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Jaap Mansfeld

they are not found in existing collections of fragments; (2) they

are not discussed, or mentioned, in the secondary literature.
The present new fragment is to be found in a passage of Olympio-
dorus which is the source for two well-known Stoic fragments, viz.
the definitions of techne attributed to Zeno and Cleanthes, SVF I 73
(Zeno 12 Pearson) and I 490 (Cleanthes 5 Pearson).

Olympiodorus, interpreting Gorgias, wants to find out whether or
not rhetoric is a techne; he sets out definitions of fechne and looks to
see if they fit rhetoric. The first definition quoted is Cleanthes’:!
KheavOns roivvy Néyew o1 “Téxvm éoriv €bs 660 mavta dvvovoa.”
Olympiodorus rejects this, because, so he argues, also ¢vois €&is Tis
éotiv 689 mavra mowvoa. He tells us that Chrysippus realized that
Cleanthes’ definition is too wide (70.1-3 W.): 60ev 6 Xpvoumrmos
mpoglbels 70 “ueta Pavracwwv”’ elmev St “Téxvm éoTiv €&s 68@
mpotovoa ueta davracwy.” According to Olympiodorus, Chrysip-
pus’ definition fits rhetoric, but there is also another one that is
good, viz. Zeno’s:Z Znrwy 8 ¢mow O “1éxvm éoTi ovaTnua ék
KATANPEWY TUYYyeyvuvaouévor?d mpos v 7€Nos ebxpnoTov TV év
7@ Biw.” For Chrysippus’ definition, Westerink (following Norvin)
refers to SVF II 56, viz. to Sextus Math. 7.373, which does not quote
Chrysippus’ definition in Olympiodorus, but reports Chrysippus’ ar-
gument against the view of Zeno and especially Cleanthes that “pre-
sentation” is an “impression of the soul”; if this is assumed, dvaiper-

FRAGMENTS I call ‘new’ when they satisfy two conditions: (1)

1 In Gorg. p.69.26f Westerink = SVF 1 490 (context omitted).

270.7-10 W. = SVF 1 73 (the first text; context omitted). The many parallels for
this text printed at SVF I 73 have been lifted whole—and even without a change of
order—from A. C. Pearson, The Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes (London 1891) 65f;
this material is far from complete. For the late Alexandrians as sources of Stoic ‘frag-
ments’ see B. Keil, “Chrysippeum,” Hermes 40 (1905) 155-58.

3 -ov Olymp.; questioned by Pearson p.65, corrected by von Arnim without acknow-
ledgement of this minor problem. The corruption occurs also in other texts containing
(versions of) the definition (see e.g. infra n.8); Norvin and Westerink should have
emended theirs accordingly. A parallel for the context in Olympiodorus and Quintilian
(see infra 60 for the latter) is provided by Hermogenes’ elegant use of it without re-
vealing that he does so, Ilepi T@v gracéwy p.28.3—6 Rabe; ¢f. Sopater ad loc., Walz V
pp.9.1f, 17.27f.
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58 TECHNE: A NEW FRAGMENT OF CHRYSIPPUS

Tau pev uvmun Inoavpiouos ovoa davracuwr (¢f. SVF 1 64), dvar-
petTaL 8¢ maoa TExvn aVTTHUA Yap Ny kol &BpowTua kaTak)Pewy
... In other words, according to Chrysippus the presence of presenta-
tions in the soul is a necessary condition for the acquisition and
practice of techne. Chrysippus here clearly alludes to the idea of fech-
ne as a “system of comprehensions” attributed, by Olympiodorus, to
Zeno. For his reference to soul compare the definition of fechne at
schol. Dion. Thr. p.161.28f Hilgard: ovommua mept Yuxnv yevouevov
éx kaTaAnPewv KkTA., a text printed in part at SVF 1 73.4

Fuller philological discussion of some of the sources in which the
Early Stoic definitions of techne have been transmitted must be post-
poned; nor can I enter into the further interpretation of the defini-
tions themselves.? For the present, I should like to adduce a text (not
in SVF) where the definition attributed to Chrysippus by Olympio-
dorus is quoted anonymously and in slightly different form. Here too
the context is a discussion of the concept of techne; the different
form in which Chrysippus’ definition is given precludes that the
author’s source is Olympiodorus, or Olympiodorus only.¢ David, Prol.
philos. (CommAristGr XVIIL.2) p.43.30—44.5 Busse:

Téxvn 8€ éomww M TOV Kka@olov yv@wols meta Aoyov, 1 “Téxvm
éotiv €bis 686 Badilovoa ueta pavracias”: kai yap N Téxvn s
715 Kal yvootis éomv, dA\a kai 680 Badilel mavta yap kata Taéw
molel. “ueta pavracias” 8¢ mpoakettar Sux ™V PvaLYT Kal yap 1)
dvas E6is éoriv (Exer yap 10 elvar év Tois Exovay avmv, olov év
avlpomw, év Nlw, év Qo) kai 08¢ Badile. (kata yap Taéw
mpoépxeTar), AN’ oV ueta davracias GomEp 1) TEXYN' KAl yap O
TEXVITYS KEXPMUEVOS TG NOyw, mMrika Bovhetar 1L momoar, wPo-
Tepov duatvmot év éavt® 6 BovheTar Tomaar kai €ld’ ovTws &mo-
TeN€L aUTO, 1) 8€ PUaLs 0VdEY TOLOVTOV ToLEL 0VDE yap mpoduaTvmror
év éavm 6 PovheTaw KaTaoKeVaTAL.

Next (44.5f Busse) David quotes—anonymously —the definition Olym-
piodorus attributed to Zeno, with an important variation that cannot

4 Note that Hilgard, following one Ms., brackets mept . .. yevouevov, and that Pear-
son and von Arnim, quoting Bekker’s text, do not. I think Hilgard’s excision is wrong.

5 F. E. Sparshott, “Zeno on Art: Anatomy of a Definition,” in J. M. Rist, ed., The
Stoics (Berkeley 1978) 273ff, is useful, but in so far as the Stoics are concerned the
author does not stray beyond von Arnim’s texts (or von Arnim’s comments on these
texts). The chapter on Stoicism in M. Isnardi Parente, Techne: Momenti del pensiero
greco da Platone a Epicuro (Florence 1966) 287ff, is very informative, but Isnardi Pa-
rente too does not go beyond von Arnim.

6 Note that the (anonymous) version of Chrysippus’ definition at p.17.6f W., which
has ¢avracias, is different both from that at 70.7f and from David’s. [Zeno’s] at
17.20f—as at 70.7f—is without éumeipice.
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have been derived from Olympiodorus, viz. the word éumepia added
after karaAnyewv. Note that David does not quote Cleanthes’ defini-
tion. In other respects, the more wordy passage in the Prol. philos. is
strictly parallel to that in In Gorg. Olympiodorus glosses 68 with 7a-
e, David with kara ra&w. David’s explanation of uera pavraocias is
the same as Olympiodorus’ of uera pavracguwv: both authors hold that
this expression serves to distinguish fechne from physis. Both authors
finally quote the definition of techne as cvoTua kataApewv kTA. But
David’s—anonymous—definition of techne as 7 r@v kafolov yvwots
weta Aoyov is lacking in Olympiodorus;” this other one is a form of
Aristotle’s well-known definition of techne at Eth. Nic. VI 4 (1140al0,
20), conflated with one of episteme (cf. VI 3).

Now Aspasius, in the first pages of his commentary on the Fth.
Nic., explaining Aristotle’s opening words maca Téxvn kai maca
uéfodos (1094al), adduces the definition from VI 4 in a more scho-
lastic form: “réxvm éormiv €fis wera Noyov momrTikm,” omitting &Ayn-
fovs before Noyov (In Eth.Nic. p.2.24f Heylbut). He also discusses
(part of) another definition of fechne which is a variation of the last
definition adduced by Olympiodorus and David: “ovormua ék Gewpn-
natwy eis €v Téhos dpepovtwr.”’8 What is more, he explains Aoyos in
Aristotle’s definition in the following way (p.2.25-3.1 Heylb.):

AGyov d€ AauBavel ovTe TOV émaywylkov oUTE TOV TUNNOYLOTIKOV,
GA\a TOV amAovY Kal TEXVIKOV, ® Xp@vTair o dMuLovpyol Ty
TEXV@V* TOMUATA UEV YAp €0TL KAl TA TOV GAOYWY, OOV TOV UEV
UeENTOOY Ta Knpla, &paxvov 3¢ Ta &paxvia kakovueva: &N’ ov-
3év ToUTwY peTa Ndyov moel, GAN Spun Pvon xpwueva Ta {Ga.

Aspasius, like Olympiodorus, wants to distinguish techne from physis;
the argument against Cleanthes’ definition attributed by Olympio-
dorus to Chrysippus, and used by David, may have some connection
with what looks like a Peripatetic criticism of the definitions of Zeno
(see infra) and Cleanthes. Aspasius’ testimony, in any case, is several

7 That is to say, it has not, as in David, been woven into the argument concerned
with the Stoic definitions. But at p.70.15ff W., Olympiodorus discusses the claim of
rhetoric to possession of knowledge.

8 Aspas. p.2.19 Heylb. Occasionally the [Stoic] definition is quoted with fewpnuarwy
in place of karaAnyewr, e.g. SVF 1l 214, Ps.-Gal. Def-med. X1X p.350.8~10 K. (SVF
I1 93) provides the following addition to a version of SVF 1 73: 7 ovrws® réxpm éort
gvomua ék kataAnPewr ovyyeyvuracuévor Isic: read -wv, ¢f. supra n.3; no correc-
tion in von Arnim] ép’ €v Téhos ™v dvadopav éxovrtwv. Isnardi Parente (supra n.5)
295f argues that Galen [sic: in fact Ps.-Gal.] introduces a Platonizing element, after
Phib. 15D-16C. The parallel in Aspasius shows that this form of the [Stoic] definition
contains a Peripatetic element; the idea derives from the introductory pages of the
Eth.Nic.
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centuries earlier than Olympiodorus’, and already found in a scholas-
tic setting.®

Cleanthes’ definition is also quoted by Quintilian (2.17.41), printed
at SVF 1 490 in the following form: nam sive, ut Cleanthes voluit, ars
est potestas® viam, id est ordinem efficiens. But we should follow the
recent editions of Quintilian in reading via (68®) and ordine (raged).!!
Furthermore, the words id est ordine are clearly intended as an ex-
planation of via: compare Olympiodorus and David, who gloss 68¢
with Tafec and kara ra&w. The context in Quintilian, who speaks of
the status of rhetoric as a techne, is the same as in Olympiodorus.
Unlike Olympiodorus, Quintilian accepts Cleanthes’ definition, but
his reason for accepting it is the same as Olympiodorus’ more ex-
plicitly formulated reason for accepting Chrysippus’ definition: Quin-
tilian continued (omitted by von Arnim), esse certe viam et ordinem in
bene dicendo nemo dubitaverit, compare Olymp. In Gorg. p.70.3-7 W.:

7 Tolvvr pmTopwkn) YmomimTeL TG Spw TovTw [sc. Chrysippus’], é&s
vyap éomwv 08¢ kai Tael mpoiovaA® OVTW YOUV 6 PNTWP TPOOLULOLS
TPOTEPOY KEXPNTAL, ELTA TIPOKATATTATEL KAl KATATTATEL KOl TOLS
ééns Tabw domalouevos.

Finally, in Quintilian exactly as in Olympiodorus, the definition of
techne as a cvoTHUa éx kaTaAPewy then follows:!2

sive ille ab omnibus fere probatus finis observatur, artem constare ex
perceptionibus consentientibus [= ovomual et coexercitatis ad finem
utilem vitae, iam ostendemus nihil horum non in rhetorice inesse.

This definition is also approved as pertinent to rhetoric by Olympio-
dorus, In Gorg. p.70.9 W.

These samples (Quintilian’s text being the earliest) suffice to show
that the context in which these definitions were cited is traditional,
viz. a discussion of techne in general in relation to a specific discipline
(Aspasius’ exposition is clearly dependent on discussions of this sort).
It is also clear that these definitions tend to appear in clusters. This is
not the case, however, for another definition of fechne, attributed to
Zeno in a prolegomenon to the Ars attributed to Dionysius Thrax,
which does not appear in such a cluster and is not found in a discus-
sion of fechne in general. Rather, it appears in a discussion of the

9 Aspasius is also dependent on Stoic sources, ¢f. Philo De animal. 77-78 (SVF 11
731-32) and 92 (730).

10 The substitution of potestas (Svvaus) for habitus (€&s) will be due to the fact that
Quintilian knew the definition by heart.

1 Cf. also Pearson (supra n.2) 239.

12 Printed, without sive and observatur, up to iam, at SVF 1 73.
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concept of ‘definition’ associated with that of the definition of [a]
techne (schol. Vat. in Dion. Thr. p.118.14-16 Hilg.): the proximate
genus should appear in a definition, @s dnhot kal 6 Znvwv, Aéywv
“réxvm éomiv €bis 0domonTikn,” TovTéaTL 8.’ 680D Kal wedddov ou-
ovoa tu.!3 Pearson and von Arnim were unwilling to accept this
attribution,’* because the text itself (so they believed)! inclusive of
the attribution occurs only once and because a very similar definition
is attributed to Cleanthes (the one cited supra). Instead they pre-
ferred to accept Olympiodorus’ attribution to Zeno of the ovomua
éx kataAnPewy definition; that this attribution, of a very familiar
text, itself occurs only once apparently did not trouble them. Max
Pohlenz, however, adducing!®¢ Cicero Nat.D. 2.57 (SVF 1 171) — Zeno
. . . naturam ita definit, ut eam dicat ignem esse artificiosum ad gignendum
progredientem via—argued that this safe parallel proves von Arnim
[and Pearson] wrong. We know now, moreover, that a quite similar
definition was attributed not to Cleanthes only, but to Chrysippus as
well.

The Greek for Cicero’s Latin survives in at least five places, viz.
Diog. Laert. 7.156 (SVF I 171), Ps.-Gal. Def. med. XIX p.371.4 K.
(SVF 11 1133),'7 Clem. Al. Strom. 5.14.99.4 (SVF 11 1134), Aet.
1.7.33, and Athenag. Leg. 6 (SVF II 1027): ¢pdos is a mop Texvikov
680 Badilov eis yéveaww. What is in Cicero and these Greek parallels
recalls the objection to Cleanthes’ definition, which was the justifica-
tion for Chrysippus’ rider found in Olympiodorus and David: Chry-
sippus added pera ¢pavraciuwr (or -as) in order to distinguish techne
from physis; others, it seems, had failed to do this. Furthermore,
David, as we have seen, quoted Chrysippus’ definition not, as did
Olympiodorus, with mpoiovoa, but with Badi{ov, the word found in
the Greek parallels to Cicero just cited. Cicero’s progredientem via, on
the other hand, is closer to Olympiodorus’ Chrysippean 68w mpoti-
ovoa than to the 68w Badilov of the Greek parallels printed in SVF.

13 = SVF172. Von Arnim quotes this text from Bekker’s edition, through Pearson,
although he knew Hilgard’s, ¢f. SVF 11 226. The same work is thus cited under differ-
ent headings in Adler’s /ndex.

14 Pearson (supra n.2) 67, von Arnim ad SVF 1 72. Cf. also N. Festa, I frammenti
degli Stoichi antichi 1 (Bari 1932) 41; Isnardi Parente (supra n.5) 288.

15 See however schol. Dion. Thr. p.2.22f, anonymous quotation; 108.29-31 = 157.18f,
where a modified form of the definition is attributed to Aristotle.

16 Unfortunately he hid this observation in a footnote, Die Sroa 11 (Gottingen 1947,
41972) 36, and added to the camouflage by failing to detect a typographical error: SVF 1
62 for 72 (not corrected in the new Stellenverzeichnis 248).

17 At SVF 11 p.328.20 the words kal é¢ éavrov évepynmikas kiwovuevov, added by
Chartier on his own authority, must be deleted; see J. Kollesch, Untersuchungen zu den
pseudogalenischen Definitiones medicae (Beriin 1973) 96 n.94.
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The word 68omounTikos, found in Zeno’s definition (réxvm éoriv
é&is 0domomTikn, SVF 1 72), is very late Greek; the instance I have
found!® and those cited in LSJ s.v. are all concerned with this defini-
tion. Festa, arguing from the explanation of the definition in schol.
Dion. Thr. (cited above), guessed that 68¢ mownTikm should be read.!®
Although Hilgard’s text should not, I believe, be emended, I think
that Festa must be right in so far as the definition itself is concerned.2°
I hope to return to the schol. Dion. Thr. on another occasion, and so
restrict the present argument to the parallels in Cicero and in the defi-
nitions of Cleanthes and Chrysippus. Cicero’s via translates Zeno’s
63, just as Quintilian’s via translated Cleanthes’ 68@. Zeno defined
techne as follows: Téxvm éoriv €bis 68 mowmTikm. Cleanthes altered
mowmTukm to the more grandiloquent mavra dvvovoa. Chrysippus, pre-
sumably because he wanted to avoid a confusion with nature and had
moreover a strict rule for definitions (that the idwov of a thing should
be properly expressed: Diog. Laert. 7.60 = SVF 11 226), changed moun-
Tikn) tO mpotovoa uera ¢avracuev. What happened here also hap-
pened in other cases. According to Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus,
Zeno defined the 7é\os as Suohoyovuévws {nv (SVF1179), Cleanthes
as ouoloyovuévws ™ ¢vae {nv (SVF 1 552), whereas Chrysippus,
gapéaTepov PBovhduevos mormaar, changed the definition to {nv kar’
éumeplay 1@V dpvoe cvuBaivovtwy (SVF I 12 and 4) .21

It is arguable that Zeno’s definition was intended as an improve-
ment of Aristotle’s at Eth.Nic. VI 4, réxvm é&is uera Noyov &Anfovs
momTikY éoTiv ~ Zeno, téxvm éoTiv €&s 6@ mounTik). Zeno’s 68@
replaces Aristotle’s wera Aoyov dA\nfovs. Aspasius, as we have seen,
omitted Aristotle’s &\nfovs and hastened to add that logos should
not be taken in a scientific sense. To Zeno, wera Aoyov dAnfovs
must have been unacceptable, for truth is only granted the Sage (cf.

18 Schol. Dion. Thr. p.2.23 Hilg. The verb 68omotelafae (but see n.20 infra) is found
at Ps.-Andronicus Ilepi uafov p.243.40f Glibert/Thierry = SVF 111 267 (p.65.29f), in a
definition of human wpévouw.

19 Festa (supra n.14) 11 110. Cf. also the definition of virtue, SVF III 66.

20 Isnardi Parente (supra n.5) 288 n.2 argued against Festa, adducing parallels from
Aristotle with 68omoietr and 68omoieta@ar, but these verbs (apart from not being, in a
strict sense, parallels for the adjective) mean something other than what would be
needed here. The only seemingly valid parallel for the required sense is the verb 68o-
wowety at Arist. Rh. 1354a8, where R. Kassel, however, now accepts Bywater’s conjec-
ture 68p mowetv: Der Text der aristotelischen Rhetorik (Berlin/New York 1971) 117f,
where, apparently unaware that Festa anticipated him, he also proposed to correct the
text of SVF 1 72. For parallels to 68¢ see Cope’s note ad loc. and Pease’s ad Cic.
Nat.D. 2.57.

21 Many other Stoics produced their own version of the telos-formula, see Clem. Al.
Strom. 2.21.129.1-5, conveniently printed at Posidonius fr.186 E.-K.
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SVF 1 52, 216), not always the craftsman or professional. On the
other hand, the idea expressed by the word mounTikm must have been
fully acceptable to Zeno, who said that nature is a craftsman, that
nature is a fire, and that this divine craftsmanlike fire is the active, or
creative, principle: for God as the mowvv see Diog. Laert. 7.134 (SVF
I 85), for God = fire as the mowovv see Aristocles apud Eus. in SVF 1
98. What holds for the divine fire holds for techne: according to
Cicero Nat.D. 2.57ff (SVF 1 171f), and the Greek parallels (SVF 1
171, II 1027, 1133f), nature creates in the manner of art, ad gig-
nendum progredientem via ~ 08¢ Padilov eis yéveoww. According to
Cicero, Zeno called nature a craftsman: plane artifex ab eodem Zenone
dicitur, the ignem artificosum being magistrum artium reliquarum. The
operational parallel between nature and art is, of course, familiar
from Aristotle;22 but Aristotle always (e.g. already Protr. fr.11 Ross)
distinguished art from nature, whereas Zeno said that nature itself is
a craftsman. We have already noticed that Chrysippus is said to have
objected to this identification in so far as art is concerned; conse-
quently his argument, as cited by Olympiodorus, is as pertinent to
Zeno’s definition (SVF I 72, not cited by Olympiodorus) as it is to
Cleanthes’. The fact that Chrysippus criticized and amended the defi-
nitions printed as SVF I 72 and 490, but did not criticize that at SVF
I 73, helps explain why the cvomua ék karaAnpewr definition be-
came the authoritative one, why the other three survived only mar-
ginally, and why Zeno’s even came to be attributed to Aristotle.

The case for the correctness of the attribution to Zeno of the defi-
nition at SVF I 72, then, is stronger than that for the attribution to
him of the canonical definition at SVF I 73. However, Pearson al-
ready pointed out23 that I 73 has much in common with another
description of techne in Aristotle (Metaph. 981a5f): yiyverar 8¢ Téxvm
Otav ék MONNGY TNS éumeplas évvonuatwy uia kafolov yeévmTau
mept TOV ouolwy vmoknyns. We have seen that in the version of SVF
I 73 found in David the word éumewpiax occurs. This fuller form of the
definition is also found in another prolegomenon to the Ars of Dio-
nysius Thrax, which Di Benedetto has proved to be dependent on
David:2¢ oi 8¢ Trwikol Aéyovar k7\., printed at SVF II 94 from Bek-

22 See W. Fiedler, Analogiemodelle in Aristoteles (Stud.ant.Philos. 9 [1978]) 168ff,
260ff, and especially the excellent pages of Isnardi Parente (supra n.5) 77ff. Good
remarks on the text of SVF 1 171 and on the antecedents as well as the originality of
Zeno’s view are made by D. E. Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology (Columbus 1977)
200fT.

23 Pearson (supra n.2) 66.

24 Schol. Dion. Thr. p.108.31-33 Hilg. V. Di Benedetto, “Dionisio Trace e la techne a
lui attributa,” AnnPisa 27 (1958) 171-78. I do not agree with his analysis completely,
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ker. Now in a prolegomenon to the schol. in Hermog., which is also
indebted to David,? the definition is cited—anonymously— with éu-
mewpic, the author, however, knows that it also exists without this
word: 7) &s d\\ou éényovvTal, dvev Tov “éumeipia”’ éxTiBéuevor TOV
dpov. For éumepla in another important definition (or version of this
definition), see Chrysippus’ telos-formula, {nv kar’ éumeplav TGV
dvoel acvuBawovroy (SVFIII 12, and 4). A common Stoic definition
of éumepia (Aet. 4.11 = SVF Il 83) is éumewpla ... éotL T0 TV
ouoedwv davracuwy mAnbos—which is close to Aristotle’s éx mol-
Aov s éumeplas évvonuatwy uia kafolov ... vmoAnyus, and re-
calls Chrysippus’ argument2® against Zeno and Cleanthes about mem-
ory as the Onoavpiouos davracwwy which, just like techne (i.e. the
ovotua . . . katak)Pewr), would be destroyed if pavracia were to
be interpreted in a crudely material sense. These scraps of testimony
are consistent; yet, whether or not éumewpia is read in the definition
at SVF 1 73,27 the parallel in the Metaphysics of Aristotle shores up
the likelihood of its attribution to Zeno, as does the fact that Chrysip-
pus (SVF II 56) apparently takes this definition for granted: cvommua
yap nv ..., i.e. “...is supposed to be.” Also the final clause, mpos
7L TéNOS €UxpmaTOV TWY éV T® Plw, can be paralleled from Aristotle:
compare Metaph. 981b15f on the xpnowwor2® and Eth. Nic. 1 1 on the
té\os of techne.?® What the correct form of the definition at SVF I 73
should resemble I find hard to say. Presumably, the variations found
in the sources represent rival versions which may derive from indi-
vidual Stoics. Perhaps the version with éumeipix is Chrysippus’.3

I conclude with a comment on Zeno’s definition of fechne as an
active or creative condition. The word mounTikn) does not, in Zeno,
have the same significance as in the Aristotelian definition that is

but it is in any event clear that David’s version and exegesis of the anonymous defini-
tion is one of the sources of the author of the prolegomenon.

25 Walz IV p.4.9f = Rabe 17: <Marcellini?> prologue at Prolsyll. p.262.1f. This
discussion of definition, of techne, etc., owes much to David; the definition of defini-
tion (Walz p.17.14f = p.275.16-19 Rabe) is David’s (p.11.17f Busse).

26 At Sext. Math. 7.372 (SVF 11 56); see supra 57f.

27 Note that von Arnim, at SVF II 94, giving the scholium text, retains éumeipie.

28 Aristotle distinguishes the useful aspect of the arts and sciences from the cogni-
tive, ‘free’ aspect. The topos of the ypnowworv dates back to Sophistic times, see F.
Heinimann, “Eine vorplatonische Theorie der réxvm,” MusHelv 18 (1961) 105-30 [C.
J. Classen, ed., Sophistik (Darmstadt 1976) 127-69].

2 Cf. M.-P. Lerner, Recherches sur la notion de finalité chez Aristote (Paris 1969)
137ff. That a techne should be useful is, of course, also Plato’s view (e.g. Grg. 465A);
see Heinimann (supra n.28) passim.

3 For éumetpia in relation to réxym esp. in the Hellenistic period see E. Siebenborn,
Die Lehre von der Sprachrichtigkeit und ihren Kriterien (Stud.ant.Philos. 5 [1976]) 119ff.
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repeated verbatim. It will be recalled that, to Zeno, Nature itself is a
craftsman. In order to understand what he meant by mownTikn, we
should think of the Stoic principles, viz. the mowvv and the maoxov,
first formulated by Zeno (SVF I 85). Zeno’s techne is moumrik),
active or creative, in the same way that his God, or Nature, or
Logos, are active or creative. Techne informs matter—it belongs with
the creative logos which is part of human nature.
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