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Preface

This volume collects a dozen of the papers on Stoicism I have
previously published in journals and conference proceedings. The
articles are printed here without substantial revision in most cases,
but I have taken the opportunity to make minor corrections and
stylistic or bibliographical changes. I have also added a postscript
to three papers whose topics have been the subject of much dis-
cussion during the intervening years. In assembling the papers to-
gether in this form, I hope to make them more accessible to the
growing number of people who are seriously interested in Hellen-
istic philosophy.

I am not a Stoic, for more reasons than are stated or hinted at
in this book. But their philosophy has fascinated me now for thirty
years. Of all the Greek schools, Stoicism was the most ambitious
in its quest for a system that would explain how human nature fits
into the world at large. That project, which has beguiled many
subsequent philosophers, seems to me to be vulnerable to the evi-
dence of history, cultural diversity and our continuing ignorance
of the kind of animals we are. It is, none the less, a noble error. If
the Stoics were too eager, as I think they were, to make cosmic
order relevant to human values, thcy advanced numerous theories
and pts that are a i hall to thought.

Although one of the papers dates from 1971, the majority were
written a decade or more later. Given the need to produce a book
of manageable length and price, I decided (with helpful advice from
a Cambridge University Press reader) that a selection concentrated
on my more recent work would be the most useful. Hence I have
omitted a good many of my older papers, including those I con-
tributed to Problems in Stoicism and other papers whose findings are
partly mcorporz!ed in two of my later books, Hellenistic Philosophy
and The Ph hored with David Sedley.

xi



xii Preface

(Details of this other work are included in the bibliography of
the present volume.) Apart from issues of length and topicality, I
wanted to select papers that would make for a reasonably coherent
volume. I have tried to achieve these objectives by focusing on
three themes: the Stoics’ appropriation and interpretation of their
intellectual tradition (chapters 1-4), their ethics (chapters 5-9),
and their psychology (chapters 10—12). If the length of the volume
had been no concern, I should also have included papers dealing
with sceptical criticism of the Stoics and Stoic responses to that
criticism. That important theme, which has been well recognised
in modern scholarship, is one that I hope to include in a sub-
sequent book.

Although each chapter is self-standing and can be read as such,
many chapters make reference to at least one of the others. Readers
who are primarily interested in Stoic ethics will find something
relevant to that topic in every chapter, and chapters 6-8 may be
read in sequence as three successive attempts to clarify the central
concepts of their moral thought. Written as they were at different
times, these chapters also differ from one another in their perspec-
tives and emphases (see the postscripts to chapters 6 and 7), but I
have let the differences stand because they seem to me to reflect
the complexity of Stoic ethics and the difficulty of assessing it from
a monolithic point of view. Retrospectively, I can see chapters 6
and 7 as preparatory to chapter 8, which is my most ambitious
attempt to justify the coherence of Stmc ethics in terms of its ex-
ponents’ psychological and theologi i As for logic
and physlcs, which are the other two official divisions of Stoic
philosophy, some aspects of logic are treated in chapter 4, and
physics is a major. topic of several chapters, especially 2, g and 10.
Although the book does not seek to give a comprehensive account
of Stoicism, its content reflects the fact that this was a peculiarly
holistic and systematic philosophy. Trying to do justice to this fact
is the main principle that has guided all of my work on Stoicism.

Apart from the corrections and updating mentioned above, I have
frequently substituted words like ‘human being’ or ‘persons’ for
‘man’ or ‘men’ in the original publications. This is not because
I think that history should succumb to political correctness; it
would be absurd to convert the technical expression ko sophos, lit-
erally ‘the wise man’, to ‘the wise person’. But while Stoic philos-



Preface xiii

ophers followed convention in writing of their ethical paragon in
the masculine gender, their generalisations about good and bad
lives were intended to apply to persons without regard to their sex
or class or ethnicity. Thus the Christian Lactantius was correct in
supporting his own resistance to discrimination by referring to ‘the
Stoics who said that slaves and women should philosophise’ (Inst.
div. n1.25), and the Roman Stoic Musonius Rufus delivered dis-
courses proving that females have the same nature as males, so
far as their minds and virtues are concerned, and that daughters
should be educated in the same way as sons (Musonius, ap. Hense
1, 1v). The Stoics’ ethical significance will be made clearer to
modern readers by avoiding language that could imply their lack
of interest in half of the human race. This is an instance in which
the deplorably sexist language handed down to men of my gen-
eration has helped to falsify history.

Each of these papers began its life as the result of an invitation
to contribute to a colloquium or to a collective volume. In the
preface of Hellenistic Philosophy 1 acknowledged the great benefit I
have derived from such invitations. It is a pleasure for me to re-
peat such thanks. Friends too numerous to single out by name
have given me corrections and suggestions which I have gratefully
incorporated. In preparing the book for publication, I could not
have received better assistance than was given me by Pauline Hire
and Susan Moore, from Cambridge University Press. I am also
most grateful to James Ker, a graduate student at Berkeley, for help
with proofreading and compiling the indexes.

During the time when most of these studies were written I had
the good fortune to be encouraged and helped by Harold Cherniss
and Gregory Vlastos. These men were giants, both as scholars and
as persons. With all its shortcomings, this book would scarcely
have been written without their consistent support, and so I dedi-
cate it to their memory.

Berkeley, July 1995 A A L.
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CHAPTER I

Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy*

INTRODUCTION

In what sense did the Hellenistic phil } see th 1
as the heirs or critics of Socrates? Was Socrates, in their view, a
philosopher on whom Plato was the decisive authority? What
doctrines or strategies of Socrates were thoroughly alive in this
period? These are the principal questions I shall be asking in this
paper, particularly the third. To introduce them, and to set the
scene, I begin with some general points, starting from two pas-
sages which present an image of Socrates at the beginning and at
the end of the Hellenistic era. Here first are three lines from the
Silloi of the Pyrrhonean Timon of Phlius:

me these matters [IC the inquiry into nature] he turned aside, the

iselli tterer, the wizard of Greece, whose as-
semom were sharp]y pointed, master of the well-turned sneer, a pretty
good ironist.!

Next Epictetus (Discourses 1v.5

4):
The honourable and good man neither fights with anyone himself, nor,
so far as he can, does he let anyone else do so. Of this as of everything

* The original version of this chapter was first read to a meeting of the Southern Associa-

tion for Ancient Philosophy, held at Cambridge University in September 1986; further
versions of it were given at the University of Washington, at Cornell and at Berkeley. I
am graeful fo the discusion that took place on allthes casion, and particularly to
Myles Burnyeat, who also gave me written comments. My principal indebtedness is to
Gregory Vlastos, both for the stimulus of his published work and for the time we spent
together discussing issucs raised in the later part of the chapter. I also gratefully ac-
knowledge the award of a fellowship from the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foun-
daton, which gave me the leisure to work on this subject.

. .19 = Timon fr. 799 Lloyd-Joncs/Parsons 1983: é &' &pox 7éov &méxAvev & Aakbos,
mouomxm, | ENMiveov Emraoibss, &kpiBoAsyous &mrogvas, | puxThp pnTopduukros,
marvries elpwvevrds. For the interpretation of the opening phrase as an allusion to
Socrates’ disavowal of physics, cf. Sextus Empiricus, M vit.8 and Clem. Alex., Strom.
1.14.63.3. Details of the wholc passage are well discussed by Cortassa 1978, pp. 140-6.

1



2 Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy [150—151

else the life of Socrates is available to us as a model ( paradeigma), who not
only himself avoided fighting everywhere, but did not let others fight.
Notice in Xenophon’s Symposium how many fights he has resolved, and
again how he put up with Thrasymachus, Polus and Callicles . .. For he
kept utterly secure in mind the thought that no one controls another’s
commanding-faculty (égemonikon).

In the Discourses of Epictetus, Socrates is the philosopher, a fig-
ure canonised more regularly and with more attention to detail
than any other Stoic saint, whether Diogenes, Antisthenes or Zeno.
The reader who knew the history of Greek philosophy only from
Epictetus would form the impression that Stoicism was the philos-
ophy of Socrates. He would also, by Epictetus’ quotations from
Plato and Xenophon, learn some of the salient moments of Soc-
rates’ life — his divine mission, trial, imprisonment etc. Morcover,
what Epictetus says about the elenchus (1.26.17-18, 1.1.32, 11.26.4),
the impossibility of akrasia (111.3.2—4), removal of the false conceit
of knowledge (i1.17.1, 11.14.9), and definition (1v.1.41) reveals as
decp a perception or utilisation of Socrates’ philosophy as we find
in any ancient thinker after Plato.

Socrates’ presence in Epictetus’ Discourses — which I must pass
over here — could be the topic of a monograph.? But, to repeat,
Epictetus’ Socrates is the Stoics’ patron || saint. He is no ironist,
no sharp talker, no gadfly or sung-ray, no lover or symposlast or

hilosopher chicefly char: ised by fe (see
n. 29 below). If, as I think certain, Eplctc!us has reflected hard on
the Socratic writings of Plato and Xenophon, what he culls from
those writings is an ideal of the philosophical life, as he himself
conceives of it: ‘Now that Socrates is dead, the memory of what
he did or said when alive is no less or even more beneficial to men’
(Discourses 1v.1.169).

* See also 1.9.22-4 (paraphrase of Plato, 4p. agc as in ur.1.19-21), 1.12.3 (. coupled with
Odysseus), 1.12.23 (S. was not in prison since he was there voluntarily), 1.29.16-19 (Plato,
Ap. 30c-d, as in n.2.15-18), 1.20.65-6 (Plato, Phd. 116d), 11.1.32 (S. did write, for s
cxamination), 1125 (How did S, behave? He forced hs interiocutor o give him teti
mony, and had no need of any other; cf. Gorg. 4742), 11.24.60-1 (S. behaving as a frec
man, dear to the gods), 1v.1.159-60 (S.'s life as a paradigm of making everything sub-
ordinate o the laws, drawing on Xen. Mem. 1.1.18), 1v.4.21-2 (Plato, Crito 43d), 1v.11.19-21
(Ss toilet habits, rejecting Aristophanes, Nub. 103). Other refs. to Socrates in Plato and
Xenophon: 1.26.18, m.i2.15 (Plato, 4p. 38a); 1.1.15 (Phd. 77¢, Crio 46c); 11.2.8-9 (Xen.
Ap. 2), 1.5.18-20 (Plato, Ap. 26c); 1r.1.42 (Ale. 1, 131d); 11.22.26 (Plato, Clitopho 407a-b);
101.23.20-6 (Plato, Ap. 3oc, 17c, Crito 46b); m.24.99 (Plato, Ap. 28d-2ga); 1v.1.41 (Xen.

1v.6.1). Déring 1979, pp. 43-79, includes a chapter on Epictetus, but misses an
opportunity to deal with the subject in a searching way; cf. Long 1981.




151] Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy 3

Four hundred years of Stoicism had contributed to the preser-
vation and interpretation of that memory. According to Philo-
demus, the Stoics actually wanted to be called ‘Socratics’.® In the
later part of this paper I will show, albeit selectively, how their
philosophy in its earliest phase represents a self-conscious attempt
to fulfil that wish. But before approaching this topic and the role
of Socrates in other Hellenistic schools, let us return to Timon.
His lampooning purposes do not cast doubt on the historical in-
terest of his remarks. Timon is a caricaturist who never fails to
capture one or two recognisable and dominant features of the
philosophers who form his subjects. Hence his evidence is valuable
both for what it includes and for what it omits ~ and all the more
so since Timon was writing from a non-doctrinaire perspective at
a time when the new Hellenistic philosophies were still in the pro-
cess of fashioning their identities. His brief remarks deserve closer
scrutiny.

Timon i Socrates’ ion upon ethics with his
repudiation of the inquiry into nature. This, as we shall see in
more detail shortly, is the most fundamental characteristic of Soc-
rates in the doxographical tradition. I have the impression that
Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.1.11-16, rather than Plato’s Apology or
Phaedo, was the text that made this mark of Socrates so prominent.
Timon’s nicely coined term ennomoleschés should mean not, as is
standardly supposed, ‘chatterer about laws’, but someone who
chatters in an ennomos way — i.e. a moralist.* The expression Hel-
lénon epaoidos, ‘Wizard of Greece’, could owe something to Plato,
Charm. 1572, a passage in which the soul’s ‘fair discourses’ are de-
scribed as epdidai; but it is probably a general reminiscence of the
Aristophanic Socrates, to whom Timon is also indebted for akri-
bologous apophénas.® In his third line Timon focuses upon Socrates’
powers of wit, censure, and irony.

The witty, sometimes caustic and ironical Socrates — Plato’s
Socrates, not Xenophon’s — drops completely out of the early Stoic
tradition.® The prominence of these features in Timon’s vignette is
interesting. As the mentor of Antisthenes, and, through him, of

* De Stoicis cols. 12-13, Zeokpat{i]xoi keheiofa 0é[Ao]uarw; see Giannantoni 1983-5, vol. 11,
Diogenes v b 126.
* Cf. Plato’s use of ennomos in combination with spoudaios, Rep. 1v, 424e.

» Cf. Nub. 130, where Strepsiades wonders how he will leatn logdn akribtn skindalamous.

© Irony for the Stoics was exclusively a feature of the inferior man; cf. SVF 1m1.630.




4 Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy [151-152

Diogenes and Crates, a censorious and caustic Socrates was cher-
ished || by the Cynics, with whom Timon felt some sympathy.”
Even Epictetus, in his dialectical practice and choice of vivid met-
aphors, was implicitly following their lead. Unfortunately, the re-
liable evidence on Cynics is insufficient to provide much material
for speculating on the extent to which they had any theoretical
views about the connexion between Socratic irony and the way

hill hical di: should be ducted. On this, as on every-
thmg clsc, Socrates was attacked by the Epicureans (see below).
But irony cannot be said to constitute a dominant feature of Soc-
rates when we are considering his positive role in the main stream
of Hellenistic philosophy.

From our perspective, indelibly coloured by Plato’s Socrates,
this is remarkable. But the i irony of Sacra(es, together with all the
other glittering char: istics of his d and
style — what the Epicurean Colotes witheringly calls his alazones
logoi (Plutarch, Adv. Col. 1117d) — was inimitable and quite insepa-
rable from Plato’s dialogues. chnphon s often stodgy Socrales is
no ironist. Though Socrates’ phil
for replication and interpretation, there could be no dissemina-
tion of the whole man, on the basis of all the sources, either as a
paradigm on whom to model one’s life or as a more abstract set
of theories. Socrates was too complex, too individualistically con-
toured, to be appropriated in full by any single philosophical
school. One of his closest approximations, Diogenes of Sinope,
earned the description from Plato, ‘a Socrates gone mad’ (D.L.
VL.54).

Timon’s Socrates and that of Epictetus are composite but par-
tial portraits, derived both from books and from Socrates’ philo-
sophical afterlife. A hundred years after Socrates’ death — the time
of the foundauon of the Garden and the Stoa — a detailed oral
tradition the historical figure can probably be ex-
cluded. Even if stories about the man himself were passed on by
word of mouth, the Socrates of my inquiry is the subject of the
‘Socratic di: ’ posed by his i Plato, Xenoph
Antisthenes, Aeschines. In general, it seems, neither Hellenistic
philosophers with an allegiance to Socrates, nor biographers and
doxographers, addressed the ‘Socratic problem’ of modern schol-

7 1 discuss Timon’s Cynic leanings in Long 1978a. Sce also Brancacci 1981.



152-153] Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy 5

arship. If they were aware of discrepancies between X hon’s

accounts and Plato’s dialogues, these were not regarded as any
reason for having to prefer one account to the other. Control of
the material, we can conjecture, was determined not by precon-
ceptions about the superiority in historicity or philosophical so-
phistication of Plato to chophon but by thc need to derive from
both of them a well-founded p digm that would
be internally coherent and consistent with the Hellenistic philoso-
pher’s own stance.

Timon’s observation that Socrates concentrated on ethics and
repudiated physics is the best starting-point for viewing the Hel-
lenistic philosophers’ attitude and approach to the great man. The
point had already been made in similar brevity by Aristotle: ‘Soc-
rates occupied himself with ethics and not at all with nature as a
whole’ (Metaph. A 6, 987b1—2); and it would become the most com-
monly repeated Socratic ck istic in the doxographical tradi-
tion. Here, for instance, is the pseudo-Galenic article on Socrates:

The original philosophers opted only for the study of nature and made
this the goal of their philosophy. Socrates, who succeeded them much
later, said that this was inaccessible to people (for he regarded secure
cognition of non-evident things as most difficult), and that investigation
of how one might best conduct one’s life and avoid bad things and get
the greatest possible share of fine things was more useful. Believing this
more useful he ignored the study of nature ... and devoted his thought
to an ethical disposition that would distinguish good and bad, right and
wrong ... Observing that authorities in these matters would need to be
persuasive and would || achicve this if they were cvidently good at using
dialectical arguments in dealings with their interlocutors, he elaborated
dialectic.®

The incorporation of dialectic in this account will concern us
later. For the present I call attention to the passage from Xeno-
phon, Mem. 1.1.11-16, which by the Hellenistic period had become

¢ Ps.-Galen, Hist. phil. ap. Diels 1879, p. 597, 1-17: Tév i€ dpxfis ¢ihogognadvreoy duoio-
Aoyeiv uévov mpoehoniveoy kel To0To Téos Tiis KaT' aUToUs pikocodias memoINuEvY
Emiyeyovias ToAAGTs GoTepov Xpévors Zwkpdns ToUTo v dvégikTo Egnoey Gudpdmors
mdpxew (1@v yép iAoy xatéhnyw PeBaiav Aapelv TGV yaAeTwTETOY idmoe),
78 Bt {neiv S pewvov Bidryor Tis, kel T@v kv Kaxddy dmoparmein T@v 5k kaAdY ds
mheoTwv perdoyor, ToiTo WEAAo guvoioew. kai To0To voioas XpnaIGTEpoV Tiis i
uatohoyias Auénke ... ABNY B¢ TIve BidBeoy EmvevonKas BlayvwoTiky &yadGy
e xal xaxdv aloxpdv e kol keAdv ... xamblv Bt &m Befos Tols TolTwy
mpoeaToouévous eimeibeias unéxﬂv, oo &' &v UmdpEaiew € Adyons BiaAexTikols
aivorvro mpds Tols T oAGs ivor, xai THY A




6 Socrates in Hellenistic philosophy (153

the principal authority for Socrates’ exclusively ethical orienta-
tion. Xenophon is defending Socrates from the charge of impiety.
He supports this by saying that Socrates differed from the majority
of other philosophers in not studying the nature of everything and
showed up such people as fools. Did they come to the study of
nature thinking they had an adequate understanding of human
affairs, or did they think they were acting properly in neglecting
the human and studying the divine? Socrates found it amazing
that they did not find the indiscoverability of these things obvious,
and cited in support of this the failure of scientific pundits to
reach agreement with one another. Xenophon then develops Soc-
rates’ exploitation of discrepant opinions with a brief survey of
pre-Socratic theories and indicates his indictment of the useless-
ness of such inquiries. Finally, says Xenophon, Socrates himself
was constantly discussing human affairs, investigating the nature
of piety, justice and other ethical concepts: he regarded people
who knew them as noble and good, and thought that those who
did not would rightly be called slavish (andrapodadés).

If this passage strikes us as a travesty of the Platonic Socrates,
it possibly captures the Hellenistic Socrates more aptly than any
single text of Plato. In essence Xenophon is describing the Socrates
whom Antisthenes, Aristippus and Diogenes claimed to be follow-
ing, and whom the Stoic Aristo would take as his model.® Probably
all of these, like Xenophon’s Socrates, connected their interest in
ethics to the repudiation of any concern with physics. The some-
times hectoring tone of the passage — e.g., ‘slavish’ (andrapododés) —
is redolent of Cynic moralising. Notice too the attribution to Soc-

rates of ‘disagi ’ as an ive strategy for disposing
of the physicsts” credentials; Socrates s already being represented
asa sccpnc, so far as hical k ! is d. Ethical

expertise, however, is precisely hu provmcc His general confes-
sion of ignorance is never mentioned by Xenophon. Nor does that
feature of Socrates seem to belong to the most basic Hellenistic
portrait. Like his dialectic, it is a characteristic to be mentioned or
omitted ding to the kind of digm his inheri want him
to instantiate.

Ancient writers were well aware of the fact that Socrates, as

* For Aristippus’ repudiation of mathematics, dialectic and physics, cf. Giannantoni 1983~
85, vol. 1, Aristippus 1v A 170, 172. Antisthenes, at least as viewed by the Cynics, dis-
paraged the study of grammata (D.L. v1.103).
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here portrayed in Xenophon, did not square well with the Socra-
tes of Plato’s later dialogues (according to modern chronology) or
even with some of Xenophon’s remarks elsewhere about his theo-
logical interests. By the end of the Hellenistic period it is a com-
monplace that Plato attributed to Socrates interests and theories
which were entirely Plato’s own (cf. Cicero, Rep. 1.15-16). The
same is true implicitly as early as Aristotle. Only in late || antiquity
do we find Socrates credited with Platonist metaphysics (e.g., by
ps.-Plutarch, Plac. 878b). The absence of an ancient Socratic prob-
lem on this issue will only occasion surprise or difficulty if Plato’s
dialogues are treated as the standard reference-point for Socrates’
philosophy, taking priority over the writings of Xenophon, Antis-
thenes and others. In fact Plato, or what we call Plato’s Socratic
dialogues, appears to have been widely regarded as neither a more
nor a less authentic witness to Socrates than Xenophon’s writings.

The correctness of this last point, if it is correct, should not be
interpreted as reducing the importance of Plato’s Socrates in the
eyes of pre-eminent philosophers such as Zeno, Chrysippus and
Arcesilaus. In the later parts of this paper, I hope to show that it
was Plato’s Socrates, rather than any other, that stimulated serious
philosophy, as we understand it today. But for the fourth century
BC and for less d ding readers Xenophon had two ad g
over Plato. First, it was easier to discover what the opinions of his
Socrates were. S dly, X hon’s readers, in Antisth and
Diogenes, had living embodi of the self- tery (enkrateia)
which he so constantly emphasises as Socrates’ dominant charac-
teristic. No ancient writer, I think, ever regarded the /ife of Plato as
emblematic of Socrates. It was not too difficult, on the other hand,
to think of the Cynics as his genuine if one-sided imitators.'®

Such a perception will have been encouraged by the activities of
the Academy immediately after Plato’s death and by the direction
and style of Aristotle’s philosophy. If Plato’s later philosophy was
readily seen as a considerable departure from that of Socrates, his
immediate successors can hardly have struck their contemporaries
as Socratic in any sense. Epictetus’ Socrates, however Stoicised,
is utterly recognisable as the man whose life and arguments and
moral passion constituted an ethical revolution. Aristotle, by con-

¥ Cf. Grote 1885, vol. m, p. 505: ‘Antisthenes and his disciple Diogenes were in many re-
spects closer approximations to Socrates than Plato or any of the other Socratic com-
panions.’
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trast, is decidedly reticent on all of this. His interest in Plato of
course ensures that ‘our’ Socrates is an important presence im-
plicitly in the ethical treatises; and there is the well-known handful
of passages which report and criticise Socrates by name. But Aris-
totle scarcely even hints at the moral significance of Socrates, as
we moderns perceive it, or as it was perceived in the Hellenistic
period. In a sense, we learn more about Socrates from this brief
remark by Plutarch: ‘Socrates was the first to show that life accom-
modates philosophy at every time and part and in all states and
affairs without qualification.”"

Possibly Aristotle gave a more rounded account of Socrates in
some of his exoteric writings.'? Even so, the absence of anything
comparable from his ethical treatises is remarkable. Did Aristotle
himself help to set the tone for the hostile biographies of Soc-
rates that Aristoxenus and other Peripatetics wrote, and that the
Stoic Panaetius later contested? The queslion cannot be answered;
but the fact that it can be posed at all is relevant to our mqulry
Socrates was not uni lly admired by Hellenisti
Before turning to his positive role in Stoicism and Academic
Scepticism, something must be said about his detractors. ||

CRITICISM OF SOCRATES IN HELLENISTIC PHILOSOPHY

We have no record, so far as I know, concerning any views of
Theophrastus on Socrates. That silence may at least suggest sub-
stantial lack of interest.' Some of his fellow Peripatetics and suc-
cessors were more poken. A ding to Porphyry, Ari

life of Socrates was more levol than the i of
Meletus and Anytus (fr. 51 Wehrli). Most famously, it made out
Socrates to be a bigamist, and also described him as the boyfriend
of Archelaus. The charge of bigamy, repeated by other Peripa-
tetics — Callisthenes, Demetrius of Phalerum and Satirus (Athen-
aeus xii1, 555d) — acquired sufficient currency to provoke the Stoic
Panactius into writing what Plutarch calls an adequate refuta-

" Moral, 76e: wpdtos mobsifas Tév Biov &mwavri xpéve xai pipa xai médeor kai
mpdynacwy &mAds &maot $ikocogiav Bexbuevov.
# Cf. On philosophy fr. 1 Ross (Plutarch, Moral. 1118c), in which Aristotle reported the Del-
phic ‘know yourself” as the starting-point of Socrates’ philosophy.
# T have noticed only two inconsequential references to Socrates in the material collected
by Fortenbaugh 1984: L. 74 5, and L. 106.
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tion.'* Such tittle-tattle, if it were confined to Aristoxenus, would
merit no further comment. The fact that it became a common
Peripatetic practice suggests a more studied attempt to undermine
the ethical integrity of Socrates’ life. We may probably conclude
that a good many Peripatetics sought to combat the tendency of
the other Socratic schools to sct up Socrates as the paradigm of
how a philosophical life should be lived. The more Socrates’ exclu-
sive concentration on ethics was stressed, the less at home he could
be in the research environment of the Lyceum.

Socrates’ repudiation of physics and theological speculation was
one, but only one, of the many charges levelled against him by the
Epicureans. Thanks to Knut Kleve, evidence of the range and in-
tensity of this Epicurean criticism has now been thoroughly mar-
shalled.’” In the case of Epicurus himself it amounts to no more
than an objection to Socratic irony.' Yet if’ Epicurus was fairly
restrained in his remarks about Socratcs, his immediate followers
were not. From M dorus and I ding through
Zeno of Sidon and Philodemus down to Diogenes of Oenoanda, a
tradition of hostility to Socrates was established that is virulent
even by the standards of ancient polemic. In their writings, Socra-
tes was portrayed as the complete anti-Epicurean — a sophist, a
rhetorician, a sceptic, and someone whose ethical inquiries turn
human life into chaos.

Kleve (1983, pp. 249—50) explains this unmitigated hostility with
the observation that Socrates and the Epicureans represent ‘two
different human types’. By this he seems to mean that their views
of the world were dlamc!ncally opposed. However, this cannot be
a sufficientl ion. Both Socrates and Epicurus
were in the business of curing people’s souls. From Xenophon’s
Socrates especially, the Epicureans could have derived excellent
support for much of their ethical practice — their concern with
frugality, self-sufficiency, control of vain and unnecessary desires.!”
‘That they chose instead to attack aspects of Socrates’ ethics, and

" Plutarch, Aristides 335c~d (= Panactius fr. 132 van Straaten), which includes Hieronymus
of Rhodes as another of the Peripatetic scandalmongers: wpds kv oUv ToUous ikavdds
TavaiTios év Tols Tepl Swkpéous dvrelpnxev.

 CI. Kleve 1983.

* Cicero, Brutus 292 (Usener 231).

¥ Socrates' hardiness and self-contr
Socrates made those of his associ
1.2.64.

Xen. Mem. 12.1, 1214, 135, 1.5.4-6, 1
who had pontras epithum them up:
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to treat him as a thoroughgomg sceptic, indicates a view of Soc-
rates as itted by p y Stoics and A i

Early Epicureans wrote books against various Platonic dialogues
~ Euthyphro, || Lysis, Euthydemus, Gorgias."® The latter two, especially
the protreptic passage in the Euthydemus, were texts which the
Stoics seem to have particularly prized (see below). It is legitimate
to guess that much of the basis for Epicurean criticism of Socrates
should be sought in the central role he was now playing as a para-
digm for their Stoic rivals. This suggestion, or rather the general
probability that Epicurean attacks on Socrates had a contempo-
rary rather than a historical target, is confirmed by Colotes’ criti-
cism in his books against the Lysis and the Euthydemus. There he
maintained that Socrates ignored what is self-evident (enarges) and
suspended judgement (epochds prattein).'® Here Socrates, au pied de la
lettre, has been turned into a prototype of the Academic Arcesi-
laus. epoché at this date points specifically to the Academic sceptics;
and the Stoic Aristo commented on Arcesilaus’ interest in argu-
ments against enargeia.?® Arcesilaus and the Cyrenaics (another Soc-
ratic school) were the two contemporary targets of Colotes’ book,
Conformity to the doctrines of the other philosophers makes life impossible.**

The Stoics and the sceptical Academics were the Epicureans’
main professional rivals.?? Both sets of opponents laid claim to be-
ing followers of Socrates. We have yet to see what they meant by
this claim, and how, being rivals themselves, they could appro-
priate a dogmatic Socrates in the one case and a sceptical Socrates
in the other. For the present it is sufficient to note their joint con-
cern to establish their identity as Socratics. This justifies the sug-
gestion that Epicurean criticism of Socrates be seen, at least in
part, as a means of undercutting the most obvious alternative

" For Colotes' books Against Plato's Lysis and Against Plate’s Euthydemus, cf. Crénert 1906,
Pp- 163-70. Colotes also wrote against the myth of Er in Republic x (cf. Plutarch, Moral.
v, B. Einarson and P. De Lacy (edd.), pp. 154-5). Metrodorus wrote Against Plato’s
Euthyphro (Philodemus, Pit, col. 77, 1ff), and Zeno of Sidon, Against Plato’s Gorgias (f. 25,
Angeli-Colaizzo (Cronache Ercolanesi. 9, 1979, B0)). Nor was it just Plato’s Socrates that
was attacked. In his Per oikonomias, Philodemus objected point by point to the Socrates of
Xenophon’s Occonomicus. On all of this, cf. Kleve 1983.

* For the Greek text, cf. Mancini, 1976, pp. 61~6; and sce also Plutarch, Adv. Col. 1118a.

 D.L. vir.i62-3. Cf. my remarks in Long 1986b, p. 442.

# Cf. Plutarch, Adv. Col. 1120c.

# They fall outside the scope of Sedley’s article (1976), which is largely concerned with the
atitude of Epicurus himself to earlicr philosophers and to his elder contemporaries.
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models of the philosophical life — Socrates as interpreted by Stoics
and Academics.

SOCRATES IN THE ACADEMY OF POLEMO AND ARCESILAUS

Arcesilaus pinned his credentials as one who suspends judgement
about everything, and his dialectical practice, on Socrates, and
claimed that Plato’s dialogues should be read in this light. Cicero,
De oratore 11.67, gives us this report:

Arcesilaus, the pupil of Polemo, was the first to derive this principal
point from various of Plato’s books and from Socratic discourses — that
there is nothing certain which the senses or the mind can grasp. He is
said to have belittled every criterion of mind and sense, and begun the
practice ~ though it was absolutely Socratic — not of indicating his own
opinion, but of speaking against what anyone stated as his opinion.®* ||

Cicero hasises A ilaus’ ori lity in this reading of Plato
and Socrates. He was probably right to do so. What, thanks to
Gregory Vlastos, we are becoming accustomed to calling Socrates’
‘disavowal of knowledge,’ - i.e., Socrates’ disclaimer to possess cer-
tainty of any truth whatsoever — must have been chiefly associated,
when it was noted at all, with the Platonic Socrates.? Xenophon’s
Socrates, like that of Aristippus and the Cynics, repudiates any in-
terest in the inquiry mto naturc and Arcesilaus will have appre-
ciated the passage d above) from Me bilia 1.1.12~15 in
which Socrates supports his indifference to physics by exploiting
disagreement between natural philosophers. But I find little evi-
dence that fourth-century interpreters of Socrates outside Plato,
with some support from Aeschines Socraticus, attributed to him
any scepticism about his capacity for knowledge in general, or that
they took his ethical doctrines to involve seriously-held reserva-
tions about his certainty that they were true and demonstrable.?

* Arcerlas prim, qui Polemoners wdierst, cx v

Platonis libris sermonibusque

‘maxime — non quid ipse sentiret ostendere, sed
contra id quod quisque se sentire dixisset disputare. CF. also Fin.

* Viastos (1985) argues, with great force and originality, that Plato's Socrates disavows
certain or infallible knowledge of anything (knowledge), but avows clenctic or fallible
knowledge of propositions arrived at and tested by his clenctic method (knowledgy

 Two fragments of Aeschines Socraticus should be mentioned. In fr. 3 Krauss, Socrates
says he would convict himself of considerable maria if he attributed any help he had been
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Antisthenes said that happiness needs nothing in addition to vir-
tue except Socratic strength; virtue pertains to actions, and needs
neither a quantity of arguments nor lessons.?® That this strength
included anything like Socrates’ disavowal of certainty, as eluci-
dated by Vlastos, is a refinement we may surely exclude.

Other pieces of evidence point in the same direction. Aristotle,
once and very briefly, mentions Socrates’ ‘confession of ignorance’,
in explaining why he asked questions but did not answer them
(Soph. el. 34 183b7-8). The complete absence of the same point
from all the ethical contexts in which Aristotle discusses Socrates’
thcscs on virtue and knowledge suggests that he did not regard the

of i asa e feature of Socrates’ phi-
losophy, or as something which cast any doubt on the certainty
Socrates attached to these doctrines.

Timon, as we saw, makes Socrates into a non-physicist, but he
does not treat him as a proto-sceptic. His readiness to praise
Xenophanes, Democritus and Protagoras for their sceptical lean-
ings suggests that he would have enrolled Socrates too, if his self-
confessed ignorance was already being treated as a fundamental
characteristic.?’ In fact, outside the Academy the tradition of the
ignorant Socrates never seems to have been taken very seriously.
Itis i 1 late, and i ially, in Diogenes Laertius’
life of Socrates (11.32), and forms no part of the pseudo-Galenic
doxography (cited above). Writers from later antiquity, if they
mention this feature at all, generally follow the lead of Antiochus,
who had removed Socrates from Arcesilaus’ list of sceptical prede-
cessors by treating his confession of ignorance as ironical.?® ||

My final reason for making Arcesilaus the effective creator of
the totally sceptical Socrates is a belief that this feature must post-

to Alcibiades to any tezhnf rather than to ‘divine dispensation’; and in fr. 4, he says he has
no knowledge of any mathéma which he could teach a man and thereby help him. Ac-
cording to Demetrius, De eloc. 29, the properly Socratic method of instruction, convict-
ing the interlocutor of ignorance, was especially imitated by Aeschines and Plato.
Antisthenes ap. D.L. vi.ii: aUrdpkn B Thv &perhy Tipds eUBaioviav, unBevds mpoo-
Beoptvny dmi i ZwxpaTixil loxUos Ty T Gperiv TGV Epywy evan, kiTe Abywy
oy Biouivny wiTe padnudTw.
See L 1983 fr. 779 (Protagoras), fr. 820 itus), and for Timon's
praise g Xenophanes, Sextus Empiricus, PH 1.223.
Glcero, Acad. .15 (£ Quintlin .34, Dio Chrpson. x4, Themitis 21, 230b). In
.16, however, Varro (speaking for Antiochus) reports Socrates' practice of ‘saying
lhn he knew nothing except that very thing’, and says that he surpassed everyone cls in
thinking that he knew nothing ~ an opinion in which he consistently persisted. This

2
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date the beginnings of Stoicism. It seems to me most unlikely that
Zeno and Aristo would have modelled their philosophy so closely
on Socrates if his confession of ignorance was already a dominant
part of the standard characterisation. At the beginning of the
Hellenistic period, what Socrates most prominently stood for, I
think, was the thesis that virtue is knowledge and vice is ignorance.
Or, as Diogenes Laertius’ doxography states (11.31), drawing on
Plato, Euthydemus 281e, ‘he said that only one thing is good,
knowledge, and only one thing is bad, ignorance’. The Socratic
literature, taken as a whole, must have made it extraordinarily
difficult to apply these propositions to a completely ignorant Soc-
rates, who would thus by implication be vicious and in possession
of all that is bad.?®

In ing for we do best to take
Cicero’s report seriously. Read literally, it tells us that what drew
Arcesilaus powerfully in this direction was in fact his own origi-
nal interpretation of the Platonic Socrates — the Socrates who,
even at the moment of concluding an ethical argument in the
Gorgias 508e6-509a7, which he describes as ‘clamped down and
bound by arguments of iron and adamant’, confesses that he does
not speak as one who has knowledge.* Arcesilaus’ scepticism, on
this view, was actually the outcome of his reading of Plato’s
Socrates — a fundamentally new reading — and not something he
foisted on Socrates and Plato because he was already a sceptic.
This tallies with the well-known passage from Cicero’s Academica
1.44—5, where Cicero treats Arcesilaus’ scepticism as a response to
the obscurity of the things that led Socrates and earlier philoso-
phers to a confessio ignorationis. In that context, Arcesilaus, accord-
ing to Cicero, took Socrates to have had knowledge of just one

A aus’

passage, unlike Acad. 1115, scems to reflect Antiochus’ sympathy for Arcesilaus’ inter-
pretation of Socrates (cad. 1.45); which, of course, he will have fully endorsed during his
own sceptical phase; cf. the report of Socrates' total disapproval of an ars guacdam philoso-
Phiae et rerum ordo et descrptio disciplinae (ibid. 17), which is hard to reconcile with Antio-
chus’ own mature conception of philosophy, or his bracketing of Plato and Socrates in
Acad.

 Epictetus’ Socrates knows various moral principles, yet ‘never said that he knew or taught
anything’ (Discourses 11.5.17; cf. 11.23.22). Andrea Nightingale has suggested to me that
this may be read as an alternative both to the sceptical Academics’ Socrates and to the
ironically ignorant Socrates of Antiochus. Epictetus interestingly differentiates Socrates
from Diogenes and Zeno, viewing Socrates' special province as the elenchus, Diogenes’
as reproof, and Zeno's that of instruction and doctrine (Discourses 111.21.18-19)

* For the interpretation of Socrates’ procedure here, cf. Vlastos 1985, pp. 20-2.
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thing — his own ignorance. The nearest the Platonic Socrates
comes to saying this is Apology 21bg—5: ‘As for myself, I am not
aware of being wise in anything, great or small.’ The expression he
uses, oUvoida éuauT®, probably means only that Socrates does
not think of himself as wise in anything (cf. 4p. 21d3-6). But
Arcesilaus, we can suppose, interpreted Socrates as making the
strong cognitive claim that he knew that he knew nothing (for this
interpretation of Socrates, see also Antiochus, in n. 28 above), and
then denied that he himself knew even this much.

My suggestion about a genuine causal connexion between Arce-
silaus’ scepticism and his interpretation of Socrates seems to be
novel in modern scholarship. But is it correct? I have given the
external reasons for taking it to be so — the absence of any clear
evidence of a rigorously sceptical Socrates prior to Arcesilaus.
What makes me || more confident of its correctness is the belief
that virtually everything we know about Arcesilaus indicates his
singleminded intent to model himself on the Platonic Socrates —
his declining to write books, what Diogenes Laertius (1v.33) calls
his ¢ 11 at stating prop iti and dcnvmg
from them, his concern for lingui in , his
hard-hitting rejoinders and frankness’ ,%2 his playing the role of
questioner rather than answerer, his elenctic practice, and, quite
generally, a life devoted to discussion with anyone he thought it
worth talking to. According to Epiphanius — not the most trust-
worthy witness — Arcesilaus said that ‘truth is accessible only to
god and not to man’.® Does this reflect a tradition that Arcesilaus
said \! to Socrates’ di ing contrast in the
Apology (23b) between "the worthlessness of human wisdom and the
wisdom of god?

Elsewhere I have argued that Arcesilaus’ Socratic character was
first formed by his encounters with his elder Platonists, Polemo,
Crates and Crantor.* They presumably had not discovered the
sceptical Socrates, but the little that we know about their philoso-

" Ac

.45: itague Arcesilas negabat esse quidguam quod sciri possel, ne illud quidem ipsum, quod

sibi religuisset, For this thesis, Arcesilaus could cite the authority of Metrodorus
of Chios, mentioned by Cicero at Acad. 11.73.

#  [Arcesilaus) 8t kai duopamivdraros kal awvnywivos xal i T Aahiq BlaoTaTixss
T3 dvoudTaow, Emxémrras ' ‘xavb; xal mappnaiaaTis.

* Adv. Haeres. .29 (Dicls 1879, p. 502.6); ‘Apkeairaos paoxe T 0ecp iixTov elvan povep
[Dicl: wévon codd] 73 Ambes, &wbpiome> & o0,

 In Long 1986, pp. 440-1.
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phy suggests (if I may quote myself) that they ‘were already stress-
mg lhc Sucrauc sldc of Plato in contrast with the systematic and

of ippus and Xenocrates’. One of the
few substantive reports aboul Polemo not only points in this direc-
tion, but is also remarkably similar to testimonies for Antisthenes
and the Stoic Aristo: ‘Polemo was in the habit of saying that
people should be trained in practical matters and not in dialectical
theorems, like someone who has absorbed some musical expertise
and does not practise, and so being admired for their argumcnta-
tive powers but i i with lves in their ch

I think the mature Arcesilaus would have endorsed these cduca-
tional precepts. Two aphorisms attributed to him are warnings
against dialectic and dialecticians.*® If these refer, as they surely
do, to the professional school of Dialecticians, no conflict arises
with his own dialectical practice.®” Like Socrates, he uses argu-
ment not for argument’s sake, but to subject the opinions of his
interlocutor to critical scrutiny.

Reflection along these lines suggests that we should start to
think of Arcesilaus as a sceptical Socrates, where the proper name
carries its full resonance — commitment to a life in which nothing
can countervail the claims of intellectual integrity. In reporting
Arcesilaus’ scepticism in the Academica, Cicero on two occasions
attaches the highest moral commendation to suspension of judge-
ment. For Arcesilaus, he maintains, pmmg nothing was not sim-
ply the rational resp to the i of k ledge, but the
only right and honourable response (Amd 11.77). And he insists on
Arcesilaus’ from all assertion
(Acad. 1.45). He mlghl just as wcll havc said Arcesilaus’ ‘Socratic

strength’.

There is, of course, a further tradition concerning Arcesilaus’
emergent scepticism, || which does not undermine anything I have
been saying — his opposition to Zeno’s epistemology. If Zeno, an
older pupil of Polemo, was both representing himself as a Socratic,

* D.L. 1v.18: Epoowe 5t & TTohuaw Befv b Tois mpdynao yuuvdleada ki wh bv Tos Sia-
Aexrikors dewopipaor, xaddep puovikéy T Téyvio KaTamévTa Kai uh uekeToavTa,
s warrds v Thy Epdrrnow Saupdleodon, xarrd 5 Th BidSeow davras éyeodn.

* Stobacus 1.22,9 - Eon Tous toixdvan Tofs

véks wdve, 1m grateful to David Blank for sugaesting that the sccond passage may be
a reminiscence of Plato, Phd. torc: Ikavol y&p Umé goglas Suod mévra KuK@VTES.
# For the Dialectical School, cf. Sedley 1977.
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and also advancing doctrines inconsistent, in Arcesilaus’ opinion,
with that posture, we obtain a further motive for his advertising
Socrates’ sceptical tendencies. At this point, then, we may leave
Arcesilaus, the discoverer of the sceptical Socrates, and turn to
Socrates in early Stoicism.

SOCRATES IN EARLY STOICISM

From Zeno to Epictetus, that is to say throughout the history of
the Stoa, Socrates is the philosopher with whom the Stoics most
closely aligned themselves. The importance of Socrates to the
Stoics is regularly acknowledged, but it has never been studied in
any detail.*® One reason for this neglect, I suspect, is a prejudice
concerning Plato. We tend to regard Socrates as Plato’s special
property, and find it difficult to accept the idea that the early
Stoics, who are often hostile to Plato, could have reached inde-
pendent interpretations of Socrates that deserve a serious place in
the history of philosophy.

The Stoics’ use of Socrates is too large a subject to be studied
in all its aspects in a single article. What I will do here is, first, ex-
pand my introductory remarks on his unique importance to the
Stoa; then, I will argue that divergent interpretations of Socratic
ethics help to explain Aristo’s disagreement with Zeno over the
value of ta adiaphora.

Socrates’ name crops up a good many times in the fragments of
early and middle Stoicism. Passing for the moment over Zeno’s
biography, we find that his follower Sphaerus wrote a work in
three books On Lycurgus and Socrates (SVF 1.620). The association of
these two names must indicate an interest in Socrates’ attitude to
law and society.*® Cleanthes, in Book 11 of his On pleasure, said that
Socrates on every occasion taught that the same man is just and
happy, and that he put a curse on the man who first distinguished
Jjustice from utility (SVF 1.558). Chrysippus commented on Socra-
tes’ devotion to dialectic in a list of philosophers which includes
Plato, Aristotle and their successors down to Polemo and Strato
(SVF 11.126). Antipater, the fifth Head of the Stoa, reported one of
Socrates’ sayings (SVF m Antipater, 65), and in his work On proph-
* For such acknowledgements, cf. Dyroff 1897, p. 320; Maier 1913, p. 610.

 Note that Sphacrus, who spent time with the Spartan reformer Cleomenes, also wrote a
book On the Spartan constitution (loc. cit.).
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e¢y included ‘very many instances of amazing Socratic proph-
ecies’ (Cicero, De div. 1.123; cf. 1.6). Panaetius defended Socrates
against Peripatetic detraction (see above), and also restricted the
‘truthful’ accounts of Socrates to the writings of Plato, Xenophon,
Antisthenes and Aeschines, raising doubts about those of Phaedo
and Eucleides, and condemning all the rest. His eﬁort to estab-
lish a canon of the reputable S was bined, if Pohlenz
is right, with his responsibility for authorising the doxographical
tradition that Socrates, as the || founder of ethics, was the ancestor
of all the post-Socratic schools.* Posidonius cited Socrates, Dio-
genes and Antisthenes as examples of moral progress (D.L. vig1).

From Cicero we can infer that Stoic philosophers were in the
practice of attaching Socrates’ name to some of their central ethi-
cal theses. For instance, they took from Socrates the view that ‘all
who lack wisdom are insane’ (Tusc. 11.10), or supposed that ‘every-
thing goes well for great men if the statements of our school and
the leader of phil Socrates are ad concerning the
bounty and resources of virtue’ (VD 11.167).

Material such as this indicates Socrates’ authority within the
Stoic school, but it does not take us beyond surface impressions. In
order to approach the subject in a more penetrating way, we need
to reflect on the origins of Stoicism and the various lines its
founding fathers developed. According to the biographical tradi-
tion, Zeno’s decision to devote himself to philosophy was gen-
erated by his reading about Socrates. In one version of the story,
his merchant father brought the young Zeno books about Socrates
from Athens (D.L. vi.g1). In another, he started to read Xeno-
phon’s Memorabilia, Book 11, in an Athenian bookshop, and began
to associate with the Cynic Crates because the shopkeeper told
him that Crates was a man like Socrates (D.L. vir.2—3). In a third
version, what brought Zeno to Athens from Citium was his read-

© D.L. 1.64: mévreoy pivror Tév ToxpaTikdy Biakéywy Mavaitios &Andeis elvar Soxel
Tous MA&Twvos, Zevogdvros, ‘AvtioBivous, Aloxivou: Siatdle Bt Trepi Tov DaiBavos
xai EKkAeiBou, ToUs 8¢ &Ahous dvaipei mévras. Does &Andeis mean ‘authentic’, in the
sense that Panactius accepted Plato, Xenophon, Antisthenes and Aeschines as the au-
thors of the Socratic works ascribed to them? Or does it mean that he regarded their
works as genuine or truthful accounts of Socrates? The latter is more likely. &Angis does
not appear to be Diogenes’ normal word for describing a work’s authenticity, for which
he uses pévos with the genitive, c.g. Swriwv ... Tabva uéva ¢noi Aoyévous eivar, vi.80
(cf. V1L163), or yvioios as distinct from voBevovrat (1t.57, 11.62). At 11105 he contrasts

vngious with Biovaléuevov.
* Pohlenz 1959, vol. 1, pp. 194-5; vol. 1, pp. 10, 98.
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ing of Socrates” Apology (SVF 1.9); whether Plato’s or Xenophon’s,
we are not told.

The literal truth of these stories is unimportant. What they
attest to is a tradition, which Zeno’s followers must have encour-
aged, that Socrates was the primary inspiration of his philosophy.
The next step is to consider this tradition in relation to Zeno’s
studies with the Cynic Crates and the Academic Polemo.* If I was
right in my earlier remarks about Polemo, his view of Socrates,
though strongly tinged by Plato, may not have differed in many
essential points from what was being propagated by the Cynics. In
any case, it may be misleading to think of Zeno’s philosophical
formation as a Cynic phase, followed by an Academic orientation,
leading finally to his own independent position. We should perhaps
view him as a Socratic throughout, who looked to the Cynics and
the Academy for interpretations of Socrates’ philosophy which he
could develop or reject according to his own independent reflec-
tions. So I proceed to test this hypothesis.

From the Cynics Zeno is likely to have acquired an account of
Socrates’ philosophy that did not differ essentially from ethical
doctrines attributed to Antisthenes (D.L. vi.10-13). In advancing
such propositions as the following — ‘the same men are noble and
virtuous’, ‘virtue is sufficient for happiness’, ‘the wise man is self-
sufficient’, ‘virtuous men are friends’, ‘prudence (phronésis) is the
most secure fortification’, ‘what is good is honourable (kala) and
what is bad is disgraceful (aischra)’ — Antisthenes, we can assume,
took himself to be representing Socrates’ philosophy. Zeno’s agree-
ment to all these propositions, which he could, of course, check
against Xenophon, Plato etc., shows the extent to which he ap-
propriated the Cynic Socrates.

Beginning with Antisth a Cynic of hostility to
Plato developed. It must in large part have been motivated by a
wish to detach Socrates from Plato, and, so far as the early Stoics
are concerned, the Cynics were successful. Zeno’s Republic seems
to have been overtly anti-Platonic. In his physics he sided with
the materialist Giants of Plato’s Sophist (246a); he reduced Platonic
Forms to mere conceptions; he || denied the immortality of the
soul; and he denicd any value to pleasure. I am not maintaining

e

“ For Zeno's studies with Polemo and Crates, cf. D.L. vit.2, Suda s.v. Zivwv, Numenius,
. 25 des Places; and with Polemo in particular, Cicero, Acad. 1.35, Fin. 1v.3.
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that Zeno owed nothing to Plato as distinct from Plato’s Socrates.
But in general the early Stoics’ acknowledged relationship to
Plato’s own philosophy, as distinct from Plato’s Socrates, was
critical and often hostile.**

Such Stoic divergences from Plato as I have menuoncd were no
barrier to the Stoics’ p i lves as ics. Antis-
thenes' anti-Platonic claim that he could see a horse but not
‘horseness’ could be interpreted as an anticipation of Zeno’s re-
duction of Is to mere tk hts.* It is ble to sup-
pose that Antisthenes took himself to have Socratic support for
rejecting Plato’s independently existing ‘Forms’. As for ethics, the
Socrates of Cicero, De finibus 11.90, rules pleasure completely out
of account. This is in line with Antisthenes and Stoicism, and
against Plato.**

But Zeno made physics and theology indispensable to ethics,
and an entirely Cynic Socrates should abjure the study of nature.
Or, to put the point more strongly, was Zeno in a position to rep-
resent himself as a Socratic when the doxographical tradition,
drawing on Xenophon and Plato, insisted that Socrates was purely
a moral philosopher? At this pomt we should return briefly to the
Academic Polemo. In di I d that his
Socratic leamngs may have been sumulated by the work of his
Academic seniors, especially Polemo. From Polemo, according to
Cicero (Fin. 1v.45; cf. v.14ff.), Zeno acquired the concept of ‘pri-
mary natural things’ — objects to which we are inclined by our
nature — which he, following Polemo’s lead, incorporated in his
doctrine that the ethical end is a life in agreement with nature.
There are problems, to be sure, about accepting Cicero’s report
at face value since it depends upon Antiochus’ distorted account
of the inuity between the philosophies of Plato, Aristotle and
Zeno. Still, I side with the majority of scholars in finding it im-

4 For evidence and discussion of these anti-Platonic points, cf. Long/Sedley 1987, vol. 1,
P. 435 (Zeno’s Republic), 1812, 274 (metaphysics and physics), 272, 318 (soul's corporeality
and destructibility), 421 (pleasurc). A more positive attitude towards Plato himself seems
to begin with Chrysippus, who drew heavily on the Timacus; cf. Long/Sedley 1987, vol. 1,

s* point, fr. 500 Caizzi: &

o5 sfvan Myav 8 frrmov

mméTnTa Bt oly dpd, and compare it with SVF 1.65. For the Stoic view of
universals, cf. Long/Sedley 1987, vol. 1, pp. 179-8

= For the various versions of Antisthenés: dicsum, ‘madncss s preferable to pleasure’, cf
fr. 108 Caizzi.

p. 278.
* Cf. the anachronistic introduction to this account of Antisthes
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probable that Antiochus completely fabricated the influence of
Polemo on Zeno’s ethics.*® If this has some historical foundation,
it allows us to think that Polemo encouraged Zeno to interpret
Socrates’ philosophy less restrictively than was the Cynic practice.

However, the Polemo connexion is highly speculative, and
Polemo was a Platonist. Did Zeno also have access to an account
of Socrates’ philosophy, independent of Plato, which made ethics
depend upon certain truths about nature?

The answer, if we attend to two passages of Xenophon’s Memo-
rabilia, is so strongly positive that one scholar has argued that these
passages are interpolations based on the Timaeus and even on
Stoicism itself!*’” In 1.4.5-18 Socrates demonstrates god’s benevo-
lence to human beings, by detailing their special ad ges over
the other animals in sensory equipment, hands, intelligence, and
sociability. He concludes with the || observation that the divine is
all-seeing, all-hearing, omnipresent and universally providential.
In 1v.3.2-18 the theme is the same, only this time some attention
is given to cosmology and to technology through human ability at
manipulating fire. Socrates here maintains that the other living
creatures were created for mankind’s sake. At section 11, he says:

Since there is abundance of fine and beneficial things, but they differ
from one another, the gods provided human beings with senses suitable
to each type of thing, through which we enjoy all goods. Further, they
have engendered intelligence in us, by means of which, calculating and
recalling what we perceive, we learn the mode of each thing’s utility, and
make many contrivances through which we enjoy good things and ward
off bad ones. They have also given us language, through which we give
one another a share of goods, by instruction and association, and estab-
lish laws and social life.*

This is certainly high-flying stuff for Xenophon. Yet it contains
nothing that an early fourth-century writer could not have written

“ On the positive side, see especially von Fritz 1952, pp. 2524-9, and Brink 1956, pp. 123~
45; and on the negative, Pohlenz 1959, vol. 1, pp. 249-51.

4 Cf. Lincke 1906, pp. 673-91. Among the many things which vitiate his argument is a
chronology of Zeno which places his birth, and the origin of the Stoa, far too carly.
“ 70 8, bmeibh ToAM uiv kah& kai gihiua, Biagépovra &AMy toTi, Tpoodiva [sc.
ol swu;] 7ol dntpdmors alabiions dpuotrovoas mpbs taaTa, 5i° dv &moAatiouey
mévTey @y dyably T8 Bt Kal Aoyioudy v tugton, & Tepi v aloBavbueda Aoy~
Léu(vm e xai wnuovelovres xaTauavidvoues STy BaoTa ouugiph, Kai TOMAG

76V Te dyoddv &mohavouey Kal T& Kaxd &eEspedor 6 Bt Kol

Epu“vdav Bodven, b fs mévriow Tov dyaday urtadisous Ts SMADI Bibdaxovres
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and believed to be Socratic. For my own part, I believe it was part
of Xenophon’s text by the time of Zeno and Polemo.* If so, its
implications for the Stoic Socrates are considerable. We now have
a source, independent of Plato, which credits Socrates with doc-
trines fundamental to Stoicism — thoroughgoing teleology, divine
providence, the gods’ special concern for man, and cosmic under-
pinning for law and society. But we have still more. Reflection on
Socrates’ remarks here about the structure of the senses, and their
capacity, in concert with reason, to enable human life to proceed
according to a divinely ordered plan, could have served Zeno well.
Not only could it have helped to shape his conception of a life in
agreement with nature; it could also have stimulated his efforts to
find an account of sense-perception and knowledge which might
be given Socratic endorsement.

The Epicureans were not slow to point out that Xenophon was
inconsistent in his remarks about Socrates’ interest or lack of in-
terest in theological speculation (Cicero, ND 1.31). By appeal to
such passages as the two I have just discussed, Zeno, if I am right,
thought he could combine a Socratic identity with the develop-
ment of other aspects of his philosophy. I am not suggesting, by
way of a rather mindless source criticism, that these two passages
from Xenophon were sufficient to shape the impulse of his overall
philosophy. Their coherence with Stoicism, however, is sufficiently
suggestive to provide further support for my hypothesis concern-
ing the importance to Zeno of finding Socratic support for his
doctrines.

Next, dialectic. If Socrates was to be securely distanced from
sophists and eristics, his interest in adversary argument had to be
carefully interpreted. Plato’s Euthydemus is the classic text. As dia-
lectic began to take on a life of its own during the early Hellenistic
period, with logical paradoxes being eagerly debated, it became
the more urgent for philosophers who claimed allegiance to Soc-
rates to insist that he was no supporter of skilful disputation for its
own sake. (Recall my earlier remarks about Polemo and Arcesi-
laus.) As the Cynics seem to have interpreted it, the purpose of ||
Socrates’ verbal virtuosity was not argument in any formal sense
but purely moral exhortation and instruction.

* Antisthenes has often been suggested as Xenophon's source, but on the flimsiest of
grounds; cf. Caizzi 1964, pp. 65-9.
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Zeno, we can see, thought otherwise. If he did little to antici-
pate Chrysippus’ great contribution to logic, he undoubtedly
regarded the subject as an integral part of philosophy. He wrote
two books of Elenchoi (D.L. vir4), and his follower Sphaerus was
famous for his ‘definitions’ (SVF 1.628). To Epictetus, at any rate,
both these interests were explicitly Socratic (see p. 2 above). I
cannot cite any text which proves that Zeno invoked Socrates in
support of his logic, but there is negative evidence to point that
way — his disagreements with his follower Aristo.

Bearing in mind what I have been saying about the dominant
image of the Hellenistic Socrates, consider the following testi-
monies concerning Aristo.

First, he confined the scope of philosophy to ethics, urging that
physics is beyond human powers, and that dialectic is irrelevant
since it does not contribute to the correct regulation of life (SVF
1.352). In a text of Eusebius (SVF 1.353) which mentions Socrates’
repudiation of physics, Aristippus and Aristo are referred to as
later philosophers who went the same way.

Second, Aristo is reported to have denied that god’s form can
be known. One of the sources of his thesis — Minucius Felix
(Octavius 19.13) — appends it to his previous observation that
‘Xenophon’s Socrates denies the visibility of god’s form and
therefore says it should not be investigated.”s®

Third, Aristo accounted for the unity of the virtues in a manner
which many scholars take to be the correct interpretation of Soc-
rates’ thesis in the Protagoras. He regarded the several virtues as
alternative characterisations of a single state of mind, knowledge
of good and bad, holding that their differences are only accidental
differentiations of this state, relative to circumstances. Malcolm
Schofield has argued p ively that Aristo’s doctrine should be
regarded as a criticism of Zeno: the master, Aristo held, was com-
mitted to the Socratic unity of the virtues, and yet misleadingly
also spoke as if he believed in a plurality of distinct virtues.**

These three points are sufficient to establish Aristo’s strong Soc-
ratic leanings. But they offer us a further and more exciting sug-
gestion. Aristo, having totally embraced the Socratic identity of
the school, as directed by Zeno, becomes disquieted. He sees Zeno,

3 A somewhat garbled conflation of Memorabilia 1v.3.14-15 and 1.1.13-15.
*1 Cf. Schofield 1984.
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in his support for physics and logic, backtracking on his true Soc-
ratic inheritance, and also misrepresenting Socrates on a crucial
cthical doctrine. It has been customary to treat Aristo as a Stoic
whose deviance is constituted by his Cynic proclivity, and un-
doubtedly his Socrates is closer than Zeno’s to the hero of Antis-
thenes and Diogenes. But rather than calling Aristo a Cynicising
Stoic, it would be better, I propose, to regard him as a Stoic who
thought that the Cynic tradition of Socrates was truer to the spirit
of the philosopher than tendencies which Zeno was initiating.**

ZENO, ARISTO AND SOCRATES IN PLATO,
EUTHYD. 278¢3-281¢5

I have omitted what is undoubtcdly Aristo’s most famous heresy —
his insi that lifi extends to cvcrythmg
except virtue and vice.' . Zeno held the || following propositions to
be true. First, that nothing is good except virtue and what partic-
ipates in virtue. Second, that nothing is bad except vice and what
participates in vice, Third, that of everything else, which is indif-
ferent, some indifferent things have negative or positive value,
while others are absolutely indifferent. Fourth, that the value or
disvalue of indifferent things is constituted by their accordance or
lack of accordance with nature. Fifth, that those which have pos-
itive value give us good reason to prefer them whenever we are
faced with choosing between them and their opposites; our happi-
ness and virtue require us to make good use of these materials.
Aristo accepted the first two of these propositions, rejected the
third and fourth, and thereby eliminated the need for the fifth. In
his doctrine, there is no reason in the nature of, say, health or
sickness, why one of these should be preferred to the other. Con-
siderations of the relative worth of such things play no part in a
virtuous agent’s decisions about what he should do. He does just
whatever it occurs to him to do, on the basis of his ethical knowl-
edge (introduxit, quibus commotus sapiens appeteret aliquid, quodcumque in
mentem incideret et quodcumque tamquam occurreret, Cicero, Fin. 1v.43).

* Anna Maria loppalo, in her fine book (loppolo 1980), though well sware of Socrates
importance to Aristo, does not, I think, suggest this point anywhere. For passages in her
book which discuss Aristo's relation to Socrates, see pp. 70, 76, 79, 86-9, 104, 136, 196,

208,
# SVF 1351, 361-9. For the Stoic doctrine of value, and the heresies of Aristo and
Herillus, cf. Long/Sedley 1987, vol. 1, pp. 354-9.
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Could both Zeno and Aristo invoke Socratic support for their
divergent doctrines of value? Diogenes Laertius 11.31, a passage I
have mentioned before (above p. 13), attributes to Socrates the
statement that one thing alone is good, knowledge, and one thing
alone is bad, ignorance. In the next sentence Socrates is alleged to
have also said that wealth and noble birth have no high standing
(oUBtv oeuvdy Exew), but, quite the reverse, are bad.>* Substitute
‘utterly indifferent’ for the doxographer’s absurd ‘bad’, and we
have in effect Aristo’s doctrine. Substitute ‘second-rank value’ for
‘bad’, and we get Zeno’s position.

The basis for the doxographer’s garbled account is the conclu-
sion of Socrates’ argument with Cleinias in the protreptic passage
of Plato’s Euthydemus (278¢—281e5). The first part of the argument
may be summarised as follows:

A Everyone wishes to fare well.

B Faring well requires the possession of many goods.

C  These goods include (1) wealth, health, beauty, other bodily
advantages, noble birth, power, honour; (2) temperance, jus-
tice and courage; (3) wisdom; (4) good fortune.

But wisdom is good fortune, since it never fails to make men
act and acquire correctly.

The goods enumerated in C cause us to fare well because they
benefit us.

They benefit us not by being possessed but by being used.
The correct use of C(1) goods is knowledge, which guides ac-
tion and makes it correct.

Therefore knowledge not only provides men with good for-
tune in every action and acquisition but also with faring well.
‘Without prudence and wisdom C(1) goods harm rather than
benefit men.

Q" = o

The last part of the argument needs to be presented in full:% ||

J  ‘Insum’, I said, ‘it would appear, Cleinias, that in the case of
all those things which we first said were good, our account is

* Bheye [Zwxp.] 8¢ xal &v pévov dyaddv dvan, Tiv moiuny, kal v pévov kadv, Thy
&uadiav- Tholmov Bt kal stytveiav oUBky ceuvéy Exsiv, T Bt TolvavTiov KaKdv.

3 The inclusion of courage and temperance as examples within this section of the argu-
ment, 281bg~cg, should not be taken to imply that they, as distinct from C{r) goods,
could ever be detached from wisdom; cf. Vlastos 1984, p. 210 n. 84. It is a pleasure to

i is ing article.

my to thi
* Translation (modified) of Vlastos 1984, p. 199.
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that (i), it is not their nature to be good just by themselves, but
the position, it seems, is as follows: (ii) if ignorance controls
them, they are greater bads than their opposites to the extent
of their greater power to serve their bad leader; while if they
are controlled by prudence and wisdom they are greater
goods, though in neither case do they have any value just by
themselves.” ‘Evidently, as it seems’, he said, ‘it is just as you
say’. ‘What, then, follows from what has been said? Is it any-
thing but this: that of the other things, none is either good or
bad, but of these two things, one — wisdom - is good, and the
other — ignorance — is bad?’ He agreed.*”

Diogenes’ garbled doxography is an indication of the impor-
tance of this passage for those who wanted a clear and author-
itative statement on Socrates’ ethics. Consider it now in relation
to Zeno and Aristo. (The assumption that they knew the text in-
timately will, I hope, be fully justified by my following remarks.)
They both accepted its conclusion: ‘Of the other things, none is
either good or bad, but of these two things, one — wisdom — i
good, and the other ~ ignorance — is bad’.* Socrates arrived at
this conclusion by arguing (J(i)), that health, wealth etc. are not of
a nature to be good just by themselves (aUtd xa®” aUTd); and
(J(i)), that such so-called ‘goods’ are actually greater bads than
their opposites in cases where both of them are controlled by ig-
norance, and greater goods in cases where both of them are con-
trolled by wisdom, but in neither case do they have any value just
by themselves.*®

* Eulhyd, B1da-e5; "Ev xegadaie 5, Hnv, & Khavia, xivBuvede: otimavra & Té mpédTov
Epanev &yadi sivan, o epl TouTou & Abyos aumols elvan, Smaws aUTé ye ka8’ alTd mé-
guxey &yadd, G’ s forxew &B' byar b v abmdov Ayfiran dabla, eife> kaxd dvan
av vavriov, 806 BuwatdTepa UTpeTdy T4 Ayountve kaxd Svm, &v Bt gpévnais
e xal copia, peilw dyadd, abma Bk kad abté olBTpa aUTGw oUBEvS &ia dvan. ~
Qadveran, 19, s forkev, oUrws, ds oU Mysis. — Ti olv Aulv ouuBaiver & T6v sipn-
whveov; &NNo 11 A Ty kv &M oUBLy v olrre dyabby ole xaxdy, ToUTow B Buciy
Svtow # uiv gogia dyadév, 4 5k &uabia kaxév; ~ WuoAéyer. Cf. Meno B7c-8ga for a
nnlungly similar argument.

b, where Socrates reminds Cleinias of their agreement that only émaThun Tis is

good.
# T take it that 7w bvavriow in 281d6 must mean ‘the opposites of health ctc. when these
opposites are controlled by ignorance’, and el dyadd, 281ds, ‘greater goods than the
opposites of health etc. when these opposites are controlled by wisdom’. This is what the
argument requires, and it reccives support from 281b6-8: ‘Would a man be benefited
who had acquired much and does much without intelligence, or rather one who had
[acquired and does few things] with intelligence?” The upshot of what immediately
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Before discussing the two Stoics’ interpretation of these prem-
ises, a word must be said about Socrates’ conclusion. Gregory
Vlastos argued that it is misleadingly formulated.®® It should be
read, he proposes, not as an unequivocal assertion to the effect
that nothing at all is good except wisdom, and nothing at all is
bad except ignorance, but rather as follows: ‘None of those other
things is either good or bad [just by itself], while wisdom alone is
good [just by itself] and ignorance alone is bad [just by itself].’
The ‘[just by itself]’ interpolations are necessary, he argues, in
order to make the conclusion square with Socrates’ views about
non-moral goods elsewhere in Plato; they are also necessary on the
logical ground that the conclusion stated at 281e2-5 only makes
sense if it is treated as a deduction from what is explicit at 281d4—
9: ‘no non-moral good is good just by itself; and no non-moral evil
is bad just by itself*. ||

Putting aside for the moment the matter of consistency with
Socrates’ views elsewhere, I tend to think that the suggested inter-
polation is a weakening, and not a logical improvement, of the
argument.®? To be sure, Socrates has allowed a so-called ‘good’
of the C(1) type, such as health, in conjunction with wisdom to be
a greater good than sickness in conjunction with wisdom. But he
combines this thought with the proposition that such a so-called

follows this question is that opportunitics for doing wrong and thereby faring badly are
diminished the less the wrongdoer has or does. Sickness provides less of an opportunity
for doing wrong or for doing right than health.
 Viastos 1984, pp. 199-201

0 Vlastos (1984) writes (n. 9o,
be crazy to infer “x is not
Fin disjunction from W,
main text below and n. 62.

# Viastos 1984, p. 200, argucs that this is how Socrates’ conclusion must be read, in order
that (), ‘none of those other things is cither good or bad", should be entailed by the
previous claim that no non-moral good is o0 Just by el and (3, consstncy be
secured with the trichotomy of Gorgias 46714684, in which health is asa
‘good". With regard to (5), see main text below and n. 70. (d), on Viastos’ mdmg, turns
out to be not a significant inference, but a repetition of what it is said to follow from. In
2B1d3-5, Socrates has alrcady asserted that ‘the things we first said were good are not
good just by themselves’. If this is all that he is asserting in the first part of his con-
clusion, ‘none of these other things is cither good or bad', his ostensible conclusion is re-
duced to a summary, which contributes nothing new. I find it more plausible to suppose
that Socrates takes the non-goodness / total valuelessness of health, wealth etc., just by
themselves, together with the claim that what confers value on them (if lnylhmg does) is
isdom alon, 0 anction the conclasion tha wikdor, strietly speaking, is the only good.
Le. wisdom alone is good, because all d ‘goods’ like health, in cases where
they can be truly called good, owe all their goodnen to wisdom.

211): ‘From “x is Fonly in conjunction with W" it would
‘The sober inference from that premise would be *‘x is not
“x is not F just by itsel™.’ For my response to this, sec
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“This collection of twelve of A. A. Long’s contributions to the revival of
Stoic studies over the last three decades easily surpasses his modest
aim of a ‘reasonably coherent volume.’ Long’s discussions enjoy consis-
tently thorough contextualization; psychology cannot be understood
without natural philosophy, nor dialectic without ethics, and Long’s case
studies show both that and how that is the case, in persuasive detail
and with enviable clarity. The pieces fall into three subject areas: intel-
lectual and cultural inheritance, ethics, and psychology.”

CATHERINE ATHERTON, New College, Oxford

“A.A. Long’s Stoic Studies does far more than bring together a set of
important papers on Stoicism. Read together, the papers in this collec-
tion paint two pictures. One is of the author and his broad-minded pur-
suit of an intellectual ‘fascination,” a pursuit carried out with historical
and literary rigour as well as considerable philosophical ingenuity. The
other is of the Stoic school itself, emerging from a passion for Socratic
arguments; engaging critically and analytically with Greek culture gener-
ally; embracing ambitious and imaginative theories in physics and theol-
ogy; decisively opting for naturalistic doctrines in physics and psycholo-
gy, investing its best and most ingenious work in moral psychology and
ethics; and in the end confronting the limits of naturalism in moral psy-
chology in its still Socratic quest for the improvement of the individual
human soul. It is a long and remarkably rich philosophical history, and
Tony Long has done a very great deal to help others feel its fascination.”
BRAD INwooD, University of Toronto

“Long writes in a lucid, engaging way, even when treating difficult sub-
jects or referring to complex scholarly and philosophical debates. He has
a special gift for combining, in thirty pages or so, an illuminating survey
of a topic with at least one sustained analysis of a key text or theory. As
a result, this collection has a coherence and internal development that
makes it comparable with a good monograph. It is an immensely valu-
able addition to our stock of books on Stoicism, and will be useful both
to general readers and to specialists.”

CHRISTOPHER GILL, University of Exeter
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