judgment” (supra n.150).

If continuous contemplation of the divine logos prevents
weak judgments, it would also prevent the creation of false prop-
ositions (&Ewpota ), about which a judgment might be made.
But this is thorny ground: if Pos1d0mus retains the theory of
lekta, at some point it becomes difficult to distinguish his theory
from Chrysippus’. Posidonius’ model, clearly intended to divide
phantasiai from their corresponding Jekta, has the phantasiai par-
take of the irrational. Perhaps he retains lekta and places them
under the control of a different faculty, 10 Aoyiotikév, thus per-
mitting his claim of two causes of passion: the weakness of the
rational faculty in judgment and the disobedience of the irra-
tional faculties (supra n.150). As Posidonius associated the
effects of phantasiai on a weak rational faculty with the effects of
disobedient irrational faculties, he probably claimed that phan-
tasia, like the irrational faculties, exert a “pull” (roBntikn 6Ak1 ),
which attempts to compel assent. >3 In dxscussmg Chrysxppus
claim that “the persuasiveness of phantasiai” is one cause ot evil,
Posidonius associates attraction to impressions with the attrac-
tion of the irrational faculties to the indifferents:

xal yap dwa 1{ Beacdpeva xol akovoavia mapdderypo Ko-
Klog ovYL Hioel TOVTO KOl @evYEL T undepiov olkelwov
Exew npog on'nc') GauudCsw énépxera{ HOL.... TIG Y0P GvayKn
T0VG naLSag VIO pev s n80vng g ayaeov 8&:7&8(1&09(11 K7
Sspuxv olkel®oLY sxovxag npog owtnv anootp&xpscem d¢ xa
eebyev TOV TTOVOV, €leEp pN Kol PG TodToV NAAOTplevIal @v-
OEL; ... ép(mm:éov avTOV Vv attlav, S v Ndovh pev og
ayoBov, aAyndov 8¢ dg xaxov miBoaviv mpoBdAiovct
pavioaoiay. 154

Posidonius’ response indicates that phantasiai derive their effect

133 Cf. similar accounts in the later Stoics: Arr. Epict. Diss. 2.18.24f; Inwood
84.

154 Galen P/IP 5.320.4ff, 7-10, 18f=EK 169.55ff, 59-63, 71ff: “It occurs to me
to wonder why it is that when they have seen and heard an example of vice,
they do not hate it and flee from it, since they feel no kinship with it... What
necessity is there that children be enticed by pleasure as a good thing, when
they feel no kinship with it, or that they avoid and flee from pain if they are
not by nature also alienated from it? ... We must ask him Why it 1s that pleas—
ure projects the persuaswe appearance “tha it is good, and pain that it is evil.”
The Chrysippean phrase is 1 miBavéing 1@v eaviacidv at PH P 5.320.17=EK
169.70f.
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from man’s “natural attraction” (oikeiwoig) to the indifferents. 15
His telos-formula implies that all impressions about the indiffer-
ents must be submitted to the rational faculty, which tests them
against the episteme acquired through contemplatlon (Bewpia)
of the divine logos. His formula might mean: “all phantasiai
must be tested by the criterion of truth.” In this process certain
propositions would have to be formed for assent to be given.
As the word lekton does not occur in Posidonius’ fragments, he

-may hQVC suppressed the concept to av01d explammg hOW a

weak rational faculty might produce conflicting lekta and thus
becoming liable to his own arguments against Chrysippus.

Posidonius’ formula also accounts for 1mpulse and assent. The
third part, kot undév &ydpevov LTO 1OV GAdYOL MEPOVLG THG
yuxiic, suggests that impulse (0pun) must never result from the
irrational ?aculty (¢f. supra n.140). Possibly he would identify im-
pulse with the irrational faculties, in which case he might say
that “man must never live accordmg to impulse.” His positive
account of impulse, embodied in ovykatackevalovia, may in-
volve a verbal pun: ovykatéBeoig, the tcchnical term for assent,
and GKSUOLCQ) the proper activity of man’s 1mpulse, may com-
bine as “making impulse conform to assent.” Proper impulse
would follow from proper assent, i.e., the rational faculty’s
‘leadership’ of the irrational facultics. Improper assent and
impulse would be synonymous with the rational “being led by”
the irrational.

If the preceding represents an over-interpretation of Posido-
nius’ intentions, it nevertheless shows the sophistication of his
response to Chry51ppus Posidonius’ telos-formula embraces
all branches of philosophy and preserves the central features of
telos-formulae of Chrysippus, Antipater, and Diogenes; it ac-
counts for rational action in terms of the soul’s activities and can
show how man should interact with the indifferents. His for-
mula even preserves under xatd 10 dvvardv the central Stoic
image of virtue as a tension, which Antipater rendered in the
efforts of an archer, the stochastzke techne. Moreover it accom-
plishes all these through language that is rich and layered yet
simple.

155 His model of the soul makes this clear (supra 311). Chrysippus too had
said that man has a natural attraction to the indifferents in that “God himself
made me inclined to select them” (supra n.53), but Posidonius might argue
that it does not follow that this natural attraction can account for the corres-
ponding lekton that such things are good, the assent to which would cause
passion.
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In sum, Posidonius did not undertake a refutation of Chrysip-
pean monism through Chrysippus’ expression of these doc-
trines, but attributes to Chrysippus subtly altered representa-
tions of Carneades’ views. It was quite simple to show that
these argumetns refute themselves because Carneades designed
them for that purpose. Although this complex dialectical stra-
tegy probably cannot be explained with complete satisfaction, I
have tried to show that Posidonius’ own doctrines display an
even greater dialectical sophistication in that they can account
for complex and even paradoxical early Stoic doctrines in the
language of common sense.

Posic%onius’ motive may be summarized as follows: the most
important aspects of Stoicism had to be explained through para-
dox; Carncades and others manipulated these doctrines slightly
to make paradox synonymous with absurdity and argued contra
through appeals to common sense; Posidonius portrayed the
problem of Academic misrepresentations through his curious
treatment of Chrysippus; and finally, he brought the Stoa into
the camp of common sense by adopting tripartition. Posido-
nius’ ability to explain the very phenomena that Carneades
attacked so successfully suggests that his principal goal was to re-
spond to Carneades and to render the Stoa invulnerable to fu-
ture attacks. He respects Chrysippus far more than his frag-
ments indicate because he preserves so many Chrysippean doc-
trines in his own model, and he omits entirely any mention o
Carneades, whom he ccrtamly read carefully (through Clitom-
achus and others). Posidonius’ claim to conduct his inquiries
from aetiology conceals, for the most part, his dialectical enter-
prise. Finally, his claim to begin his investigations from “what is
plainly evident” (1& cag®dg (pocwoueva supra nn.8, 100, 116)
more properly characterizes his ‘end’ to produce p]am]y
evident” arguments.

In the final analysis, Posidonius wrote in the age of Antiochus
of Ascalon who, strongly influenced by Carneades, attempted
to harmonize Stoicism with Platonism. It would be most inter-
esting to compare their enterprises, as well as those of Eudorus
and Arius Didymus.’® The result might advance considerably
our knowledge of the philosophical environment of the first
century B.C; others might wish to investigate Posidonius’ rela-

156 On the eclecticism of Eudorus and Arius see Stob. Ecl 2.38f, 47f, 89f;
Inwood 140-43, 189 n.34; A. A. Long, “Arius Didymus and the Exposition of
Stoic Ethics,” in Fortenbaugh (supra n.18) 41-65.
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tionship not only to the Stoa but to the arguments of Aca-
demics, Epicurcans, and Cyrenaics, of which he was probably
aware (supra n.129), and to the Peripatos that he clearly admired
(supra n.133). The most intriguing, perhaps the most produc-
tive, area of investigation would be the extent to which Posido-
nius’ doctrines actually reproduce the most important aspects
of monism within a tripartite psychology, for this would pro-
vide insights into the works of Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus
Aurelius, where clements of monism and dualism exist side by
side, secmingly without a loss to doctrine.!”
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137 This paper, first presented to a colloquium of the Duke University De-
partment of Classical Studies and later to a panel of the Society for Ancient
Greek Philosophy in 1989, benefited in early stages from the criticism of Pro-
fessors Phillip Mitsis and Roger IHornsby, and in later stages from the detailed
comments of Professors Tan Kidd and David Sedley, to whom I am most
grateful. My project has been aided throughout by the constructive criticism
and scepticism of my friend and teacher, Dr Paul Vander Waerdt. Many
errors and problems of presentation have been avoided through their efforts.
The final version owes much to the detailed comments and most helpful sug-
gestions of Professor Brad Inwood. To all these must be attributed much of
what is convincing in this paper, but none of these may be construed to have
endorsed by their kindness the radical thesis.



