THE UNIVERSITY OF

WARWICK

University of Warwick institutional repository: http://go.warwick.ac.uk/wrap

A Thesis Submitted for the Degree of PhD at the University of Warwick
http://go.warwick.ac.uk/wrap/52300

This thesis is made available online and is protected by original copyright.
Please scroll down to view the document itself.

Please refer to the repository record for this item for information to help you to
cite it. Our policy information is available from the repository home page.


http://go.warwick.ac.uk/wrap

THE ART OF LIVING
Stoic Ideas Concerning

the Nature and Function of Philosophy

John Sellars

A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements for

the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Philosophy

University of Warwick, Department of Philosophy

July 2001



Table of Contents

Acknowledgements
Declaration
Abstract

Abbreviations

INTRODUCTION
1. The Topic

2. The Structure

PART ONE: Biog and téxvn

CHAPTER ONE: PHILOSOPHY AND BIOGRAPHY
1. The Philosopher’s Beard
2. épya and Adyor
3. The Philosopher’s Biog
(a) Xenophon's Memorabilia
(b) Diogenes Laertius’s Life of Diogenes the Cynic
(c) Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus

4. Summary

CHAPTER TWO: THE SOCRATIC ORIGINS OF THE ART OF LIVING
1. Philosophy and Biog
2. Care of Oneself in the Apology and Alcibiades I

3. The Analysis of téxvn in the Gorgias

FSN

. Different Types of téxwn

5. The Role of &oknoig

ii

vi

vii

viil

1X

12

20

20

29

32

35

39

43

48



6.

7.

CHAPTER THREE: THE STOIC CONCEPTION OF THE ART OF LIVING
1.

2.

Aristotle’s Interpretation of Socrates

Summary

The Phrase ‘Art of Living’
The ldeal of the Sage
An Art Concerned with the Soul

(a) The Medical Analogy in Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations

1l

78

83

87

87

91

99

100

(b) The Medical Analogy in Galen’s On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato 103

. Stoic Definitions of t€xvn

The Relationship Between doxnoig and Adyog

. The Stoic Division of Philosophy

Towards a Definition of Philosophy

. Summary

CHAPTER FOUR: SCEPTICAL OBJECTIONS

1. The Sceptical Method

2.

Sextus Empiricus’s Objections to an Art of Living
(a) Competing Arts of Living
(b) The Art of Living Cannot be Taught
(¢) The Art of Living Presupposes Adequate Impressions
(d) The Art of Living Produces no Distinctive Actions
(e) The Art of Living Cannot be Put into Practice

(f) Summary

3. Philosophy and Biography in Scepticism

4.

Summary

107

118

124

129

134

136

138

139

140

145

149

154

157

160

161

165



v

PART TWO: Adyvog and doknolg

CHAPTER FIVE: PHILOSOPHICAL EXERCISES 168
1. The Relationship between &oxnoig and Adyog 168
2. The Concept of a Spiritual Exercise 173

(a) Hadot on Spiritual Exercises 174
(b) Hadot, Foucault, and Nussbaum on the Nature of Philosophy 182
3. The Function of Spiritual Exercises 188
(a) Habituation 189
(b) Digestion 192
4. The Mechanism of Spiritual Exercises 195
(a) The Stoic Conception of yoyn 196
(b) Transformation of the yoyn 198
5. The Form of Spiritual Exercises 200

CHAPTER SIX: EXERCISES IN THE HANDBCOOK OF EPICTETUS 204
1. Introduction to the Handbook 205
2. The Structure of the Handbook 211

(a) Section 1: Three témot 212
(b) Sections 2-29: Physical Exercises 216
(c) Sections 30-41: Ethical Exerciscs 221
(d) Sections 42-45: Logical Exercises 224
(e) Sections 46-52: The Philosophical Biog 226
(f) Section 53: Maxims 228

3. Summary 230



CHAPTER SEVEN: EXERCISES IN THE M /EDITATIONS OF MARCUS AURELIUS 233

1. The Literary Form of the Meditations

2. The Point of View of the Cosmos

-~
3.

(a) Spiritual Exercises in the Meditations
(b) Impressions and Judgements

(¢) Adequate Impressions

(d) Epistemological Exercises

Summary

CONCLUSION

1.

[N

Towards a Technical Conception of Philosophy

Two Conceptions of Philosophical Knowledge

. Philosophy and Biography

Three Different Types of Philosophical Text

The Persistence of the Technical Conception of Philosophy

ADDITIONAL NOTES

GLOSSARY OF GREEK WORDS AND PHRASES

GUIDE TO ANCIENT PHILOSOPHERS AND AUTHORS

BIBLIOGRAPHY

INDEX LOCORUM

234

238

238

246

256

262

268

269

275

276

277

279

284

291

296



vi

Acknowledgements

First and foremost I would like to acknowledge the expert guidance provided
by my supervisor, Professor Andrew Benjamin. His tireless encouragement,
his enthusiasm for my work, his patience, and his careful guidance, have been
vital influences on the final form of this thesis.

I must also express my gratitude to Professor Simon Swain of the
Department of Classics at Warwick for generously reading through an earlier
draft, correcting numerous minor errors, and drawing my attention to a
number of larger problems. I know that I have not answered all of his
concerns. I am, however, sure that the final version has benefited considerably
from his attention.

Mention must also be made of the expert tuition I received from Mr Frank
Beetham and Mr Tom Cannock in Greek and Latin respectively. Thanks also
to Alberto Toscano and Floris van der Burg for assistance with passages of
Italian and German respectively, and Hector Kollias for occasional help with
passages of French, German, and some of the finer details of Greek accenting.

I am also grateful for financial support from, initially, both of my parents,
and then, later, from the AHRB of the British Academy.

Finally, I must express my debt to Dawn for her continual support, for
reading and commenting on numerous versions of every part of this work, anc
for proof-reading the entire final draft. T would not have completed thi:

without her.



Vi

Declaration

I declare that this thesis is my own work and that no part has been submitted
for a degree at any other university. I also declare that some of the matenal in
Chapter Seven has appeared in a much shorter form and in a different context
in a article entitled ‘The Point of View of the Cosmos’, published in Pli: The
Warwick Journal of Philosophy 8 (1999), and produced during the course of

the preparation of this thesis.



Vit

Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to consider the relationship between philosophy and
biography, and the bearing that this relationship has on debates concerning the
nature and function of philosophy. There exists a certain tradition that
conceives philosophy exclusively in terms of rational discourse and as such
explicitly rejects the idea of any substantial relationship between philosophy
and the way in which one lives. I shall argue that the claim that philosophy
cannot have any impact upon biography is often based upon an implicit
conception of philosophy as primarily rational discourse.

In contrast to this 1 shall draw upon Socratic and Stoic philosophical
resources in order to reconstruct an alternative conception of philosophy as an
art concerned with one’s way of life. Central to this conception will be the
relationship between philosophical discourse or argument and philosophical
training or exercise. 1 shall argue that the ancient claim that philosophy is
primarily expressed in one’s behaviour presupposes a conception of
philosophy as an art that involves both rational discourse and training or
exercise as two equally important components. I shall argue that by adopting
this alternative conception of philosophy as a fechné it will be possible to
understand properly the relationship between philosophy and biography.

In Part One I shall outline the ancient idea that philosophy is something
expressed in one’s life, the Socratic conception of philosophy as an art, the
Stoic development of this conception into an art of living, and some ancient
objections to this Stoic conception. In Part Two I shall examine the
relationship between philosophical discourse and exercises in Stoic
philosophy, focusing upon the neglected concept of philosophical askesis.
Central to this will be the literary form of such exercises and so I shall focus
upon two texts (by Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius) concerned with

philosophical exercises.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The Topic

In his series of lectures on the history of philosophy Hegel found himself
confronted with a peculiar difficulty when he came to discuss Socrates.' His
problem was that, in the case of Socrates, Hegel found it difficult to
disentangle what he considered to be the merely biographical from what he
held to be truly philosophical. He noted, quite rightly, that with Socrates
philosophy and biography are intimately interrelated.? For Hegel this devalued
Socrates’ philosophy insofar as he thought that philosophy proper must be

removed from the here and now of an individual’s life and developed into an

' Hegel, Vorlesungen iiber die Geschichte der Philosophie, teconstructed by Michelet from
lecture notes and first published 1833-36. Michelet also produced a shortened second edition
in 1840-44 upon which Haldane & Simson’s English translation is based. However the edition
of the German text that I have consulted (in Hegel, Werke, vols 18-20) reproduces Michelet’s
first edition. For discussion of Hegel’s portrait of Socrates sece Montuori, De Socrate luste
Damnato, pp. 11-15; Socrates: Physiology of a Myth, p. 32; Kierkegaard. The Concept of
Irony, pp. 219-37; Kofman, Socrates: Fictions of a Philosopher, pp. 39-124.

* See Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 389: “Socrates” life [...] is.
however, closely intertwined with his interest in Philosophy, and the events of his life are
bound up with his principles™.
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abstract system.’ In the case of the Cynics, whose philosophy is preserved
almost exclusively in biographical anecdotes and aphorisms, Hegel was even
more dismissive.* These judgements reflect Hegel’s own conception of the
nature and function of philosophy as it is outlined in the Introduction to the
lectures; namely as a matter of universal thought directed towards truth.’
Hegel’s difficulties with Socrates and the Cynics derive from the inability of
this conception of philosophy to consider the philosophical significance of
biographical material.® Philosophy, as conceived by Hegel, cannot deal
adequately with the idea that an individual’s philosophy may be expressed in
his or her way of life.

This difficulty is by no means confined to Hegel. Around a century later C.
D. Broad could not conceive of the possibility that the study of philosophy
could impact upon an individual’s way of life. In particular he claimed that the

study of ethical theory would make as little impact upon someone’s conduct as

> See Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 396: “Because the philosophy of
Socrates is no withdrawal from existence now and here into the free, pure regions of thought,
but is in a piece with his life, it does not proceed to a system”. For Hegel’s conception of
S)hilosophy underpinning this judgement see the Introduction to the Lectures, vol. 1, pp. 1-116.
See Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 479: “There is nothing particular
to say of the Cynics, for they possess but little Philosophy, and they did not bring what they
had into a scientific system”; vol. 1, p. 484: “Diogenes is only famed for his manner of life;
with him, as with the moderns, Cynicism came to signify more a mode of living than a
philosophy”. For discussion sece Nichues-Probsting, ‘The Modern Reception of Cynicism’, pp.
330-31.
> See e.g. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 1, pp. 7-8, 11, 27, 90.
® By ‘biography’ here and throughout this study I do not mean just the literary genre of written
biography but rather the course and manner of an individual’s life (i.e. what is recorded in a
written biography). This reflects the range of the Greek word Piog which primarily means
‘manner of life’ but which also came to be used to signify the literary genre of biography.
While my remarks will hopefully apply to the relationship between philosophy and written
biography, their primary concern is with the relationship between an individual’s philosophy
and the way in which he or she lives.
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the study of dynamics would upon someone’s golf performance.” He went on
to conclude his own study of ethics with the dismissive remark that ethical
theory is “quite good fun for those people who like that sort of thing”.® More
recently, Bernard Williams has dismissed the claim that the study of
philosophical accounts of the emotions could have any therapeutic value for
the individual concerned.” In particular he has doubted that philosophy,
conceived as rigorous argument and intellectual analysis, could impact upon
how someone leads their life. He says that he cannot himself conceive how the
study of the logical theory of the Stoic Chrysippus, for instance, could make
any difference to an individual’s behaviour.'°

At first glance this might suggest some form of ancient-modern dichotomy
in which ancients such as Socrates and Chrysippus thought philosophy was in
some way connected to one’s way of life, while moderns such as Hegel and
Williams do not. However, an attitude similar to that of Hegel and Williams
can already be found in Aristotle. In a series of remarks concerning the
philosophy of Socrates, Aristotle doubted the Socratic claim that the
possession of knowledge (¢miothun) — a definition (0piopoc) or rational

account (AOyog) — concerning some particular thing could have any direct

7 See Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 285 (and cited by Sandbach, The Stoics. p. 11):
“We can no more learn to act rightly by appealing to the ethical theory of right action than we
can play golf well by appealing to the mathematical theory of the flight of the golf-ball. The
interest of ethics is thus almost wholly theoretical, as is the interest of the mathematical theory
of golf or of billiards™.

® Broad, Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 285.

? See Williams. ‘Do Not Disturb’ (a review of Nussbaum’s The Therapy of Desire) and *Stoic
Philosophy and the Emotions’. Williams” position has been challenged by Richard Sorabji in
‘Is Stoic Philosophy Helpful as Psychotherapy? and Emotion and Peace of Mind, esp. pp.
159-68.

10 See Williams, ‘Do Not Disturb’, p. 26.
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impact upon one’s behaviour (Biog) in relation to that thing.'' Insofar as
Aristotle defines philosophy as a matter of Aoyoc,'? this criticism of Socrates’
thesis may be seen as the foundation for a more general claim that philosophy
— conceived as a matter of Adyoc,” an activity primarily concerned with
giving a rational account of the world — will not have any direct impact upon
an individual’s actions (¥pyc). Williams, in his remarks concerning
Chrysippus, can also be seen to define philosophy in terms of Aéyoc when he
characterises it as a subject primarily understood as “rigorous argument”.'*
Moreover, the idea of an ancient-modern dichotomy is further challenged
by the fact that there have been a number of modern philosophers who have

affirmed the idea that philosophy might be primarily expressed in an

"' The key passages are Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1144b28-30 (= SSR 1 B 30), Ethica
Eudemia 1216b2-10 (= SSR 1B 28), 1246b32-35 (= SSR 1 B 29), Magna AMoralia 1198a10-13
(= SSR I B 33). These will be discussed in Chapter Two § 6.

"> Aristotle defines philosophy in terms of Adyog in Metaphysica 981b5-6. He refines his
understanding of Adyog in De Inferpretatione 16b26-17a7 to rdéyog Amogoviikdg. ‘a
statement that shows or proves something’. The highest form of philosophy for Aristotle will
be a matter of such statements (A0yor) concerning first principles and causes (&pyog xoi
ottiog; see Metaphysica 982al-3, with Alexander of Aphrodisias In Metaphysica 6.1-5).
These statements are clearly separable from the behaviour of the individuals who make them.
Indeed, Aristotle explicitly characterises such knowledge as unconcerned with action (see
Metaphysica 982b20-21, with Alexander of Aphrodisias In Metaphysica 5.16-20, 15.22-30).
This summary account of Aristotle’s conception of philosophy would of course be
complicated considerably if one attempted to take into account some of his remarks in the
Ethica Nicomachea (esp. 1103b26-30, 1105b12-18).

* By Adyog in this context 1 mean a rational account, explanation, or definition expressed in
discourse (see the substantial entry in LSJ). By using this word I want to capture the twin
ideas of rational explanation and verbal expression (Adoyog is a verbal noun of Aéyw and
literally means ‘something said’). I shall use ‘philosophy conceived as Adyog™ as shorthand for
philosophy conceived as an activity concerned with developing a rational understanding of the
world that is expressed in discourse or argument (as opposed to a philosophy expressed in
actions (€pya) or way of life (Biog)).

' Williams. ‘Do Not Disturb’, p. 26.
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L

individual’s behaviour.!” This is a recurrent theme in the works of Nietzsche

and is particularly prominent in his essay Schopenhauer as Educator:

I attach importance to a philosopher only to the extent that he is
capable of setting an example. [...] the philosopher must supply this
example in his visible life, and not merely in his books; that is, it must
be presented in the way the philosophers of Greece taught, through
facial expressions, demeanor, clothing, food, and custom more than

through what they said, let alone what they wrote.'

For Nietzsche, the true philosopher must offer an image of a complete way of
life rather than focus upon the abstract notion of attaining ‘pure knowledge’
(reine Wissenschaft)."” The philosopher is an artist and his life is his work of
art.'® As is well known, Nietzsche was intimately familiar with ancient

philosophy and in particular with the anecdotal history of the lives of the

'* For a preliminary discussion of the significance of the idea of the philosophical life in
modern philosophy see Miller, ‘From Socrates to Foucault: The Problem of the Philosophical
Life’.

!¢ Nietzsche, Schopenhauer as Educator § 3 (KGW 111 1, 346; Complete Works, vol. 2, pp.
183-84). Note also § 8 (KGW 111 1, 413; Complete Works, vol. 2, p. 246): “The only possible
criticism of any philosophy, and the only one that proves anything, is trying to see if one can
live by this philosophy”.

17 See Nietzsche, Schopenhauer as Educator § 3 (KGW I 1, 347, Complete Works, vol. 2, p.
184).

'8 See in particular the following from Nietzsche’s NachlaB: “The philosopher’s product is his
life (first, before his works). It is his work of art [Kunstwerk]” (KGW 111 4, 29 [205]. Complete
Works, vol. 11, pp. 274-75); “One should have a philosophy only to the extent that one is
capable of living according to this philosophy™ (KGW 111 4, 30 [17]; Complete Works, vol. 11,
p. 299). “As long as philosophers do not muster the courage to advocate a lifestyle
[Lebensordnung] structured in an entirely different way and demonstrate it by their own
example, they will come to nothing” (KGW III 4, 31 [10]; Complete J¥orks, vol. 11. p. 311).
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losophers by Diogenes Laertius.”® More recently, two philosophers greatly
uenced by Nietzsche, and also each drawn to the ancient image of the
losopher, have considered the relationship between philosophy and
graphy. The first of these, Michel Foucault, has suggested that philosophy
sht be conceived as an activity directed towards turning one’s life into a

rk of art:

What strikes me is the fact that, in our society, art has become
something which is related only to objects and not to individuals or to
life. [...] But couldn’t everyone’s life become a work of art? Why

should the lamp or the house be an art object but not our life?*°

e second, Gilles Deleuze, in a reading of Spinoza influenced by his own
rk on Nietzsche, has developed the concept of ‘practical philosophy’
nceived as a mode of living or way of life in which philosophy and life are
ited.*! Elsewhere, in a discussion concerning the image of the philosopher

wwing upon Diogenes Laertius, Deleuze has suggested that,

Nietzsche’s early philological work focused on Diogenes Laertius: ‘De Laertii Diogenis
ttibus’ (1868-69), ‘Analecta Laertiana’ (1870), and Beitrdge zur Quellenkunde und Kritik
» Laertius Diogenes (1870), all in KGW II 1. For a detailed analysis of their philological
rit see Barnes, ‘Nietzsche and Diogenes Laertius’.

Foucault, ‘On the Genealogy of Ethics: An Overview of Work in Progress’. in Dits et écrits,
. 4. pp. 392, 617; Essential Works, vol. 1. p. 261 (for this and other references to shorter
rks by Foucault I supply references to these two collections rather than their original placgs
publication; note that some of these shorter works were first published in English). When in
s interview Foucault was questioned about this idea, he explicitly acknowledged
stzsche’s influence. Foucault’s account will be discussed further in Chapter Five § 2.

See Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, esp. pp. 3, 122, 130 (Spinoza: Philosophie
wtique, pp. 9-10, 164-65_ 175).
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we should not be satisfied with either biography or bibliography; we
must reach a secret point where the anecdote of life and the aphorism

of thought amount to one and the same thing.*

aere is, then, an ongoing debate concerning the relationship between
ulosophy and biography. In this study my concemn is to consider the nature
“this relationship and to examine the conceptions of philosophy involved in
e various assessments of this relationship. Hegel, for example, is quite open
yncerning the nature of his own conception of philosophy and it is relatively
raightforward to see how this has shaped his assessment of Socrates. In other
1ses, the presuppositions concerning the nature and function of philosophy
:main implicit. The aim of this study is to construct a conception of
ailosophy that is able to deal adequately with the idea that philosophy is
»mething that is primarily expressed in one’s way of life. Of course one may
iy that none of the major figures in the history of philosophy — Aristotle and
egel included — would deny that the study of philosophy would have some
npact upon the behaviour of the individual concerned. However in many
ases this is merely an incidental consequence of what is conceived to be
rimarily a matter of developing theoretical understanding. The aim here,
ien, is to explore the possibility of a conception of philosophy in which

hilosophical ideas are primarily expressed in behaviour, a conception in

Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, p. 128 (Logique du sens, p. 153). This may be seen to foqn
art of Deleuze’s rejection of Platonic transcendence and his affirmation of (in part) Stoic
ispired immanence. For Deleuze, this move involves replacing the concept of philosophy as
are thought (philosophy as a reflection upon life) with one in which philosophy and life are
nited (philosophy as a way of life).
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which understanding is developed not for its own sake but ratherj:\order to
transform one’s way of life, a conception of philosophy that would make
biography not merely incidentally relevant but rather of central importance to
philosophy.?

Those modern philosophers who have been sympathetic to this idea have
often turned to antiquity for inspiration. It is of course a commonplace to
proclaim that in antiquity philosophy was conceived as a way of life. To be a
philosopher in antiquity — a Platonist, a Stoic, an Epicurean, a Cynic, a
Neoplatonist, even an Aristotelian — meant that one would live in a
specifically philosophical manner.”* However, on its own, this claim tells us
little concerning how one might understand the relationship between an
individual’s philosophy and his way of life. Of those who have attempted to
explore this question, Foucault has been most explicit, suggesting that in
antiquity philosophy was often conceived as an art of living, a “techné tou
biow” > As a matter of fact this phrase does not appear in this precise form in
the ancient literature.”® However there are references to a téxvn mepi 1ov Piov,
an art concerned with one’s way of life. Almost all of the ancient occurrences

of this phrase derive from sources with Stoic connections and it is with the

* Thus my concern here is with the idea that biography may be of philosophical relevance
insofar as it expresses philosophical ideas (i.e. the impact of philosophy on one’s biography): I
am not concerned with the idea that certain biographical information may contribute to
understanding the formation of a philosophical position (i.e. rot the impact of biography on
one’s philosophy).

24 For general studies of different conceptions of philosophy in antiquity see Hadot, Qu ‘est-ce
que la philosophie antique?; Jordan, Ancient Concepts of Philosophy. Domanski, La
philosophie, théorie ou maniére de vivre?; Gauss, Plato’s Conception of Philosophy: Chroust,
‘Late Hellenistic ‘Textbook Definitions’ of Philosophy’.

* See e.g. Foucault, The Care of the Self, pp. 43-45 (Le souci de soi, pp. 60-63). Note also
Nehamas, The Art of Living, p. 96, who also uses this phrase.
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Stoics that this conception of philosophy as the art of living came to be
developed.”” Insofar as they appear to have been the only ancient
philosophical school to explore the nature of this relationship between

will

philosophy and biography in any detail, it is with them that this study shatf be

. . . . Al& ") L)LS
primarily concerned. The Stoic Epictetus dsﬁ;rcs philosophy thus:

Philosophy does not promise to secure anything external for man,
otherwise it would be admitting something that lies beyond its proper
subject-matter. For just as wood is the material of the carpenter,
bronze that of the statuary, so each individual’s own life (6 Blog adToD
gxéoTov) is the material (VAn) of the art of living (t7ig mepi Piov

"céxvng).zg

Here Epictetus presents his philosophy conceived as an art of living as an

activity directed towards the transformation of one’s way of life (Bioc). In

* This and all of the following data concerning the frequency of phrases derive from the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database and the Packard Humanities Institute Latin database.

%7 The formulation téxvy nept 1OV Pilov occurs 4 times, all in Sextus Empiricus (Pyrrhoniae
Hypotyposes 3.272, 273, Adversus Mathematicos 11.180, 209). Variations on this formulation
occur a total of 41 times, of which 34 occur in Sextus (many in his preferred form 7 TCEptl 0V
Plov 1€y vn) during his series of arguments against the idea of an art of living (which will be
discussed in Chapter Four § 2). The remaining 7 occurrences are: Epictetus Disserfationes
1.15.2, Chrysippus apud Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 3.8.16 (5.352 Kiihn =
226.25-29 De Lacy = SVF 2.909, 911), Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b10 (2.66.14-67.4
WH = STF 3.5605, Strabo 1.1.1 (= Posidonius test. 75 EK), Philo Legum Allggoria 1.57 (=
SVF 3.202), Plutarch Quaestiones Convivales 613b, and Clement of Alexandria Paedagogz.zs
2.2 (PG 8.420a), the most important of which will be discussed in Chapter Three § 1. Latin
equivalents would be ars vifae and ars vivendi; these occur in Cicero De Finibus 1.42, 1._72,
3.4, 4.19,5.16, 5.18, Tusculanae Disputationes 2.12, Academica 2.23, Seneca, Epistulae 95.7,
95.8, 95.9. Note also Seneca fr. 17 Haase apud Lactantius Divinae Institutiones 3.15.1 (PL
6.390-91). o .
% Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.2: thocopio. 1@V £KTOG Tt ;rcspmplﬂqew 0 AVBpdTY sm}ig
1, €€ T THg idlog VAng dvadéEeTon. g Yop -témovgg VAN T L0, AVOpLAVTOTOLOD O
xohxdg, obtmg Thg mepi Piov Téxvng VAN O Blog ad10d EkdoTOVL.
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contrast to the conception of philosophy as Adyoc, this conception is explicitly
concerned with the way in which one lives. The function of philosophy, for
Epictetus, is to transform one’s behaviour, and any development in genuine
philosophical understanding will, for him, always be expressed in one’s
actions (£€pya). This idea of an art (1€ vn) concerned with transforming one’s
behaviour clearly shares something with the Socrates of the Apology and the
early Platonic dialogues where knowledge of human excellence (épetn) is
repeatedly compared to knowledge of an art or craft (téyvn).”

A provisional generalisation would be to say that for philosophers such as
Aristotle, Hegel, and Williams, philosophy is conceived as primarily a matter
of Adyog; for Socrates, the Stoics, Nietzsche, and Foucault, philosophy is
conceived as a téyvn, and in particular a téyvn primarily concerned with
transforming one’s Piog.> Insofar as philosophers who conceive philosophy in
terms of Adyog appear to be unable to deal adequately with the philosophical
significance of biography and the more general relationship between
philosophy and biography, the aim of this study is to draw upon primarily
Stoic ancient philosophical resources in order to construct a conception of
philosophy that can deal with this relationship.

A common objection to the characterisation of philosophy as an art of

living is the claim that, insofar as it downplays the role of AO0yog, it makes a

** In general I translate Téxvn as ‘art’ but occasionally use ‘craft’. “skill’, or all three togemer.
Another alternative sometimes used is ‘expertise’ (€.g. Annas & Bames,‘Sextus‘ Empincuf,
Outlines of Scepticism). 1 often use ‘expert’ for Texvitng rather than i&l’tISt’ or ‘craftsman’.
Socrates’ apparent use of an amalogy between wéyvn and épetn will be discussed (and
qualified) in Chapter Two § 4.
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philosophical way of life indistinguishable from other, say, religious ways of
life also common in antiquity.™ Yet what distinguishes a philosophical way of
life from these religious ways of life is the fact that it is grounded upon, and
expresses a desire for, rational understanding as opposed to, say, mystical
insight or unquestioned faith in a system of beliefs. What makes the concept of
an art of living specifically philosophical is the essential role that rational
understanding, analysis, or argument (Adyog) plays within it. What
distinguishes this conception of philosophy from that held by Aristotle, Hegel,
or Williams is that this rational understanding is not constitutive but rather
simply a necessary condition. It is the philosopher’s distinctively rational way
of life (Blog) that is constitutive, his actions and behaviour, which are of
course an expression of his rational understanding.

The central task of this study will be to construct a conception of
philosophy in which A0yog is a necessary component but is not the only
constitutive element. In order to accomplish this task I shall draw upon those
ancient philosophers who explicitly conceived philosophy in these terms,
namely the Stoics, but also Socrates insofar as he can be seen to lay the
foundations for their conception of an art of living, a téxvn mepi Tov Blov.
Central to this conception of philosophy will be the significance of

philosophical exercise or training (&oxnoic) and the role that this plays

3 Of course this is merely a generalisation in order to contrast two general conceptions of
philosophy. 1 do not mean to make any substantive claims concerning any of these
philosophers at this stage.

' See e.g. Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, pp. 353-54, who criticises Foucault and
“affiliated writers” (by which she appears to mean Pierre Hadot) on this point. She suggests
that their accounts place too much emphasis upon “habits and tfechniques du soi” (ie.
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alongside rational discourse (Aéyog) in the concept of an art (téxvn).>> The
reconstruction of this conception of philosophy will allow two things. Firstly,
it will make it possible to approach those ancient philosophers who conceived
philosophy in these terms with a proper understanding of their implicit
presuppositions concerning what it was that they thought they were engaged
in. This is essential in order to avoid anachronistic judgements.*®> Closely
related to this is the re-assessment of certain authors who have often been
dismissed as non-philosophical without pausing to consider the assumptions
implicit within such a judgement. Secondly, reconstructing this conception of
philosophy will, it is hoped, form a contribution to the more general debate
concerning the nature of the relationship between philosophy and biography

and the nature and function of philosophy as such.

2. The Structure

The first chapter of this study is devoted to developing an understanding of the
relationship between philosophy and biography as conceived in antiquity.

Beginning with a series of anecdotal stories concerning the status of ‘the

doxnoig) and do not acknowledge the importance of rational argument (i.c. Adyog). I shall
discuss this further in Chapter Five § 2 (b). o

32 1t should be noted that this concern with the coustitutive elements of texvn is quite different
to the debate between the rationalist and empiricist medical schools concerning the foundation
of the art of medicine. That debate — concerning the relationship betwegn reason gnd
experience — was primarily concerned with the acquisition of techpigal expertise in medicine
and, in particular, how one might come to know the Adyot underpinning a téxvn. For ﬁ}rther
discussion see Frede’s Introduction to Walzer & Frede. Galen, Three Treafises on the Nature
of Science, pp. iX-XXXiv. i . .
3‘{ See in ppgi'ﬁcular the excellent discussion of this risk in Frede. “The Philosopher’, in

Brunschwig & Lloyd, eds, Greek Thought. pp. 3-19. esp. p- 4.
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1ilosopher’s beard’ in the Graeco-Roman world, it will move on to consider
\e way in which philosophy was often presented as a matter of actions rather
lan words (£pya od Adyor). Central here will be the philosophical
gnificance attached to biographical and anecdotal literature concerning the
ves of ancient philosophers. This first chapter will set the scene for the
ibsequent discussion.

In the second chapter I shall begin to develop an understanding of the
oncept of an art of living by turning to Socrates as he is portrayed by Plato in
1 Apology. In this text Socrates can be seen to outline an embryonic
onception of an art (té€xvn) concerned with one’s way of life (Biog). I shall
Iso consider a number of the early Platonic dialogues in which this idea is
eveloped, in particular Alcibiades I and the Gorgias. However my focus will
e upon the historical Socrates rather than the character in Plato’s dialogues.>*
“onsequently I am less concerned with what these dialogues may tell us about
"lato’s own philosophical position and I shall also draw upon other Socratic
ources, in particular Xenophon.*” I shall also consider what I take to be a
rroblem with one aspect of Aristotle’s portrait of Socrates insofar as this will

ielp to bring into focus the issues at hand.*® The main reason for this focus

* For my approach to the “problem of Socrates’ see Additional Note 1.

* As with the Platonic dialogues, I shall make use of Xenophon’s works (primarily tl}e
femorabilia) only to the extent that they present or elaborate ideas that can be found in
ato’s Apology (see Additional Note 1). For further discussion of Xenophon as a source for
jocrates see in particular Chroust, Socrafes Man and Myth and Cooper. "Notes on
{enophon’s Socrates’. _

5 Beyond Plato, Xenophon, and Aristotle, there is the portrayal of Socrates by Anstophanes
n the Clouds (for which see Dover, ‘Socrates in the Clouds’; Vander Waerdt, “Socrates in the
“louds’; Montuori. ‘Socrates Between the First and Second Clouds’. in So;rates: An
Ipproach, pp. 85-145) and numerous later testimonia now collected in Giannantoni’s Socratis
t Socraticorum Religuiae (many of which are translated in Ferguson, Socrates: .4 Source
300k). 1 have already discussed these and their potential value very briefly in my “The
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upon the historical rather than the Platonic Socrates is the fact that the Stoics
(and before them the Cynics) claimed to be followers of Socrates,’’ yet, at the
same time, clearly distanced themselves from Plato.*® The Socrates with which
I am concerned, then, is the Socrates who inspired Zeno to study philosophy
and eventually to begin his teaching in the Painted Stoa (Ztod IMowkiin),* and
the Socrates who appears throughout the works of later Stoics such as

Epictetus as the ultimate role model for the Stoic sage.*’ It is clearly beyond

Problem of Socrates’ (an exemplary example of what needs to be done can be found in
Glucker, “Socrates in the Academic Books and Other Ciceronian Works’). For further
discussion of what has come to be known as ‘the problem of Socrates’ see the works referred
to in Additional Note 1.

¥ See for example the judgement of Grote, Plato, and the Other Companions of Sokrates. vol.
3, p. 505: “Antisthenes, and his disciple Diogenes, were in many respects closer
approximations to Sokrates than either Plato or any other of the Sokratic companions”; also
Hicks, Stoic and Epicurean, p. 4. For the Cynic appropriation of Socrates sec Long, “The
Socratic Tradition: Diogenes, Crates, and Hellenistic Ethics’, pp. 28-46. For the Stoic
appropriation see Long, ‘Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy’; Striker, ‘Plato’s Socrates and the
Stoics’. This Cynic-Stoic appropriation of Socrates is particularly clear in the Arabic tradition
where he becomes ‘Socrates of the Barrel’; see Alon, Socrates in Mediaeval Arabic
Literature, pp. 30-31, 49.

* On a range of philosophical topics the Stoics can be seen to respond to Platonic positions
and to oppose them. For ancient awareness of this opposition see Numenius apud Eusebius
14.6.11 (732d = SVF 1.12). For their disagreement in ontology see Brunschwig. ‘The Stoic
Theory of the Supreme Genus and Platonic Ontology’, p. 125. For politics see Plutarch De
Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1034¢ (= SIF 1.260). For ethics see Striker, ‘Plato’s Socrates and the
Stoics’, p. 242. For psychology see Sedley, ‘Chrysippus on Psychophysical Causality’, p. 313.
In the last two cases these responses have been characterised as explicit attempts to rescue
Socratic positions from Platonic criticisms,

% See Diogenes Laertius 7.2 (= SVF 1.1) who reports that Zeno was inspired to study
philosophy after reading Book 2 of Xenophon’s Memorabilia. For discussion of the
Xenophonic character of the Stoic image of Socrates see Long, ‘Socrates in Hellenistic
Philosophy’, pp. 152-54, 160-64.

“ The sources for Socrates used by Epictetus are difficult to determine. He clearly knew the
works of Plato and often cites him (for which see Jagu, Epictéte et Platon). A passage at
Dissertationes 2.17.35-36 implies that Epictetus also knew the works of Xenophon and
Antisthenes, and at Dissertationes 4.6.20 he quotes from Antisthenes (although probably from
his Cyrus rather than one of his Socratic works; see fr. 20a DC = SSR V A 86). However
Antisthenes’ Socratic dialogues appear to have been readily available to Dio Chrysostom -
Epictetus’s fellow pupil under Musonius Rufus — and thus were still in circulation in the late
first century AD (on which see Brancacci, *Dio, Socrates, and Cynicism’, esp. pp. 241-54). In
the light of this. it would perhaps be hasty to reject certain features of Epictetus’s portrait of
Socrates as ‘idealisations’ or ‘distortions’ simply because they do not agree with the other
sources that survive. Antisthenes was older than both Plato and Xenophon and may \y'ell ha\'e_:
been considerably closer to Socrates than either of them. If Epictetus drew upon Antisthenes
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the scope of this study (or perhaps any) to reconstruct fully either the Stoic
image of Socrates or the historical Socrates. My remarks concerning the
Socratic conception of an art (téxvn) concerned with one’s way of life (Biog)
are thus to a certain extent provisional and are intended simply to function as a
foundation for an understanding of the Stoic conception of an art of living,

In the third chapter I shall turn to the Stoics themselves and examine how
they took up Socrates’ scattered remarks concerning the nature of philosophy
and used them to construct a fully-fledged concept of an art of living. Of
particular importance will be the way in which the Stoics developed the
Socratic idea of an art (téyvn) concerned with the health of the soul (ywvymn),
their more formal attempts to define an art (téxvn), and their discussion of the
relationship between philosophical theory (Adyoc) and exercise (doxnoig). In
order to do this I shall draw upon a wide range of Stoic sources and shall use
the term ‘Stoic’ in a fairly broad way.*' However throughout this study I shall
often return to the works of Epictetus. There are a number of reasons for this.
The first is that the texts that have come down to us under the name of
Epictetus constitute the largest collection of documents relating to Stoicism
written in Greek.* Secondly, these texts derive from a Stoic philosopher
rather than an intellectual with an interest in Stoicism (such as Cicero) or a
hostile member of a different philosophical tradition (such as Plutarch or

Philodemus). Thirdly, in antiquity Epictetus gained a considerable reputation

now lost portraits of Socrates then his presentation of Socrates may well be based. in part, on
one of the most important ancient sources for Socrates.

# See Additional Note 2.

*2 For the authorship and transmission of these texts see Additional Note 3.
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as an important Stoic philosopher and as a faithful follower of the early Stoa.™
Fourthly, the material in Epictetus is directly relevant to my concerns here,
namely the relationship between philosophical discourse and one’s way of life.
Another important source, especially for the Stoic concept of an art of living,
is Sextus Empiricus, to whom Chapter Four is devoted. While Epictetus (c.
55-135) was probably at his most active c¢. 100 (his Discourses have been
dated to c. 108),** Sextus has been given a floruit of ¢. 150-170.% 1t is likely
that the ‘Stoics’ to whom his polemic is addressed would have been those
influenced by Epictetus and active during a period in which Epictetus’s fame
was at its greatest.”® Thus, if any qualification should be placed on my use of
the term ‘Stoic’ it should perhaps be to note this focus upon the Stoicism of

the second century AD. Indeed, a number of the other authors that I shall draw

* For ancient testimonies see Aulus Gellius 1.2.6 (= test. 8 Schenkl), who calls Epictetus the
greatest of the Stoics (Stoicorum maximus), Celsus apud Origen Contra Celsum 6.2 (PG
11.1289 = test. 26 Schenkl) who comments upon his popularity, Fronto Epistulae (2.52
Haines) who calls him a sage (sapiens), Galen De Libris Propriis 11 (19.44 Kiihn = test. 20
Schenkl) who devoted a work to him, and Augustine De Civitate Dei 9.4.2 (PL 41.259,
following Aulus Gellius 19.1.14 = fr. 9 Schenkl), who says that the doctrines of Epictetus
were in harmony with those of Zeno and Chrysippus. For modermn assessments of his
orthodoxy see Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. ili-iv (= The Ethics of the Stoic
Epictetus, pp. 3-4);, Bréhier, The Historv of Philosophy: The Hellenistic and Roman Age, p.
154, Hadot, The Inrer Citadel, p. 82.

* See Millar, ‘Epictetus and the Imperial Court’, p. 142, and Additional Note 3.

* See Bett, Sextus Empiricus, Against the Ethicists, p. ixn. 3.

“® Bett, Sextus Empiricus, Against the Ethicists, p. iX, suggests that Sextus’s polemic was
directed towards philosophers who “lived centuries before his own time”. However it has been
argued (with regard to Plotinus’s polemic against the Gnostics in Enneades 2.9 and
Simplicius’s polemic against the Manichaeans in In Epicteti Enchiridion 35) that such
polemics were usually a response to direct contact with adherents of the philosophical position
under attack (see Tardieu, ‘Sabiens coraniques et ‘Sabiens’ de Harran’. pp. 24-25 n. 105;
Hadot, ‘The Life and Work of Simplicius’, p. 287). It makes more sense to suppose that
Sextus’s polemic was inspired by direct contact with contemporary followers of Epictetus
(who no doubt would have laid great stress on the idea of an art of living) than with written
texts that would have been centuries old. As Hadot notes (Philosophy as a Tiay of Life. p.
191), it is likely that in the second century Epictetus would have been the greatest authority
for questions concerning Stoic philosophy. Thus, pace Bett, 1 suggest that Sextus’s target was
probably Epictetus.
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upon — Marcus Aurelius (121-180), Plutarch (c¢. 50-120), Galen (c. 129-210),
and Aulus Gellius (c. 130-180) — all belong to this period.

As T have mentioned, in Chapter Four I shall consider a series of
objections to the idea of an art of living raised by Sextus Empiricus. By
considering each of these objections in turn I shall attempt to clarify and
perhaps refine the Stoic concept. I shall also consider to what extent Sextus’s
scepticism, despite these objections, nevertheless still maintains the idea that
philosophy is something primarily expressed in one’s way of life (Biog).

These four chapters constitute Part One, all focusing on the relationship
between Biog and téyvn, and the concept of a téxvn concerned with one’s
Bioc. In these chapters I shall suggest that philosophy conceived as t€yvn is
able to impact upon one’s Biog because it involves not just Adyog but also
ACKNOLS.

In Part Two I shall move on to explore the relationship between these two
components of téxvn further. Chapter Five will focus upon the notion of a
philosophical or spiritual exercise (&okno1g), considering its function and its
form. Particular attention will be paid to the way in which in antiquity
philosophical exercises were often expressed in very specific forms of
literature. Just as philosophical theory may be seen to have its own literary
genre in the form of the treatise, so philosophical exercises may be seen to
have their own genre; a form of writing that, to a modern audience, may often
appear to be of little philosophical interest.

Chapters Six and Seven will explore the relationship between Aoyog and

soxnoic further by examining two examples of literary genres specific to
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philosophical &oxknoig. These are the Handbook of Epictetus and the
Medlitations of Marcus Aurelius. Central here will be the way in which such
philosophical exercises are closely connected to certain literary forms and the
significance this may have for an assessment of a text as ‘philosophical’. In
particular T shall attempt to show in these chapters that, when placed within
the context of philosophy conceived as a téxvn involving both Adyog and
doxnotg, texts such as the Handbook and the Meditations can be seen to be
profoundly philosophical.

In the Conclusion I shall draw upon the ancient philosophical positions I
have discussed in order to sketch the outline of a conception of philosophy
that can deal adequately with the idea that philosophy might be primarily
expressed in an individual’s way of life (Biog). In particular I shall draw
attention to a number of later thinkers who can be seen to develop the idea that
philosophy is a T€xvn concerned with one’s Biog in order to emphasise again
that the two competing conceptions of philosophy that I have outlined so far
do not form an ancient-modern dichotomy. This is important in order to show
that the Socratic and Stoic conception of philosophy is not merely an
interesting episode in the history of ideas but rather the foundation of a
tradition concerning how one might conceive the nature and function of
philosophy which has existed throughout the history of Western philosophy.
What I am about to present, then, is not merely an historical excursion but
hopefully a contribution to the contemporary debate concerning the nature and

function of philosophy as such.



PART ONE

Blog and té€xvn



CHAPTER ONE

PHILOSOPHY AND BIOGRAPHY

1. The Philosopher’s Beard

In AD 176 the Roman Emperor and Stoic philosopher Marcus Aurelius
created four chairs of philosophy in Athens, one for each of the major
schools.! When, a few years later, the holder of the Peripatetic Chair died, two
equally well qualified candidates applied for the post.” One of the candidates,
Diocles, was already very old so it seemed that his rival, Bagoas, would be
sure to get the job. However, one of the selection committee objected to
Bagoas on the grounds that he did not have beard saying that, above all else, a
philosopher should always have a long beard in order to inspire confidence in

his students.’ Bagoas responded by saying that if philosophers are to be judged

! See Dio Cassius 72.31.3, Philostratus Vitae Sophistarum 2.2 (566). Lucian Eunuchus 3, with
Birley. Marcus Aurelius, p. 195.

* The following story derives from Lucian’s Eunuchus and is generally agreed to be fictional.

’ See Lucian Eunuchus 8: “One [of the judges] said that presence and a fine physical
endowment should be among the attributes of a philosopher, and that above all else he should
have a long beard that would inspire confidence in those who visited him and sought to

become his pupils” (trans. Harmon).
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only by the length of their beards then perhaps the chair of Peripatetic
philosophy should be given to a billy-goat.* The matter was considered to be
of such grave importance that it was referred to the highest authorities in
Rome, presumably to the Emperor himself.’

From this no doubt apocryphal story one can see that in antiquity, and in
particular in Graeco-Roman antiquity, the beard came to be seen as the
defining characteristic of the philosopher; philosophers had to have beards,
and anyone with a beard was assumed to be a philosopher.® Why was it that
the beard became so closely associated in the popular imagination with the
figure of the philosopher? What does it say about the nature of philosophy as it
was conceived in antiquity? Before answering these questions, it might be
helpful to consider in a little detail the origin and status of the phenomenon
that came to be know as ‘the philosopher’s beard’.

The cultural phenomenon of ‘the philosopher’s beard’ has a somewhat
complex history. Although when thinking of bearded ancient philosophers one
might first turn to the examples of Socrates and Plato, their beards were not
‘philosophers’ beards’. In fifth and fourth century Athens shaving was not a
widespread practice and, as a rule, every adult Greek male wore a beard. The
introduction of shaving is generally credited to Alexander the Great towards
the end of the fourth century BC and it seems to have become very popular.
Yet in the period immediately after Alexander philosophers tended to continue

to sport beards in contrast to the newly emerging fashion. Yet these beards —

* See Lucian Eunuchis 9.
3 See Lucian Funuchus 12.
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the beards of Zeno and Epicurus — were still not fully fledged ‘philosophers’
beards’.

In the third century BC the focus of philosophical activity began to shift
from Athens to Rome. According to tradition, the earliest Romans grew their
beards 1ong.7 However, barbers were first introduced to Rome from Sicily
around 300 BC, bringing with them the custom of shaving.® One of the first to
take up the practice of daily shaving was Scipio Africanus towards the end of
the third century BC.” If shaving was common in Hellenistic Greece, it
became almost compulsory in Rome. All respectable Roman citizens were,
from that point on, clean-shaven.

Having set the scene it is now possible to turn to the question concerning
the origin of ‘the philosopher’s beard’. In 155 BC an embassy of three Greek
philosophers visited Rome on a diplomatic mission. The three philosophers
were representatives from the three most important philosophical schools of
the day: Carneades, the current head of Plato’s Academy; Critolaus, from
Aristotle’s Lyceum; and Diogenes of Babylon, the current head of the Stoics. '’
In contrast to their beautifully clean-shaven Italian audience, these three
intellectuals all sported magnificent beards. In the mind of the Romans, there
seemed to be some form of inherent connection between the fact that

Carneades, Critolaus, and Diogenes were philosophers and the fact that they

¢ See e.g. Lucian Demonax 13; note also Lucian Cynicus 1.

7 See Cicero Pro Caelio 33.

8 See Varro De Re Rustica 2.11.10.

® See Pliny Naturalis Historia 7.211. .

19 Eor ancient reports of the trip see Anlus Gellius 6.14.8-10 (= SVF 3 Diog. 8). Cicero
Tusculanae Disputationes 4.5 (= SVF 3. Diog. 10), and others collected in ST'F 3 Diog. 6-10.
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all had beards. At this moment, then, the specifically Roman concept of “the
philosopher’s beard’” was formed. After the Roman conquest of Athens in 87
BC, Rome usurped Athens as the centre of philosophical activity in the ancient
world.!! Tt was within the urbs of clean-shaven Rome, then, that the beard first
became connected with the figure of the philosopher.

In order to examine the philosophical significance of this cultural
phenomenon, it will be necessary to consider two very different attitudes
towards beards. Cicero, the Roman orator and statesman of the first century
BC, was also a keen philosopher and produced a number of philosophical
works. As a respectable Roman citizen, Cicero was clean-shaven. It appears
that he deliberately chose not to sport a ‘philosopher’s beard’ and it is not too
difficult to understand why. If Cicero had grown a beard, he would have
appeared to his contemporaries as a typical Greek philosopher and would have
looked just like the three philosophers who visited Rome a century before. Yet
the only Greek philosophers present in Rome at that time would have been
either slaves and servants working in the household staff of the aristocracy as
librarians and tutors, or unwashed Cynics begging on the street corner and
shouting abuse at passers by.'? Either way, the figure of the bearded
philosopher was not one to which the politically ambitious Cicero would want
to aspire. This suggests that Cicero was more concerned with his social
standing and his political career than he was with his pursuit of philosophy.

His concern was more with what he could learn from the philosophers and put

For this embassy and the introduction of Greek philosophy into Rome see Griffin.
‘Philosophy, Politics, and Politicians at Rome’, esp. pp. 2-5.
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to work in his oratory and his political career than with devoting his entire life
to philosophy itself Consequently Cicero never adopted the philosopher’s
beard.

In sharp contrast to Cicero, the Stoic philosopher Epictetus, who lived in
the first and second centuries AD, affirmed the philosopher’s beard as
something almost sacred. This may be seen to express the idea that philosophy
is no mere intellectual hobby but rather a way of life that, by definition,
transforms every aspect of one’s behaviour, including one’s shaving habits. If
someone continues to shave in order to look the part of a respectable Roman
citizen, it is clear that they have not yet embraced philosophy conceived as a
way of life and have not yet escaped the social customs of the majority. In the
language of the Sophists, to shave is kat& vépov while to sport a beard is
katd @oow.'* For Epictetus, the true philosopher will only act according to
reason or according to nature, rejecting the arbitrary conventions that guide the

behaviour of everyone else. Cicero — despite the value and importance of his

! See Frede in CHHP, p. 790.

12 See Zanker, The Mask of Socrates, pp. 198-200.

13 See for example the assessment of Clarke, The Roman Mind, p. 54 “For most of his life
philosophy was not in the forefront of Cicero’s interests. He believed in a union of rhetoric
with philosophy and of statesmanship with philosophy, and liked to think of himself as a
philosophic orator and philosophic statesman, but oratory and statesmanship came first”. See
also Zanker, The Mask of Socrates, p. 199.

14 The distinction between what is according to custom or convention (Kot VOROV) and what
is according to nature (xatd @bowv) originated in the Sophistic enlightenment of the 5th
century BC and was taken up later by both Cynics and Stoics. For a Sophist such as Antiphon,
the distinction is between what is arbitrarily agreed and what is necessary (see Antiphon De
Veritate (POxy 1364 = fr. 44 DK) 1l. 23-34). For the Cynics, to live according to nature meant
to remove everything unnecessary and was thus, to a certain extent, understood negatively
(see Dudley, 4 History of Cynicism, pp. 31-32; Hicks, Stoic and Epicurean, p. 10), although as
with Antiphon gbowg was in effect understood in terms of what is necessary. For the Stoics,
@bo1c is given a more positive content and living in accordance with nature becomes
identified with living in accordance with reason (see ¢.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 3.1.25). For
further discussion see Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement, pp. 111-30; Guthrie, History, vol. 3.

pp. 55-134.
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written philosophical works — was not a philosopher according to this very
specific definition of the term.

In the light of this, Epictetus was intensely proud of his own beard,
describing it as noble, dignified, and “more majestic than a lion’s mane”.!’
Indeed, the following hypothetical discussion indicates the value he placed

upon it:

‘Come now, Epictetus, shave off your beard’.
If T am a philosopher, T answer, I will not shave it off
“Then I will have you beheaded’.

If it will do you any good, behead me.'®

For Epictetus, to shave would be to compromise his philosophical ideal of
living in accordance with nature and it would be to submit to the unjustified
authority of another. Faced with that prospect he would — like Socrates —
rather die. If this sounds extreme we should bear in mind that this was a real
political issue at that time: Philostratus reports that the Emperor Domitian
ordered that the philosopher Apollonius have his hair and beard forcibly
removed as punishment for anti-State activities."” Short of killing him — which
would have made him a martyr like Socrates — this was the most severe
punishment the Emperor could inflict upon the philosopher. This terrible

possibility must have been constantly on Epictetus’s mind, for he was in Rome

' Epictetus Dissertationes 1.16.13.
16 Epictetus Dissertationes 1.2.29 (trans. Hard).
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at the time that Domitian banished all philosophers from Italy, and Epictetus
literally fled for his life.'®

One can now begin to see how the beard came to be associated with
philosophy, or to be more precise, how it came to represent a certain
conception of philosophy. According to a number of ancient sources, the
philosopher’s beard came in a variety of shapes and sizes. Writing in the
second century AD, Alciphron describes a group of philosophers from

different schools attending a birthday party:

There was present, among the foremost, our friend Eteocles the Stoic,
the oldster, with a beard that needed trimming, the dirty fellow, with
head unkempt, the aged sire, his brow more wrinkled than his leather
purse. Present also was Themistagoras of the Peripatetic school, a man
whose appearance did not lack charm and who prided himself upon his

curly whiskers."

What this passage suggests is that philosophers from different schools each
wore their beards in different ways. Moreover, these different beards were
thought to reflect the different philosophical doctrines of the various schools.
For example, the Cynics, who preached strict indifference to all external goods

and social customs, sported the longest and dirtiest beards. The Stoics, who

17 See Philostratus Vita Apollonii 7.34; Zanker, The Mask of Socrates, p. 260.
18 For Domitian’s banishment of the philosophers including Epictetus (c. AD 88-89) sce Aulus

Gellius 15.11.3-5 with Starr, ‘Epictetus and the Tyrant’. ‘
1% Alciphron Epistulae 3.19.2-3 (trans. Benner & Fobes) with comment in Anderson,

‘ Alciphron’s Miniatures’, esp. p. 2194 Zanker, The Mask of Socrates. p. 110.
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argued that it is acceptable to prefer certain external goods so long as they are
never valued above virtue, also sported long beards, but engaged in occasional
washing and trimming for purely practical considerations.?' The Peripatetics,
who following Aristotle believed that external goods and social status were
necessary for the good life together with virtue,?* took great care of their
beards, carefully trimming them as was appropriate for a member of the
traditional Greek aristocracy.

From these few examples one can begin to see how different types of
beard might not merely indicate visually to which school an individual
belonged, but actually express the philosophical positions held by that
school.” 1t is not that one needs a beard in order to be a philosopher; nor is it
that a beard in itself is of any philosophical importance. Rather, what is of
philosophical importance is what a beard can express, whether it be a certain

conception of philosophy as such (as in the different attitudes of Cicero and

%0 See Zanker, The Mask of Socrates. p. 111.

#! See Musonius Rufus fr. 21 (115.4-8 Hense = 128.10-13 Lutz = SV'F 1.243): “The remark of
Zeno was well made that it is quite as natural to cut the hair as it is to let it grow long, in order
not to be burdened by too much of it nor hampered for any activity” (trans. Lutz). See also
Frede, ‘Euphrates of Tyre’, p. 10: “There was the Stoic insistence of the naturalness of hair,
yet also the need to maintain it in a functional state. And it would be in the spirit of Stoicism
to discuss such seemingly banal details of ordinary life”. Lucian refers to the close cropped
functional hair cuts of many Stoics and names Chrysippus in particular (see Lucian
Hermotimus 18, Vitarium Auctio 20-21; note also Juvenal Saturae 2.15). This may well go
back to Diogenes the Cynic (sce Diogenes Laertius 6.31). For further discussion see
Geytenbeek, Musonius Rufis and Greek Diatribe, pp. 119-23.

** Aulus Gellius 18.1.1-14 (part in SVF 3.56) records a typical debate between a Peripatetic
and Stoic on this issue.

> The idea that an individual's philosophical position or character can be discerned from
external attributes such as a beard might appear to share something in common with
physiognomy (@uoioyvopovic). Ancient physiognomy has been defined as the attempt to
uncover an individual’s character by means of bodily movements or physical characteristics
(see esp. Ps-Aristotle Phvsiognomonica 806a22-b3). However it tends to focus upon physical
attributes out of the control of the individual concerned (e.g. ibid. 811a28: “a nose thick at the
tip means laziness”) whereas the primary concern here is with behaviour. For ancient sources
for physiognomy see R. Forster Scriptores Physiognomici, 2 vols (BT) and for modemn
discussion see Barton, Power and Knowledge, pp. 95-131.
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Epictetus), or a specific philosophical doctrine (as in Alciphron’s account of
the birthday party). If, like Epictetus, one conceives philosophy as not merely
an intellectual hobby but rather a way of life, then one’s philosophy will be
expressed in the way one acts, and not simply in what one might say. As such,
the act of shaving or the act of growing a beard can be as philosophical as any
other act. As Michael Frede has noted, “Human life is a matter of banal things
[...]. If there is something non-banal about it, it is the wisdom with which
these banal things are done, the understanding and the spirit from which they
are done”** What makes a beard a ‘philosopher’s beard’, then, will be the
philosophical way of life that it expresses. Of course, there will be plenty of
non-philosophical beards, and plenty of beardless philosophers. Yet, in
Graeco-Roman antiquity at least, the serious philosopher always had a beard
and he appears to have valued it more highly than his life.

Perhaps one can now begin to understand why in Lucian’s tale the
Athenians refused to appoint the beardless Bagoas to the chair of Peripatetic
philosophy. For them, a philosopher’s beard was no mere ornament Or
accessory. Rather it was an expression of a truly philosophical way of life and,

as such, essential.

24 Frede, ‘Euphrates of Tyre’, p. 6.
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2. €pya and Loyor

What this entertaining yet seemingly trivial discussion concerning beards
illustrates is that, for certain philosophers in antiquity, philosophy was
conceived as something much more than merely the development of a
theoretical understanding of the world. Instead philosophy appears to have
been conceived as something that would impact upon every aspect of one’s
life, right down to something as apparently banal as one’s shaving habits.
Moreover, it suggests that philosophy was conceived as primarily a matter of
actions rather than words and that a philosopher’s actions might well be a
more accurate indication of his philosophical position than anything he might
say. This idea of an individual’s beliefs being a matter of ‘deeds not words’
(Epya 00 L6yor) became prominent in fifth and fourth century Athens and, in
particular, came to be associated with Socrates, forming part of his rejection of

> What became especially

Sophistry as mere amusement with words.
important was the idea of harmony between deeds and words (épya ko

Adyor) in one’s way of life.”® These ideas persisted in a number of later

** See in particular a number of fragments attributed to Democritus, including fr. 55 DK apud
Stobaeus 2.15.36 (2.191.9 WH): “One should emulate the deeds and actions of virtue, not the
words” (Epyor kol mpiElag dpethig, 00 Adyovs, {niodv xpei@v); note also fr. 82 DK & fr
145 DK. Further examples in Sophocles, Euripides, Thucydides, and Plato are mentioned in
O’Brien, The Socratic Paradoxes, esp. p. 114.

*® See e.g. Plato Laches 188c-d & 193d-e. with discussion in O’Bricn, The Socratic
Paradoxes, pp. 114-17. In Xenophon, Socrates affirms actions over words as the true
indicators of an individual’s beliefs (e.g. Xenophon Memorabilia 4.4.10, Apologia 3). in the
Laches the interlocutor Laches proposes what he calls a ‘Dorian harmony’ between actions
and words. Socrates responds by saying that although both of them might be judged
courageous by their actions, their inability to give a definition or account (1ov0¢) of courage
means that they would be judged failures according to this test (193d-¢). Note also Socrates
apud Stobaeus 2.15.37 (2.191.11-12 WH = SSR I C 187).
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philosophical schools and became particularly common with the Stoics. In his

epitome of Stoic ethics the doxographer Arius Didymus writes:

It is not the person who eagerly listens to and makes notes of what is
spoken by the philosophers who is ready for philosophizing, but the
person who is ready to transfer the prescriptions of philosophy to his

deeds (¢pyc) and to live in accord with them.*’

Of particular relevance here is a passage in the Discourses of Epictetus where
he suggests that his students engaged in their Stoic studies should observe
themselves in their daily actions in order to find out to which school of
philosophy they really belong.?® He predicts that most will find themselves to
be Epicureans while a few will be Peripatetics, but pretty feeble ones at that.
However, Epictetus is doubtful that he will find any real Stoics among his
students. To be sure, there will be many that will recite the arguments of the
Stoics, but for Epictetus a real Stoic is one “who is sick, and yet happy
(edToyodVTa); in danger, and yet happy; dying, and yet happy; exiled, and yet
happy; disgraced, and yet happy.”29 Such individuals are not surprisingly few
and far between. His students may be able to recite Stoic Adyot but they will

not be genuine Stoics until they can produce Stoic gpya.™

* Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.11k (2.104.17-22 WH = SVF 3.682; trans. Pomeroy).
# See Epictetus Dissertationes 2.19.20-25; note also 3.2.10-12. A similar idea is expressed in
Bion fr. 49 Kindstrand apud Diogenes Laertius 4.51.

* Epictetus Dissertationes 2.19.24 (trans. Hard).

3 Note also Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.11k (2.105.4-6 WH = SVF 3.682) where he
says that the foolish do not support the rational account (Mdyog) of virtue (apetn) with

corresponding deeds (£pya).
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On the basis of this, Epictetus warns his students against trying too hard to
explain the complex writings of a Stoic such as Chrysippus to others. He
suggests that, insofar as these writings are primarily concerned with offering
advice on how to live, his students may find themselves humiliated if they
make public displays of their mastery of these doctrines but are unable to act
in accordance with them.> They will, he suggests become philosophers of the
kind that are ‘without deeds, limited to words’ (&vev 100 npdttety, péxpr 100
Aéyew).>? Of course, this is by no means a rejection of philosophical theory as
such.” Instead it is the claim that a genuine philosopher will display his
beliefs in both his actions and his words (€pyc kai Adyot), both being
essential components of philosophy as conceived by Epictetus. His warning is
that a verbal display of the manipulation of complex philosophical doctrines
will be worthless unless those doctrines are also expressed in every aspect of
one’s life. As we have seen, one very visible expression of a philosopher’s

doctrines would have been the presence or the absence of a beard.*

3 See in particular Epictetus Enchiridion 49 where he explicitly refers to the need for
harmony between &pyo. and Adyou; note also Dissertationes 1.17. 13-19.
32 Epictetus fr. 10 Schenkl apud Aulus Gellius 17.19.1. ' .
33 1t has been suggested that Epictetus’s warning was necessary only because his teaching
would have concentrated upon the exposition of passages from earlier Stoics sqch as
Chrysippus (see e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 2.21.11). In this sense, Epictetus is not rejecting
scholarship as such but rather emphasising its position within a broader conception of
ghilosophy as a way of life. See Long, ‘Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius’, p. 993. _
4 Of course, Epictetus often repeats that a beard alone does not malfe a philosopher. It is
interesting to note that the fact that he felt this warning to be necessary indicates how strongly
the connection was held to be in the popular imagination.
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3. The Philosopher’s Biog

If in antiquity philosophy was conceived as something primarily expressed in
actions rather than words, then the assessment of what does and does not count
as ‘philosophical’ would have been very differentﬁ%%ertain contemporary
attitudes. One very noticeable feature of ancient philosophical traditions is the
significance that was often assigned to biographical and anecdotal literature.>
In antiquity the word Biog or ‘life’ referred to an individual’s way of life or
manner of living and was distinct from the merely biological connotations of
being a ‘living being’, for which the Greeks used {@ov.”® It also came to be
used as a literary title for what may loosely be called a ‘biography’.>” However
ancient biographies (Biot) were quite different from modern biographies,
being concerned less with dates of birth, death, and memorable events, and

more with uncovering an individual’s character and — as the very title suggests

— presenting the way in which an individual lived. In the opening remarks to

3% For a survey of the use of biographical material in ancient philosophy (focusing on
Hellenistic philosophy) see Mansfeld in CHHP, pp. 16-26.

%% In general {@ov was used to refer to animal life or, more generally, any living being. This,
along with the distinction between Biog and {@ov is nicely illustrated by a line in Aristotle
Politica 1256a20-21: Biot moAhot kol 1@V (v kol 1dv &vepdnwv eicty, “there are many
ways of life both of animals and of humans”. It is worth noting that here (and elsewhere; see
the examples listed in LSJ) Biog is used to refer to an animal’s way of life. Note also that {®ov
was sometimes used to refer to humans. The distinction. then, is not between human and
animal life but rather between manner of living and biological life (however {of was
occasionally used to refer to a way of life; see e.g. Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion 71.34-35
Hadot).

" The word Proypopia is not recorded until the ninth century AD when it was used twice b\
Photius in his discussion of Damascius’s Life of Isidore the Philosopher (see Damascius
Historia Philosophica test. 3 & fr. 6a apud Photius Bibliotheca cod. 181 (126a5) & cod. 242
(335b14) respectively). Photius’s use may date back to Damascius himself (late fifth, ear’l.\
sixth centuries AD). Either way, the word is both late and rare. Moreover. although Proypagia
is used to describe Damascius’s account of Isidore, the title of his work (as recorded) remains

Tov To1dmpov 00 PLAocoeov Blov.
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his biography of Alexander, for example, Plutarch states that he will not list all
of his subject’s memorable actions, the reason being that his intention is not to
write histories but rather to write biographies or ‘lives’ (oVre yap iotopiog
Ypaopev, dAld Biove).*® As such, his primary objective is to reveal the
character (fi8og) of his subject, to paint a likeness of him in which his
character can be seen, rather than merely to recount the dates of important
events in his life. His intention, he says, is to focus upon the signs of the soul
(ta thig woyfic onueia) in order to reveal the soul of his subject and, in
particular whether it is good or bad (&petiic A kakiag). With this aim in mind

Plutarch affirms the importance of anecdotal material:

A slight thing like a phrase or a jest often makes a greater revelation of

character than battles where thousands fell *°

Although Plutarch was not primarily concerned with writing biographies of
philosophers,* his general account of the nature of ancient biography and its
use of anecdotal material sets the scene for an understanding of ancient
philosophical biographies. Insofar as philosophy was conceived as something
expressed in actions rather than words (£pyc o0 Adyot), biographical and

anecdotal material was held to be of philosophical importance in a way in

% See Plutarch Alexander 1.1-3. On the difference between history and biography in antiquity
see Cox, Biography in Late Antiquity, esp. pp. 4-5. ’

¥ Plutarch Alexander 1.2 (trans. Perrin): TPAYHRO Bpayd TOARAKIG KO piipo Kol Toudid mg
Epgaoty 16ovg Emoinoe pAAAOV )| pdyxon popLOVEKpOL. o

* A number of Plutarch’s surviving biographies deal with primarily hlstoncallﬁgures. who
also had philosophical interests (e.g. Cato, Cicero). However Plutarch did write biographies of
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which it is not today.*' Indeed, the development of biography as a literary
genre appears to have been closely connected with philosophy throughout
antiquity.* In the light of Plutarch’s comments it is not difficult to see why:
biography was conceived as an account of the character and the state of the
soul of an individual, precisely the objects of a philosopher’s concern.®® In
antiquity the focus was more upon the ‘philosopher’ as an individual who
expressed his character in his behaviour rather than upon ‘philosophy’
conceived as an abstract discipline or activity that could be separated from the
lives of the individuals who practised it. To become a student of philosophy in
antiquity did not mean merely to learn a series of complex arguments or
engage in intellectual debate. Rather, it involved engaging in a process of
transforming one’s character (o) and soul (yvoyf), a transformation that
would itself transform one’s way of life (Biog). Lucian, in his biography of the
philosopher Demonax, makes it clear that his reason for writing this account is

to provide such students with an example of a philosopher’s life that they can

philosophers and in particular we can note his lost biography of the Cynic Crates (Lamprias
cat. 37; see Plutarch fr. 10 Sandbach apud Julian Orationes 6.200b = SSR V H 84).

' Unlike Momigliano, I do not intend to draw any distinction between anecdote and
biography (see his The Development of Greek Biography. e.g. p. 76). On the contrary, 1 want
to emphasise the anecdotal element within ancient philosophical biography. His aim in
distinguishing between the two is in order to help him chart the development towards modem
biography, whereas mine is to make clear the contrast between ancient and modern biography.
The difference, then, does not so much reflect any dispute but simply a difference in
objectives.

*2 The first great flourishing of biography in antiquity appears to have been, in patt, inspired
by Socrates. The Cynics had a particular taste for collections of anecdotes. Later, Aristotle
became an important influence, collecting accounts of different ways of life alongside his
collections of scientific and political material (this Peripatetic imterest is reflected in the
Characteres of Theophrastus). The Neoplatonists also produced a number of biographies. This
relationship between philosophy and the literary genre of biography is discussed throughout
Momigliano’s The Development of Greek Biography.

* These were also objects of religious concern and the resemblance between biographies of
philosophical sages and religious holy men has often been commented upon: see e.g. Cox,
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use as a pattern or model (mopdderypa) for their own lives.** In the light of
this, ancient philosophy should perhaps be approached as a series of
biographies of philosophers or examples of ideal philosophical lives rather
than as a collection of theoretical systems or philosophies.* Although this
may sound strange to a modern philosophical audience, it nevertheless
explains the importance attached to anecdotal and biographical material in
ancient philosophy. In order to consider this ancient philosophical interest in

biography further it may be helpful to consider some examples.

(a) Xenophon’s Memorabilia

It has been suggested that the origins of biography in general can be traced
back to the impact made by Socrates.*® His life and death, it is claimed, were
considered so extraordinary that the desire to record them in effect created
biography as a literary genre. Whether this is true or not, it is probably less
contentious to suggest that the various accounts of the life and death of

Socrates at least formed the foundation for ancient philosophical interest in

Biography in Late Antiquity, pp. 17-44. Anderson, Sage, Saint, and Sophist, esp. pp. 5-6. The
distinction became increasingly blurred in Neoplatonisin.

* See Lucian Demonax 2. Demonax was a pupil of Epictetus with Cynic tendencies. For
Demonax see Goulet-Cazé, ‘Catalogue of Known Cynic Philosophers’, pp. 393-94. For
further discussion see Clay, ‘Lucian of Samosata: Four Philosophical Lives’, pp. 3412-13 &
3425-29,

* This is precisely the approach employed by Diogenes Laertius. Less well known is
Porphyry’s Historia Philosophiae (®1héoopog iotopiat) in four books (of which only the Vita
Pythagorae survives in extenso); see Porphyrii Philosophi Fragmenta. ed. A. Smith (BT), fr.
193-224, and the CUF edition of the Vita Pythagorae by E. des Places which includes an
appendix on the Historia Philosophiae by A.-P. Segonds, pp. 163-97. Some of the fragments
derive from Arabic and Syriac sources, on which see Gutas, ‘Pre-Plotinian Philosophy in

Arabic’, p. 4956.
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biography.*’ Beyond Plato, a considerable number of people are said to have
written Socratic dialogues, including Antisthenes, Euclides, Phaedo, Crito,
Aeschines, and Aristippus,*® while the creation of this genre is credited to an
otherwise unknown associate of Socrates called Simon the Shoemaker.*
Unfortunately none of the works of these authors survive in extenso. >

One source for Socrates beyond Plato that does survive is Xenophon’s
Memorabilia (Amopvnuévevpata).”® This text is a fairly unstructured
collection of anecdotes, reported conversations, and apologetics which has

often been judged second-rate on historical, literary, and philosophical

“ This was the suggestion of Dihle in his Studien zur Griechischen Biographie, pp. 13-34, and
discussed in Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography. p. 17.

* For Momigliano none of these constitute a proper biography of Socrates (ibid.). They
certainly do not conform to a biography in the modem sense of the word. Yet they are clearly
concerned with providing an account of the character of their subject. For further discussion of
the Socratic biographical genre (and its tendency to idealise its subject) see Momigliano, The
Development of Greek Biography, pp. 46-49.

* For accounts of this genre (famously mentioned by Aristotle in De Arte Poetica 144769-13
=SSR 1B 2) see Clay, ‘The Origins of the Socratic Dialogue’, pp. 23-47: Kahn, Plato and the
Socratic Dialogue, pp. 1-35. Momigliano also draws attention to the later attempts to write
‘biographies’ of Socrates by Aristoxenus and Demetrius (The Development of Greek
Biography, pp. 75, 77). The fragments of these are in SSR I B 41-51 & 52-56 respectively.

* See Diogenes Laertius 2.123 (= SSR VI B 87). For further information see Hock, *Simon the
Shoemaker as an Ideal Cvnic’, pp. 41-33, and my ‘Socraticorum Maximus: Simon the
Shoemaker and the Problem of Socrates’. Kahn doubts the historical reality of Simon (Plato
and the Socratic Dialogue, p. 10) and suggests an otherwise unknown Alexamenos of Teos as
the creator of the Socratic dialogue (p. 1), citing a fragment from Aristotle’s De Poetis (fr. 72
Rose” apud Athenacus 505¢ = SSR 1 B 1; note also Diogenes Laertius 3.48). However this
passage does nof say that Alexamenos invented the Socratic dialogue but simply that he wrote
imitative dialogues before the Socratic dialogues and before Plato. Evidence in favour of
Simon’s historical reality may be found in the recent discovery of a shop on the edge of the
Athenian Agora, the floor scattered with hobnails, containing the base of a pot with “Simon’s’
mscribed upon it (see my ‘Socraticorum Maximus’, p. 254 n. 8).

*% The most notable fragments to survive come from the dialogues of Aeschines, of which
some were only discovered in the 20th century in the papyri from Oxyrhynchus and published
as recently as 1972 (see POxy 1608, 2889, 2890). These can be found in SSR VI A 41-100
(also CPF'1 1, 8) and a selection are translated in Field, Plafo and his Contemporaries. pp.
146-52.

*! The Latin title Ademorabilia was first supplied by Johannes Leonclavius in his 1569 edition
of Xenophon. A better Latin equivalent might be Commentarii; indeed. this is how Aulus
Gellius refers to it (14.3.5). See Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography. p. 52.
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grounds.”® Nevertheless it deserves our attention because it helps to explain
the philosophical significance of the anecdote. A cursory reading soon shows
that Xenophon is just as concerned with recording Socrates’ habits and
personality as he is with any particular thing he may have said or any
philosophical argument he may have made. The reason for this is simple:
Xenophon repeatedly says that Socrates taught those whom he met not merely

with his words but also with his actions

In my opinion he [Socrates] actually benefited his associates, partly by
the example of his actions (8pye Seixviov éavtov) and partly by his
conversation (dicheyouevog). I shall record as many instances [of

both] as I can recall.*?

As such, one might say that an account of Socrates’ actions — his habits and
his way of life (Blog) preserved in anecdotes — will be of just as much
philosophical importance as a record of his verbal arguments. Indeed, in the
Memorabilia Socrates himself is reported to have argued that acts (£pyc) are
always more important than words (Adyot) when it comes to debates

. . . . 34
concerning justice or virtue.

** Sce e.g. the surveys of such judgements in Zeller, Socrates and the Socratic Schools, pp.
82-86, and Cooper, "Notes on Xenophon's Socrates’, esp. pp. 3-4. In the eighteenth century
Xenophon enjoyed a higher reputation and his devaluation appears to have begun with
Schleiermacher. (see e.g. ‘On the Worth of Socrates as a Philosopher’. p. 138).

3 Xenophon AMemorabilia 1.3.1 (trans. Tredennick modified). See also 4.3.18: “By
enunciating such principles as these and by putting them into practice himself, he made his
associates more devout and responsible”; 4.4.1: “As for his views about what 1s right. so far
from concealing them, he demonstrated them by his actions (’épycp)‘ﬂ

** See Xenophon Memorabilia 4.4.10; note also Xenophon .dpologia 3, Plato Apologia 32d.
However in Plato Laches 193d-¢ Socrates suggests that deeds (¢pya) without words (Aoyou)
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Although it has been common to dismiss Xenophon as philosophically
naive compared to Plato and consequently to devalue his account of
Socrates,”” such a judgement presupposes a certain conception of philosophy
which Xenophon — and more importantly, Socrates — may well have rejected.
If Xenophon’s primary concern is with Socrates as a philosopher who
followed a certain way of life then it should not be surprising to find him
focusing upon the anecdotal and the biographical. He offers a justification for
doing so by saying that he thinks that nothing could be more profitable than
spending time in the company of Socrates and learning from his example; now
that Socrates 1s dead, Xenophon suggests that the next most profitable thing
one could do is spend time in his company indirectly by reading accounts of
his life.”® Despite his more recent detractors, Xenophon clearly sees the
Memorabilia as in some sense a profoundly philosophical text.

Indeed, one could perhaps go further and suggest that, insofar as Socrates
is reported to have defined philosophy as a matter of actions rather than words
(Epya o Léyor),” then only a text like the Memorabilia will be adequate to
capture his philosophy as it is expressed in his actions. However, such a claim
would be an oversimplification for, as we have already seen, Socrates
demands that one’s philosophy must be expressed in both actions and words
(¥pya koi Adyor). This may help to explain Plato’s decision to use the

dialogue form for his Socratic works, a form that lends itself to the inclusion

will not do either. One must not simply act courageously but also be able to offer an account
(MOy0c) of courage in order to be truly courageous. This will be discussed further in Chapter
Two § 3. ‘ .

55 See e.g. Schleiermacher, ‘On the Worth of Socrates as a Philosopher’. p. 138.

56 Xenophon Memorabilia 4.1.1.
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of anecdotal material alongside theoretical argument, thereby offering the

perfect medium in which to record both Socrates’ actions and his words.”®

(b) Diogenes Laertius’s Life of Diogenes the Cynic

The recorded title of Xenophon’s account of Socrates is Amopvnuévevpota,
‘memoirs’. Closely related to this type of biographical account are ypeiau,
‘anecdotes’. Quintilian describes a ypeic as a biographical anecdote used in
order to illustrate some moral or philosophical point.”” The origin of the idea
of a ypeia in this specific sense seems to have been the product of the Socratic
schools and, in particular, the Cynics.® This probably reflected the fact that
many of these philosophers, following the example set by Socrates himself,
chose not to write themselves in the belief that philosophy was a matter of
deeds rather than words (pyo obd Adyor). As these Socratic schools
developed, later members were forced to rely upon anecdotal accounts of the

lives of their philosophical predecessors as a source of material for their

*7 Xenophon Memorabilia 4.4.10.

58 Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, p. 106, suggests that Plato chose to write dialogues because
they are “a logos inseparable from deeds”. However, I would not want to follow him in
characterising this as “nontechnical knowledge”; for more on this see Chapter Two § 7.

% See Quintilian Institutio Oratoria 1.9.3-5. For the relationship between ATOPUVILOVEDPOLTH
and ypeion see Kindstrand, ‘Diogenes Laertius and the Chreia Tradition’, pp. 221-24. Note
that Diogenes Laertius uses these terms apparently interchangeably to refer to Zenp’s
collection of anecdotes about his teacher Crates (6.91 = SVF 1.272, 7.4 = SVF 1.41). of which
only one fragment survives, preserved in Stobacus 4.32.21 (5.786.1-10 WH = SV'F 1.273 =
SSR V H 42) and discussed in my ‘Socraticorum Maximus: Simon the Shoemaker and the
Problem of Socrates’. pp. 258-60. .

6 Gee Kindstrand, ‘Diogenes Laertius and the Chreia Tradition’, pp. 223-24. Collections of
xpeton are credited to a number of Socratics by Diogenes Laertius, including Aristippus (2.84
= SSR IV A 144). Diogenes (5.18 =SSR V B 68). Metrocles (6.33 = SSR VB 412), Zeno (6.91
= SVF 1.272), and Antisthenes (7.19 = SSR V A 137; not n DC).
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philosophies. For these schools, the anecdote became an important form of
philosophical text.

In his account of the life of Diogenes the Cynic, Diogenes Laertius
preserves a number of ypeiot of which at least one dates back to a collection
made in the third century BC by the Cynic philosopher Metrocles.®' In these
anecdotes one can see Cynic philosophy ‘in action’. Two examples will
suffice to illustrate this. First, there is the account of Diogenes hugging statues
in the middle of winter.%® This act expresses the Cynic philosophical doctrine
that all external circumstances are irrelevant to the good life and that one
should engage in practical training in order to make oneself indifferent to such
circumstances. The extreme nature of the act also serves to highlight exactly
what is involved if one were to take the Cynic ethical ideal literally. Second,
there are the accounts of Diogenes’ indecent acts in the marketplace which
graphically illustrate his rejection of social customs and his adherence to a
strict analysis of what is and is not appropriate behaviour in terms of what is
and is not in accordance with nature (ko1& @Oo1v).*’ In both of these cases
Cynic philosophy is communicated in a dramatic and powerful way. One can
immediately see exactly what following the Cynic way of life (xvvikog Biog)

might entail. Of course, one should remember that Diogenes is reported to

® See Diogenes Laertius 6.33 (= SSR V B 412). For Metrocles see SSR V L 1-6 and Goulet-

Cazé, ‘Catalogue of Known Cynic Philosophers’, p. 398.

62 Diogenes Laertius 6.23 (=SSR VB 174). ‘
6 Diogenes Laertius 6.69 (= SSR V B 147), pace Mansfeld, Classical Review 38 (1988). p.

163, who dismisses this as mere exhibitionism.
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have said that, like a chorus trainer, he deliberately ‘set his note a little high’
in order to ensure that everyone else should ‘hit the right note’.**

By recording these anecdotes Diogenes Laertius preserves something of
great importance, namely Cynic philosophy as it was expressed in actions
rather than words (Epya 0D A6701).%> Of all the ancient schools of philosophy,
this is especially vital for an understanding of the Cynics insofar as they held
that philosophy was primarily a matter of deeds.*® This is nicely illustrated in

the following anecdote:

Hegesias having asked him to lend him one of his writings, he
[Diogenes] said, “You are a simpleton, Hegesias; you do not choose
painted figs, but real ones; and yet you pass over the true training

(&oxnotv Ty &indrvipy) and would apply yourself to written rules.®’

For Diogenes, philosophy is something that is primarily expressed in one’s
actions (€pya). Any written philosophical doctrines will function merely as
tools to be used in the transformation of one’s way of life (Blog). If
philosophical theories are studied for their own sake and not put into practice

then their primary function has not been understood.

64 Diogenes Laertius 6.35 (= SSR V B 266). For discussion of Cynic training (AOKNOLG) See
Goulet-Cazé, L 'ascése cynique, esp. pp. 204-27.

% See Mejer, Diogenes Laertius and his Hellenistic Background, pp. 2-4. who notes that
Diogenes conceived his history very much in terms of actual ‘philosophers’ rather than
abstract ‘philosophies’.

% See e.g. Antisthenes fr. 70 DC apud Diogenes Laertius 6.11 (= SSR V A 134).

& Diogenes Laertius 6.48 (= SSR V B 118; trans. Hicks).
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As with Xenophon, it has been common to dismiss Diogenes Laertius as a
superficial and unphilosophical author.®® Likewise, the Cynics themselves
have often been dismissed as proponents of a lifestyle rather than a philosophy
proper.”” Yet such Tesponses presuppose a conception of philosophy that the
Cynics would have completely rejected. In the case of Diogenes the Cynic,
one might even say that it is on/y in an anecdotal history such as that of
Diogenes Laertius that one can begin to approach his philosophy conceived as
a way of life.” Within this context, Diogenes Laertius’s compendium of
amusing ypeton far from being philosophically trivial is, with regard to the

Cynics at least, the most philosophical form of writing there can be.”"

% See e.g. the recent Jjudgement in Hankinson, The Sceptics, p. 4.

® Varro apud Augustine De Civitate Dei 19.1.3 (PL 41.624) describes Cynicism as a
collection of manners and customs (kabitu et consuetudine) that may or may not be combined
with a ‘proper’ philosophy. More recently, similar judgements have been made by Hegel
(Lectures on the History of Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 479; cited in the Introduction) and
Schleiermacher, who characterised Cynicism as “a peculiar mode of life, not a doctrine, much
less a science” (‘On the Worth of Socrates as a Philosopher’, p. 132). For further discussion
on the status of Cynicism as a ‘proper philosophy’ see Goulet-Cazé, L ‘ascése cynique, pp. 28-
31.

7® See Long, “The Socratic Tradition’, p. 31: “Diogenes Laertius’s anecdotal style is generally
an impediment to philosophical informativeness. In the case of the Cynic Diogenes, however,
anecdote and aphorism should be construed as the essential vehicles of his thought”.
Similarly, Frede, Essays in Ancient Philosophy, p. xxvii: “There is no doubt that the Lives and
Views of the Philosophers of a Diogenes Laertius are bad history of philosophy, but perhaps
they do capture an aspect of ancient philosophy that the scholarly history of philosophy, given
its aims, passes over, but that, nonectheless, is real and of interest”. Also Nietzsche,
Schopenhauer as Educator § 8 (KGW 11 1, 413; Complete Works. vol. 2, p. 246): “I for one
would rather read Diogenes Laertius than Zeller, because at least the spirit of ancient
philosophy is alive in the former, whereas in the latter neither this spirit nor any other spirit 1s
alive”.

7V If this sounds like a rather extreme claim then I might say that, like Diogenes, | am ‘setting
my note a little too high’ in order to counterbalance the all too common dismissal of
biographical and anecdotal material as ‘completely unphilosophical’. For an appraisal of the
philosophical significance of ypeiloit see Kindstrand, ‘Diogenes Laertius and the Chreia

Tradition’, esp. pp. 232-33, 242-43.
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(¢) Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus

Although one might concede the importance of the anecdote for an
understanding of someone like Diogenes the Cynic it does not, at first glance,
appear to be particularly important for ancient philosophy as such, especially
as it developed in later antiquity. During a substantial portion of its history,
ancient philosophy functioned as something much closer to the modern
academic discipline. Philosophical study tended to focus upon the close study
of the texts, particularly those of Plato and Aristotle, and the commentary
became a standard form of philosophical text.”* Yet even in this period, it
seems to have been standard practice to preface the study of any philosophical
text with a biographical account of its author.”

One example of this practice that survives is Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus.”
This text, containing a biography and an account of the ordering of Plotinus’s
texts, was written by Porphyry as an introduction to his edition of the
Plotinus’s Enneads. As such it belonged to a whole genre of ancient texts
which often had titles of the form ‘What Comes Before the Study of ... (Ilpd

TG (’xvowvé)oewg)’.75 One of the things that was considered to be essential

"® For a general introduction to philosophical practice in later antiquity (c. AD 200-600) see
Sorabji, Aristotle Transformed, pp. 1-30.

3 See Mansfeld, Prolegomena, esp. pp. 30, 97-98, 108-10. One such example of this approach
can be found in the anonymous Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae 1.10-11 which opens
with the line, “Our admiration for his {Plato’s] philosophy will become even greater when we
follow up his life-history (iotopioiv) and the character of his philosophy” (trans. Westerink).

* The full title is On the Life of Plotinus and the Order of his Books (Ilepi 100 TTAwtivov
Biov ko 1ig TéEemg 1AV Bifrimy adtod). For a general discussion see Cox. Biography in
Late Antiquity, pp. 102-33.

7> See Mansfeld, Prolegomena, p. 109. Mansfeld also discusses two examples of this genre by
Thrasyllus dealing with ‘what comes before the study of Plato’ and ‘what comes before the
study of Democritus’ (see pp. 58-107). This use of biography as part of a general
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‘before the study of” a philosophical text was an account of its author’s life.
Porphyry’s text opens with an appropriate anecdote in which he recounts how
Plotinus often appeared to be ashamed of being in his body and consistently
refused to sit for a painter or a sculptor, exclaiming that it was already enough
that nature had encased him in an image and he did not need an image of that
image.”® An anecdote such as this would have illustrated to a prospective
student of Plotinus the sort of transformation of attitude that might follow
from a thorough understanding of his philosophy. In effect, it shows ‘in
action’ the Plotinian ideal of transcending the body to become like God.”’
Another example of this sort of prefatory biography is mentioned by the

Neoplatonist Simplicius in the preface to his commentary on Epictetus:

If the reader be curious to know Epictetus’s character, he may find it at
large in an account of his life and death, from which one can learn
what sort of man he was in his life, written by Arrian, who also
compiled the Discourses of Epictetus, and digested them into several

distinct tracts.”®

The account of the life of Epictetus by Arrian is unfortunately lost. It has been

noted that Porphyry’s account has often been thought to be unique; however

interpretative strategy dates back at least to Cicero De Inventione 2.117: “one ought to
estimate what the writer meant from the rest of his writings and from his acts, words,
character, and life (ex factis, dictis, animo atque vita eius)”.

7€ See Porphyry Vita Plotini 1.

77 This ethical ideal is outlined in Plotinus Enneades 1.2 (Ilepi apetdv) and Enneades 1.4
(Tlepi £DSAPOVIOG). ‘

"8 Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 1-4 Hadot (trans. Stanhope modified).
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this lost ‘Life’ by Arrian suggests that it may have been quite common, a
development from or sub-group of the “What Comes Before the Study of ...’
genre.” The important point to note here is that in later antiquity students of
philosophy were taught, or at least expected to know, the philosophy of their
subject as expressed in his life before they moved on to read his texts. The
concrete example of the philosopher’s life was considered to be essential for
placing his doctrines in their appropriate context and for offering a
paradigmatic example of their application. In other words, students of
philosophy were shown the practical application of the philosophical ideas
they were about to learn in order to remind them that real philosophical
progress was a matter of deeds rather than words (pya 00 Aéyor). Even in the
supposedly scholastic atmosphere of late antiquity, philosophy continued to be
conceived as something directed towards the transformation of one’s way of

life (Bioc).*°

In the light of these examples one can see that biographical information can in
some sense be just as important as theoretical discourse, offering a concrete

example of how to put philosophical doctrines into practice. Furthermore, such

”® See Mansfeld, Prolegomena. p. 110. He also notes that because both Porphyry and Arrian
knew their biographical subjects personally, their accounts would have commanded
considerable authority. However note that Souilhé, p. i (following Asmus). has doubted the
existence of a biography of Epictetus distinct from the Dissertationes.

" This can be seen in the way in which later Neoplatonists (e.g. Iamblichus. Proclus)
combined the writing of learned commentaries on the works of Plato and Aristotle with
religious ideas often deriving from Neopythagoreanism.



CHAPTER ONE 16

information can illustrate the harmony between a philosopher’s doctrines and

his way of life. For Seneca, this is fundamental:

Philosophy teaches us to act, not to speak (facere docet philosophia,
non dicere); it exacts of every man that he should live according to his
~own standards, that his life should not be out of harmony with his
words (ne orationi vita dissentiat), and that, further, his inner life
should be of one hue and not out of harmony with all his activities.
This, T say, is the highest duty and the highest proof of wisdom — that
deed and word should be in accord (ut verbis opera concordent), that a
man should be equal to himself under all conditions, and always the

same. 81

Moreover, such biographical information will often be able to capture
something of a philosophical attitude that cannot be transmitted in written
doctrines alone. However, a collection of anecdotes will always only be
second best in comparison to actual personal contact. Again, Seneca takes this

to be vital:

#! Seneca Epistulae 20.2 (trans. Gummere); note also Epistulae 16.3, 75.4. 108.36. Sengca has
been criticised himself from antiquity onwards for the apparent discord bet'fveen his own
words and actions; see e.g. Suillius apud Tacitus Annales 13.42. For other ancient attacks on
philosophers for not displaying such a harmony see Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis
1033a-b, Lactantius Divinae Institutiones 3.15 & 3.16 (PL 6.390-397). Note also that both
Zeno and Cato were specifically praised for the harmony between their wgrds and Qeeds (see
Diogenes Laertius 7.10-11 (= SVF 1.7-8) & Cicero Pro Murena 62 respectively). This appears
to have been central to their reputations for wisdom.
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Cleanthes could not have been the express image of Zeno if he had
merely heard his lectures; he shared in his life (vitae eius interfuir),
saw into his hidden purposes, and watched him to see whether he lived
according to his own rules (an ex formula sua viveret). Plato, Aristotle,
and the whole throng of sages who were destined to go each his
different way, derived more benefit from the character than from the
words (plus ex moribus quam ex verbis) of Socrates. It was not the
classroom of Epicurus, but living together under the same roof (sed
contubernium fecit), that made great men of Metrodorus, Hermarchus,

and Polyaenus.®

The philosopher’s life, whether experienced first hand or via a written
account, functioned as a concrete example of his written doctrines in action.®’
Indeed, Seneca himself is reported to have said at his death that the single and
most noble possession that he could pass on to his friends was the example of
his own life (imaginem vitae suae).®* Moreover, in many instances where there

were no written doctrines, the philosopher’s life preserved in anecdotes and

%2 Seneca Epistulae 6.6 (trans. Gummere); note also Epistulae 38.1. See the discussion of
exempla in Seneca by Newman, ‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1491-93, and in
Epictetus by Hijmans, “Aoxpoi, pp. 72-77. This theme can be found throughout ancient
philosophy; seec e.g. Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1170all-13, Galen De Affectuum
Dignotione 5 (5.24-25 Kihn = 17.11-22 de Boer), Marcus Aurelius 6.48, Simplicius /n
Epicteti Enchiridion 49.4-6 Hadot.

%5 In between first-hand experience and a written account there would have also existed oral
traditions concerning the lives of philosophers (and oral traditions concerning their
conversations or lectures). The relationship between oral and written transmission (with regard
to the texts of Aristotle but with wider relevance) is discussed in Sandbach. Aristotle and the
Stoics, pp. 1-3. See also Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, pp. 21-25.

84 See Tacitus .Annales 15.62.
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records of conversations form the only account of their philosophy.®® What
some of these accounts suggest is that, rather than being merely an
entertaining background to the serious written doctrines, an account of a
philosopher’s life may be equally important. If anything, it is the written
doctrines that are of secondary status, only coming to life when they are put
into practice. The key to understanding exactly how a philosophical doctrine
might be put to work in this way may often be an example of it ‘in action’

preserved in an anecdote.

4. Summary

In this chapter I have tried to show that in antiquity philosophy was often
conceived as something primarily expressed in an individual’s actions (pyc.)
and way of life (Btog) rather than something restricted to written doctrines and
arguments (Adyotr). In order to do this I have considered a number of
anecdotes recording the behaviour of certain philosophers and have considered
the philosophical significance often attached to the biographies of
philosophers in antiquity. From a modern perspective much of this material
may appear to be philosophically irrelevant. Yet that is precisely the point.
What this anecdotal and biographical material highlights is the fact that, for
this material to have been considered philosophically important in antiquity,

the nature and function of philosophy itself must have been understood quite

85 As we have seen, this was particularly true for the Cynics; it also applies to Socrates and
Epictetus.
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differently to the way in which it is often conceived today. Of course it would
be a mistake to suggest that all ancient philosophers emphasised the
philosophical importance of biography and that all modern philosophers
dismiss such material as irrelevant. Nevertheless, one can see that, in general,
more significance was attached to such material in antiquity than is today.

The task for the remainder of this study is to attempt to reconstruct a
conception of philosophy from ancient philosophical resources that can deal
adequately with the relationship between philosophy and biography. As we
have already seen in the Introduction, in antiquity philosophy was conceived
by some as an art (téxvn) concerned with one’s way of life (Biog), a
conception whose earliest origins can be traced back to Socrates. Moreover, in
this chapter we have seen that the idea that philosophy is primarily expressed
in actions rather than words (€pyc. o Adyor) can also be traced back to
Socrates. As such it may be appropriate to begin with Socrates in order to see
what he may be able to contribute to the reconstruction of a conception of
philosophy that can deal with the relationship between an individual’s

philosophical doctrines and their way of life.



CHAPTER TWO
THE SOCRATIC ORIGINS OF

THE ART OF LIVING

1. Philosophy and Biog

In the previous chapter I suggested that in antiquity philosophy was often
conceived as something that would transform an individual’s way of life
(Biog), such that even one’s shaving habits might gain a philosophical
significance. This conception often characterised philosophy as a matter of
‘deeds not words’ (£pya ob Adyor), a phrase that appears in Xenophon’s
Memorabilia of Socrates." Although Xenophon’s account is valuable for an
understanding of Socrates’ philosophy as it was expressed in his way of life,
unfortunately on its own it gives us little information concerning the
conception of philosophy held by Socrates.

Of all the surviving texts that purport to offer evidence for the philosophy

of Socrates, probably the single most important document is Plato’s Apology
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of Socrates. Unlike Xenophon’s later recollections or Plato’s early dialogues
that supposedly dramatise private conversations, it has been suggested that the
Apology is the only document that describes a public event.? Consequently it
would have been produced under a number of external constraints if it were to
appear convincing to a contemporary audience, some of whom may have
attended Socrates’ trial themselves or have heard first hand accounts of it. As
such it forms the most appropriate place to begin.’

Throughout the Apology it is repeatedly made clear that Socrates’ principal
concern is not with argument or definition or rational understanding, but rather
with life (Bioc).* Three passages in particular are relevant here. The first of
these occurs when Socrates introduces his philosophical mission, to which he
believes he has been appointed by God. He characterises this mission as the
duty to live as a philosopher (g1roc0@odvtd pe Seiv (fjv), examining himself

and others.” The second appears when Socrates expands upon what examining

' See e.g. Xenophon Memorabilia 4.4.10.

* See e.g. Kahn, Plato and the Socratic Dialogue, pp. 88-95, Burnet, Plato’s Euthyphro,
Apology of Socrates, and Crito, pp. 63-64, and the discussion in Additional Note 1. Note that,
in theory, the same argument also applies to Xenophon’s Apology. However, whereas Plato is
generally agreed to have been present at the trial, Xenophon’s Apology is based upon a
second-hand account from Hermogenes (although Hackforth, 7he Composition of Plato’s
Apology, pp. 8-46, suggests that in fact Xenophon’s may have been written first). For further
references to literature dealing with ‘the problem of Socrates’ see Additional Note 1.

> For some doubts about this approach see Morrison, ‘On the Alleged Historical Reliability of
Plato’s Apology’. He argues against treating the Apology as a straightforward historical report
of the trial. Although he is no doubt correct to be cautious, nevertheless the 4 pologv remains
our best point of departure for a reconstruction of the historical Socrates (see Additional Note
1). ‘

% This point is emphasised by Brickhouse & Smith, Plato’s Socrates, pp. 12-14. Other ancient
sources which make this point include Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.8 (not in SSR), 5.10
(= SSR 1 C 458), Academica 1.15 (= SSR 1 C 448), Seneca Epistulae 71.7 (= SSR 1 C 537). Of
course, Socrates is interested in argument, definition, and rational understanding. but only
insofar as they contribute to his understanding of how to live.

> See Plato Apologia 28e.
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himself and others might involve. There he is explicit that he wants to examine

lives rather than, say, beliefs or arguments:

You have brought about my death in the belief that through it you will
be delivered from submitting the conduct of your lives (Tod Biov) to

criticism.®

This notion of a project concerned with examining lives is reiterated in a third
passage where Socrates suggests that the best thing that anyone can do is to
examine oneself and others. In contrast to this he adds that a life (Biog)
without this sort of examination is not worth living,’

In the Apology, then, Socrates’ philosophical concerns are clearly directed
towards Piog; his concern is to examine his own life, to transform it into a
philosophical way of life, and to exhort others to examine and transform their
lives. Despite this, Socrates is often presented as being primarily concerned
with the search for definitions and preoccupied with questions of the form
‘what is x?°. This portrait owes much to the testimony of Aristotle who, in his
brief history of philosophy in the Metaphysics, presents Socrates as one of the
first to turn away from the study of nature towards ethics, and who in his
ethical studies is primarily concerned with universals and definitions.®
Aristotle’s testimony is important insofar as it attributes the search for

definitions to Socrates but goes on to attribute the theory of Forms to Plato,

¢ Plato Apologia 39¢ (trans. Tredennick).
7 See Plato Apologia 38a.
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laying the foundation for the division of the Platonic dialogues into earlier and
later periods.” However it also forms the basis for the image of what has come
to be known as ‘Socratic intellectualism’, namely the idea that Socrates placed
total emphasis upon intellectual knowledge in his ethics.'® Aristotle tends to
present Socrates as primarily concerned with definitions (6propog) and
knowledge (¢mothun), both being instances of rational discourse (Loyog). !
This no doubt reflects Aristotle’s own philosophical concerns and in particular
his interest in logic. Yet it is made explicit throughout the Apology that
Socrates’ search for knowledge (¢miotiipn) and his cross-examination of those
who claim to have knowledge remains subordinate to his primary concern,
namely Bioc.'? His search for a definition (6propodg) or rational account
(MOyog) of what is good remains subordinate to the desire to become good, to
transform his way of life. The philosophical question that drives his search is
the personal question of how he himself should live and the more general
question of how one should live. The centrality of this theme is made explicit

elsewhere:

® See Aristotle Metaphysica 987b1-4 (= SSR1IB 24).

® See Aristotle Metaphysica 1078b17 (= SSR 1 B 26). 1086a37 (= SSR 1 B 25). Aristotle’s
Socratic festimonia are collected in SSR I B 1-40 and, with commentary, in Deman, Le
témoignage d’Aristote sur Socrate. For discussions of Aristotle as a source for Socrates see
Gulley, The Philosophy of Socrates, pp. 1-8; Guthrie, History, vol. 3, pp. 355-59; Kahn, Plato
and the Socratic Dialogue, pp. 79-87; Lacey, ‘Our Knowledge of Socrates’, pp. 44-48;
Vlastos, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher, pp. 91-98. It has been suggested that when
Aristotle prefixes the article to the name ‘Socrates™ (i.e. 6 Zoxpdng) he refers to Plato’s
literary character but when he does not he is referring to the historical Socrates (see eg Grapt,
The Ethics of Aristotle, vol. 2, p. 188; Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. 1, pp. xxxix-xli, with
some doubts in Taylor, Varia Socratica, pp. 40-90).

19 For discussion see Nehamas, ‘Socratic Intellectualism’.

" See e.g. Aristotle Metaphysica 987b1-6 (= SSR 1 B 24), Ethica Nicomachea 1144b28-30 (=

SSR 1B 30).
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For you see the subject of our discussion — and on what subject should
even a man of slight intelligence be more serious? — is nothing less

that how a man should live (8vtiva xpi) tpémov Liv).

This is clearly very different from Aristotle’s presentation of the nature and
function of philosophy in the Metaphysics where philosophical knowledge is
contrasted with practical disciplines and presented as the search for knowledge
of principles and causes.'* Although Aristotle would no doubt acknowledge
that the possession of such knowledge would impact upon way the way in
which the individual concerned lived, there is a clear difference in priorities.
For Aristotle, philosophers search for this knowledge and this happens to
impact upon their way of life; for Socrates, philosophers search for knowledge
in order to transform their way of life. For Socrates the primary function of
philosophy is this transformation of one’s Biog, and the search for knowledge
(¢motiun) in the form of definitions (('Spmu(ﬁ) and rational accounts (A0yol)
remains subordinate to this practical goal. As such one might hope that a
Socratic account of the nature of philosophy would offer a framework within
which it would be possible to deal adequately with questions concerning the
relationship between philosophy and biography. Although no explicit account
survives (if one ever existed), it may be possible to reconstruct an outline of

such an account from those Socratic sources which have survived. In the next

12 See e.g. Plato Apologia 21c-22e, with Gulley, The Philosophy of Sgcrates, pp. 12-13.

13 plato Gorgias 500c (trans. Woodhead, in Hamilton & Cairns, modified).

14 See Aristotle Metaphysica 1.1, esp. 981a30-981b6 & 982al-3. Note also 993b19-21:
“philosophy should be called knowledge of the truth, for the end of theoretical knowledge is

truth (&AnOete), and not action (Epyov)”.
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three sections I shall attempt to do just this. Then, in the light of this, I shall
return to Aristotle’s presentation of Socrates in order to bring the Socratic

conception of philosophy into sharper focus.

2. Care of Oneself in the Apology and Alcibiades I

Our first step towards understanding the concept of an art of living (téxvn
mept 1oV Piov) is to consider how Socrates conceived his philosophical project
which, as we have just seen, is primarily concerned with life (Bioc). In the
Apology Socrates develops what he means by a philosophical project

concerned with examining his life and the lives of others:

Are you not ashamed that you give your attention (¢ tijieAoduevog) to
acquiring as much money as possible, and similarly with reputation
and honour, and give no attention (ovx €mipeAfi) or thought to truth

and understanding and the perfection of your soul (yvyiic)?"

He continues by saying that he will examine and interrogate everyone he
meets with these words, reproving anyone who gives all of his attention to
trivialities and neglects what is of the uppermost importance. He again

summarises his exhortation to all he meets:

15 plato Apologia 29d-¢ (trans. Tredennick).
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For I spend all my time going about trying to persuade you, young and
old, to make your first and chief concern (Emyuiereiobon) not for your
bodies or for your possessions, but for the highest welfare of your

souls (yvyic).*¢

Socrates’ project of examining himself and others may be characterised as a
project that is concerned with taking care of one’s soul (EmyreretoBor THC
yoxdic).!’ Unfortunately this idea is not developed in any great detail in the
Apology. However it is developed elsewhere and its presence in the Apology in
albeit embryonic form gives some ground for approaching these other
accounts as, broadly speaking, Socratic.

In Alcibiades I Socrates uses a similar phrase, ‘to take care of oneself’
(¢mypedeicBor E0vtod),"® and expands upon exactly what this might

involve.”” He begins his explanation of what it might mean to take care of

' Plato Apologia 30a-b (trans, Tredennick).

'’ In his commentary on the 4pology, Burnet characterises this as the fundamental doctrine of
Socrates (pp. 123, 124, 171). Similarly, Strycker calls it a “quintessentially Socratic
expression” (Plato’s Apology of Socrates, p. 333) and Hackforth suggests that it “sums up the
whole of Socrates’ activity” (‘Socrates’, p. 5). This phrase also appears in Socratic festimonia
beyond Plato, including Xenophon Memorabilia 1.2.4 and Stobaeus 2.31.79 (2.215.8-10 WH
=SSR 1 C 193), and it is also used by Isocrates in Antidosis 304, Ad Demonicum 6, and In
Sophistas 8.

'® See Plato Alcibiades I 127¢. In the course of the dialogue (130a-c) Socrates identifies the
individual (&vepwmog) with the soul (yoyx1). Thus it seems reasonable, following Burnet (pp.
123, 154), to equate these two phrases. Despite its presence in the Apology, Kahn (Plato and
the Socratic Dialogue, p. 90) suggests that émpeieiodon tiig woxfic is Plato’s preferred
formulation, citing the presence of émipeieiofon Eovtod in a fragment from Aeschines’
Alcibiades (fr. 8 Dittmar apud Aristides De Quattuor 348 (412.17 Lenz & Behr) = SSR VI A
50), presumably with the intention of implying that this formulation is more likely to have
been Socrates’ own. A third phrase — émipereiofar dpetfic — also appears in the Apology
(31D, 41e) and both Burnet (pp. 127, 171) and Strycker (pp. 331-32) take it to be synonymous
with the other two.

' See in particular Plato Alcibiades I 128a-129a. Following Schleiermacher, Jntroductions to
the Dialogues of Plato, pp. 328-36, a number of mainly German scholars have dl'spu‘ted the
authorship of 4lcibiades I. However it does not appear to have been doubted in antiquity (see
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oneself by drawing a distinction between taking care of oneself and taking
care of what belongs to oneself In order to illustrate this distinction he
contrasts taking care of one’s shoes and taking care of one’s feet. The art
(téxvn) of taking care of one’s shoes is clearly shoemaking he suggests.?’
However, no matter how important shoes might be for one’s feet, one can
hardly say that shoemaking is itself the art (téxvn) of taking care one’s feet.
Socrates and Alcibiades identify gymnastics (Yopvaotikin) as the appropriate
art for taking care of feet, gymnastics understood in the broadest sense of
taking care of the body as a whole. Thus, they conclude that the art of taking
care of those things important for one’s feet — one’s shoes — is clearly distinct
from the art of taking care of one’s feet themselves.

Socrates takes this argument and applies to an individual as a whole. Just
as there are two distinct arts (téxva) in the cases of taking care of one’s feet

and what is important for one’s feet, so there are two distinct arts in the case of

¢.g. Diogenes Laertius 3.51) and recently a number of mainly French scholars have argued for
its authenticity (see e.g. Croiset (CUF), vol. 1, pp. 49-53). Those who doubt its authenticity
tend, in general, to attribute it to a member of the Academy and date its composition to ¢. 340
BC (see e.g. Bluck, ‘“The Origin of the Greater Alcibiades’). However, recent statistical
analysis appears to confirm its authenticity (see Young, ‘Plato and Computer Dating’, p. 238).
Its authenticity is not essential to my argument (although a relatively early date of composition
may be) and 1 draw upon it as a source for Socrates insofar as it repeats and develops ideas
present in the Apology. Indeed, Burnet described it as “a sort of introduction to Socratic
philosophy for beginners” (cited in Guthrie, History, vol. 3, p. 470). If not by Plato, it may
conceivably be by one of the other Socratic authors to whom an Alcibiades is credited,
including Antisthenes, Euclides, and Phaedo (see Diogenes Laertius 6.18 (=fr. 1DC =SSRV
A 41), Diogenes Laertius 2.108 (= SSR II A 10), and Suidae Lexicon s.v. ®aidov (O 154 =
SSR III A 8) respectively).

* Of the various examples of t&xvou used by Socrates, shoemaking is particularly common.
See ¢.g. Plato Protagoras 319d, Gorgias 447d, Respublica 333a, 397e, 443c, Theaetetus 1464,
Xenophon Memorabilia 4.2.22. That Socrates constantly used the example of a shoemaker 1s
stated explicitly by Callicles in Gorgias 49la and Alcibiades in Symposium 221e. This may
owe something to the somewhat shadowmg figure of Simon the Shoemaker. an associate of
Socrates with whom Socrates is said to have spent considerable time conversing and who is
credited with being the first to make written records of Socrates’ conversations. For references
to Simon see my ‘Socraticorum Maximus: Simon the Shoemaker and the Problem of

Socrates’.
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oneself and what is important for oneself. In other words, the arts that take
care of the sorts of things usually held to be important for an individual —
possessions, wealth, reputation — are in fact distinct from, and irrelevant to, the
art of taking care of oneself. Although both Socrates and Alcibiades say that
they do not know what this art might be, they both agree that before one can
begin to care for oneself one must first know oneself, for just as the art of
shoemaking requires knowledge about shoes and the art of moneymaking
requires knowledge about money, so the art of taking care of oneself requires
self-knowledge. Socrates concludes by suggesting that the first step towards
taking care of oneself must be to follow the famous inscription at Delphi that
proclaims ‘know thyself” (yvaor cavtov).*!

There are two points in this passage from Alcibiades I that deserve further
comment. The first is the characterisation of taking care of oneself in very
general terms as an art or craft (téxvn).?* Although in the following passage
from the Apology the word téxvn is not used, nevertheless one can see the

same theme being developed:

Take the case of horses; do you believe that those who improve them
make up the whole of mankind, and that there is only one person who

has a bad effect on them? Or is the truth just the opposite, that the

21 Gee Plato Alcibiades I 124a, 129a. Note also Aristotle fr. 1 Rose’ apud Plutarcl_x Adversus
Colotem 1118¢ (= SSR1B 11, 1 C 502): according to Aristotle this Delphic inscription formed
the inspiration for Socrates’ philosophising.

*2 See Plato A/cibiades I 128d.
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ability to improve them belongs to one person or to very few persons,

who are horse trainers [...]?%

The reason why horse trainers have the ability to improve horses is that they
possess the art (téxvn) of horse training. Just as one would not entrust the
welfare of one’s horse to just anyone, so Socrates suggests that one should not
entrust the welfare of one’s soul (yvy1) to just anyone.** Yet it is of course far
from clear who in fact possesses the art (téxvmw) of caring for souls. This
general characterisation of caring for oneself as an art or craft (téxvn)
suggests that — like other arts or crafts — it is an activity guided by knowledge
(¢motipn) of its subject matter, that it is something that can be taught and
learned, that an expert will be able to give an explanation or rational account
(Ady0g) of what he is doing, and that proficiency will require a certain amount
of training and practice (&okmoic).”> However, exactly how Socrates
understands the relationship between these components is not yet clear and
something to which we shall return.

The second point worthy of note in the Alcibiades I passage is that, within
the context of this general characterisation of taking of oneself as an art
(téxvn), Socrates draws a parallel between the art of taking care of oneself —

one’s soul (yoyM) — and the art that takes care of one’s body which, as we

2 Plato Apologia 25a-b (trans. Tredennick); see also Xenophon Apologia 20. -

2 See e.g. Plato Crito 47a-d, Laches 184e-185a, Xenophon Apologia 20, Memorabilia 3.9.10-
11. ‘

25 For further discussion see Brickhouse & Smith, Plato’s Socrates, pp. 5-7. Reeve. Socrates
in the Apology, pp. 37-45. For a survey of the various meanings of texvn before Socrates and

Plato see Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, pp. 17-88.
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have seen, he calls yopuvaotikn.?® Socrates suggests that the art of taking care
of oneself benefits the soul (woyn) in a manner analogous to the way in which
gymnastics benefits the body. In particular, he wants to suggest that the care of
the soul is at least as important, if not more so, than care of the body, despite
the fact that the former is rarely practised.?’

So far we have seen that for Socrates philosophy is something concerned
with one’s way of life (Biog), that it does this by examining and taking care of
one’s soul (Wvy1) in a manner analogous to the way in which one might take
care of one’s body, and that this process can be characterised as an art, craft,
or skill (té€xvn). We have also seen that knowledge (¢miothun) of this art or
craft will involve being able to give an account of the rational principles
(20vot) which underpin it. However it is not yet clear exactly how this notion

of an art (téxvn) concerned with the soul is to be understood.

% Elsewhere, Plato’s Socrates draws a similar parallel between yopvootiky as that which is
concerned with the body and povoixt as that which concerned with the soul (see .Plato
Respublica 376¢). One might understand povoixn as a specific type of téxvn, in particular
one presided over by the Muses, an example of which would be poetry (see LSJ). In the
Phaedo Socrates is made to say that he had a dream in which he was told to practise povoixy
(see Plato Phaedo 60¢) and he continues by describing philosophy as the greatest of such arts
(see Plato Phaedo 61a: &g priocopiog pev odomng peyiong povotxic).

7 See e.g. Plato Crito 47¢c-48a, Protagoras 313a-c, Gorgias 512a.
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3. The Analysis of téxvn in the Gorgias

The most detailed analysis of the concept of t€xvn made by Plato’s Socrates
can be found in a passage from the Gorgias.”® The intention in this passage is
to show that rhetoric is not a proper art.”” The extent to which this analysis is
Socratic or Platonic may be open to dispute.*® Nevertheless it deserves our
attention here insofar as it develops a theme already present in the Apology.
However it is important to remember that our concern here is not with Plato’s
objectives in the dialogue as a whole but simply with his analysis of this
Socratic concept.

In the Gorgias Socrates draws a distinction between the body and the soul
and suggests that there is a good condition (edetia) for each of them.’! He
goes on to suggest that there are two arts (téxvaun) relating to each of these.
The arts which deal with the soul Socrates calls ‘politics’ (moAttiki).

Although he cannot think of an appropriate unifying term, the two arts dealing

* For the Gorgias 1 have used the edition by Dodds alongside Burnet’s OCT edition, plus the
translations by Irwin and by Woodhead (in Hamilton & Cairns). occasionally modified. I have
also used the commentary by Olympiodorus and Galen’s Thrasvbulus (5.806-898 Kiihn)
which comments directly on the Gorgias and deals with a number of similar issues. Other
Platonic dialogues that use what has come to be known as ‘the 1éyvn analogy’ include the
Laches, Charmides, Euthyphro, Euthydemus, and Protagoras. Roochnik supplies a complete
list of occurrences of T&yvy in the early dialogues and the role it performs in each dialogue
(Of Art and Wisdom, pp. 253-64).

# As Roochnik notes (‘Socrates” Use of the Techne-Analogy’, pp. 194-95), the téyvn analogy
is primarily used by Plato in the carly dialogues as a method of refutation of claims to
knowledge rather than as the basis for a positive moral theory.

¥ See in particular the discussion in Cooper, “Socrates and Plato in Plato’s Gorgias’, esp. pp.
31-32, who argues that the ‘Socrates’ of this dialogue cannot straightforwardly be taken as
merely Plato’s mouthpiece.

*! See Plato Gorgias 463a-466a, esp. 464a; also Olympiodorus In Platonis Gorgiam 13.1-2;
Santas, Socrates, pp. 286-303. For an etymological gloss on gbegia (ev prefix plus £5ic) see
Galen Thrasybulus 12 (5.826 Kiihn).

32 In their translation of Olympiodorus /n Platonis Gorgiam 13.2. Jackson. Lycos, & Tarrant

suggest ‘constitutional’.



CHAPTER TWO 62

with the body are gymnastics (yopvaotikf) and medicine (iotpixs) ™
Socrates suggests that politics may be divided into two arts corresponding to
these two physical arts, namely legislation (vouoBetikf) and justice
(dwkatoodvn). There are, then, a total of four arts “taking care of either body
or soul, aiming at the best (dei npog 10 PéAtioTOV)” >

To these four genuine arts, Socrates contrasts four pseudo arts, his
intention in this instance being to show that rhetoric is not a genuine art but
merely a knack or routine (¢pumelpio kai Tpiph).> Although the credit for this
detailed and highly structured analysis of the four arts and their spurious
counterparts should probably go to Plato,’® the basic distinction between arts
of the soul and arts of the body remains in the spirit of Socrates’ definition of
his philosophical project in the Apology, namely taking care of one’s soul
(¢mpereiobot ThHe Yoyiic).

The distinction that Socrates draws between the four genuine arts and their
spurious counterparts adds much to his conception of the arts concerned with

the soul. While the pseudo-arts tend to aim at pleasure, Socrates says that the

3 Galen offers ‘therapeutic art’ (Bepamevtich téxvn) as a unifying term for these two arts
concerned with the body; see Galen Thrasybulus 35 (5.873 Kiihn). '
34 Plato Gorgias 464c. This may be illustrated by means of a table (with Dodds, p. 226):

gymmnastics (YORVooTIKN) —  preservation
of the body (8epamevtixn)

medicine (1ortpixn) —  restoration
arts (Téyvor) , .
legislation (vopoBeTikn) —  preservation
of the soul (moArtixn) ‘
—  rtestoration

justice (Sikooovvn)

33 Plato Gorgias 463b. In his commentary, Dodds suggests “an empirical knack™ (p 225). At
463d Socrates also characterises rhetoric as an image (e13whov) of the corresponding part of

politics.
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genuine arts aim at what is best (10 Bértiotov).” This is important insofar as
the best condition may not always be the most pleasant. Moreover, the pseudo-
arts are presented as the product of ‘trial and error’ empiricism rather than the
expression of a real understanding of the task at hand. A genuine art, on the
other hand, will always involve and proceed according to a rational account
(A670¢).*® An individual skilled in a particular art will always be able to offer
an explanation of what it is that they are doing and why it is effective. This is
what makes an art something that can be taught and learned.

Within the four genuine arts, Socrates says that as gymnastics
(Yopvaotiky) is to the body so legislation (vopoBetikty) is to the soul, and as
medicine (iatpikf) is to the body so justice (dwatoabvn) is to the soul.
While gymnastics aims at the preservation of the good of the body, medicine
aims at the restoration of the good of the body. Likewise, legislation preserves
the good of the soul, while justice restores the good of the soul.** The analogy
between gymnastics and the art of caring for the soul has already been

mentioned. This new analogy with medicine helps to develop Socrates’ project

% See Dodds’ commentary, p. 226: This “is an early example of that interest in svstematic
classification which is so prominent in Sophist and Politicus [...] which is certainly, however,
a Platonic and not a Socratic invention”.

%’ For discussion of the ambiguity of the term ‘best’ (10 BéAtiotoV) see Irwin’s commentary,
p. 134.

* See Plato Gorgias 465a: “And 1 say it is not a craft (téxvnv). but a knack (pmetpioy).
because it has no rational account (Adyov) by which it applies the things it applies”. However.
as Aristotle notes in Metaphysica 981al-3, a téyvn can often be the product of epneipia, that
is, learned by trial and error. Thus the key characteristic of a éxvn is the presence of a
rational account (Adyog). For further discussion see Dodds. pp. 228-29. See also
Olympiodorus In Platonis Gorgiam 12.1-2, for the importance of a rational account, and 3.2,
for the role of experience in learning a craft.

* See Olympiodorus In Platonis Gorgiam 13.1-2.
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further.* It suggests that the art of taking care of the soul will benefit the soul
in a manner similar to the way in which medicine benefits the body. Both are
directed towards the cultivation or restoration of health, that is, a good state
(ebe€io) appropriate to each.*! As examples of téyvou, both will proceed
according to a rational account (L0y0g) and will be practised by experts who
are able to explain and teach their art to others. Just like a doctor, someone
who 1s skilled in the art of taking care of the soul will focus upon what will
bring genuine good rather than short-term pleasure. More importantly, both of
these arts are practical; as with the advice of a doctor, the words of someone
skilled in the art of taking care of the soul will be of little value unless they are
put into practice.*? Finally, unlike many of the other examples of téyvau,
medicine involves a substantial body of theoretical knowledge and the use of
this example serves to emphasise the essential role of Adyoc. Although this
medical analogy is only made explicit in the Gorgias, it is already hinted at in
Alcibiades 1 where Socrates moves between the words émpéieic and
6epaneio. One might say that just as medicine cures the body, so the art of
taking care of the soul functions as a form of therapy for the soul and is
directed towards what one might call mental health, analogous to physical

health.

* That this analogy may also be attributed to Socrates is given weight by its presence
throughout Xenophon; see e.g. Memorabilia 1.2.51, 1.2.54. 2.4.3, 2.10.2, 3.1.4. It can also be
seen in Democritus fr. 31 DK, with comment in Pigeaud, La maladie de 1'éme, pp. 17-19.

“! Note that Galen suggests that it is necessary to draw a distinction between ‘health’ (byieia)
and a ‘good state’ (e0e&ia), defining ‘health” as a certain state and a ‘good state’ as excellence
within that state; see Galen Thrasybulus 12 (5.825 Kiihn). However nothing much hangs on
this here. » ‘

** Aristotle makes a similar point in Ethica Nicomachea 1105b12-18. For discussion see
Jaeger, ‘Aristotle’s Use of Medicine as Model of Method in his Ethics’, pp. 54-61.
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This analogy with medicine, supplementing the analogy with gymnastics,
fits into the scheme laid out in the Gorgias only because the art of taking care
of oneself is divided into two distinct arts under the common heading of
politics (moArtik1). Although, as we have seen, both of these analogies can be
found in Alcibiades I, it seems reasonable to suggest that the systematic
account in the Gorgias should be credited to Plato rather than Socrates. In both
the Apology and Alcibiades I the art of taking care of oneself is presented as a
unified activity that is primarily a personal affair, a task that each individual
must undertake for themselves. Thus, although the account in the Gorgias is a
useful supplement to the Apology and Alcibiades I, its use of terminology such
as legislation (vopo@etikiy), justice (dikcrioovvn), and politics (moArtiki),
may be seen to suggest the beginning of something quite different from

Socrates’ essentially private and personal philosophical project.**

4. Different Types of 1éxvn

So far we have encountered a number of different examples of arts or crafts

(téxva) used in connection with the idea of an art (téyvyn) concerned with

taking care of one’s soul (yvy). Before continuing with the Gorgias it may

* See Plato Alcibiades I 131b. Note also Laches 185¢:; “What we have to consider is whether
one of us is skilled in the therapy of the soul (teyvixog wepi Yoyt Bepaneiav)”.

* In the Apology Socrates is of course concerned with provoking others to take care of
themselves and thus there is some form of social dimension to his project. However, once
provoked, it is a task that they must undertake for themselves. It is unclear how public
legislation could play a part in what he has in mind (sece Reeve, Socrates in the Apology. pp.
155-60). His repeated use of the téyvn analogy in discussions of political leadership (in both
Plato and Xenophon) serves primarily to refute the claims of others to expertise in politics
rather than forming the basis for any positive theory of a political Té)vn (sec the next note).
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be appropriate to consider the precise nature of these different t€xvor and to
see what, if anything, this may contribute to our understanding of Socrates’
project.

As we have seen, in Alcibiades I the analogy was made between the art
that takes care of one’s soul and the art that takes care of one’s feet. This latter
art was specified as gymnastics. In the Gorgias both gymnastics and medicine
were used. Elsewhere in the Platonic dialogues a whole range of examples of
teyvon are used — building, weaving, shoemaking, flute playing, fishing,
hunting, mathematics, navigation — although, in general, these are used to test
claims to expert knowledge made by others rather than as direct analogies with
the art that takes care of one’s soul.* Nevertheless it may be instructive to
consider briefly the nature of these various té€xvou and the ways in which they
can be seen to differ from one another.

The first and most obvious type of téxvn that can be distinguished may be
called productive (mowmrtikn).*® This type of téyvn has a product that can

clearly be distinguished from its practice. Thus the art of shoemaking has a

* Roochnik, ‘Socrates’ Use of the Techne-Analogy’, p. 194, draws attention to the primary
uses of the téyvn analogy in the early dialogues, namely for refutation or exhortation, but not
for the construction of a positive technical conception of &peth, contra Irwin, Plato’s Moral
Theory, p. 7. Roochnik’s argument that Plato rejected the téxvn analogy is developed at
length in his Of Art and Wisdom. He suggests that the fact that a number of the early dialogues
fail to produce adequate definitions of the virtues that they consider indicates that t€xvn is not
a good model for such knowledge (p. 89). But this could simply be due to the fact that none of
the characters — Socrates included — possess the expertise necessary for one of them to be able
to supply such a definition. It does not mean that a definition could never be supplied. These
failures could simply be read as indications of the rarity of such knowledge. However. the
debate concerning Plato’s use of the téxvn analogy is not directly relevant here as our primary
concern is with Socrates and not Plato. This distinction becomes blurred only if one assumes
that certain Platonic texts can be read as documents of essentially Socratic philosophy (see
Additional Note 1).

% For examples of this sort of Té)vn see e.g. Plato Charmides 165d. For the use of the phrase
mouyTueh téxvn see e.g. Galen Thrasybulus 12 (5.826 Kiihn), 27 (5.854 Kiihn), 30 (5.861

Kiihn), Simplicius /r Physica 303.10-11.
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product — shoes — distinct from the activity of practising the art itself
Moreover, success in the art of shoemaking can easily be assessed with
reference to that product; the excellent shoemaker is one who makes excellent
shoes. It has been suggested that this type of té€xvn captures the original
meaning of the word.*” Moreover it has sometimes been assumed that this is in
some sense the primary or fundamental meaning of téxvn and consequently it
has been argued that any téyvn must ultimately conform to this model and
thus must have a product distinct from its practice.*® It is this essentially
productive conception of 1€y v that Aristotle holds.*

A second type of téxvn can be seen in the case of fishing and this type
may be called acquisitive (xtnricn).” Although this sort of art does not
construct anything in the way that a productive art does, nevertheless in some
sense it has a ‘product’ distinct from its practice by which mastery of the art
may be assessed. Thus the excellent fisherman is one who returns home with a

basket full of fish and consequently his mastery of the art can be seen by all.

7 See Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, pp. 18-26, who reports that the original pre-Homeric
meaning would have been the production of something specifically from wood, but notes that
already in Homer the range of meanings had expanded to include non-productive activities
such as singing and medicine.

* See e.g. Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory, pp. 73-74, with criticism in Nussbaum, The Fragility
of Goodness, p. 97, Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, p. 5. This leads Irwin into his
‘instrumentalist’ interpretation of Plato, in which happiness (eddopovier) is specified as the
product of the art (téxvn) of human excellence (dpeth) which becomes merely a means to this

end.
* See Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1140a1-23 and in particular 1140a17: “art (téxvnv) must

be a matter of making (motfioemc), not of acting (0 np&&ew)”. On the basis of this he claims

at 1140b1-2 that practical wisdom (@poévnoig) cannot be an art. o
% For examples see e.g. Plato Euthydemus 290b-c. For the phrase xintuci téxvn see ¢.g.

Plato Sophista 223c, Galen Thrasybulus 30 (5.861 Kiihn).
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A third type of téxvn is exemplified by dancing and may be called
performative (mpaxtix).”' For arts such as these there is no material product
distinct from the practice of the art itself *? Success in this sort of art must
therefore be judged with reference to a correct performance. Plato refers to
this sort of art when he distinguishes between the arts of making harps and
playing harps, the latter being an art of ‘use’.® In one ancient source,
examples of arts such as flute playing and harp playing are used to
characterise what Aristotle calls practical knowledge (émiothun mpoaktik)
and which he will say has as its goal action (2pyov).** Note that the way in
which the word €pyov can refer to both products and actions may undercut any
attempt to impose a rigid division between productive and performative arts.

A fourth type can be seen in the examples of mathematics and geometry.
These arts may be called theoretical (@ewpnrikt).” Their precise nature is
more difficult to discern. They could possibly be classified as productive
(producing results), acquisitive (uncovering results)’® or performative

(primarily characterised by correct application of procedures). However Plato

*' Alternatively, active. For examples sec e.g. Plato Meno 90d-e, Laches 194e. For the phrase
rpoaxTiky €V see e.g. Galen Thrasybulus 27 (5.856 Kiihn), 30 (5.861 Kiihn), Eustratius /n
Ethica Nicomachea 58.24, 59.2.

* Trwin, Plato’s Moral Theory, pp. 73-74, insists that even these arts must have a distinct
‘product’ (Epyov); dancing produces movements, flute playing produces music, etc. These are
of course actions rather than distinct material products, highlighting the range of the word
Epyov.

>> See Plato Euthvdemus 289b-c.

> See Diogenes Laertius 3.84 (but note also 3.100) and Aristotle Metaphysica 993b20-21
respectively.

> For examples see ¢.g. Plato Charmides 165¢-166a, Gorgias 450d. For the phrase 8gopnrixi
T€yvn see e.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias /n Afetaphysica 142.7-8, Sextus Empiricus .ddversus
Mathematicos 2.5, 8.291.

*% See e.g. Plato Euthydemus 290b-c, Sophista 219¢.
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often distinguishes these sorts of arts from all of the others mentioned so far.™’
An alternative way to characterise them might be as contemplative. Indeed,
this type of art is often understood as a correlate to Aristotle’s conception of
theoretical knowledge (¢miothun Bewpnrtikf) which he distinguishes from the
practical (mparxtikf) and the productive (mowntikh).”® However, these
Aristotle calls types of émiotfipn, and not types of téxvn, a term which, as we
have already noted, he limits to the productive TEY VL.

A fifth type can be seen in medicine and navigation. These are arts that
aim (otoy&Lopa) at a distinct goal (t€hog) — in the case of medicine, health —
but in which the excellent practitioner does not always achieve that goal.
These may be called stochastic (ctoyaotiky) arts.” One might say that the
‘product’ (£pyov) of the art of medicine is health but that — unlike the excellent
shoemaker — the excellent doctor does not always manage to produce this
product.®® In other words, excellent practice does not guarantee that one will
always achieve the goal. This is due to the role played by external factors

outside of the control of the practitioner.®' In these sorts of arts a problem can

*" See e.g. Plato Charmides 165¢, Gorgias 450d-e.

*¥ See Aristotle Metaphysica 1025b3-1026a32, Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, p. 271. Note
also Diogenes Laertius 3.84 where Aristotle’s threefold division of émiothun is attributed to
Plato, but using examples of arts, including shipbuilding for the productive, flute playing for
the practical, and geometry for the theoretical.

* See e.g. Aristotle Topica 101b5-10, Ars Rhetforica 1355b12-14. In these passages Aﬁstoﬂe
does not use the phrase ctoxoctikh téxvn but his commentator Alexander of Aphrodisias
does; see e.g. In Topica 32.12-34.5, In Analytica Priora 39.30-40.5, 165.8-15, Quaesﬁone’s
61.1-28. For the phrase see also Ps.-Galen De Optima Secta 4 (1.112-115 Kiihn). Alexander’s
account of stochastic arts will be discussed in Chapter Three § 4. .

% In Charmides 165c-d Plato characterises health as the ‘product” (£€pyov) of medicine
alongside houses as the product of building without noting any difference in nature betwegn
the two arts. The precise relationship between goal (téhog) and product or function (Epyov) in
stochastic arts will be discussed further in Chapter Three § 4. ’ .
%! See the discussion of such factors in an argument defending medicine’s status as a téxvn in
Hippocrates De Arte 8. 1t is the role that these external factors play, and not any lack of
precision with regard to its subject matter, that defines a stochastic art and leads to the
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be seen to arise when it comes to assessing an individual’s expertise. One
response to this would be to suggest that if a practitioner of a stochastic art
“omits none of the available means” (¢&v 1@V &vdeyopéveov pndtv
napaiiny) then one can reasonably claim that he has an adequate grasp of the
art in question.®? So, for example, an expert doctor might be defined as one
who does everything in his power to save his patient. However, this implies
that only other practitioners of the art in question will be able to make such an
assessment, for only they will be familiar with all of the means available.

As we can see, it is possible to distinguish between a number of different
types of té€yvn and, in order to understand Socrates’ concept of an art
concerned with taking care of one’s soul, it will be necessary to consider
which type of art he may have had in mind. However, we must remember that
the examples mentioned above derive from the Platonic dialogues where in a
number of different passages Plato distinguishes between two or three of these
types of téxvn for his own philosophical ends.”® It would be rash to assume
that this analysis can straightforwardly be applied to Socrates’ understanding
of the term té€vn.

In the Apology Socrates holds up craftsmen in general as the only
examples he can find of individuals possessing secure knowledge.®* He does

not appear to distinguish between different types of craftsmen. Yet as we have

distinction between goal (téAog) and function (Epyov). Roochnik is occasionally unclear about
this; compare Of Art and Wisdom, pp. 52 & 55.

%2 See Aristotle Zopica 101b9-10.

63 All of the appropriate passages are outlined in Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdon. pp. 271-82.
As he notes. Plato’s primary division is between the productive and the theoretical. but these
are often sub-divided.

¢ See Plato Apologia 22¢c-d.
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seen in Alcibiades 1 and the Gorgias, the arts that are explicitly used in
relation to the idea of an art of taking care of one’s soul are gymnastics
(yopvaotuki) and medicine (iatpikf). Both of these arts are presented as
being concerned with the health of the body, with preserving or restoring a
good state (eDekia) for the body. As such, they can both be seen as examples
of stochastic arts; they aim at a goal which mastery of the art in question does
not necessarily guarantee. To this category one might add the only example of
a téxvn in the 4Apology — horse training — which also aims at a good state
(eve€ia) and in which mastery of the art may not be enough to guarantee
success; no matter how good the horse trainer, some horses simply cannot be
trained. Yet another characteristic that these three arts share in common and
which does not apply to all stochastic arts (e.g. navigation) is that they focus
upon the transformation of the condition or state of the object with which they
are concerned. Although one might characterise the health or good state that
each of these arts aim at as a ‘product’, a more appropriate way to consider
them might be as an alteration of the condition of an object. As such we might
characterise these as not only stochastic but also as transformative arts.

Should one understand the art of taking care of one’s soul as a stochastic-
transformative art? This appears to be what is implied by the examples of
gymnastics, medicine, and horse training. Yet one will recall that, for Socrates,
his conception of an art that takes care of one’s soul in some sense guarantees
success and happiness (e03atpovia). Just as the master shoemaker knows that
he is sure to make good shoes, so Socrates conceives of an art the possession

of which will guarantee success in living well. This is clearly very different
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from the stochastic art of medicine in which the expert doctor, no matter how
good he is, will nevertheless occasionally lose a patient due to external factors
outside of his control. Thus it is tempting to suggest that the key characteristic
of the three examples that Socrates would want to extract is not their
stochastic nature but rather their transformative function. Indeed, the self-
referential nature of the art with which Socrates is concerned appears to rule
out interference from external factors.®® The art of taking care of one’s soul is
an art directed towards the transformation of the state of the soul into a good
state (eDegia), developing its excellence (&petiy), just as medicine transforms
the state of the body into one of health.*® This, broadly speaking, may be
called its ‘product’. Yet it is important to note here that this art is not itself
human excellence (&petf) but rather an art that cultivates and takes care of
such excellence,®’ just as medicine and gymnastics are not themselves health
but rather the arts that cultivate and preserve health. Thus &perti is the prodict

of the art for which Socrates searches and not the art itself*® For Socrates,

% This will become a key characteristic later in the hands of Epictetus who will suggest that
the only thing with which we should be concerned is that which is totally within our own
power and independent of external factors (see e.g. Enchiridion 1.1-3).

“ By dpety should be understood not merely moral virtue but virtue in the sense of ‘that by
virtue of which’ a thing is good, and thus excellence or goodness in general. An athlete who
wins at the Olympics, for instance, is &peth yet this clearly does not mean “virtuous’. For
further comment see Urmson, The Greek Philosophical Vocabulary, pp. 30-31: also Nehamas,
The Art of Living, p. 77, who suggests ‘success’.

%7 Note again the use of émpeietoBon dpetiig in the Apology (31b, 4le) as a synonmym for
g¢mpereiodon Eovtod and Empeheiodan Thg woyhc (see Bumnet, pp. 127, 171; Strycker‘, PD.
331-32). The té€xvn for which Socrates searches will take care of his excellence; it is not itself
that excellence. In Futhydemus 275a it is philosophy (pihocopic) that is identified as tbat
which takes care of excellence (Gpetiic émpereiobon). Socrates’ téxvn analogy, then. is with
philosophy, not with excellence (&petn). '

% This is based upon my earlier reading of the Apology and, in particular, A[ci‘biad‘es 1 whxgh
develops material in the Apology. 1t is not a claim about the ear}y Platomc dialogues in
general. But it is interesting to note that this answers one of the objections made by Vlastos
and others to Irwin’s instrumentalist reading of Plato (see the summary in Vlastos, Socrates:
Ironist and Moral Philosopher, pp. 6-10). Rather than &peth being reduced to a means for
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then, it appears that human excellence (&pet#) is not a technique (téxvn) but
rather a certain excellent state (eve&ia) of the soul (yoyh).

As I have already noted, this brief detour from the Gorgias has focused
upon the different types of téyvn that appear in Plato’s dialogues. It is difficult
to know how much, if any, of this can be attributed to Socrates. The analyses
of different types of téxvn that appear in a number of the early dialogues is
probably the work of Plato himself and may not owe much at all to Socrates.®
The central theme that one finds in the Apology and elsewhere is Socrates’
search for a secure form of knowledge concerned with how one should live.
The only examples of any form of secure knowledge that he could find were
with the artisans and craftsmen, and consequently Socrates appears to have
taken their model of knowledge as the paradigm in his search without
necessarily considering the subtle but important differences between the
various examples of such knowledge. This is a topic to which we shall return
when we discuss the Stoics in the next chapter. Our primary concern here is to
consider the way in which Socrates understood the nature of such téxvat in

general and the way in which he thought such knowledge could be developed.

attaining the ‘product’ eddcupovie. petn itself becomes the ‘produ‘ct", identified with
£dSoupovic (as Viastos suggests it must be), retaining its status as an end in itself. .

¢ This is the line taken by Roochnik in Of Art and Wisdom. although he does not directly
address questions concerning the historical Socrates.
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S. The Role of Goxnoig

As we saw earlier in the Gorgias, central to Socrates’ distinction between an
art or craft (téxvn) and a mere knack or routine (Epmerpia kai tppi) is the
claim that one who is an expert in an art will be able to give a rational account
(Aoyog) of what he is doing.” It is this ability that makes an art something that
can be taught and learned. Yet what exactly is involved in learning an art? Is it
merely a question of gaining a theoretical understanding of the rational
principles (AOyor) behind the art? In a number of passages in the Gorgias
Socrates suggests that he thinks that, alongside an understanding of the
relevant rational principles, something else will also be required if someone is
to become proficient in an art. Before considering these passages it might be
helpful to consider further the nature of a Téxvn.

For any art or craft (téyvn) it is possible to draw a threefold distinction
between someone who has no knowledge of the craft in question, an
apprentice in that craft, and an expert (teyxvitng). It is the status of the
apprentice that is relevant here. An apprentice might be described as someone
who has studied the basic principles of the craft but has not yet mastered the
practice of that craft. Although he might understand the rational principles
(A0yor) underpinning the craft (téyxvn), nevertheless he is not yet a craftsman
(teyvitng). The student of medicine, for example, will require considerable

practical experience after his education in medical theory before he can claim

7 1t is Socrates’ own inability to give such an account (Adyog) that forms the basis for his
profession of ignorance despite his reputation for wisdom in his actions (Epya).
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to be a fully qualified doctor. In other words, an understanding of the 20701
relevant to a téxvn is not on its own sufficient for mastery of that téyvn.

In the light of this, let us now return to the Gorgias. In three separate
passages Socrates hints at the role that training or exercise (§okno1Q) might
play in the acquisition of an art or craft (téxvn).”! After a discussion
concerning the beneficial qualities of self-discipline or temperance

(cwepoobvn), Socrates sums up by saying that anyone who wants to be happy

must attain this:

If it is true then the man who wishes to be happy (e0daipovie) must

be 4 A b4 7 7
pursue and practice (Siwktéov kai &okNTéOV) temperance. 2

Self-discipline or temperance (c@@poctvn) is of course one of the traditional
human excellences or virtues (&petaii). Here Socrates hints at the idea that the
acquisition of this excellence will require one not merely to be able to say
what it is (i.e. supply its Adyog) but also to engage in some form of practice
(oxnoig) if one wants to acquire it fully. Later in the dialogue, where
Socrates returns explicitly to the question of téxvm, he suggests to his
interlocutor Callicles that it would be foolish for either of them to stand up in

public and profess themselves to be an expert (texvitng) in an art or craft

" As well as doxnotg other words used include peAétn and yopdLerv. These terms are often
used interchangeably and in the present context I take them to be broadly synonymous. These
terms will reappear in Chapter Five. For philosophical references to doxnotg befpre Sgcrates
sece e.g. Protagoras fr. 3 DK and Democritus fr. 242 DK, with comment in Hijmans,
"Aoxnoig, pp. 55-57, for references to perétn see ¢.g. Protagoras fr. 10 DK apz{d §to})aeus
3.29.80 (3.652.22-23 WH): “art without practice, and practice without art, are nothing™ (reve
undev glvon pNTe TEXVNV VED PEAETNG PNTE LEAETNV GVED TEYVNG).
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before they had first served a long apprentice of trial and error, followed by a
period of successful practice in private.” Only then would either of them be
ready to proclaim their ability. Here the idea that an apprentice in a craft must
undergo some form of training after his initial education in the principles of
that craft is made more explicit (although the word &oknoic is not used).
Later, at the very end of the dialogue, Socrates again says to Callicles that
neither of them should engage in the art of politics until they have gained

sufficient expertise in it

After such training in common (xowvfj &oxfioavtec) together, then at

last, if we think fit, we may enter public life.”*

Here Socrates is explicit: before one can become an expert in an art or craft (in
this case, politics) one must first engage in training or exercise (&oxknoiC).
What these passages hint at is the idea that, alongside an understanding of the
principles (A6yot) involved in an art (téxvn), one must also engage in a period
of practical training or exercise (&oknoig) in order to master that art. This is
what the apprentice must undergo in the period between leaving the classroom
and publicly proclaiming his expertise in his chosen profession.

Xenophon, in a passage defending the reputation and activities of Socrates,
also draws attention to the importance of &oxnoig and, in particular oknoig

concerned with the soul (yoxn):

" Plato Gorgias 507c.
 See Plato Gorgias 514e.
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I notice that as those who do not train the body (t& coparoe
dokoDvtag) cannot perform the functions proper to the body (t& t0od
copatog €pya), so those who do not train the soul (thv yoyny
aoxodvtag) cannot perform the functions of the soul (t& THg woyfic

gpya).”

Although Xenophon does not explicitly attribute this remark to Socrates
himself; it is clear that Xenophon takes this notion of training the soul (yoyn)
to be implicit in Socrates’ philosophy and considers it necessary to make it
explicit as part of his defence of Socrates.

From these remarks one can see that for Socrates learning an art or craft
(texvn) will involve two components, Adyoc and doxnoic.” In order to
become a master of any given téxvn, both components will be necessary. It
is not enough merely to understand the principles behind an art, one must also
undertake a series of exercises in order to translate those principles into one’s
behaviour. It is this training (&oxnoig) that transforms the apprentice into an

expert whose mastery of the art in question is displayed in his actions (Epya).

" Plato Gorgias 527d.

” Xenophon AMemorabilia 1.2.19 (trans. Marchant).

7® A third contributory factor (but perhaps not a necessary component) would be natural
ability. These three — learning, practice, natural ability — are often listed together in
discussions of téxvn and dpetq (e.g. Plato AMeno 70a, Protagoras 323d-e, Phaedrus 269d,
Xenophon Memorabilia 3.9.1-3; note that in the last two of these peAétn is used in place of
doxnoig). For further discussion see O’Brien, The Socratic Paradoxes, esp. pp. 144-46 n. 27,
and, for further ancient examples, see Shorey, ‘@®bo1g, peAétn, EMOTARY . .
7 This is rarely acknowledged in discussions of either Socrates or the early Platonic
dialogues. However note Guthrie, History, vol. 3, p. 456: “It must also be remembered that
Socrates’s constant analogy for virtue was not theorctical science but art or craft (rechne).
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Unfortunately the role of training in the concept of TEX VN is rarely brought out
in this context because Socrates has often been presented as being primarily
concerned with the search for definitions, that is, for an account of the rational
principles (Adyot) which stand behind knowledge of an art or craft. As I have
already suggested, this may well be due to the influence of Aristotle’s
testimony.78 However, although such definitions may be a necessary condition
for knowledge of an art or craft, the passages that we have just considered
suggest that Socrates did not consider them to be, by themselves, a sufficient

condition.”

6. Aristotle’s Interpretation of Socrates

It is clear, then, that Socrates outlines the idea of an art (téxvn) concerned
with taking care of one’s soul (yox1) or one’s excellence (&pet?), analogous
to gymnastics and medicine, and requiring two components, a rational

principle (A6yog) and practical training (&oxnoig).

mastery of which calls for both knowledge and practice”; and also more recently Nehamas,
“Socratic Intellectualism’, p. 46.

® See § 1 above.

P say ‘may be a necessary condition’ rather than ‘are a necessary condition’ because of the
following: in both Plato Laches 193d-e and Xenophon Ademorabilia 4.4.10 Socrates is
presented as possessing the art of human excellence (&peti) even though it is explicitly
acknowledged in both passages that he cannot give a rational account of it. One might say that
in some sense Socrates possesses dipett itself, but does not possess knowledge (Emothun) of
apeti. He is, for instance, courageous but has no knowledge of courage (and therefore can
neither define it nor teach it to others). This is obviously closely related to the status of
Socrates’ profession of ignorance, an issue which goes beyond our concemns here. The
important point in the present context is not whether definition (Aoyog) is a necessary
condition or not (at present I remain undecided) but rather the claim that it is nor a sufficient

condition.
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In addition to this there is another important point that needs to be noted.
Socrates suggests that possession of a Téxvn will necessarily impact upon the
behaviour of its possessor.*® So, when making shoes, the skilled shoemaker
cannot help but make good shoes (excepting any deliberate intention or
external interference). Similarly the musician, by virtue of the fact that he has
mastered the art concerned with his instrument, always plays well. In short,
Socrates suggests that the art (t€xvm) that takes care of one’s soul (yoyxn) -
also characterised as the art that takes care of one’s Gpeti) — will automatically
impact upon one’s behaviour. To be more precise, he claims that knowledge
(émothun) of this art (téyvn) will necessarily impact upon an individual’s
actions (2pya).®! Just as the skilled shoemaker will, by definition, always
make good shoes, so he who knows the art of taking care of one’s excellence
(Gpeiy) will necessarily act excellently.

This idea that philosophical knowledge (¢mothun) will automatically
impact upon one’s behaviour (Biog) has often been criticised, probably most
famously by Aristotle. This criticism is of course based upon Aristotle’s own
understanding of what he takes to be Socrates’ position. The Aristotelian

claims concerning Socrates relevant here are the following:

%% See e.g. Plato Gorgias 460b-c: “Now is not the man who has learned (pepoBnkag) the art
of carpentry a carpenter? [...] And he who has leamed the art of music a musician? [...] And
he who has learned medicine a physician? And so too on the same principle, the man who has
learned (pepadnxax) anything becomes in each case such as his knowledge (émomun)
makes him?”. This is based upon his more general claim that people only do what they think is
best; see e.g. Plato Protagoras 352c, Xenophon Memorabilia 3.9.5, 4.6.6, Aristotle Ethica
Eudemia 1216b6-9 (= SSR 1 B 28). If they do not know what 1s best then their mistake will be
a product of ignorance; but if they do know what is best they will necessarily do it.

¥ See e.g. Xenophon Memorabilia 3.9.5.



CHAPTER TWO 80

He [Socrates] thought all the excellences (&petdg) to be kinds of
knowledge (¢miotfiuag), so that to know justice (gidévor te THV
dikatoobvny) and to be just (elvon dixoiov) came simultaneously
(Gpo ovpBaivewv); for the moment that we have learned geometry or

building we are builders and geometers.*

Socrates thought the excellences (&petac) were rational principles

(Aoyovg) (for he thought they were all forms of knowledge

(¢motiuag)).®

These two passages form the core of Aristotle’s presentation of what has come
to be known as Socrates’ “virtue is knowledge’ thesis — the theory that to know
what is good will necessarily make one good.®® The first of these passages is,
in the light of what we have already seen, fairly uncontroversial. For Socrates,
apet) is the knowledge (émiothiun) developed by the art (téyvn) that takes
care of one’s soul, and to possess that knowledge will automatically impact
upon one’s behaviour.® Just as knowing the art of shoemaking makes one a
good shoemaker, so knowing the art that cultivates human excellence (&pett)
will make one an excellent individual. However, the second of these passages

is somewhat problematic. Here, human excellence (éipet1) is identified with

82 Aristotle Ethica Eudemia 1216b6-9 (= SSR 1B 28).
83 Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1144b28-30 (= SSR 1 B 30). '

84 For further discussion of this thesis see Guthrie, History, vol. 3, pp. 450-59. For Aristotle’s
presentation of this thesis see Deman, Le témoignage d Aristote sur Socrate. pp. 82-98.

** For &pe as a form of émotipn see Plato Meno 87¢, Protagoras 349¢-350a, 360d.
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rational principles (A6yot).*® Aristotle in effect suggests that Socrates held that
possession of these principles (A0yot) would on its own be sufficient to
guarantee knowledge (émiothun); ‘to know the principles (Adyor)
underpinning human excellence (&peth) is enough to possess that excellence’
says Socrates according to Aristotle.

Aristotle’s implicit identification of émwothun with Adyog in his
presentation of Socrates’ position leads Aristotle to attribute to Socrates the
claim that an understanding of philosophical principles or theory (Adyoc) will
on its own automatically impact upon one’s behaviour (Biog). It is this thesis
that Aristotle then criticises for being too simplistic. Indeed, the passage in
question continues with the clause Myeig d& peta Adyov. Thus the full passage

reads:

Socrates thought the excellences (&petdc) were rational principles
(L6yovg) (for he thought they were all forms of knowledge
(¢motipag)), while we think they involve a rational principle (neta

A670v).%

Yet as we have already seen, Socrates does not identify ¢mothun with A6yog

and does not think that such principles will be enough on their own to

% See also Aristotle Magna Moralia 1198a10-13 (= SSR 1 B 33) where the identification
between d&peth and Adyog is made explicit (with comment 1n 'Deman, Le témoignage
d’Aristote sur Socrate, p. 92). For discussion of the authenticity of this wprk - oft‘en dismissed
as spurious — see Cooper, “The \agna Moralia and Aristotle’s Moral Philosophy .

87 Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1144b28-30 (= SSR 1 B 30).
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transform one’s behaviour. Instead, he identifies gmothiun with téxvn,*®
arguing that it is this that will automatically impact upon one’s behaviour, and
not merely the possession of the Aoyor underpinning that téyvn.* As Aristotle
confirms in the first passage above, Socrates held &peti} to be a form of
knowledge (¢émotfiun). However, in contrast to Aristotle’s claim in the second
passage, Socrates identifies knowledge (¢motAun) not with an understanding
of the principles (Aéyor) underpinning an art but rather with the possession of
the art (téxvn) itself. As we have already seen, Socrates does not think that an
understanding of the theory or principles (AOyor) behind an art (téxvy) is on
its own enough to make one an expert in that art, Rather he suggests that one
will also require training, exercise, or practice (&oxkno1g).

By identifying émothun with Adyoc Aristotle, in effect, makes Socrates
say that the apprentice craftsman who has finished his course of lectures on
theory (Adyog) but has not yet undergone any practical training (doxnoig) will
immediately be able to translate what he has learned in the classroom into
practical ability. Yet what Socrates actually says is that in order for the
apprentice to become a master craftsman (texvitng) he must engage in

practical training (&oknotc) in order to learn how to translate what he has

%8 See e.g. Plato Protagoras 357b.

* This distinction may be used to form the basis for a Socratic response to Aristotle’s
criticism of Socrates’ rejection of ‘weakness of will” in Ethica Nicomachea (see e.g. 1145b21-
27 = SSR 1 B 39). The individual who appears to know x but does not do x has an
understanding of the principles concerning x but does not possess the art concerning x. On his
reading of Socrates, Aristotle’s identification of knowledge (éniothun) with an understanding
the principles (A6yo1) leads to the paradox of possessing knowledge but not acting upon it.
However Socrates’ identification of knowledge with possession of an art (té€xvn) — as opposed
to the principles underpinning that art — enables him to say that the ‘weak-willed” individual
does not have émotiun even though he might possess the relevant L6yor. The extra element
required will of course be &oxnoig.
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learned in the classroom (MOy0g) into actions (Epya). However, once the
apprentice has finished his practical training, then his skill or expertise (téxvn)
will automatically impact upon the way in which he practises his craft. In
other words, by identifying ¢mothun with Adyog rather than T€xvn in his
account of Socrates’ position, Aristotle fails to take into account the
importance that Socrates places upon doxmoig for the acquisition of
knowledge of an art or craft, including the art that cultivates human excellence

(&petiy).

7. Summary

The aim of this chapter has been to consider the Socratic origins of the
conception of philosophy as an art (téxvn) concerned with one’s way of life
(Biog). I have tried to offer an outline of Socrates’ account of a téxvn directed
towards taking care of one’s soul (woy1), a 1é)vn directed at the cultivation of

&peth that will be expressed in an individual’s actions (#pyc).”' I have also

*® However, in his own ethics Aristotle does take info account the role of doxnoig in the
acquisition of dgpetn (see e.g. Ethica Nicomachea 1099b9-18; also 1105b12-18). The major
difference between Aristotle’s own position and that of Socrates (and later the Stoics) is his
distinction between cogio and @pdvnoig. This introduces into his philosophy the possibility
of a dichotomy between knowing goodness and being good (see e.g. Ethica Nicomachea
1103b26-28) that is impossible for Socrates. This, in turn, leads to his confusion concerning
Socrates’ position. As we have seen, in fact Aristotle and Socrates would agree with regard to
the point that &pet1 is not merely a matter of A6yog but nevertheless involves L6yvog. The
difference between their positions lies in Socrates’ emphasis upon téxvn as a model for
¢mwothiun and ool (see esp. Plato 4Apologia 21c-22¢) in contrast to Aﬁstode’s more
theoretical model. For Aristotle té€yvy is strictly productive and not concerned with action
(e.g. Ethica Nicomachea 1140a16-17).

1 By way of further elaboration: this art (téxvy) is concerned with culﬁvaﬁng a good state
(si)sﬁiia) in the soul (yvy1n) and this good state (eve&io) may be id;nﬁﬁgd mﬂ} excellence
(&peth). This transformation of the soul is automatically expressed in actions (£pyo). thgse
actions (£pya) being the tangible ‘product’ (Epyov) of the art (téxvn) and the means by which
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attempted to show that knowledge (¢miotiiun) of this T€XVN cannot be
identified simply with the principles (Adyot) underpinning that téyvn but will
instead involve both Aéyoc and doknoic.” 1 have suggested that this is
something often obscured by an ‘intellectualist’ image of Socrates, an image
that owes much to Aristotle’s testimony.

We can now begin to see how this Socratic conception of philosophy
might enable us to understand better the relationship between philosophy and
biography. By identifying EmoTiun with téyvn rather than AOYoG, Socrates
implicitly presents philosophy as something that will necessarily be expressed
in an individual’s actions (pya), just as the craftsman’s expertise will be
expressed in his actions and the works (#pyc) that he produces.” Yet there
will be plenty of philosophical apprentices who, although they may have
mastered philosophical Adyor, are not yet philosophers in the Socratic sense
insofar as their &pyo are not yet in harmony with their Aéyor. The
philosophical expert, on the other hand, will express his mastery in his actions
and not just in his words. Moreover, the analogy with the craftsman suggests
that what we have here is a form of knowledge that is primarily expressed in
an individual’s actions. Although an expert in a té€xvn will be able to give a

rational account of what he is doing, this remains secondary to the practice of

this change in the soul is assessed. Thus this art (téxvn) — identified with philosophy -
transforms both soul (yvoy1) and way of life (Biog) simultancously. As we shall see in Chapter
Three § 7, a similar schema can be seen with the Stoics.

2 As Foucault puts it, with Socrates we have a conception of philosophy that cannot be
reduced to the mere awareness of a principle (see The Use of Pleasure. p. 72, L 'usage des
plaisirs, pp. 97-98).

 Note the way in which the range of meanings of &pyo contributes to the anz}log_v. The
‘works’ of the philosopher are his ‘actions’. his philosophical way of life. This will be seen
again in the discussion of different types of 1éyxvn in Chapter Three.
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the téxvy itself.”* As Epictetus reminds his students, a builder does not offer
to discourse on the art of building; rather he builds, thereby showing his
mastery of his art.”®> Socrates’ conception of philosophy as a téyvn rather than
simply a matter of A0yog means that an individual’s actions (¢pya) and way of
life (Biog) may often be a better indication of an individual’s philosophy than
any written or spoken account (Adyoc). As such, this conception of philosophy
gives a philosophical significance to biography that philosophy conceived as
simply a matter of Adyog cannot. Indeed, Xenophon reports that before his
trial Socrates said to his companions that there was no need for him to prepare
a lengthy written defence, for his behaviour throughout his life constituted the
best defence he could possibly have.*®

It is important to stress, however, that with Socrates this image of
philosophy as an art concerned with one’s way of life is only hinted at and is
by no means developed into a fully-fledged concept. Socrates’ comments

serve merely as suggestive ways in which to think about the issues involved. It

was only later, in the hands of the Stoics, that the concept of an art of living

* In his Of Art and Wisdom Roochnik argues that Plato (not Socrates) rejects the téxvy
analogy because it is unable to offer an adequate model for knowledge of &petq. In its place
Roochnik suggests that Plato held on to a non-technical conception of knowledge and one of
the few characteristics that he assigns to this is a harmony between deeds and words (see e.g.
pp. 97, 105, 107, 125, 176). Yet this is precisely one of the key characteristics of a technical
conception of knowledge and the technical model offers an ideal framework within which to
understand such a harmony. It offers a model of knowledge that is primarily expressed in
actions but also necessarily involves the ability to explain the skill in words. Of course there is
a sense in which such knowledge is not necessarify expressed in actions: the builder must
choose to build before anyone can see that he possesses the art of building. However once he
has chosen to build (excepting deliberate intent or external interference) he will necessarily
build good houses if he possesses the art. Compared to Aristotle’s reading of Socrates’
position, the téxvn model offers an excellent framework for understanding a form of
knowledge in which there is no gap between Adyog and &pyov, pace Roochnik.

* See Epictetus Dissertationes 3.21.4.

% See Xenophon Apologia 3.
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(téxvn mept 1OV PBlov) was developed. Nevertheless Socrates can be credited
with being probably the first to examine in any detail the various components
from which that concept was formed. In the next chapter I shall examine how
the Stoics did just this, creating a conception of philosophy able to deal
adequately with the idea that philosophy is something primarily expressed in

one’s way of life.



CHAPTER THREE
THE STOIC CONCEPTION OF

THE ART OF LIVING

1. The Phrase ‘Art of Living’

With Socrates, one can see all of the components necessary for the
construction of a concept of an art of living. Although it is clear that he
conceived of an art (téxvn) concerned with one’s way of life (Biog) involving
both rational principles (Adyot) and training (&oxknoig), Socrates does not
appear to have constructed a fully-fledged concept of an art of living (té€)xvn
TEPL TOV Plov).

In ancient philosophical sources the idea of an ‘art of living’ 1s primarily
associated with the Stoics. In Greek sources the phrase téxvn nept tov Biov

(or variations upon it) occurs most often in the works of Sextus Empiricus
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who, as we shall see in the next chapter, discussed this concept in some detail

and made a number of objections to it.! As he reports,

the Stoics say straight out that practical wisdom (ppévnowv), which is
knowledge of things which are good and bad and neither, is an art
relating to life (téxvnv dndpyerv nepi Tov Blov), and that those who
have gained this are the only ones who are beautiful, the only ones

who are rich, the only ones who are sages.’

Beyond the works of Sextus Empiricus there are seven other occurrences in
the Greek sources, four of which have explicit Stoic provenance, of which
three are relevant here.* The first of these, by Epictetus, has already been

quoted in the Introduction but it may be helpful to repeat it again here:

' As I have already noted in the Introduction, versions of this phrase appear in ancient Greek
literature a total of 41 times. Of these, 34 derive from the works of Sextus Empiricus. The
Latin equivalents ars vifae and ars vivendi are less frequent. The former appears in Cicero De
Finibus 3.4, 4.19, 5.18, Tusculanae Disputationes 2.12, Seneca Epistulae 95.7, 95.8. The latter
appears i Cicero De Finibus 1.42, 1.72, 5.16, Academica 2.23, Seneca Epistulae 95.9. Note
also Seneca fr. 17 Haase apud Lactantius Divinae Institutiones 3.15.1 (PL 6.390-91). The
occurrences in Cicero attest that this concept became something of a commonplace but thejy
do not add much to our understanding of its precise nature. The occurrences in Seneca’s
Epistulae appear in a passage that will be discussed in § 4 below. ‘

> Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.170 (= SVF 3.598; trans. Bett modified).

3 The fourth explicitly Stoic instance which I shall not discuss is Chrysippus apud Galen De
Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 3.8.16 (5.352 Kithn = 226.25-29 De Lacy = SF'F 2.909, 9! I).
The words mept TV kot 10V Blov Téxvn occur within the context of an a}llegoncal
interpretation of the gods and consequently this example does not bear on the subject under
discussion here. However it is the only one explicitly credited to the early Stoa. The three not
explicitly Stoic occurrences are Philo Legum Allegoria 1.57 (although still excerpted by von
Amim as SVF 3.202). Plutarch Quaestiones Convivales 613b, Clement of Alexandria
Paedagogus 2.2 (PG 8.420a). None of these merit any further comment.
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Philosophy does not promise to secure anything external for man,
otherwise it would be admitting something that lies beyond its proper
subject-matter. For just as wood is the material of the carpenter,
bronze that of the statuary, so each individual’s own life (6 Biog ad10d
€k0OT0V) is the material (VAn) of the art of living (tiig mept Biov

téxvnc;).4

The important point here is not merely the idea that the subject-matter (VAm)
of the art of living (tfic mepi Biov TEYVNG) is each individual’s own life (6 Bilog
avTod ExdoTov) but also that this is conceived as something that is not
external to the individual. In other words, an individual’s way of life (Biog) is
what Epictetus will characterise elsewhere as something within our power or
‘up to us’ (8¢’ MUIV) and as such one of the few things that should be the
proper object of our concern.’ This focus upon what is internal to the
individual or a proper concern for the individual can also be seen in the second
passage. In his epitome of Stoic ethics preserved by Stobaeus, the doxographer
Arius Didymus reports that the Stoics conceived human excellence or épeth

as the art concerned with the whole of life (mepi Shov oDoav 1Ov Biov

? Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.2, with commentary in Dobbin, pp. 156-57. At Dissertationes
4.8.12 the material (OAn) of philosophy is said to be an individual’s reason (Adyog). Note also
Dissertationes 1.26.7 where Epictetus uses 1¢ Protikd in analogy with & povokd (Wo}f
and Upton translate té& Birwtikd as artem vivendi, Carter and Oldfather as ‘the art of ljvm_g‘)
and Dissertationes 4.1.63 where he refers to | émotiun wD Buodv. perhaps following
Musonius Rufus fr. 3 (10.6-7 Hense = 40.13-14 Lutz). .
> See e.g. Epictetus Enchiridion 1.1 which is discussed further in Chapter Six § 2 (a). This
concern with Biog in Stoicism can also be seen in the fragmentary remains of Chrysippus’s
Iepi Biwv (see SVF, vol. 3, p. 194). Note also POxy 3657 (= CPF 1 1. 100.5). esp. 2: 13-15,
which appears to propose Biog as a Stoic tonog (see the commentary by Sedley in The
Oxyrivnchus Papyri, vol. 52, p. 54; also CPF' 1 1¥*¥ p. 802).
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téxvnv).® For the Stoics, apeti was conceived as an internal mental state, a
disposition of the soul (yvy#).” The third passage derives from the geographer
Strabo, himself a Stoic and an associate of Posidonius, who characterises both
geography and philosophy as the art of living and happiness (tfic nepi tov
Biov téxvng ko eddoupoviag).t

Drawing these remarks together we can see that the art of living is on the
one hand identified with the internal mental state of &petf| and, on the other
hand, concerned with one’s Biog which is also characterised as something in
some sense internal or properly belonging to the individual. It is also in some
way concerned with one’s well-being or happiness (e0dapovia). There is a
sense, then, in which the art of living may be seen to be self-reflexive, echoing
Socrates’ idea of taking care of oneself (¢ mperetoon ovtod).”

These explicit references are to a certain extent helpful but alone they do
not give us enough information to understand fully the precise nature of this

concept. In order to do that it will be necessary to draw upon a number of

® Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b10 (2.66.14-67.4 WH = SI'’F' 3.560). Arius Didymus
has been identified with the Alexandrian philosopher Arius of the first century BC (see
Pomeroy. Arius Didvmus, pp. 1-3). Note also the passage at 2.7.5b4 (2.62.15-17 WH = SV'’F
3.278) which, if Hirzel’s emendation of teieiog to téxvag is adopted (confra Wachsmuth.
von Amim. and Pomeroy), reads torbtog pév odv 1dg pnbeicag Gpetag téxvag eivon
Léyovot epl OV Biov kol cvveotnkévon ek Bewpnpdiay, “so they say that the above-
mentioned virtues are arts concerning life and are comprised from rules of behaviour™ (trans.
Pomeroy modified). Hirzel’s suggestion is recorded in the ‘Corrigenda et Addenda’ to
Wachsmuth & Hense, vol. 1, p. xxxix.

7 See e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.89 (= SVF 3.39). Sextus Empiricus ddversus Mathemati@s
11.23 (= SVF 3.75). Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b1 (2.60.7-8 WH = SFF 3.262). with
Inwood & Donini in CHHP, pp. 714-24.

¥ Strabo 1.1.1 (= Posidonius test. 75 EK), with Kidd, Posidonius, The Commentary. pp. 60-62.
For Strabo’s Stoic credentials see e.g. 1.2.34 where he writes ‘our Zeno'.

% This is a characteristic noted by Foucault: “No technique. no professional skill can be
acquired without exercise; nor can one learn the art of living, the rechné rou biou. “ithoqt an
askésis that must be understood as a training of the self by the self (un entrainement de soi par
s0i)” (‘L’écriture de soi’, in Dits et écrits, vol. 4. p. 417, Essential Works. vol. 1. p. 208). 1
shall return to this passage in Chapter Five § 2 (b).
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related discussions. In the next section I shall consider the way in which the
Stoics presented their philosophy as primarily concerned with transforming
one’s life (Blog) and, in particular, modelling one’s life upon the example set
by Socrates. Then I shall consider the way in which the Stoics adopted and
developed Socrates” medical analogy between arts of the body and arts of the
soul. In the light of this analogy with the art of medicine I shall then examine
Stoic definitions and discussions of Té€y vy to see how well this analogy works.
Then I shall turn to an important discussion by Seneca that deals with the
relationship between philosophical doctrines (decreta) and precepts
(praecepta), a discussion that can be seen to develop Socrates’ remarks
concerning the relationship between Adyog and &oxmoiwg. Finally, I shall
attempt to reconcile this image of Stoic philosophy with some of the more
traditional portraits in which it is presented as a systematic and highly
structured body of knowledge comprised of the three components of logic,
physics, and ethics. Once all of these tasks have been done I shall attempt to

offer a definition of the Stoic conception of philosophy.

2. The Ideal of the Sage

As with Socrates, for Stoics such as Epictetus the subject-matter (OAn) of
philosophy is one’s own life (Biog). In this, as in many other things, the Stoics
may well have consciously followed the example set by Socrates. According

to the Epicurean Philodemus, some Stoics actually wanted to be called
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‘Socratics’.'” Embarrassed by the behaviour of some of the Cynics to whom
their school’s founder Zeno was so closely linked - and for that matter by
some of the Cynic-inspired attitudes of Zeno and Chrysippus themselves —
these later Stoics, it is claimed, hoped to redeem the Cynic dimension within
Stoicism by transforming it into a stepping stone in a genealogy extending
back to Socrates.'' Faced with the succession Diogenes-Crates-Zeno, these
later Stoics expanded it into Socrates-Antisthenes-Diogenes-Crates-Zeno, in
effect proposing Socrates’ companion Antisthenes as a key link between the
disreputable Diogenes and the respectable Socrates.'?> Whether one decides to
choose Diogenes or Socrates as the point of departure for such a Stoic
genealogy, either way it seems likely that the early Stoics would have
considered themselves to be continuing a Socratic tradition which conceived
of philosophy as a matter of ‘deeds not words’ (Epyo o A6yo1).”? One need
only note that Zeno was first inspired to study philosophy after reading an
account of Socrates in Xenophon’s Memorabilia and chose to study with the

Cynic Crates as he was the closest approximation to the Socrates he had read

-k
' Philodemus De Stoicis (PHerc 155 & 339) col. 13, Dorandi (not in SI'F): Zokpatikot
kaigioBou 8€[AJovoiv. For the relationship between the Stoics and Socrates see in particular
Long, ‘Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy”; Striker, ‘Plato’s Socrates and the Stoics’.
1 Some of the ‘Cynic inspired’ ideas of Zeno and Chrysippus will be discussed in Chapter
Four § 2 (e). A variety of ancient sources attest to a perceived closeness between Stoicism and
Cynicism; see e.g. Cicero De Officiis 1.128, Juvenal Saturae 13.122, Diogenes Laertius 7.121
(= SVF 3 Apollod. 17). Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.11s (2.114.24-25 WH = ST'F
3.638).
12 For)criticism of the subsequent ‘Cynicised’ portrait of Antisthenes see Dudley. 4 History of
Cynicism, pp. 1-16, plus the more recent discussion in Goulet-Cazé, “Who was the First Dog’.
in Branham & Goulet-Cazé, eds., The Cynics, pp. 414-15.
'3 Note that even if one were to place Diogenes at the beginning of the Stoic genealogy. he
himself was reportedly described by Plato as a ‘Socrates gone mad’ (ZmI(deT]Q ROLVOPEVOC):
see Diogenes Laertius 6.54, Aelian If’artﬁ Historia 14.33 (both SSR V B 39). This may perhaps

be glossed as Socrates’ philosophy pus L o its logical extreme.
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about that he could find.'* It was probably within this context, then, that the
early Stoics constructed their philosophy. Remaining faithful to Cynic and
Socratic philosophy, Stoicism was constructed around a practical goal,
namely, not merely to know the nature of excellence (épeti) or wisdom
(cogia), but rather to live a life shaped by excellence or wisdom — to become
a sage (0096c). "

The Stoic conception of the sage was nothing less than the ideal of a
perfect individual, an individual described in terms that were usually reserved
only for the gods.'® The sage is described in a variety of sources as one who
does everything that he undertakes well, one who is never impeded in what he
does, one who is infallible; he is more powerful than all others, richer,
stronger, freer, happier; he alone is the only individual worthy of the title

‘king’.'” The doxographer Arius Didymus adds the following;

The virtuous man (omovdaiov) is great, powerful, eminent, and strong.
[...] Consequently he is neither compelled by anyone nor does he
compel another, neither prevented by nor preventing anyone else,

neither forced by another nor forcing anyone else, neither dominating

14 See Diogenes Laertius 7.2 (= SFF 1.1). also Eusebius 15.13.8 (816¢c=SIF3 ZT. 1).

15 Terms used for the sage, seemingly interchangeably, include copog and onovdaiog (and in
Latin, sapiens). See Tsekourakis, Studies in the Terminology of Early Stoic Ethics, pp. 124-38.
16 See Jagu, Zénon de Cittium, p. 30; Long, ‘Dialectic and the Stoic Sage’. p. 103.

17 For accounts of the sage see e.g. Arius Didymus apud Stobacus 2.7.5-12 (2.57.13-116.18
WH) passim (including SVF 3.548, 554, 563, 564, 567, 578, 581. 587, 589, 593, 601-02, 605).
Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.10-21 (= SVF 3.570), Paradoxa Stoicorum 33-52. De
Finibus 3.26 (= SVF 3.582), 3.75 (= SVF 3.591), De Republica 1.28 (= SI'F 3.600), Diogenes
Laertius 7.121-25 (including SVF 3.549, 556, 64142), Plutarch Compendium Argumenti
Stoicos Absurdiora Poetis Dicere 1057d-c. 1058b-c, De Communibus Notitiis 1063d (= SV'F
3.759). For discussion see Edelstein, The Meaning of Stoicism, pp. 1-18: Kerferd. “What Does

the Wise Man Know?".
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nor dominated, neither doing harm to another nor suffering harm from
anyone else [...]. He is particularly happy, prosperous, blessed
fortunate, pious, dear to the gods, meritorious, a king, a general, a

politician, good at managing the household and at making money.'*

Not surprisingly, there was considerable doubt as to whether any examples of
such an individual existed, ever existed, or could ever exist. Neither Zeno nor
Chrysippus ever appear to have described themselves as sages.'” Chrysippus
went further, stating that he had never even known one.?® Alexander of
Aphrodisias described the Stoic sage as rarer than an Ethiopian phoenix.?’
However, the ever practical Seneca seems to have been a little more

optimistic, proposing Cato as a concrete example of such an individual 2

'8 Arius Didymus apud Stobacus 2.7.11g (2.99.12-100.6 WH = SI'F 3.567; trans. Pomerov
modified).

** For Zeno see Decleva Caizzi, “The Porch and the Garden: Early Hellenistic Images of the
Philosophical Life’, pp. 317, 320; for Chrysippus see Diogenianus apud Eusebius 6.8.16 (264¢
= SVF 3.668) and the next note. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos 11.181, objected
that if the Stoics did not claim to be sages themselves, then they admitted that they did not
possess wisdom and thus that they did not possess precisely what they claimed to teach. This
objection will be discussed further in Chapter Four § 2 (b).

%% See Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1048¢ (= SVF 3.662, 668).

1 Alexander of Aphrodisias De Fato 199.16-20 (= SVF 3.658 = LS 61 N): “Of men, the
greatest number are bad, or rather there are one or two whom they [the Stoics] speak of as
having become good men as in a fable, a sort of incredible creature as it were and contrary to
nature and rarer than the Ethiopian phoenix; and the others are all wicked and are so to an
equal extent, so that there is no difference between one and another, and all who are not wise
are alike mad™ (trans. Sharples). See also Seneca Epistulae 42.1: “For one [man] of the first
class perhaps springs into existence, like the phoenix, only once in five hundred vears™ (trans.
Gummere). Other ancient sources tend to refer to one or two examples of the sage only: see
e.g. Diogenianus apud Eusebius 6.8.13 (264b = ST/ 3.668).

** See Seneca De Constantia Sapientis 7.1; also Rist, ‘Seneca and Stoic Orthodoxy ', p. 2012.
Seneca’s optimism was criticised by his otherwise devoted fan Justus Lipsius in \fanuductio
2.8 (1604 edn, pp. 82-84; trans. in Kraye, Renaissance Philosophical Texts 1, pp. 200-02).
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In contrast to this image of a perfect individual, the Stoics characterised
everyone else as ‘fools’ (padror).” The foolish are, in the words of a
summary by Plutarch, “madmen and fools, impious and lawless, at the
extremity of misfortune and utter unhappiness” ** They are slaves and
children, and are often dismissed as sub-human, with only the wise deserving
of the title ‘men’ (&vOpwmor).?’ Yet, if the sage is as rare as he is said to be,
then the implication is that almost everybody falls into this somewhat
unflattering category.?®

This conception of the sage and the distinction between the wise and the
foolish had already been made by the Cynics.”’ Diogenes described the
majority of humankind as mad and slaves, sub-human even.”® In contrast he
described good men as godlike.”” The Cynic conception of the wise person is,
like that of the Stoic sage, of someone who is free and happy regardless of the

circumstances in which they might find themselves. Indeed, Diogenes is often

** See Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.11g (2.99.3-5 WH = SFF 1.216 = LS 59 N): “It is
the view of Zeno and his Stoic followers that there are two races of men, that of the
worthwhile (cmovdaimv), and that of the worthless (padAwv)” (trans. Pomeroy). As well as
‘wise’ and ‘“foolish’, and ‘worthwhile’ and ‘worthless’, Long & Sedley propose ‘excellent’
and ‘inferior’. Beyond gadloc, the word &ppav is also often used (and in Latin, insipiens and
stultus).

** Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1048e (= SVF 3.662. 668). See also Arius Didymus
apud Stobaeus esp. 2.7.11k (2.103.24-106.20 WH = SI'F 3.677), Cicero Paradoxa Stoicorum
27-32, with further references in STF 3.657-84.

* Cicero uses the term ‘man’ in this restricted sense in De Republica 1.28: “while others are
called men (homines). only those who are skilled in the specifically human arts are worthy of
the name™ (trans. Rudd). See also Epictetus Dissertationes 2.24.19-20, Marcus Aurelius
11.18.10.

*® This distinction between the wise and the foolish seems to me to be more important to the
Stoa than the universal respect for human rationality often attributed to it (e.g. Nussbaum, 7he
Therapy of Desire. pp. 325. 331, 343). Although comments to that effect can be found. it is
not clear to me that they say what some commentators want them to say.

" See Jagu. Zénon de Cittium, p. 31. For a Cynic example of the restricted use of “man’
(&vepwroc) see Diogenes apud Diogenes Laertius 6.41 (= SSR 'V B 272).

® Seee. g. Diogenes Laertius 6.33 (= SSR VB 76). 6.71 (= SSR V B 291).

% See Diogenes Laertius 6.51 (= SSR V B 354).
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cited by later Stoics as an example of such an individual himself,*® and it is
reported that the Stoic sage will himself follow the Cynic way of life (kvvikog
Biog), a way of life characterised as a short cut to virtue (chvtopov En dpeTiv
656v).M

This conception of the sage shared by the Stoics and Cynics derives
ultimately from Socrates. As we have already seen, it is reported that Zeno
turned to philosophy after reading about Socrates in Xenophon’s Memorabilia,
and became a student of the Cynic Crates because Crates was the closest thing
he could find to the example of Socrates.*? The image of the Stoic sage was
thus not a hypothetical ideal,®® but rather based upon an idealised image of
actual individuals, an image that functioned as an exemplar or role model **
Names often cited include Antisthenes and Diogenes, but ultimately the Stoic

sage is based upon the figure of Socrates >’

%% See the idealised portrait in Epictetus Dissertationes 3.22; note also Marcus Aurelius 8.3.

' See Diogenes Laertius 6.104 (not in SVF). 7.121 (= SI'F 3 Apollod. 17), Arius Didymus
apud Stobaeus 2.7.11s (2.114.24-25 WH = SI'7 3.638).

% See Diogenes Laertius 7.2 (= SVF 1.1); also Eusebius 15.13.8 816¢ = SVF 3 Z.T. 1),

> The sage is often presented as just this, especially by philosophers since the Renaissance.
Justus Lipsius does this in his Manuductio 2.8 (1604 edn, p. 84), despite the contrary claims of
his beloved Seneca in De Constantia Sapientis 7.1. More famous is Kant’s judgement. in
which the sage is characterised as an ideal, an archetype existing in thought only. Indeed, Kant
goes so far as to say that even to attempt to depict this ideal in a romance is impracticable, let
alone in reality (Critique of Pure Reason A569-70, B597-98). One notable, if early. exception
to this modern tendency is Angelo Politian who, in his Epistola ad Bartolomeo Scala, argued
that if just one example could be found, that would be enough to affirm the rea}it_v of the sage.
Then, following Cicero and Seneca, he cites Cato as his example. For translations of Pplltlan
and Lipsius see Kraye. Renaissance Philosophical Texts 1, pp. 192-99 & 200-09 respe_ctlvel_v.
* Hadot, "La figure du sage dans I’ Antiquité gréco-latine’, pp. 15-18, argues th{it th; image of
the sage is not a theoretical construction but rather a reflection upon an outstanding mdlvldua'l,
whether it be Plato reflecting upon Socrates or Seneca reflecting upon Cato. See alsq his
Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 147 (but apparently contradicted at p. 57). Note also Hicks,
Stoic and Epicurean. p. 88, and the discussion of exempla in Seneca by Newman. "Theory and
Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1491-93. ’
* In an interesting paper entitled ‘Philosophical Allegiance in the Greco-Roman World’,
David Sedley has drawn attention to what he calls “a virtually religious commitment to t.he
authority of a founder figure” in the Hellenistic philosophical schools (see alsp Brunschwig,
‘La philosophie a I’époque hellénistique’, p. 512). He goes on to note that, while none of the
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Socrates himself was often described by his contemporaries in terms
similar to those later reserved for the Stoic sage. For example, in the
Symposium Plato makes Alcibiades describe Socrates as a “godlike and
extraordinary man”,*® while in the Memorabilia Xenophon describes him as
“the perfect example of goodness and happiness” *>” The name of Socrates
appears throughout later Stoic authors as the finest example of wisdom.*® If
only one or two sages ever existed, then Socrates is almost always cited as one
of them. The status of Socrates as the fundamental Stoic role model is

captured by Epictetus when he says:

Even if you are not yet a Socrates, you must live as if you wish to

become a Socrates.>’

There is a very real sense, then, in which one might define the goal of Stoic
philosophy — the attainment of wisdom (cogia), the aspiration to become as

sage (0op0g) — as the task of becoming like Socrates.*

later Stoics can be seen to criticise their founder Zeno, in Zeno’s own day it would have been
Socrates who stood as the great authority figure for the Stoa (pp. 97-99). Although I am also
not aware of any criticism of Zeno, I have not noticed much eulogy either. In fact, for a later
Stoic like Epictetus it is Socrates who stands out as the great role model, followed by
Diogenes the Cynic. In the light of Philodemus’s claim that some Stoics wanted to be called
Socratics (De Stoicis (PHerc 135 & 339) col. 13:Dorandi) and my suggestion here that the
sage is an idealised image of Socrates, it is tempting to suggest that throughout the history of
Stoicism Socrates may well have been seen as the ultimate founder of the Stoic tradition, with
Zeno occupying a slightly lesser position.

% Plato Symposium 219c.

37 Xenophon Memorabilia 4.8.11. _

¥ See the discussion in Doring, Exemplum Socratis, esp. pp. 18-42 on Seneca, and pp. 43-79
on Epictetus. )

% Epictetus Enchiridion 51.3 (trans. Boter), with comment in Jagu. Epictéte et 1?lat0n, pp. 47-
62; Hijmans, “Aoxnoig. pp. 72-77. Long, ‘Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy™. pp. 150-51.
See also the list of references to Socrates as a Stoic role model in Epictetus gathered together

in SSR1C 530.
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In between these two classes of the foolish majority (padrot) and the rare
sage (c0@oc), there is a third group, those who are ‘making progress’
(mpoxond).*! Individuals in this intermediate group may be described as lovers
of wisdom, as philosophical ‘apprentices’, as those who admire the figure of
the sage and aspire to become like him, but nevertheless are strictly speaking
still classed as foolish. This is illustrated by the image of man drowning just

below the surface:

Just as in the sea the man a cubit from the surface is drowning no less
than the one who has sunk 500 fathoms, so neither are they any the
less in vice who are approaching virtue (&petn) than they who are a
long way from it [...] so those who are making progress (oi
npoxOTTOVTEG) continue to be stupid and depraved until they have

attained virtue (&peti).”

This third group may be seen to correspond to Socrates’ description of himself
as one who has become aware of his own ignorance but does not yet possess
wisdom.*® Yet for a number of the Stoics, Socrates is himself said to be one of

the wise, perhaps the only obvious and uncontroversial example. This paradox

% See Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy’, pp. 160-64.

! This notion is particularly prominent in Epictetus, €.g. Enchiridion 12, 13, 48. S.ee' also‘the
discussion in Seneca Epistulae 75.8-18 where this intermediate category is itself divided into
three sub-categories. However note Diogenes Laertius 7. 127 (= SVF 3.536) \.vhere this
intermediate category is characterised as Peripatetic and explicitly said not to be Stoic.
42 plutarch De Communibus Nofitiis 1063a (= SVF 3.539; trans. Cherniss); se¢ also ibid.
1062¢, Cicero De Finibus 3.48 (= SV'F 3.530), Diogenes Laertius 7.120 (= SV7173.527).

3 See e.g. Plato Apologia 21c-d.
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might be explained by suggesting that their judgement was based upon what
he did rather than what he said, that is, on his €pya rather than his Aoyor. ™
Members of this third group are philosophers in the etymological sense of
the word.* They are lovers of wisdom or, to be more precise, they aspire to
become like the image of the sage. In this sense they are primarily lovers of
the idealised co@d¢ rather than abstract cogia. For the Stoics, philosophy is
that which transforms @iAdécogor into cogol. As such, the subject matter
(bAn) of philosophy is one’s way of life (6 Biog adtoD £xdoToV);* its task is
to transform one’s way of life into the life of a sage, to become like Socrates.
Just as we have already seen with Socrates, then, the primary concern of Stoic

philosophy is Bioc.*’

3. An Art Concerned with the Soul

With Socrates we saw that the idea of an art (téyvn) concerned with one’s life
(Blog) was closely connected to the idea of an art concerned with taking care
of one’s soul (yvy1), although the precise relationship between these two

ideas was not made explicit. This idea of an art concerned with the soul

* Of course, the ideal for Socrates is harmony between €pyo and Adyou. to be able to act well
and give a rational account of that behaviour. Given the Stoic claim that only the sage can
possess knowledge (émiothiin). one would assume that their ideal would also involve such a
harmony. In that case, Socrates would fail the test.

% Seneca offers an account of Stoic philosophy beginning with this etymological distinction in
Epistulae 89.4. See also Gourinat, Premiéres lecons sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 19-20.

“ See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.2-3, quoted above, § 1.

7" A notable exception to this generalisation is Posidonius who, displaying the influence of
Aristotle, defines the goal as “to live contemplating (Bswpodvta) the truth and order of all
things” (Posidonius fr. 186 EK apud Clement of Alexandria Stromata 2.21 (PG 8.1076a) = LS
63 J). As with Aristotle, this ‘theoretical life’ is still a mode of life. However. as Edelstein
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analogous to medicine as the art concerned with the body was developed by a
number of Stoics,*® but in particular by Chrysippus. Two extended reports
drawing upon Chrysippus’s use of this analogy survive, the first by Cicero, the
second by Galen. By examining each of these accounts in turn hopefully it will
be possible to reconstruct a basic understanding of how the Stoics used and

developed this Socratic analogy.

(a) The Medical Analogy in Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations

The first of these accounts can be found in Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations.*
Scholars have suggested a number of works by Chrysippus as the source for
this account, including his ITepi na®&v and Beponevtivoc.’® Cicero opens his
account, just as Socrates did in the Gorgias, by drawing a distinction between

the soul and the body, and proposing that just as there is health and sickness of

notes, “The Philosophical System of Posidonius’, pp. 314-15, this is a considerable shift from
the more orthodox Stoic position.

* See the extended discussion in Pigeaud, Le maladie de I’ame. pp. 245-371, and note in
particular the account in Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b4 (2.62.15-20 WH = SVF
3.278): “For just as the health of the body is a correct mixture of the hot, cold, dry, and wet
elements in the body, so too the health of the soul (tqv tfic yoyfic dyiswav) is a correct
mixture of the beliefs in the soul. And likewise, just as bodily strength is an adequate tension
in the sinews, so mental strength is adequate tension when deciding and acting or not” (trans.
Pomeroy). The idea of tension in the soul will be discussed further in Chapter Five § 4.

* See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes, in particular 3.1-21 and 4.9-33. T have used the
editions by King (LLCL) and Dougan & Henry. The context is a discussion concerning whether
the sage can be totally free from emotions (the Stoic position) or subject to some moderate
emotions (the Peripatetic position). For an outline of the argument in these sections see
Dougan & Henry, vol. 2, pp. ix-xxi; MacKendrick, The Philosophical Books of Cicero. pp.
149-63. For further discussion of Cicero’s treatment of this material see Pigeaud. La maladie
de I'aéme, pp. 245-315; Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, pp. 316-58; Sorabji, Emotion and
Peace of Mind, pp. 29-54.

*® For a survey of opinions concerning Cicero’s sources see Dougan & Henry. vol. 2, pp. xxx-
xtvii. For Chrysippus’s Iept noddv (of which the ©spangvtikdg may have been one book)
see SVF 3.456-90. Von Amim includes a number of passages from the Tusculanae
Disputationes as testimonia for Ilepi na8dv: see ST 3.483-88.
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the body, so there is health and sickness of the soul ! Again, just like
Socrates, Cicero suggests that the diseases of the soul are in many ways more
dangerous than those of the body.>* Yet despite this he notes that, in general,
little attention has been paid to the idea of a medicine for the soul (animi
medicina) analogous to medicine for the body.”> Nevertheless Cicero does
think that such an art exists and that that art is philosophy.>* The primary task
for the philosopher, then, is to treat the diseases of the soul (animi morbum).
However, unlike the physician, he will not attempt to treat other people but
rather he will focus his attention upon himself.>> The philosopher is thus one
who concerns himself with the diseases of his own soul.

After this general introduction to what he takes to be the nature and
function of philosophy, Cicero turns to the details of the Stoic analogy
between diseases (morbi) of the body and the soul.’® He begins by drawing
attention to the claim that no foolish individual is free from such diseases.’’
Only the sage is free from the diseases of the soul as only he has mastered

philosophy conceived as the art that treats these diseases. Wisdom (sapientia,

*! See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.1.

** See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.5.

%3 See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.1.

?4 See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.6: est profecto animi medicina, philosophia.

>3 See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.6. This reflects the nature of Socrates’ own project
to take care of himself (émipeieiodon Eovtod) and is developed later by Epictetus, for whom
the philosopher can treat only himself (see e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.1-2).

% At Tusculanae Disputationes 3.7 Cicero proposes morbus as a translation for na6og (note
also Tusculanae Disputationes 3.23, 4.10). However it might be more accurate to translate
néBoc as perturbatio (as Cicero himself does in De Finibus 3.35). saving morbus for véocog.
See Dougan & Henry, vol. 2, p. 9. and Adler in SVF 4. pp. 172-73.

5" See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.9: omnium insipientium animi in morbo sunt. At
Tusculanae Disputationes 3.10 Cicero explicitly says that in this the Stoics followed Socrates.
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copia) is thus defined simply as a healthy soul (animi sanitas).”® Only by
submitting oneself to the therapy of philosophy can this state of health be
reached.”

Cicero notes that the Stoics, and Chrysippus in particular, devoted much
space to the analysis and definition of the various disturbances of the soul.®
These disturbances are emotions (perturbationes, morbi), in particular the
emotions of anger, covetousness, distress, compassion, and envy, all of which
are said to imply or presuppose one another.®’ The Stoic analysis of these
emotions focused upon four principal types produced by beliefs in something
either good or evil, either currently present or due to happen in the future.®
The task of philosophy, then, is to enable one to overcome these unwelcome
mental states. Only by doing this will one be able to approach the ideal of the

sage. The key to this, Cicero suggests, is to trace the origins of these mental

¥ See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.10: ifa fit ut sapientia sanitas sit animi. The Stoic
characterisation of the foolish as ‘insane’ is thus not mere rhetoric but in fact quite literal, for
they were thought to have unhealthy (insanitas) minds.

* Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.13.

% See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 4.9 (= SVF 3.483): “Chrysippus and the Stoics in
discussing disorders of the soul have devoted considerable space to subdividing and defining
them” (trans. King).

% See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.19-21, note also 4.16-22. The emotions listed here
are anger (ira), covetousness (concupisco), distress (aegritudo). compassion (miseratio), and
envy (invidia).

%2 See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.24-25 (= SVF 3.385). 4.11-14. These four types are
delight (laetitia), lust (libido), distress (aegritudo), and fear (metus). Note the summary at
Tusculanae Disputationes 4.14 (= SVF 3.393): aegritudo opinio recens mali praesentis ...
laetitia opinio recens boni praesentis .. metus opinio impendentis mali .. libido opinio
venturi honi. The relationship between these four is best illustrated by means of a table
(following Dougan & Henry, vol. 2, pp. xi & xxxi):

praesentis —  laetitia (Woovi) - belief in present good

boni
belief in future good

libido (¢miBopict)

absentis
perturbationes (m&8")

!
|

praesentis aegritudo (Aonn) belief in present evil

mali o ‘
metus (p0Pog) —  belief in future evil

|

absentis
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disturbances just as a doctor might diagnose sicknesses affecting the body
Only then will it become possible to overcome these diseases of the soul.
Again, Cicero notes that Chrysippus in particular devoted considerable
attention to the development of this analogy.®* As Cicero develops his Stoic
inspired diagnosis he suggests that the origins of these disturbances are to be
found in an individual’s beliefs or opinions (in opinione).*> The emotions are
thus merely the symptoms of mental disturbance. The underlying causes are
these beliefs (opiniones).®® The task of philosophy — directed at the cultivation
of wisdom (sapientia) understood as the health of the soul (animi sanitas) — is

to treat these beliefs or opinions which cause the disturbances of the soul.®’

(b) The Medical Analogy in Galen’s

On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato

Cicero’s account may be supplemented by turning to Galen who, in Book 5 of
his On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, discusses an argument

between Chrysippus and Posidonius concerning certain details of this analogy

% See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.23.

® See Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 4.23 (= SVF 3.424): “far too much attention is
devoted by the Stoics, principally by Chrysippus, to drawing an analogy between diseases of
the soul and diseases of the body” (trans. King).

% Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 3.24.

% These beliefs are. in turn, the product of judgements. There appears to have been a dispute
in the early Stoa concerning whether emotions should be characterised as judgements or the
product of judgements. The former position is attributed to Chrysippus. the latter to Zeno. 1
shall return to this in Chapter Seven § 2 where I shall discuss the Stoic theory of judgement in
some detail.

7 As Epictetus will later say. “it is not the things themselves (ta npéyporter) that disturb men.
but their judgements (S6yporter) about these things™ (Epictetus Enchiridion 5). Thig definition
of philosophy as the treatment of opinions or judgements will become central in Chapter

Seven.
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between diseases of the mind and diseases of the body.®® According to Galen,
both men agreed that such disturbances (né:01n) do not occur in the soul of “the
better sort of men” (1®v doteiwv),” clearly a reference to the sage. However,
Galen reports disagreement between Chrysippus and Posidonius with regard to
what goes on in the souls of the foolish majority (t@v @abdA®V yoyxn).
According to Chrysippus, their souls are best described as analogous to a body
which is prone to become ill due to a small and chance cause (¢t pikpQ Kot
toyodon mpopdoet).”’ Posidonius questioned this analogy, arguing that it
would be wrong to compare a diseased soul with a healthy body which was
not at present ill but merely prone to illness.”' Galen agrees with Posidonius

and goes on to offer his own account of the analogy:

The souls of virtuous men (td¢ T@v omovdainv Yyuyxdg) ought to be
compared to bodies immune from disease, [...] the souls of those
making progress (mpoxontdéviav) should be compared to bodies of
robust constitution, souls of intermediate persons to bodies that are
healthy without being robust, souls of the multitude of ordinary men

(padAmV) to bodies that become ill at a slight cause, and souls of men

% The relevant passage is Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.1-2 (5.428-445 Kiihn =
292.4-304.32 De Lacy). I have relied upon the edition (with translation) by De Lacy.
6 Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.2.2 (5.432 Kihn = 294.31 De Lacy: trans. De

Lacy).
79 Qee Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.2.3 (5.432 Kiihn = 294.33-36 De Lacy =

SVF 3.465).
7 Qee Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.2.4-12 (5.432-435 Kuhn = 294.36-296.36

De Lacy = Posidonius fr. 163 EK).
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who are angry or enraged or in any affected state whatever to bodies

that are actually diseased.”

Galen 1s keen to emphasise that this analogy between the health of the body ()
100 copatog vylew) and the health of the soul (7 Tiic yoyiic Vyiewa) was of
particular importance for the Stoics, hence their concern with and occasional
disputes over precisely how it should be conceived. The reason for this
attention is not too difficult to discern for, as we have already seen in Cicero’s
account, the Stoic definition of philosophy as that which cultivates the health
of the soul depends upon it. Galen is well aware of this and quotes the

following from Chrysippus:

It is not true that whereas there is an art (téxvn), called medicine,
concerned with the diseased body (nept 10 vooodv odud), there is no
art (téxvn) concerned with the diseased soul (mept TV VvoooLooV
woyfv), or that the latter should be inferior to the former in the theory

v e s 73
and treatment of individual cases.

For Chrysippus, this art is philosophy and the philosopher is “the physician of

the soul” (6 Tig woxig iotpoc).”

"2 Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.2.9 (5.434 Kiihn = 296.21-27 De Lacy. trans.

De Lacy modified). ) )
73 Chrysippus apud Galen De Placitis Hippocralis et Platonis 5.2.22 (5.437 Kithn = 298.28-31

De Lacy = SVF 3.471; trans. De Lacy).
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In the light of these two accounts concerning the nature and function of
philosophy, both of which claim the authority of Chrysippus, we can see that
the Stoics held the task of the philosopher to be the cultivation of the health of
the soul (1 tfic yoyfic dyiewo, animi sanitas), ‘to take care of one’s soul’
(¢mpereioBon Tig Woyic) as Socrates would have put it. Two points deserve
noting here. The first is the claim that the philosopher cannot treat others but
rather must focus upon himself, that is, upon the diseases (m&On,
perturbationes) within his own soul. The second is that the underlying cause
of these diseases (&0, perturbationes) are one’s beliefs or opinions (56&au,
opiniones).”” However, our present concern is with the analogy between the
art that takes care of the soul and the art that takes care of the body, namely
medicine. These passages show that the Stoics placed particular emphasis
upon this medical analogy; philosophy is the art that takes care of the soul
analogous to the way in which medicine is the art that takes care of the body,
an art that Cicero aptly calls ‘Socratic medicine’ (Socratica medicina).’® In
many ways this analogy appears to work well. Medicine is an art that involves
complex theoretical knowledge yet is clearly orientated towards a practical

goal. It appears to offer an excellent model for a conception of philosophy

7 Chrysippus apud Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.2.23 (5.437 Kiihn = 298.33 De
Lacy = ST'F 3.471). ‘ ’

> 1 note again the dispute between early Stoics concerning the precise n/ature of the
relationship between opinions or judgements (86&ot, kpioceig) and emotions (méon). §uc_h as
that between Zeno and Chrysippus reported in Galen De Placitis Hippocralis et Platonis 5.1.4
(5.429 Kiihn = 292.17-20 De Lacy = SVF 1.209, 3.461). I shall return to this in Chapter Seven
§ 2 where I shall discuss the Stoic theory of judgement in some detail.
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involving both complex theory (AMoyog) and practical exercise (Goxnoig)
directed towards the transformation of one’s life, for this is precisely what
medicine attempts to achieve with respect to the body. However, in order to
test this model and to see just how well it works in the specific context of the
Stoics’ philosophy, we must return to the question concerning the nature of

TEY VY.

4. Stoic Definitions of 1éyvn

In order to understand the analogy between philosophy and medicine better it
will be necessary to consider the precise nature of the art of medicine and the
way in which it might differ from other arts, something that we have already
discussed in the previous chapter. However, before doing this it might be
helpful to begin with some more general attempts by the Stoics to define
TEXVN.

According to Olympiodorus, Zeno defined an art (téxvn) as “a system of
apprehensions unified by practice for some goal useful in life”.”” By ‘system
of apprehensions’ (chotnua. éx kotorfiyemv) we can understand a

systematic body of knowledge made up of apprehensions, these being assents

78 Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 4.24 (= SVF 3.424). )
" Olympiodorus In Platonis Gorgiam 12.1 (= SVF 173 = LS' 42 A}: Zﬁvgmv o€ ooy OTL
Té (VN £0TL COOTNRO EK KATOARYEWDVY OVYYEYORVOOUEVOY TTPOG TL TEAOG ebypnoTov v ev
® Piw. See the detailed analysis in Sparshott, *Zeno on Art; Anatomy of a Definition » esp.
pp. 284-90. Other ancient sources that report this defimtion, although‘ _often without
attribution. include Lucian De Parasito 4 (= SVF 1.73), Sextus Empiricus Adversus
Mathematicos 2.10 (= SVF 1.73), Ps.-Galen Definitiones Medicae 7 (19.350 Kithn = ST'F

2.93).
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to ‘adequate impressions’ (Qavtacio, kateAnmrikh).”® These apprehensions
should be understood as secure instances of empirical knowledge. This system
is ‘unified by practice’ (ovyyeyopvaouévov), that s, brought together into a
system through training or exercise, as in the case of an apprentice who brings
together all of the principles that he has learned into a real body of knowledge
only when he engages in practical training. This systematic body of
knowledge is ‘directed towards a useful goal or a good purpose’ (pdg Tt
tehog edyxpnotov),” a formulation which recalls Socrates’ distinction in the
Gorgias between arts which aim at something good and mere empirical
knacks which aim at short-term pleasure.®® Finally, the useful goal to which an
art is directed is ‘within life’ (t@v &v 1@ Biw), a point which serves simply to
underscore the practical nature of an art.

There is nothing in this definition that is immediately controversial. ®' An
art (t€xvn) is a systematic body of knowledge, based upon empirically derived
principles but also requiring practice or training, with some specific practical
goal. Any Stoic conception of an art concerned with the health of the soul will

presumably conform to this definition. As we have already noted, this art is

® Alternatively, an objective. cognitive, recognisable, or convincing impression (or
presentation). For notes on the translation of this term see Sandbach, ‘Phantasia Kataleptike'.
p. 10: Hadot, The Inner Citadel, p. 104. For discussion of this concept and Stoic epistemology
in general see Sandbach, ibid.; Frede, ‘Stoics and Skeptics on Clear and Distinct Impressions’,
esp. pp. 157-70; Frede in CHHP, esp. pp. 300-16; Rist, Stoic Philosophy, pp. 133-51; Striker,
‘Kprrhprov Tiig &Ainbeiag’, esp. pp. 51-68, 73-76. Hankinson, ‘Natural Criteria and the
Transparency of Judgement’. esp. pp. 168-70. Watson, The Stoic Theory of Knowledge. pp.
34-36. This concept will be discussed further in Chapter Four § 2 (c) and Chapter Seven § 2
(c).

7 Sparshott, ‘Zeno on Art: Anatomy of a Definition’. p. 289, notes that the precise meaning of
gvypnotog is difficult to determine and suggests that “useful’ or ‘serviceable’ (LSJ) does not
do justice to the presence of the gv- prefix. He proposes ‘of good use’.

%0 See Plato Gorgias 464b-465a.
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identified with human excellence (&pet)) and with wisdom (copia,
(pp(’)\m(ng).g2 Human excellence or wisdom, then, is an art, a systematic body
of knowledge directed towards the cultivation of the health of the soul.
However, one important question that this definition does not address is the
relationship between the practice of this art and the goal to which it is directed.
This 1s, in effect, the same as the question whether the possession of expertise
in an art is, on its own, a sufficient condition for securing that towards which
the art is directed. If the goal (téhoc) of the art of living is the cultivation of
well-being (ebdapovia), then will expertise in that art guarantee well-being?
In order to consider this question it might be helpful to begin by returning to
some of the distinctions made in the previous chapter between different types
of téyvau.

As we have seen in the previous chapter, it is possible to outline a number
of different types of art or craft (téxvn). Here I shall focus upon just three
types; the productive (mowmtikn), the performative (mpaxtikf), and the
stochastic (croxaotikn).*’ As we have already seen, a productive art is one
that produces a product (€pyov). An example of this sort of art would be
shoemaking. In this case the product is clearly distinct from the process that

produces it. The goal of shoemaking is to make shoes and so the goal (té€A0¢)

1 However, as we shall see in Chapter Four § 2 (c). Sextus Empiricus will object to its
reliance upon the idea of an ‘adequate impression’.

82 See Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b10 (2.66.14-67.4 WH = SI'F 3.560; noted at the
beginning of this chapter); also Alexander of Aphrodisias De Anima Libri Mantissa 159.3‘3 -34
(= SI'F 3.66), Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.170 (= SI'F 3.598), Cicero
Academica 2.23 (= SVF 2.117). It is important to note that, unlike Aristotle, the Stoics tend to
use the terms cooic. and @povnorwg syvnonymously. See Tsckourakis, Studies in the
Terminology of Early Stoic Ethics, pp. 128-31.
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of this type of art may be identified with the product (pyov) produced. The
expert shoemaker can easily be identified by his ability to make good shoes. A
performative art is one in which the goal of the art is identical with the
performance of the art itself An example of this sort of art would be dancing.
In this case, the art aims at nothing beyond its own activity, and the actions
(Epya) that constitute this activity are its ‘product’ (Epyov). A possessor of this
type of art can be identified simply by their ability to practise the art well. A
stochastic art is one that does not produce a distinct physical product but
instead aims at a goal clearly distinguishable from the practice of the art
itself ** Examples of this sort of art would include medicine and navigation. In
this case, the goal (t€hog) of the art — in the example of medicine, health — is
not a separate physical product. It is also important to note that the possession
of this sort of art is not enough to guarantee the desired result. If a so-called
shoemaker failed to make a good pair of shoes then it would be reasonable to
conclude that, in fact, the individual in question did not possess the art of
shoemaking. Yet if a doctor failed to save a patient one would not necessarily
assume that the doctor had not performed well. In other words, although a
practitioner of a stochastic art may be an expert in their art, that expertise will
not on its own always guarantee achievement of the goal of the art (in this

example, the health of the patient). This is due to the role played by external

8 The other types of téxvn mentioned in the last chapter — the acquisitive (xtntikf) and the
theoretical (Bempntik1) — although important for Plato are not relevant here.

¥ From otoyootikde, ‘skilful in aiming at’, “able to hit” (LSJ): deriving from ctoxalopon,
‘to aim’. Sometimes Téxvon otoyooTikai is translated as ‘conjectural arts’ (e.g. Bames, er
al., Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle Prior Analytics 1.1-7).
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factors out of the practitioner’s control.®* Instead, the expert in a stochastic art
will only be successful ‘for the most part’ (¢mi 10 moAD).%¢

Of these three types of Téy v it would be reasonable to suppose that the art
that is concerned with the health of the soul is a stochastic art. This appears to
be implicit in the analogy with medicine which, as we have seen, was taken
quite seriously. Unfortunately this is the most complex of the three types. It is
clear that the goal of a productive art is the physical product that is produced,
while the goal of a performative art is the activity or practice of the art itself
A good shoemaker is one who makes good shoes:; a good dancer is one who
gives a good performance. In each case, successful achievement of the goal
(téhog) can be evaluated with reference to the &pyov, the product or
performance. With a stochastic art, however, this is not the case. As we have
already seen, an excellent doctor may consistently practice the art of medicine
without error and yet in some instances he will not be able to cure all of his
patients due to external factors beyond his control. One is faced with the
paradox of an expert who does not always achieve the goal of the art that he is
practising, in this case health. If we accept the medical analogy, then, insofar
as it is like medicine, the art concerned with the health of the soul — the art of

living — will also face this problem.

%5 See Striker, ‘Following Nature’, esp. p. 244.

% See Alexander of Aphrodisias In Analytica Priora 165.8-15 (trans. Mueller & Gould). Here
Alexander follows Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1112a30-1112b11, esp. 1112b8-9. Aristotle
puts this down to the indeterminate subject matter of the arts in question rather than to thg role
of external factors. Alexander lists both of these as defining characteristics of a stochast_lc art
(see e.g. Quaestiones 61.1-28). However the first of these cannot be right (pace Rooc;hmk, ‘Of
Art and Wisdom, p. 52) and may be seen to reflect Aristotle’s somewhat rigid distinction
between arts and sciences, and the inferior status that he assigns to the former.
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In order to overcome this problem, the Stoic Antipater — who explicitly
characterised the art of living as stochastic — suggested that in the case of such
arts the goal (téAhog) should be understood not as a specific desired outcome
but rather as a correct performance of the art itself, defining the goal (téAoc)
as doing everything within one’s power (m@v 10 k08 adTov moleiv) to attain
the desired outcome.®” The advantage of this formulation is that, as in the case
of productive and performative arts, the goal becomes that by which one can
assess the ability of a practitioner. Thus, a good doctor is not one that produces
health in his patients but rather one that does all that he can within his power
to produce health in his patients. Similarly, a good archer is not necessarily
one that always hits his target but rather one that does all that is in his power
to hit the target.*® The archer’s goal (téAoc), on this account, is to shoot well;
whether he hits the target or not will depend upon a number of external factors
out of his control. Similarly, whether a doctor saves his patient or not will
depend not merely upon his own expertise but also upon a number of external

factors.®

¥” See Arius Didymus apud Stobacus 2.7.6a (2.76.11-15 WH = SVF 3 Ant. 57) with discussion
in Long, ‘Carneades and the Stoic felos’, esp. p. 81; Inwood, ‘Goal and Target in Stoicism’,
esp. pp. 350-52; Striker, ‘Antipater, or The Art of Living’, esp. pp. 306-11; ‘Following
Nature’, esp. pp. 243-44. Antipater’s formulation appears to have been in response to criticism
from the Academic Carneades who objected to Antipater’s revised formulation of the Stoic
1€do¢ as selecting certain primary natural things and rejecting other non-natural things (also
reported in Arius Didymus). For ancient criticism of Antipater’s téhog formulation see
Alexander of Aphrodisias De Anima Libri Mantissa 164.3-9 (part in SVF 3.193 = LS 64 B),
who also reports Antipater’s formulation at 161.5-6 (not in SV'F).

¥8 This example comes from Cicero De Finibus 3.22 (= SVF 3.18).

¥ It is the role of these external factors that leads to the distinction between goal (téhog) and
function or product (£pyov) in stochastic arts and not any indeterminacy with regard to the
subject matter or the expert’s actions. See Ierodiakonou, ‘Alexander of Aphrodisias on
Medicine as a Stochastic Art’, pp. 481-82, contra Inwood, ‘Goal and Target in Stoicism’. pp.
549-50, and Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, p. 52.
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We now have two distinct conceptions of a stochastic art. In the first of
these it was admitted that occasionally an expert will not always reach the goal
(t€rog) of the art. The doctor, for example, will not always save his patients.
In the second conception — attributed to Antipater — the goal (télog) is
paradoxically redefined as ‘making every effort’ or ‘doing everything within
one’s power’ (AV 10 ko® adTOV TOLETY) to achieve the goal (téroc).”® The
goal of medicine would thus become not cultivating health but ‘making every
effort’ to cultivate health. In a passage by Alexander of Aphrodisias both of
these conceptions of a stochastic art are discussed and both are rejected.”’ We
have already noted the problems with the first conception, namely that it
becomes difficult to assess whether someone has expertise in their art or not.
The problem with the second conception is that, although an expert will
always be said to have reached the goal by ‘making every effort’, the idea that
the goal of medicine is nof cultivating health and the goal of archery is not
hitting targets fails to do justice to the nature of these arts. Although achieving
these goals is, to a certain extent, independent of mastery of the art in question
due to the role that external factors will play in determining the outcome,
nevertheless these goals remain the reason why one would choose to learn one

of these arts in the first place.”* To say that the goal of medicine — the goal

*® See Arius Didymus apud Stobacus 2.7.6a (2.76.11-15 WH = SV'F'3 Ant. 57).
! See Alexander of Aphrodisias Quaestiones 61.1-28 (1. 4-23 = SVF 3.19, although there is
no explicit reference to the Stoa), translated in Sharples. Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Quaestiones 2.16-3.15. Note also Alexander of Aphrodisias In Topica 32.12-34.5, In
Anabytica Priora 39.30-40.5, 165.8-15. For discussion see lerodiakonou, ‘Alexander of
Aphrodisias on Medicine as a Stochastic Art’, esp. p. 475; Roochnik, Of Art and Wisdom, pp.
54-55; Inwood, ‘Goal and Target in Stoicism’, pp. 549-50; Striker, ‘Following Nature’, esp. p.
244,

%2 See e.g. Plutarch’s criticisms of Antipater’s position in De Communibus Notitiis 1071b-c:
“If someone should say that an archer in shooting does all that in him lies not for the purpose
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being that to which all actions can be referred — was a correct performance of
medical technique, rather than the restoration of the health of the patient,
would fail to explain a number of things typically done when practising the art
of medicine.

In order to overcome these problems Alexander offers a third option.”® He
suggests that in a stochastic art it is necessary to make a clear distinction
between the goal (téhog) of the art and its function, action, or product (Epyov).
Thus, in the case of medicine, the goal (t€hog) — that for the sake of which
every effort is made — would remain health, but the proper task or function
(Epyov) would become to make every effort towards achieving that goal
(térhog).”* This is clearly better than Antipater’s paradoxical formulation.
Alexander suggests that emphasising this distinction between goal (1é1o¢) and
function (pyov) is necessary due to the role played by external factors in
stochastic arts. According to this third formulation, an expert in a stochastic art
will always achieve the €pyov of his art, as in the other arts, and this may form

a basis for judging his expertise.”” However, due to the role of external factors

of hitting the mark but for the purpose of doing all that in him lies, it would be thought that he
was spinning some monstrous and enigmatic yarns” (trans. Cherniss). Note also Cicero De
Finibus 3.22 (= SVF 3.18).

3 This appears at Quaestiones 61.23-28, omitted in SVF 3.19.

** To a certain extent Alexander follows Aristotle here. as one might expect. See esp. Aristotle
Topica 101b5-10 and Ars Rhetorica 1355b12-14. In the former Aristotle suggests that
expertise in medicine should be evaluated with reference to a practitioner using all of the
available means. In the latter he suggests that the function (£pyov) of medicine is not simply to
create health but to move the patient as far towards health as is possible in the circumstances.
** 1t is important to note the various ways in which the notion of &pyov functions in the three
types of téxvn. In a productive art the €pyov is the physical product, the pair of shoes made by
the shoemaker. In a performative art the €pyov is the action ‘produced’ by the artist. the
performance itself (this was the sense in which the term was understood in Chapter One). In a
stochastic art the €pyov becomes the task or function of the art. that which the doctor does
with reference to the téAog. Thus the ‘product’ (€pyov) of medicine is not health (which is in
fact the téhoc) but rather those actions which are directed towards cultivating health. See
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he will not always achieve the t€hoc of his art.”’® The expert doctor, for
example, will not always manage to cultivate health (the tédoc), but — if he is
an expert — he will always make every effort towards cultivating health (the
gpyov).

As one can see, the question concerning the nature of stochastic arts in
general, and medicine in particular, is very complex. However, our primary
concern here is not with the nature of the art of medicine itself but rather with
the status of the analogy between the art of medicine and the art of living. This
analogy appears to imply that one should conceive the art of living as a
stochastic art. However, if one conceives the Stoic art of living as a stochastic
art one immediately faces a problem. It is reported that the goal (t€rog) of the
Stoic art of living is the cultivation of well-being or happiness (eddoupovia).”’
If one conceives the art of living as a stochastic art then this goal of
evdapovia — like health in the case of medicine — will not necessarily follow

from a correct performance of that art. Instead it will be dependent upon other

Alexander of Aphrodisias Iz Topica 32.27-33.4, translated and discussed in Roochnik, Of 4rt
and Wisdom, p. 54.

 In productive and performative arts the €pyov and téAog always coincide.

77 See e.g. Arius Didymus apud Stobacus 2.7.6¢ (2.77.16 WH = SVF 3.16). This is, in turn,
identified with living in accordance with excellence (&peth) and with nature (pvoig). Thus
the Stoic téAog cannot be the selection of primary natural things (the formulation au:ributec{ to
Antipater; see Clement of Alexandria Stromata 2.21 (PG 8.1076a) = SI'F 3 Ant. 58) which
remain strictly speaking indifferent. Instead, its focus must be what is in our own power,
namely the excellent mental state that constitutes épeth (otherwise it would, as some ancient
critics claimed, be no different to the Peripatetic position). Antipater's formulation of the
té)hog is thus in certain important respects heterodox. The orthodox Stoic position is re-
affirmed by Posidonius (e.g. Posidonius fr. 187 EK apud Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et
Platonis 5.6.9-12 = 5.470-71 Kithn = 328.6-18 De Lacy) and Epictetus (e.g. Disserrationes
2.5.1-5). Note also Plutarch’s criticisms of those Stoics who attempt to hold both goals at once
in De Communibus Notitiis 1070f-1071b; see also Cicero De Finibus 3.22 (= SI'F 3.18). For
further discussion see Bonhéffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. 163-188 (= The Ethics of
the Stoic Epictetus, pp. 209-238); Long, ‘Carneades and the Stoic felos’. passim. Ianod.
‘Goal and Target in Stoicism’, esp. p. 551: Reesor, The Nature of Man in Early Stoic

Philosophy. pp. 103-17.
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external factors. This must be wrong insofar as the Stoic art of living
(identified with é&pett) is repeatedly said to be a sufficient condition for
happiness (ebdoupovia) by itself (this is precisely what distinguishes it from
the Peripatetic position).”® If it were a stochastic art, expertise would not be
sufficient to guarantee the goal, eddapovie. We are left, then, with two other
alternatives. The first would be to characterise the art of living as a productive
art, in which case one would have to say that it is an art that produces
happiness (ebdoupovia), this being its ‘product’” The second would be to
characterise it as a performative art, in which case well-being or happiness
(evdoupovia) would have to be identified with the performance of the art
itself. In either of these cases ebSoupoviae would be both the t€Ao¢ and the
gpyov of the art, and in either case expertise in the art would guarantee
attainment of the télog. The question, then, becomes whether the Stoics

100

conceived ebdapovia as a product or as an activity.'" According to Cicero,

at least some Stoics adopted the second of these options:

% Pace Dobbin, Epictetus, Discourses Book 1, p. 156, who, on the basis of the reports
concerning Antipater, suggests that all Stoics held the art of living to be stochastic. This is
clearly not the case for someone like Epictetus (Dobbin’s primary subject) for whom the art of
living is concerned only with what is within one’s own power (£¢° fpiv) anq for whom
success in that art is in no way dependent upon external factors. For the distinction between
the Stoic and Peripatetic positions see ¢.g. Cicero Tusculanae Disputationes 5.40-41 (= LS 63
L), Aulus Gellius 18.1.1-14 (part in SVF 3.56).

% This is suggested in Alexander of Aphrodisias De Anima Libri Mantissa 159.33-3,4 (f SI:’F
3.66). “excellence is an art that produces happiness” (7 8¢ dapetn ”Cé?(VT] Kot odtodg
svdolovicg mowmTikn), an account that may implicitly assume Arnstotle's restricted
conception of téxvn as essentially mointikn téxvy (see Aristotle Ethica t\»’icoma‘chea 1140al-
23). As I have noted in the previous chapter, this is also the way in which I.mm attempts to
explain the relationship between téxvn and gb3onpovia in the early Plgtomc malogues (see
his Plato’s Moral Theory). However he has been criticised because this reduces opett to
something purely instrumental rather than an end in itself (sec Vlastos, Socrates: Ironist and

Moral Philosopher. pp. 6-10).
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We do not consider that wisdom resembles navigation or medicine, but
it is more like the gestures just mentioned, and like dancing, in that the

actual exercise (effectio) of the skill is in itself, and does not aim at an

external object.'”!

In other words, the art of living is a performative art like dancing, acting, or
music, and not like the stochastic arts of medicine and archery.'” Tt is
primarily an activity that is not directed towards any further goal beyond the
activity itself. It is the very performance of the art of living that constitutes
gbdoupovia, itself conceived as an activity,'® just as the satisfaction gained
from the performing arts is to be found in the very act of the performance
itself.

What does this account of the different téyvor contribute to our
understanding of the concept of an art of living? We are now in a position to
say that this art (téxvn) is a systematic body of knowledge based upon
empirically derived principles and brought together through practice. It is

directed towards a goal (téLoc) which we have seen described as the health of

to Alternatively one might ask how the Stoics understood &pyov in this particular context,
£pyov covering both product and action.

' Cicero De Finibus 3.24 (= SVF 3.11; trans. Wright): Nec enim gubernationi aut medicinae
similem sapientiam esse arbitramur, sed actionii illi potius quam modo dixi et saltationi, ut in
ipsa insit, non foris petatur extremum, id est artis effectio. See also De Finibus 3.32. The word
effectio should be understood similarly to £pyov, that is as referring to the ‘product’ of an art.
In a performative art the performance itself is the ‘product’ (€pyov, effectio). This is distinct
from the attempt in De Finibus 3.22 to characterise the art of living as a stochastic art using
the analogy with an archer. That analogy only works with reference to the desire to secure
‘primary natural objects’ (10 p@Tot kOTX VOV, princpia naturae), which is Antipater’s
heterodox formulation of the téAoc.

12 See Long, ‘Carneades and the Stoic felos’, pp. 83-84, for the same conclusion.
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the soul (v 1ic woyfic vyiewv) and as gvdapovia, which may be
understood to be synonymous.'%* Finally, this goal is identical to the activity
of practising the art of living itself (rather than a distinct product produced by
it or something contingent upon other external factors). As a performative art,
then, one can see the limits of the analogy between the Stoic art of living and
medicine. Yet nevertheless one can also understand why this analogy came to
be so common in ancient discussions concerning the nature and function of
philosophy. Philosophy treats the soul analogously to the way in which
medicine treats the body; however the way in which it achieves this is, for the

Stoics at least, subtly different.!®

3. The Relationship Between &ioxnoig and Adyog

An important element in Zeno’s definition of téxvn is the reference it makes
to the role of practice. As we have seen, an art, according to Zeno, is a
systematic body of knowledge that is brought into its systematic unity by way
of practice (cvyyeyvuvaouévev). One can immediately see how this echoes

Socrates’ claim in the Gorgias that the development of expertise in an art will

'8 Aristotle famously characterised gbdapovia as an activity (see ¢.g. Ethica Nicomachea
1176a30-1176b9), with which the Stoics would agree. For further discussion see Long, ‘Stoic
Eudaimonism’, csp. p. 82.

1 Note the etymology of ebddatpovio as having a good daimon or spirit and the resonance
between this and the idea of a healthy soul.

1% The prevalence of this analogy even among Stoics presumably reflects the influence of
Socrates who hints at the analogy but who would not have engaged in the careful analysis of
different types of 1éxvn begun by Plato (in his evaluation of the status of rhetoric) and taken
to its heights in later authors such as Galen and Alexander of Aphrodisias (in their evaluations
of the status of medicine). Of course, for a Peripatetic the medical analogy does work in all of
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require not just an understanding of the relevant principles (Adyot) but also
training (&oxmoig). For Zeno, then, as well as Socrates, téxvn involves both
Movog and &oxmoilc. A number of other early Stoic sources also make
reference to the importance of &oxnoic.'® But what exactly is the role of
doxnoig in the Stoic concept of an art of living? It should be clear from what
has already been said that this question will be of central importance for the
creation of a conception of philosophy that can adequately deal with the idea
that philosophy is primarily expressed in one’s way of life (Biog).

No extended early Stoic source dealing with this topic survives. However
it is addressed in a pair of letters by Seneca which include a number of

197 The first of these letters deals with the

references to the idea of an ars vitae.
question of whether philosophical doctrines (decreta) are sufficient on their
own without precepts (praecepta) for the art of living. The second deals with
the question of whether precepts (praecepta) are sufficient without doctrines
(decreta). By decreta we can understand doctrines, principles, or opinions; by
praecepta we can understand precepts, teachings, instructions, written rules,

exercises, or maxims directed towards the transformation of an individual’s

behaviour.'”® Although the notion of praecepta may be slightly broader than

its details for they would be happy to acknowledge the role played by external factors in the
cultivation of eddoupovia (see e.g. Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1178b33-1179a9).

"% See e.g. Aristo apud Clement of Alexandria Stromata 2.20 (PG 8.1052b = SVF 1.370).
Note also the references in Diogenes Laertius to two works entitled Iepi doxfoewng by the
Stoics Herillus (7.166 = SVF 1.409) and Dionysius (7.167 = SVF 1.422). Further references
can be found in Chapter Five § 1.

' These letters are Seneca Epistulae 94 and 95. T have used the editions by Reynolds (OCT)
and Gummere (LCL). As we shall see, these letters include a number of Latin translations
from earlier Stoics including Aristo (SVF 1.358-359) and Cleanthes (STF 1.582).

1% See the respective entries in OLD. With regard to praecepta, Newman has argued that it is
artificial to try to distinguish between, on the one hand, the notion of a philosophical exercise
and, on the other, its written or rhetorical expression. Instead he suggests that, for the later
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that of dokmoig, Seneca’s discussion bears directly upon the relationship
between Aoyog and &oxnoic insofar as it deals with the question of whether

either philosophical theory or practical advice are, on their own, sufficient for

transforming one’s behaviour.'”

Seneca opens the first of these two letters by noting that, on the one hand,
there are those who have claimed that precepts are the only significant
component within philosophy, abstract theory being unnecessary insofar as it
is of no practical import, while, on the other hand, there are those who think
that precepts are of little use and that doctrines are by themselves sufficient for
living well.''° The second of these positions was held by the Stoic Aristo and
Seneca begins by considering Aristo’s arguments. Aristo argues that precepts
will be of no use to someone who lacks the appropriate understanding for that
ignorance will cloud whatever they do. Only those free from such ignorance
can benefit from precepts (praecepta). However precepts are totally
superfluous to such individuals who, being free from error, do not need any
instruction; “to one who knows, it is superfluous to give precepts; to one who
does not know, it is insufficient”.'’’ According to Aristo, only the doctrines

(decreta) of philosophy can make any difference to someone’s way of life,

Stoics at least, philosophical texts were themselves seen to be central to such exercises,
whether they be in the form of instructions directed towards students or texts produced by
students themselves (‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1478-82). I shall return to this
point in Chapter Five § 5.

199 For a brief discussion of these letters in relation to the role of techniques (exercises) and
analysis (theory) in Stoic cognitive therapy, see Sorabji, Emotion and Peace of Mind, pp. 161-
63.

1% See Seneca Epistulae 94.1-3.

" Aristo apud Seneca Epistulae 94.11 (= SVF 1.359): praecepta dare scienti supervacuum
est, nescienti parum.
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precepts (praecepta) are pointless.''? There are two points that need to be
noted here. The first is that Aristo holds a position similar to the intellectualist
reading of Socrates in which theoretical understanding alone is thought to
guarantee excellence (&petf)). The second is that Aristo holds on to the
orthodox Stoic distinction between the wise (cogoi) and the non-wise
(pardrov), characterising the non-wise as mad or insane (insania).'"* However,
he does not appear to consider the possibility of a third intermediate category,
namely those who are ‘making progress’ (npoxont}), philosophers in the
etymological sense of the word.

In his response to Aristo, Seneca is happy to acknowledge the central
importance of philosophical doctrines (decreta) but questions Aristo’s outright
rejection of the role that precepts (praecepta) might play. For Seneca, precepts
do not teach but they do reinforce teaching already received: “advice is not
teaching; it merely engages the attention and rouses us, and concentrates the
memory, and keeps it from losing grip”.'"* Thus precepts (praecepta) are not
for the sage who already enjoys secure knowledge, but rather for those who
are ‘making progress’ (mpoxont), proficientes), those who in one sense already
know but who have not yet fully assimilated that knowledge and have not yet
translated that knowledge into actions. Seneca responds to the claim that
precepts only work with reference to the theoretical arguments that underpin

them by saying that precepts act to remind one of those arguments and to

12 See Seneca Epistulae 94.13.

'3 See Seneca Epistulae 94.17. | .
14 Seneca Epistulae 94.25 (trans. Gummere): non docet admonitio sed advertit, sed excitat,
sed memoriam continet nec patitur elabi.
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assist in their digestion.'" Just like the training undertaken by the apprentice
craftsman, Seneca suggests that precepts (praecepta) serve as a form of
training for one who has already studied philosophical doctrines (decreta).!*®
Precepts are thus an often useful complement to doctrines, at least for those
who are ‘making progress’ (mpoxonty, proficientes) '\’

The question that follows naturally, and which is dealt with in the second
of these letters, is whether such precepts are sufficient on their own to
transform an individual’s way of life. Following Aristo, Seneca acknowledges
that precepts can be of little help to a disturbed mind.'*® Moreover, although
precepts can indeed bring about a change in behaviour, they cannot do so
alone. For Seneca, philosophy is both theoretical and practical (contemplativa
et activa); it involves both doctrines and precepts (decreta et praecepta).'*’ In
order to illustrate this inter-dependency Seneca draws a number of analogies:
doctrines (decreta) are like the branches of a tree while precepts (praecepta)
are like the leaves, the latter depending upon the former for their existence, the
strength of the former only being seen in the display of the Ilatter.
Alternatively, doctrines are like the roots of a tree and precepts are like the
leaves, the former being the hidden foundation for the latter, the latter being

the outward expression of the strength of the former. Again, doctrines are like

151 shall develop this idea of ‘digestion’ of philosophical doctrines further in Chapter Five §
3 (b).

1e S)ee Seneca Epistulae 94.32. Recalling points that I have already discussed in Chapter Oqe
§ 3, Seneca goes on here (Epistulae 94.40-42) to suggest that the best form of praeceptum is
association with a living role model and suggests that praecepta are in effect substitutes for
direct contact with a philosophical mentor. ‘

""" Seneca is explicit on this point at Epistulae 94.50. For Seneca’s own understanding of the
intermediate category of those ‘making progress’ (proficientes) see Epistulae 75.8-18.

118 See Seneca Epistulae 95.4; also 95.38.

"% See Seneca Epistulae 95.10.
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the heart of a living being while precepts are like the actions of the limbs, the
former being hidden and only known to the world via the movements of the
latter, which depend upon the former for their power of movement.'?

In each of these analogies the doctrines (decreta) are the necessary but
concealed foundation of the precepts (praecepta). The precepts form the
outward and visible expression of the doctrines, without which the doctrines
would remain hidden. Seneca’s conclusion, then, is that both doctrines and
precepts are necessary for the acquisition of wisdom (sapientia, copic).'*!
The praecepta of Seneca, although perhaps broader in scope than the notion of
doknoig, are similar to the training undertaken by an apprentice implicit in
Socrates’ discussion of t€xvn. While both Socrates and Seneca clearly affirm
that an understanding of the relevant doctrines or principles (decreta, Loyo1)
are a necessary condition for the acquisition of expertise, both also
acknowledge the role that some form of exercise or exhortation (praecepta,
doknotg) might play in that acquisition. Although neither would want to say
that such exercise or training could ever be a sufficient condition on its own,

both appear to lean towards the claim that it may be a necessary condition

alongside a grasp of the relevant principles.

129 See Seneca Epistulae 95.59, 95.64. _ o

121 Doctrines (decreta) are clearly a necessary condition. They may in certain circumstances
be a sufficient condition but, in general, Seneca tends to doubt this. Precepts (praecepta) may
in certain circumstances be a sufficient condition but again in general Seneca tends to doubt
this. However, whether precepts are a necessary condition is not so clear. Seneca appears to be
inclined to say ves. Nevertheless, for Seneca decrefa retain a certain priority over praecepla.
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6. The Stoic Division of Philosophy

The account so far of a conception of philosophy as an art (téyvn) concerned
with one’s way of life (Biog) and involving two components, philosophical
theory (A6yog) and philosophical exercise (Goxnoig), is relatively
straightforward. However, what is not so immediately clear is how this might
be reconciled with the common image of Stoic philosophy as a highly
structured system divided into the three components of logic, physics, and

ethics. According to the summary of Stoic philosophy by Diogenes Laertius,

they [the Stoics] say that philosophical discourse (tov wouté
@rrocopiay Adyov) has three parts, one of these being physical

(9vowkov), another ethical (191x6v), and another logical (Aoyikdv).'?

It is interesting to note that it is not philosophy that is divided into these three
parts but rather philosophical discourse (t0v kotd @iAocogiav AdyoV).
Elsewhere, in Plutarch, we are told that it is philosopher’s theorems (t®v 109
©1A006¢0v BewpnudteY) that are divided.'® Tt is also interesting to note that
according to Diogenes Laertius this division was first made by Zeno, and then

restated by Chrysippus, in works both called On Discourse (Ilept Adyov).'** It

'# Diogenes Laertius 7.39 (= SVF 2.37 = Posidonius fr. 87 EK = LS 26 B: trans. LS). For
commentary see Kidd, Posidonius, The Commentary, pp. 350-52. A full survey of the various
ancient divisions can be found in Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.2-23.

'3 See Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1035a (= SVF 2.42). .
12 See Diogenes Laertius 7.39 (= SV'F 2.37). For ancient references to these wo‘rks see the lists
in STF. vol. 1, p. 71, and vol. 3, p. 201. All but one derive from Diogenes Laertius.
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seems, then, that this division was primarily conceived as a division of
philosophical discourse, not of philosophy itself.'* As for philosophy proper,

Diogenes Laertius reports the following:

They compare philosophy to a living being (eixdlovor 8¢ Lo Ty
@rhocogiav), likening logic (10 Aoyikév) to bones and sinews, ethics
(70 MBk6V) to the fleshier parts, and physics (10 @uoKOV) to the soul.
They make a further comparison to an egg: logic is the outside, ethics
is what comes next, and physics the innermost part; or to a fertile field:
the surrounding wall corresponds to logic, its fruit to ethics, and its
land or trees to physics; or to a city which is well fortified and

- 26
governed according to reason.’

Elsewhere, in Sextus Empiricus, the first of these similes is credited to

Posidonius and his preference for this one in particular is explained:

Posidonius differed: since the parts of philosophy are inseparable from
each other, yet plants are thought of as distinct from fruit and walls are

separate from plants, he claimed that the simile for philosophy should

"2 For further discussion see Hadot, ‘Philosophie, Discours Philosophique, et Divisions de la
Philosophie chez les Stoiciens’, passim; Gourinat, La dialectique des Stol‘c{em} pp. 19-34:
Ildefonse, Les Stoiciens I, pp. 23-29. That the Stoics drew a sharp distmc’qon between
philosophy and philosophical discourse is made clear in Epictetus’s gnalogy with ﬂle art of
building: just as the builder does not discourse about building but builds, so the philosopher
does not engage only in discourse about wisdom but also endeavours to become wise (see
Dissertationes 3.21.4). _ .

126 Diogenes Laertius 7.40 (= SVF 2.38 = LS 26 B; trans. LS). Note that in ea;h case phvsics
is in some sense foundational, logic gives strength or protection, while ethics is the largest or

most visible part.
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rather be with a living being, where physics is the blood and flesh,

logic the bones and sinews, and ethics the soul.'*’

These passages suggest that, for the Stoics, philosophy itself was conceived as
a unified entity with three parts that could only be divided from one another in
discourse.'*® Just as a living animal is composed of flesh, bones, and soul that
can only be distinguished from one another as component parts in abstraction,
so philosophy can only be divided into the component parts of logic, physics,
and ethics in abstraction. Philosophy proper has no parts.

Philosophy itself, an activity directed towards the cultivation of wisdom
(co@ia), involves all three of these elements. It is not that practical ethics
utilises the theoretical arguments of physics and logic.'® Rather one might say
that each of these three parts is both theoretical and practical, and that they are
interdependent with one another. Moreover, this interrelation means that
expertise in one will always involve expertise in the others. For example,
someone who understands the organisation and structure of the cosmos will at
the same time know how to act within the cosmos.*® The sage will thus
simultaneously practise all three aspects of philosophy in his life. He will

practise logic by analysing his judgements, practise physics by locating

127 Posidonius fr. 88 EK apud Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.19 (= LS 26 D
trans. Kidd, modified). Note that physics and ethics have changed places compared to the
version in Diogenes Laertius.

128 See Hicks, Stoic and Epicurean, pp. 34-55; Hadot, ‘Les divisions des parties de la
Philosophie dans I’ Antiquité’, pp. 208-11. ‘ _ o
 For the Stoics, logic is no mere organon or tool as it was for Aristotle; rather it is an
essential part of philosophy itself (see Christensen, An Essay on the Unity of S{oic Philgsophy.
p. 39). This seems to have been emphasised in particular by Posidonius (see Kidd. Posidonius,

The Commentary, pp. 352-35).
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himself as but one part of the larger cosmic system, and practise ethics in his
actions. Thus Cicero notes that for the Stoics there are not only ethical virtues
(virtutes) but also physical and logical virtues.”! As one might expect,
following the Socratic doctrine of the unity of virtue or human excellence
(Gipetn), the Stoics held these three types of virtues to be one, ' This might be
glossed by saying that there is a single corporeal state or disposition of the
soul (yoy1) that, when possessed, is expressed in a variety of different ways,
which may be classified according to the tripartite division of philosophical
discourse.

The Stoic position is thus very different from Aristotle’s account of the
different parts of philosophy. Rather than three mutually dependent
components, Aristotle divides the theoretical from the practical and proposes a
hierarchy of sub-parts within each.'®® Theoretical philosophy, for example, is
divided into three parts arranged in a specific order depending upon their
relation with impermanent matter, the highest of the theoretical sciences being
theology (Beoioyix), also called first philosophy (npdtn grrocogic). Logic
is rejected as a science in its own right and is relegated to the status of a tool or

134

instrument (Gpyavov).”" In contrast, for the Stoics philosophy is a unified

whole without any internal hierarchy and Posidonius’s comparison with a

"% See Bréhier, The History of Philosophy: The Hellenistic and Roman Age, p. 37, Hadot. The
Inner Citadel, pp. 77-82; ‘La philosophie antique: une éthique ou une pratique?’, pp. 25-26.

B! See Cicero De Finibus 3.72 (= SVF 3.281).

2 See Schofield ‘Ariston of Chois and the Unity of Virtue'; for Socrates see Penner ‘The
Unity of Virtue’.

1 See Aristotle Metaphysica 1025b3-1026a32, with Guthrie, History. vol. 6, pp. 130-34;
Hadot, ‘Les divisions des parties de la philosophie dans 1 Antiquité’, pp. 202-08: ‘Philosophie.
Discours Philosophique, et Divisions de la Philosophie chez les Stoiciens’, pp. 207-08.

34 This term was first applied to Aristotle’s logic by Alexander of Aphrodisias /n .dristotelis
Topica 74.29-30; see Guthrie, History, vol. 6, p. 135.
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living being is in many ways the most appropriate of those proposed. Their
organic conception of philosophy as three interdependent components of equal
status might be said to reflect the Stoic theory of a single immanent rational
principle (Adyog) underpinning each part of their system, > while Aristotle’s
hierarchy of parts is clearly a reflection of the priority that he gives to that
which is unchanging, with the most important part of philosophy being that
which comprehends substance understood as the unchanging substrate of all
existing things. Moreover, in contrast to Aristotle’s division between the
theoretical sciences of physics and theology on the one hand, and the practical
sciences of ethics and politics on the other, for the Stoics all three aspects of
philosophy are at once both theoretical and practical.'*® For them, if a division
is to be made between theory and practice it must be made within each part of
philosophy and not between them.

Returning to Diogenes Laertius’s account of the various similes for

philosophy, he continues his report by adding:

On the statements of some of them [Stoics], no part is given preference

over another but they are mixed together."”’

%> Here, Adyoc should be understood differently to how it has been used thus far. In this
context it refers to a single rational principle within nature responsible for the order of the
cosmos, often referred to as the omeppaticog Adyog (see e.g Diogenes Laertius 7.136 = SIF
1.102). This conception clearly owes much to Heraclitus (see e.g. fr. 1 DK). I shall touch upon
this again in Chapter Seven § 2 (a).

136 See Hadot, “La philosophie antique: une éthique ou une pratique?’. p. 25. However. as
Hadot himself notes, pp. 31-32. with Aristotle the matter is, as always. significantly more
complex (see e.g. Aristotle Politica 1325b16-21).

137 Diogenes Laertius 7.40 (= SVF 2. 41 = LS 26 B: trans. LS).
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The division into three parts and the various arguments over the relative order
of those parts seems to have been primarily a debate concerning the teaching
of philosophy and the order in which students should be introduced to the
different subjects of philosophical discourse.!*® Thus the Stoic debate
concerning the relative order of the parts is not a question of a fundamental
hierarchy, as it would have been for Aristotle, but rather merely a question of
different teaching methods. For philosophy conceived as the cultivation of
excellence (éipetn), there is neither a hierarchy nor a division. Indeed, those
Stoics who affirmed the essentially mixed nature of philosophy are also said to

have taught philosophy in a mixed form in order to emphasise this.'*

7. Towards a Definition of Philosophy

We are now in a position to bring together these various Stoic ideas
concerning the nature and function of philosophy and to offer a preliminary
definition of philosophy as conceived by the Stoics. But first it is important to
be clear concerning the distinction between philosophy (@ilocoeia) and
wisdom (co@ic). With Socrates, as we have already seen, philosophy was
conceived as an art concerned with the cultivation of wisdom (cogia) or
human excellence (&peth). Socrates was thus a philosopher in the

etymological sense of the word, he searched for wisdom but he did not possess

%8 For differing orders see Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1035a-f (part in SI'F 2.42).
Diogenes Laertius 7.40-41 (part in SVF 2.38, 43), Sextus Empiricus Adversus \Mathematicos
7.20-23 (part in SVF 2.44). See also Ildefonse, Les Stoiciens I, p. 24.

13 See Diogenes Laertius 7.40 (= SVF 2.41).
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it himself. There is for Socrates, then, a clear distinction between philosophy
(prrhoo09ia) and wisdom (co@ia); the former is that which searches for the
latter.

With the Stoics, the matter is unfortunately not so clear. This is due to the
tendency in some sources to move between the words philosophy (@1hocopic)
and wisdom (cogic) as if they were synonymous.'* Seneca, for one, holds on
to the etymological definition of philosophy, describing wisdom (sapientia) as
the ultimate good and philosophy (philosophia) as the love of that good and

the attempt to attain it.'*!

Yet, as we have seen, insofar as the art of living
(téxvn mept TOv Plov) is an art (téyvn), it is, for the Stoics, a form of secure
knowledge (¢émiothun). As such, it is a form of knowledge reserved for the
sage (co@6g). Thus one might be tempted to identify the possession of the art
of living with wisdom (cog@ia) itself. On this account, philosophy would not
be the art of living but rather that which desires or cultivates the art of living,
However, as we have also already seen, Epictetus does not understand
philosophy in this way and he identifies the art of living with philosophy
(p1hoc00ia) rather than wisdom (GO(pi(x).142

Before attempting to offer a solution to this problem, it may be helpful to
note two important points which have a direct bearing on this question. The

first is the characterisation of the art of living as a performative art not directed

towards any goal beyond the performance itself. The second is the emphasis

140 gee Terodiakonou, “The Stoic Division of Philosophy’. pp. 60-61. . _
141 Qee Seneca Epistulae 89.4: Sapientia perfectum bonum est mentis humanae; philosophia
sapientiae amor est et adfectatio.

172 See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.2.
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upon philosophy as a unified entity that, strictly speaking, cannot be divided
into the distinct parts of logic, physics, and ethics. In order for this unified
entity to exist it must, according to Stoic ontology, exist as a physical body.'*
Thus philosophy must in some sense be corporeal (copartog), while
philosophical discourse, as something ‘sayable’ (Aextoc), would be classified

as incorporeal (&odparog).'*

The only plausible place where either
philosophy or wisdom could conceivably have a physical existence is inside
the material soul (yvyf) of its possessor.'* For the Stoics, then, for
philosophy to exist it must do so as a corporeal state or disposition of the soul

¢ Yet as we have already seen, philosophy as the art

(01Beo1c Thig Wwouxfic).
of living is also conceived as a performative art and, as such, an activity or
way of life. How can it be both?

In order to understand the relationship between these two characteristics

attributed to philosophy, it may be helpful to turn to Chrysippus’s famous

1% According to Stoic ontology only bodies (cdporter) are said to exist. See e.g. Plutarch De
Communibus Notitiis 1073e (= SVF 2.525).

'4* See Terodiakonou, “The Stoic Division of Philosophy’, p. 61. For the ontological distinction
between ocdpotog and dodpotog see e.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias In Topica 301.19-25 (=
SVF 2.329 = LS 27 B), Sextus Empiricus 4dversus Mathematicos 10.218 (= SI'’F 2.331 = LS
27 D), Seneca Epistulae 58.13-15 (= SVF 2.332 = LS 27 A). with Brunschwig, “The Stoic
Theory of the Supreme Genus and Platonic Ontology’. For the ontological status of Agxtd as
dodpoto see e.g. Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.38 (= SIVF 2.132), with
Bréhier, La théorie des incorporels dans I'ancien Stoicisme, pp. 14-36. According. to Stoic
ontology there are two categories of entity under the common heading of ‘something’ (tu).
These are corporeals (ocdpote) and incorporeals (dodpote). Strictly speaking only Fhe
former “exist’; the latter merely ‘subsist’ (Opeotévor). For further comment see Goldschmidt.
Le systéme stoicien et l'idée de temps, pp. 13-25; Rist, Stoic Philosophy, PP 152-59;
Pasquino, ‘Le statut ontologique des incorporels dans 1’ancien Stoicisme™. Sedley in CHHP.
pp. 395-402. )

'** For Stoic materialist psychology. see Long, ‘Soul and Body in Stoicism’, pp. 34-37; Long
in CHHP. pp. 560-84: Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, pp. 37-70. _ -
6 See e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.89 (= SVF 3.39). where &pett is descrlbed' as a Shsposmon
(3r1é0eo1g) of the soul (woyt): also Plutarch De Virtute Morali 441b-¢ (= SI'F 3.459). Sextus
Empiricus Adversus AMathematicos 11.23 (= SVF 3.75 =LS 60 G).
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cylinder analogy.'*” In this analogy Chrysippus draws attention to the fact that
when one pushes a cylinder, although the movement is initiated by the push,
the way in which the cylinder moves is due to its own internal nature or form,
namely its cylindrical shape. Chrysippus uses this analogy to illustrate a
distinction between what might be called internal and external causes,'*® a
distinction necessary for his account of freedom and determinism. The initial
push that starts the cylinder rolling is an external cause but the nature or shape
of the cylinder that determines the way in which it moves is an internal cause.
In the case of humans, 1t is the internal disposition of one’s soul (51&6eo1g Tiic
yoyiic) that determines the way in which one responds to external events. As
in the case of the cylinder, this internal nature directly impacts upon the way
in which a thing behaves. Any alteration in this internal cause will have a
direct and necessary impact upon an individual’s behaviour. In other words,
philosophy, conceived as a disposition of the soul (dt&Beoig thHc yoxfic), will
have a direct and necessary impact upon an individual’s behaviour.
Philosophy is thus both this internal corporeal disposition of the soul and an
activity or way of living, the latter being the necessary expression of the

former.

147 See Aulus Gellius 7.2.11 (= SVF 2.1000 = LS 62 D), Cicero De Fato 42 (= SVF 2.974 = LS
62 C), with discussion in Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, pp. 258-71.
Note also Alexander of Aphrodisias De Falo 181.26-30 (= SVF 2.979). o

18 The technical terminology for ‘internal’” and “external’ is “perfect apd p_rmmpal‘ (perfectae
et principales) and ‘auxiliary and proximate (adiuvantes et proximae) in Cicero De Fato \41 (=
SVF 2.974 = LS 62 C) and ‘self-sufficient’ (adtoteri}) and ‘initiatory” (RpOK(XT,'OCpKTlKn\“) in
Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1056b (= SVF 2.997). In the language of Eplctetps, this 1s
the distinction between what is and is not “up to us’ (¢’ Mpiv). See thf: discussions in Gould,
The Philosophy of Chrysippus. pp. 149-51: Frede, ‘The Original Notion of Cause’, esp. pp-
138-50; Bobzien, ‘Chrysippus’ Theory of Causes’.
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The Stoic art of living is directed towards transforming this internal cause,
namely the physical disposition of one’s soul (5148e01¢ Tiic Woyic). This may
be identified with the cultivation of wisdom (cogia) or human excellence
(GipeT), these also being corporeal dispositions. As such, there appears to be a
distinction between this art (téyvm) that cultivates wisdom (cogio) and
wisdom itself, just as we have already seen with Socrates. This, in turn,
implies that philosophy (@1Aocoeict) conceived as this art (té€xvn) should be
understood in its etymological sense as that which desires wisdom (cogica),
again following Socrates. However, in order to accept this conclusion one
would have to understand the art of living qua art quite loosely, for strictly
speaking an art (té€yxvm) is, for the Stoics, a body of secure knowledge
(¢miothun) and as such reserved for the sage (co@dg). In order to overcome
this difficulty one would have to define philosophy as the desire for the art of
living or that which cultivates the art of living. This is clearly somewhat
cumbersome and one can understand why this formulation was not used. Yet,
strictly speaking, the art of living should not be identified with philosophy
(prhoc0pic) but rather with what philosophy aims at, namely the ideal mental
disposition that is wisdom (co@ic) and human excellence (&pet1y). Such
difficulties do not apply to Socrates’ position whose art is not itself excellence
(&pet)) but rather the art that cultivates excellence (&peth). In practice,
however, the distance between these two accounts is slight, for if one truly
masters philosophy conceived as the art that cultivates wisdom (co@ia) then
one will soon possess wisdom itself. According to the Stoic definition of a

téyxvn, philosophy in its etymological sense cannot be the art of living but
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rather the activity of learning the art of living, a process that culminates in the

possession of cogia.

8. Summary

In this chapter we have seen how the Stoics took up and developed a number
of themes from Socrates, including the idea of an art (téxvn) concerned with
one’s life (Blog) and a (slightly problematic) analogy between that art and the
art of medicine, and how they developed these into a fully fledged concept of
philosophy as an art of living (téxvn mept tov Biov). We have also seen how
Seneca in particular developed the idea that the acquisition of that art may
involve not merely an understanding of the relevant principles or theories
(Moyor, decreta) but also some form of practical training or teaching
(Goxnorg, praecepta). 1t is this philosophical training or exercise — analogous
to the training that transforms an apprentice into a master craftsman ~ that
translates philosophical theories (A6yot) into philosophical actions (£pya),
transforming one’s way of life (Biog). Only by supplementing the study of
philosophical theory with practical philosophical training will it be possible to
transform the internal disposition of one’s soul (d1é0eotg TG yoyfic) and
attain the philosophical knowledge and understanding (¢émotiun, copia) that
will necessarily transform one’s life into that of the sage.

In Part Two I shall explore the relationship between philosophical theory
and training further. However, in order to complete our discussion of the idea

of an art concerned with one’s life, I shall first turn to consider what must be
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the single most important text dealing with this idea, namely the extended

polemic against the possibility of the existence of such an art made by the

Sceptic Sextus Empiricus.



CHAPTER FOUR

SCEPTICAL OBJECTIONS

In the last chapter we saw how the Stoics adopted a number of Socratic ideas
concerning an art (1€xvn) directed towards the transformation of one’s life
(Blog) and developed these into a fully-fledged concept of an art of living
(texvn mepi 1OV Biov). For Stoics such as Epictetus, the subject matter (VAn)
of an individual’s philosophy is their own life (6 Biog adt0® ékdotov).! In
the second century AD Epictetus was particularly well-known and it is from
this period that a text of particular importance derives.” Writing during this
time when Epictetean Stoicism was immensely popular, Sextus Empiricus
wrote a detailed discussion of, and series of arguments against, the Stoic

concept of an art of living.> This discussion is important for a number of

: See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.15.2, already quoted and discussed in Chapter Three § 1.

~ For Epictetus’s fame in this period note Celsus apud Origen Contra Celsum 6.2 (PG 11.1289
= test. 26 Schenkl), Aulus Gellius 1.2.6 (= test. 8 Schenkl), Fronto FEpistulae (2.52 Haines),
Galen De Libris Propriis 11 (19.44 Kiihn = test. 20 Schenkl).

* As I have already noted in the Introduction, Bett, Sextus Empiricus, Against the Ethicists. p.
1x, suggests that Sextus’s polemic was directed towards philosophers who “lived centuries
before his own time”. However it has been argued (with regard to Plotinus’s polemic against
the Gnostics in Enneades 2.9 and Simplicius’s polemic against the Manichaeans in In Epicteti
Enchiridion 35) that such polemics were usually a response to direct contact with adherents of
the philosophical position under attack (see Tardieu, ‘Sabiens coraniques et "Sabiens’ de
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reasons. Firstly it contains significantly more instances of the phrase ‘the art of
living” (téxvn mepi 10V Biov), or variations upon it, than any other ancient
text; secondly it contains much doxographical information concerning this
Stoic concept; thirdly it offers a series of important objections to this concept
that may help to shed light on the precise way in which it was presented by the
Stoics.

In this chapter I shall consider Sextus’s arguments against the very idea of
such a thing called an art of living.* The first section offers a brief outline of
Sextus’s sceptical methodology, the second section considers each of Sextus’s
objections in turn, and the third section attempts to bridge the apparent
distance between Sextus and the Stoics by drawing attention to common

elements within their philosophical projects.

Harran’, pp. 24-25 n. 105; Hadot, “The Life and Work of Simplicius’, p. 287). It makes more
sense to suppose that Sextus’s polemic was inspired by direct contact with contemporary
followers of Epictetus (who no doubt would have laid great stress on the idea of an art of
living) than with written texts that would have been centuries old.

* These arguments occur in two works that partially overlap with one another: Sextus
Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, esp. 3.239-249, and Adversus Mathematicos, esp. 11.168-
215. I shall focus upon the account in Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes but shall refer continually to
the parallel discussion in Adversus Mathematicos 11, also known as .4dversus Ethicos. The
Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes survive in three books; Adversus Mathematicos survives in eleven.
Book 1 of the Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes contains a methodological overview of Pyrrhonian
Scepticism while Books 2 & 3 argue against the claims of other dogmatic philosophers in the
fields of logic, physics, and ethics. The material discussed in Books 2 & 3 is also discussed in
Books 7-11 of Adversus Mathematicos in an extended form (Books 1-6 are probably from a
completely different work). For the Greek texts I have relied upon the LCL edition by Bury
which is based upon Bekker’s 1842 edition. For the Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1 have also
consulted the BT edition by Mutschmann & Mau. Note also the translations by Annas &
Barnes (Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Scepfticism) and Bett (Sextus Empiricus, -gainst the
Ethicists). For a general introduction see Allen “The Skepticism of Sextus Empiricus’.
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1. The Sceptical Method

Sextus’s discussion of the idea of an art of living forms part of his general
sceptical project of undermining the claims of those he calls the dogmatists (o1
Soypotikot).” Immediately before dealing with the art of living Sextus
proposes a number of arguments against the claims of dogmatic ethicists and,
in particular, against the claim that certain things are good or bad by nature
(pVoe1).® In order to do this he adopts two strategies. His first is to place side
by side the conflicting opinions of the dogmatists concerning what is and is
not said to be good.” This unresolvable disagreement, he argues, should lead
any impartial observer to suspend his judgement (¢mox). His second strategy
is to propose arguments in favour of positions opposed to the specific claims
of the dogmatists in order to counter-balance the positive arguments made by
the dogmatists, thereby creating a state of equipollence (icocBévewa). Faced
with equally plausible arguments on both sides, Sextus suggests that the
rational response will again be to suspend judgement (€mox") or, to be more
precise, he suggests that when faced with such balanced arguments one will
simply find oneself in a state of gmoyn.t

As a supplement to these more general arguments against the claims of

dogmatic ethicists, Sextus then introduces his arguments against the possibility

5 As Annas & Bames note (The Modes of Scepticism, pp. 1-2), the Greek term does not
involve the pejorative tone associated with the English equivalent. An ancient dogmatist was
simply someone who held certain opinions or dogmas. )

S See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.168-238, esp. 3.179. 3. 190, 3.235.
Adversus Mathematicos 11.42-140.

" See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.180-82.



CHAPTER FOUR 139

of any such thing called an art of living (M| mepi 1oV Biov téxvn).” While his
more general attack is aimed at all dogmatists, it is clear that this second attack
is directed specifically against the Stoics and their account of the nature and

function of philosophy.*

2. Sextus Empiricus’s Objections to an Art of Living

In Book 3 Chapter 25 of the Outlines of Pyrrhonism Sextus asks the question
‘Is there an art of living?” (ei €om té€xvn nepi Piov).'! He opens this chapter
by saying that it should already be clear from his arguments up to that point
that such an art cannot exist.'> Despite this, he proceeds to offer five distinct
arguments directed against its very possibility.”> In order to consider each of
these arguments I shall simply quote them in turn as they appear in the

Outlines of Pyrrhonism (occasionally supplementing that version with the

® One does not choose émox¥; rather it simply happens as a consequence of icoc8éveia. See
Barnes, “The Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist’, pp. 58-59.

® As 1 have already noted, these are in Sextus Empiricus Pvrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.239-249
and Adversus Mathematicos 11.168-215. Traditionally it has been thought that the Pyvrrhoniae
Hypotyposes is the earlier of these two works. However recently it has been argued that this
may in fact be the later of the two, being an abridged and slightly rewritten version of material
already discussed in Adversus Mathematicos. See Bett, Against the Ethicists, esp. pp. Xxiv-
xxviii; Striker, “4taraxia; Happiness as Tranquillity’, p. 191.

' Although the attack beginning at Adversus Mathematicos 11.168 is formally directed
towards the dogmatists (Soypotikoi) in general (and Epicurus is named in particular at
Adversus Mathematicos 11.169), the bulk of the text addresses specifically Stoic doctrines and
it is clear that the Stoics are Sextus’s principal target (see esp. ddversus Mathematicos
11.170). See Bett, Against the Ethicists, p. 187.

"' The parallel section in .ddversus Mathematicos (Book 11 Chapter 6) is entitled 1 éom1 Tig
nept TOv Blov téx vy (0v omitted by Bury). Bekker’s edition omits the sub-titles.

"> See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.239.

" In Adversus Mathematicos Book 11 there are a total of seven arguments; see the list and
analysis in Bett (dgainst the Ethicists. p. 182 & pp. 191-224 respectively). The arguments
omitted in Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes are much weaker than those common to both texts.
Consequently I am inclined to agree with Bett that the Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes is the later of
the two works, being a revised version in which the less sound arguments have been dropped.
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slightly longer accounts of the same material in 4 gainst the Ethicists) to see if

they offer any decisive arguments against the Stoic conception of philosophy.

(a) Competing Arts of Living

Since the dogmatists do not agree in laying down a single art of living
(Téxvnv mepi 1ov Biov),' but rather some hypothesize one and some
another, they land in dispute and in the ‘argument from dispute’ (1®
ano thg dwapoviag Adym) which we have propounded in what we

said about the good.!’

Sextus’s first objection is based upon the claim that the various dogmatic
schools of philosophy — Stoics, Epicureans, Peripatetics — are unable to agree
upon the precise nature of the art of living. Each proposes its own account of
what this might be.'® This conflict, Sextus suggests, calls the entire notion into
question, landing them in the ‘argument from dispute’ (Swapovic).!” The
problem, he argues, is that if the various dogmatic schools propose mutually
exclusive arts directed towards the cultivation of happiness (€ddaovia),

then it will be impossible to follow them all. The only other alternative is to

' Bekker, Bury (LCL): téxvnyv mept 10v Blov, Mutschmann & Mau (BT): téxvny nept Blov.

1 Sextus Empiricus Pyvrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.239 (trans. Annas & Barnes modified). see
also Adversus Mathematicos 11.173-77, with Bett, Against the Ethicists, pp. 191-94. 262-63.

' It is interesting to note here that Sextus implies that each of the dogmatic schools proposed
its own art of living. As we have seen, ancient uses of this phrase are primarily connected to
the Stoa. and it seems unlikely that Peripatetics would have conceived philosophy as an art. 1
take it that here Sextus is simply referring to the fact that each of the dogmatic schools
proposed its own ethical philosophy directed towards the cultivation of gvdapovia. each
based upon a different set of claims to secure knowledge.
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select just one art and follow that. However, before one can do that one must
first decide which conception one will follow. Assuming that this will not be
an arbitrary decision, there must be some grounds upon which one of the
conflicting conceptions may be chosen. In the discussion of this objection in
Against the Ethicists Sextus proposes that the only way in which one of these
conceptions can be selected is by using some other art or expertise.'® Yet this
other art, Sextus argues, will itself need to be justified, and so on, into an
infinite regress. He concludes that insofar as one cannot follow them all and
one has no grounds for preferring any one over any other, the only rational
course of action is to reject them all. The conflict between the various
conceptions of an art of living proposed by the dogmatists should lead one to
suspend judgement (Emoy).

Sextus’s principal argument here rests upon the assumption that the choice
of any one art of living over any other must be made using some other art or
skill (téxvn). That is to say that the process of evaluation of the different
conceptions proposed by the dogmatists must involve another art that will
require its own justification. However, there are no obvious grounds for this
claim. An alternative way in which one might attempt to evaluate the various
conceptions of an art of living would be with reference to their relative
success. If each of these arts (téyvon) claims to offer the best way in which
one can cultivate happiness (ebdopovia), then the most reasonable mode of

evaluation would be to see which of them does in fact cultivate happiness.

17 This is the first of the Five Modes of Agrippa: see Diogenes Laertius 9.88. Pyrrhoniae
Hypotyposes 1.165, with discussion in Hankinson. The Sceptics. pp. 182-92.



CHAPTER FOUR 142

Such an assessment could be made either by attempting to put into practice
each of the competing arts (téxvon) or by examining the lives of those who
have been reported to have prospered while following one of these arts
(téxvau). Either way, it is far from clear that an infinite regress of justification
is inevitable. If the aim of each of these arts is to cultivate well-being or
happiness (ebdaipovia), and this happiness is a state observable by third
persons, then the process of relative evaluation should be fairly
straightforward.

It is of course far from clear that Sextus would accept this as a criterion.
Bett suggests that “some form of reasoning or experience”’, including
presumably the experience of happiness (g0doytovia), could be proposed as a
criterion of selection.” Yet he concludes that even to this Sextus could simply
raise the question concerning its credentials, preserving his argument from
dispute (dropwvic). However it is by no means obvious that Sextus would
necessarily respond in this way. If one turns to other passages where he
discusses the nature of the sceptical philosophical project one can find two
important types of claim which are relevant here.

The first of these relates to the claim that the goal (téhog) of Sceptical
philosophy is tranquillity (ropakic).”® In a number of passages Sextus
suggests, albeit obliquely, that the tranquillity which accompanies the repeated

suspension of judgement itself constitutes happiness (eddaylovia):

'¥ See Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.176-77.
' See Bett, Against the Ethicists, pp. 192-93. o ‘ .
% See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.12, 1.25-30. This will be discussed in

further detail in § 3 below.
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If someone should say that a certain thing is not more by nature to be
chosen than to be avoided, nor more to be avoided than to be chosen,
[...] he will live happily and without disturbance (Bidoeten VERY
eVdPOVLG Kol dtapdymg) [...] freed from the trouble associated

with the opinion that something bad or good is present.?’

In other words, Sextus himself proposes a philosophical method directed
towards the cultivation of happiness (ed8apovia). In this, he follows a
number of earlier Sceptics, and in particular Timon, who affirmed that
Scepticism was the only sure path to the happy life.?* In the words of Photius,
“he who philosophizes after the fashion of Pyrrho (katé ITHppava) is happy
(evSopovel)”.” Passages such as these suggest that both Sextus and earlier
Sceptics acknowledged the existence of happiness (evdapovia) and that, on
at least this issue, they did not suspend judgement. If this is the case then the
presence or absence of happiness could, in principle, form the foundation for a
Sceptical comparative analysis of the various arts of living proposed by the
dogmatists.

The second type of claim made by Sextus that is relevant here — one that

may also help to clarify the first — relates to physical experiences of sensations

* Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.118 (trans, Bett). See aI'SO Adve_rsus
Mathematicos 7.158. 11.140, 11.141, 11.147, with discussion in Striker, “Afaraxia: Happiness
as Tranquillity’, esp. pp. 188-91.

? Sec e.g. Aistocles apud Eusebius 14.18.1-4 (758c-d = test. 2 PPF = LS 1 F). The
testimonia and fragmenta for Timon are collected in Diels. Poetarum Philosophorum

Fragmenta.
23 Photius Bibliotheca cod. 212 (169626-29 = LS 71 C; trans. LS).
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such as pleasure or pain. Although Sextus claims that the suspension of
judgement will bring tranquillity, he does not claim that the Sceptic will be
completely undisturbed. Certain things, Sextus says, will continue to force
themselves upon the Sceptic, who will feel cold and hunger and pain just like
anybody else.** The suspension of judgement cannot overpower the
experience (néBoc) of physical pain; what it can do is overcome the belief
(60&a) that that pain is something bad.

The Sceptic will not of course make any substantial claims concerning the
status  of the content of these experiences, but he will nevertheless
acknowledge them as experiences. As Timon is reported to have said, “I do
not lay it down that honey is sweet, but I admit that it appears (@aivetai) to be
s0” % In other words, the Sceptic simply acknowledges what happens to him,
acknowledges the presence of those sensations which are forced upon him.*®

There appears to be no reason why a Sceptic could not acknowledge the
presence of happiness (e0dajiovia) in precisely this way. Clearly the Sceptic
would not claim that happiness (ed3oovic) was an objectively observable
state but nevertheless he could acknowledge that he himself was experiencing
something that might best be described as happiness (eddcipovia), just as he

could describe or report other experiences that happened to him. Indeed, this

* See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.29-30, 1.13, 3.235-36, with Burnveat.
‘Can the Sceptic Live his Scepticism?’, esp. p. 43. ‘

** Timon apud Diogenes Laertius 9.105 (= fr. 74 PPF=LS 1 H; trans. Hicks). _ N

% This issue is closely related to the question concerning the extent of Sexms_‘s scepticism, a
question that has been presented in terms of ‘rustic’ versus "ur’qane’ ’Scepfmsm, the former
involving émoyf regarding all beliefs and the latter involvmg g¢noyn only regmdlpg
philosophical and scientific theories. In general, I am inclined to interpret Sextgs as a ‘rustic

Sceptic and my appeal here to experiences does not involve an appeal to nqn-scmnﬂﬁc beliefs.
For further discussion see in particular Barnes, ‘The Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist’, esp. pp. 61-62.
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seems to be the only plausible way in which a Sceptic could justify his claim
that the suspension of judgement (¢moxh) will bring tranquillity (&tapatio).
which as we have seen is itself identified with happiness (edaipovia). There
is no obvious reason, then, why Sextus could not accept the presence or
absence of the experience of happiness (eddoupovic) as a criterion for
evaluating the various arts of living proposed by the dogmatic schools of
philosophy. His principal argument here fails, even for one who holds onto the

basic principles of Scepticism.

(b) The Art of Living Cannot be Taught

Since wisdom (ppovnoic) is a virtue (&petiy), and only the sage has
virtue, the Stoics — not being sages — will not possess the art of living
(tiiv mept Tov Plov tExvNV), and not having this, neither will they

teach it to others*’

Here, Sextus argues that in order for the Stoics to be able to teach their art of
living they must first possess it. However, insofar as they reserve this virtue or
excellence (&pett) for the sage and do not themselves claim to be sages, they

do not possess it and thus they cannot teach it. Even if the Stoic art of living

with Burnyeat, ‘Can the Sceptic Live his Scepticism?’; Frede, “The Sceptic’'s Beliefs’;
Hankinson, The Sceptics, pp. 273-78. _ .

" Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.240 (trans. Annas & Barrles mod1ﬁ\ed). }ﬂth
the final clause in italics added from Adversus \athematicos 11.181 (um éxovieg d¢ ooty
008& &Arove d1ddEovory). Note also that in ddversus Mathematicos 11.181 thg felatlonsl.np
between wisdom and the art of living is made more explicit: “For if the art of living — being
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did exist in the one or two sages that may or may not have lived at one time.
the typical Stoic preacher who claims to be able to teach it cannot.

This argument draws upon the Stoics’ own comments concerning the rarity
of the sage and a number of passages where leading Stoics denied that they
themselves had achieved wisdom.”® The paradox that Sextus seizes upon here
— that someone without wisdom could nevertheless teach it to others —
captures something of the essentially Socratic flavour of Stoic thought
concerning human excellence (&petf). Insofar as Sextus’s objection
challenges the essentially Socratic position of the Stoics it also challenges
Socrates himself, echoing an objection often raised against him, namely that
he is himself unable to teach goodness or excellence (&peth) if at the same
time he declares that he knows nothing.”” Socrates’ identification of such
excellence (&petn) with knowledge (¢miotfiun) implies that he must know
what is good before he can teach it to others. Indeed, it also implies that he
must know what is good before he can be good himself. Sextus’s objection
against the Stoics is, in effect, also an objection against this Socratic position.

In order to clarify Sextus’s objection to the Stoics it may be helpful to
begin by considering the Socratic version of the same problem. Yet, as ever,

the Socratic position is more complex than it at first appears to be.

wisdom — is a virtue. and only the sage has virtue, the Stoics — not being sages — will not
possess wisdom nor any art of living™.

*® This topic has already been discussed in Chapter Three § 2. |

% For Socrates™ profession of ignorance see e.g. Plato dpologia 21b. Meno 7.11?, Theaetetus
150¢c-d, Aristotle Sophistici Elenchi 183b7-8 (= SSR I B 20). Aeschines Alc:bzadﬁes fr.‘ llc
Dittmar apud Aristides De Rhetorica 1.74 (162.2-7 Lenz & Beh; =SSR VI A .53)‘ C1c¢r,o
Academica 1.16 (= SSR 1 C 448). For further discussion see Bnckhouse. & Sm1th. Plato’s
Socrates. pp. 30-38: Vlastos, “Socrates’ Disavowal of Knowledge . Guthrie. History. vol. 3.

pp. 442-49.
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Nevertheless, it is possible to sketch the outline of a solution. The problem
may be stated thus: on the one hand Socrates sincerely proclaims his
ignorance; on the other hand he has an unsurpassed reputation for wisdom and
appears to attempt to teach others. Yet at the same time one of his few positive
doctrines is the claim that virtue or excellence (&pett) is a form of knowledge
(¢motiun), that all virtuous behaviour is the product of knowledge, and that
all vice is the product of ignorance.®® If Socrates does not possess this
knowledge himself, he can neither be virtuous himself nor teach it to others.
The beginnings of a response to this paradox may be drawn from a passage

from Xenophon:

At the same time he [Socrates] never undertook to teach how this
could be done [to become good], but by obviously being such a
person, he made those who spent their time with him hope that, if they
followed his example (pipovpévovg), they would develop the same

character !

According to Xenophon, Socrates possesses virtue or excellence (dpetn) and
this is evident to all insofar as it is expressed in his behaviour (Epyc). By
associating with him and watching the way in which he acts others can learn
from his example. However Socrates is sincere when he says that he does not

know what human excellence (&peti) is. He cannot claim to know what it is

30 For discussion see Guthrie, History, vol. 3. pp. 450-59.
3! Xenophon Memorabilia 1.2.3 (trans. Tredennick).
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because he is unable to give a rational account (Aoyvog) of it. Socrates’
excellence (&petn) is thus unarticulated. By observing his behaviour (Epyal)
others can see that he possesses such excellence (Gpetn) but that is very
different from him being able to offer a rational account (A0yog) of this

2

. 3 .
behaviour.”™ Thus Socrates is at once both virtuous but also without

knowledge (¢mioThun) of what this virtue or excellence (&peTh) is.* As such,
he is unable to teach it in the conventional sense of passing on a systematic
body of knowledge (¢miotipn). The teaching that he is able to undertake
consists of undermining other people’s claims to knowledge (¢miothun) and
provoking them into enquiry themselves.’* Yet, as Xenophon makes clear, he
can also teach by example, insofar as excellence (&pet) is for him a matter of
deed not words (Epya 00 Aéyo1).”” That is, he can show others what it might
mean to act virtuously but he cannot explain to them precisely what virtue or
excellence (&petiy) is. That is why he continues in his search for such
knowledge (émiotiiun) despite his unsurpassed reputation for wisdom
(cooia).

This tentative attempt to explain Socrates’ paradoxical position may help

us to understand the Stoic position. As Sextus notes, the Stoics do not claim to

** The argument here is similar in certain respects to that at the beginning of Plato’s Afeno
(71d-72c) where although Meno can point to examples of virtue (¢petn) he is unable to gffer
an account of what it is that makes them virtuous. Similarly, Socrates can possess virtue
(peT1)) — can point to himself as an example so to speak — but nevertheless cannot offer a
rational account (A6vog) of the nature of that virtue (&petn).

3 On this point my position shares much in common with Brickhouse & Smith. Pla{o s
Socrates, esp. p. 38. Socrates may be convinced of the truth of any numt_;er of et.hlcal
propositions, yet he cannot claim to know any of them if he is unable to give a rational
account (Adyog) of them, Hence his strong conviction vet sincere profession of ignorance.

* See Vlastos, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher, p. 32. However, whether this was an
example of what Vlastos calls “complex irony™ is a question too complex to address here.
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possess virtue or excellence (éipeti) themselves, yet nevertheless at the same
time they claim to be able to teach the art of living that cultivates such
excellence. As in the case of Socrates, a number of the leading Stoics had
reputations for wisdom (co@ic) and in particular wisdom expressed in their
actions (£pya) and way of life (Bioc).*® If those same Stoics denied having
reached the state of perfection reserved for the sage, that may well have been
due to their inability to offer a full rational account (Adyog) of that wisdom.
Nevertheless, they would still have been able to ‘teach’ by way of practical
example and by undermining the presuppositions of their students, just as
Socrates did.’>’ Thus they could act not so much as teachers, but rather as
fellow, if more advanced, students. As such advanced students, they would
inquire with, rather than instruct, more junior students.”® In response to his
criticisms, one might say that Sextus assume a too narrow conception of what

could constitute philosophical teaching.

(c) The Art of Living Presupposes Adequate Impressions

If, then, for there to be an art of living there must first be art (T€xvnv),

and if for art to exist apprehensions (kotdAnyv) must first exist, and

if for apprehensions to exist assent to an adequate 1mpression

35 As I have already noted in Chapter One § 2, the ideal is of course a harmony between deeds
and words.

% See e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.10-11 (= SI'F 1.7-8). ‘ ‘

37 In reply to a similar objection concerning his ability to teach rhetoric, Isocrates 1s repogted
to have described himself as a whetstone that can sharpen but cannot cut. See Plutarch Jitae
Decem Oratorum 838e, Gnomologium Vaticanum no. 356; also Rosenthal, The Classical

Heritage in Islam, p. 264.
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(katoAnrrikfi @ovtaoiq) must first have been apprehended

(karerfipBoun), and if adequate impressions are undiscoverable, then

the art of living is undiscoverable.*

This argument is directed against the specifically Stoic definition of an art
(t€xvn). As we have already seen in Chapter Three, according to the Stoics an
art or skill (téxvn) is defined as a ‘system of apprehensions’ (ocbotnuo éx
KaToAflyewv), an apprehension being assent to an adequate impression
(katddnyy 3¢  kotoAnmTikf] @aviaoic ovykatéBeov).”  Sextus’s
argument here is with the notion of an ‘adequate impression’ (pavraoia
rotodnmied).*! In Stoic epistemology this term is used to refer to the criterion
of truth.* It is defined as an impression that is caused by an object and
stamped upon the mind in accordance with the nature of that object in such a
way that it could not have been produced by a non-existing object.® It is an
impression that is so clear, distinct, vivid, and obvious that it is its own

guarantee of its accuracy and clarity.*® This guaranteed accuracy may be

*® See Hicks, Stoic and Epicurean, p. 88.

¥ Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.242 (trans. Annas & Barnes modified); see
also Adversus Mathematicos 11.182, with Bett, Against the Ethicists, pp. 198-202, 263-64. In
order to be consistent I have here as elsewhere translated goviooic Ka"ca}mmmﬂ‘ as
‘adequate impression’. However in this particular passage this obscures the connection
between this concept and katdAnyig ‘apprehension’ and kotewrfjpbon ‘apprehended’. Annas
& Barnes use ‘apprehensive appearance’ in order to emphasise this connection.

“ See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.241, 3.188 (= SVF 2.96). Adversus
Mathematicos 11.182 (= SVF 2.97). Note also Olympiodorus /n Platonis Gorgiam 12.1 (=
SFF 1.73 =LS 42 A) and the discussion in Chapter Three § 4. _

“! For a note on the translation of this term, along with references to further discussions see
Chapter Three § 4. ) ‘ ‘

“ See e. g. Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.227 (= SVF 2.56), Diogenes Laertius
7.54 (=SVF 2.105=LS 40 A). n
“ See Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.248. Cicero Academica 2.18, 2.77 (all STF
1.59). Diogenes Laertius 7.45-46 (SVF 2.53), 7.50 (= SVF 2.60).

* See in particular Frede in CHHP, pp. 312-13.
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understood in terms of its causal history; that is, in terms of the physical
conditions of all of the elements involved in its production. If the sense
organs, the object in question, and all the other variables are not obstructed or
in an abnormal state, then the resulting impression will be ‘adequate’
(kotoanmikh).”

Although at first glance this concept appears somewhat obscure, a number
of ancient examples may help to clarify it. Epictetus attempts to do just this by
proposing that in the middle of the day one should attempt to hold the belief
that it is in fact the middle of the night.** He suggests that one just cannot do
this. He concludes that during the day the impression ‘it is daytime’ is so
powerful that it must be an ‘adequate impression’ (povtocic KUTOANTIKTY).
One might say that impressions of this sort demand assent.*’ If, on the other
hand, one found that one could hold the opposing impression then this would
immediately call into question the validity of the initial impression, and this
might lead one to withhold one’s assent. For example, the impression that the
number of stars in the night sky is even is no more self-evident or obviously
correct than the impression that the number is odd.*® Thus, in a manner similar
to Sextus’s own Scepticism, Epictetus proposes that in such a scenario one

would be forced to withhold one’s assent and to suspend judgement (zi:no;(f]).49

* See Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.424. with Frede, ‘Stoics and Skeptics on
Clear and Distinct Impressions’, pp. 157-58. N )

“ See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.28.2-3; also Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos
7.242-43 (= SVF2.65=LS 39 G). _ . _
4 See Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.257, Cicero Academica 2.38, with
Burnyeat, ‘Can the Sceptic Live his Scepticism?’, pp. 46-47 n. 38. '

® See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.28.3, Sextus Empiricus .ddversus Mathematicos 7.243.
7.393, 8.147, 8.317. , o
¥ See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.28.2-3, with Burnyeat. ‘Can the Scepﬂc . Live his
Scepticism?’, p. 44. For other reports of the Stoic attitude towards suspension of judgement
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It is not too surprising to find that Sextus has little time for this concept
which functions for the Stoics as a criterion of truth, in effect underwriting
their dogmatism to which he objects. Indeed, it is his principal target in the
attack he makes upon Stoic epistemology elsewhere.”® His argument there
concerns the question of how one is supposed to distinguish between an
adequate impression and an ordinary unreliable impression. The Stoic claim
that this is simply self-evident carries little weight with him. Sextus argues
that as a matter of fact it is impossible to distinguish between these two sorts
of impressions. Being itself the criterion of truth, the Stoics cannot appeal to
any further criterion in order to underwrite the reliability of an adequate
impression. If they attempt to do that, they will simply fall into circularity.”
As such, Sextus argues that it is impossible to know if one ever has an
adequate impression.>® Insofar as the Stoic concept of an art is built upon such
impressions, any such art will be equally undiscoverable.

Sextus’s criticism here, then, is not so much an independent criticism of
the concept of an art of living but rather merely a corollary of his more general
doubts concerning the possibility of secure knowledge and Stoic claims to
possess such knowledge. Although the concept of self-evident knowledge may

appear to be problematic, the example of an adequate impression proposed by

see Sextus Empiricus 4dversus Mathematicos 7.155 (= LS 41 C), Cicero Acadgmica 2.57. =
LS 40 I). For further discussion of the relationship between Pyrrhonian and Stoic suspension
of judgement see Allen, “The Skepticism of Sextus Empiricus’, pp. 2596-97.

*® This is in Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 7.401-35; see esp. 7.427 -%9. '

51 They will “fall into the circular (SiéAAnrov) mode of difficulty (&mopiag)” (Pyrrhoniae
f{vpoﬁ/poses 3.242). This is a reference to the fifth of tpe F;ive Mode§ of Agpppa; see
Diogenes Laertius 9.88, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.169, with discussion in Hankinson. 7The

Sceptics, pp. 182-92.
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Epictetus — ‘it is daytime’ — is not particularly controversial. Indeed, it does
not appear to be the sort of impression with which Sextus would have any

particular argument. Sextus make this clear himself:

When we say that Sceptics do not hold beliefs (um doypartilew), [...]
they would not say, when heated or chilled, ‘I think T am not heated (or
chilled)’. Rather we say that they do not hold beliefs in the sense in
which some say that belief (36 ypa) is assent to some unclear object of
investigation in the sciences (¢miotfiuog); for Pyrrhonists do not

assent to anything unclear (&3fAwv).”

The Sceptic, then, should not necessarily have any difficulty with Epictetus’s
adequate impression ‘it is daytime’.>* Moreover, as we have already noted,
neither would the Stoic have any difficulty with the idea of refusing to assent
to anything unclear. The distance between Scepticism and Stoicism here is

perhaps not as great as one might at first suppose. Sextus’s argument here fails

due to his somewhat caricatured account of Stoic claims to knowledge.

32 1t should noted that here (in the Pyrrioniae Hypotyposes) Sextus does not argue that there is
no such thing as an adequate impression (as he does in Adversus Mathematicos 11.182) but
rather that such impressions are undiscoverable (dvebpeT0Q).

* Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.13 (trans. Annas & Barnes). . .

4 Of course, Sextus would certainly not call such an experience an “adequate impression’ or
even a belief. Rather, as we have already seen in § 2 (a) above. he wpuld only be able~to
acknowledge or report such an experience as an experience, without ‘makmg any furthe;r clagr}
about it. This issue is closely related to the debate concerning the difference between “rustic
and ‘urbane’ Scepticism, on which see the note in § 2 (a) above.
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(d) The Art of Living Produces no Distinctive Actions

Every art (tévn) appears to be apprehended from the actions (Epyov)
delivered specifically by it. But there is no action specific to the art of
living. Whatever anyone might say to be its action will be found
common to ordinary people too (e.g. honouring your parents, returning

loans, and all the rest). There is therefore no art of living. >

Here Sextus argues that there are no acts peculiar to the sage who possesses
the art of living that could not be performed by anyone else. In effect, he
argues against the conception of virtue (&petf) or wisdom (cogict) as
primarily a disposition concerned with sow someone acts, as opposed to a
conception concerned with what an individual does. Sextus implicitly claims
that if one were to accept this account of what it means to possess the art of
living then it would become impossible to distinguish between those who do
and those who do not possess it.”® In such a situation it would become empty
to claim that any art of living exists. In short, Sextus argues that for an art of
living to exist in any meaningful sense it must enable its possessor to do
certain things that otherwise he would not be able to do.

The immediate Stoic response to this objection would be to argue that

wisdom (co@ic) is not to be found in a specific set of actions (£pya)

* Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.243 (trans. Annas & Bames modified). _See
also Adversus Mathematicos 11.197-209, with Bett, Against the Ethicists. pp. 2 10—‘2(? & 265,

%% A similar objection could be made against Sextus himself if the life of tranquillity that /e
advocates is indistinguishable from the lives of other people: see Annas & Barnes. The Modes

of Scepticism, pp. 169-71.
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performed but rather in the motivation for any action performed, the
disposition standing behind an action.”’ To this Sextus responds that a problem
with this Stoic argument is that it still makes distinguishing between those
who do and do not possess the art of living impossible *® A Socratic response
to this would be to say that the key difference between one who does and one
who does not possess an art (t€xvm) is the ability of the former to give a
rational account (Adyog) of what he or she is doing.>® While the lucky amateur
who has a certain empirical knack (eumerpia, tpiffy) may be able to emulate
the acts of a professional, he will nevertheless be unable to explain why it is
that he is able to achieve the results that he does.®® One who possesses the art
of living, on the other hand, will be able to offer an account of why he does
what he does, thereby making manifest the internal disposition which
constitutes his wisdom (cogia).®’ Despite Sextus’s objection, this functions as
a very clear way of distinguishing between those who do and do not possess
any art, including the art of living.

A corollary to this is that one who possesses the art of living will not only
be able to offer an account (Mdyog) of his actions but also will be more

. . . . 6
consistent in his actions and more successful than the lucky amateur.®

>” Sextus was well aware of this Stoic counter argument; see Adversus Mathematicos 11.200.
*® See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.244. Adversus Mathematicos 11.203, with
Bett, 4gainst the Fthicists, p. 215.

> See esp. Plato Gorgias 465a, with discussion in Chapter Two § 3.

% Thus Socrates is himself merely a ‘lucky amateur’ insofar as he cannot give a rational
account (Aoyog) of his virtuous behaviour, He has wisdom in ‘deeds not words™ (épya ov
AGyvo) but not ideal harmony of ‘deeds and words’ (€pya ko Adyou).

' As Bett suggests (Against the Fthicists, p. 215), the appropriate disposition “could be
revealed by what they [the wise] say about them rather than by any feature intrinsic to the

actions themselves™. '
%2 Sextus touches upon this point at Adversus Mathematicos 11.206-07; see Bett. Against the

Ethicists, p. 218.
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Although this will not be a property of any particular action, being something
only observable over a series of actions, it nevertheless forms another way in
which the presence or absence of an art may be discerned by an observer.

A secondary part of Sextus’s argument here (although only in Against the
Ethicists and not the Outlinés of Pyrrhonism) is the claim that if someone did
follow such an art and act according to a single rational account (L6y0g) then

this would surely be noticeable in their behaviour:

If the wise person (6 @péviuoc) had a single and determinate order of
life, he would have been plainly apprehended even from this by those
who are not wise; but he is not apprehended by these people; therefore
the wise person is not to be grasped from the order of his actions (¢

THi 1dEeng thv Epyav).”

Here Sextus concedes a number of points to the Stoics without realising it. The
rarity of those who have managed to perfect the art of living is precisely the
basis for the Stoic claim concerning the rarity of the sage. That such
individuals would be immediately recognisable would be affirmed by the
Stoics,** who would no doubt point to specific examples — such as Socrates
and Diogenes — as instances of individuals who did follow such a way of life
and were noticed by both their contemporaries and later generations. The fact

that only these and perhaps one or two others have been noticed is precisely

% Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.209 (trans. Bett).
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the reason why they should be held up as examples and role models to the rest
of humankind, the Stoics would argue. The rarity of such figures is no
argument against the existence of an art of living as such; it merely serves to

underline its value and importance ®°

(e) The Art of Living Cannot be Put into Practice

Most of what the philosophers say is like this — but they would never
dare to put it into action (SrampéittecOat) unless they were fellow-
citizens of the Cyclopes of the Laestrygonians. But if they never
perform these actions [...] then there is no action (Epyov) specific to

those people suspected of possessing the art of living.

Sextus’s final argument is based upon the scandalous nature of a number of
the often Cynic inspired Stoic doctrines. The passage here follows
immediately after a series of quotations from Zeno and Chrysippus which
describe a number of these sorts of ideas, including bisexualism, masturbation,

incest, and cannibalism.®” Sextus argues that insofar as these doctrines go

% See c. g. Chrysippus apud Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1042e-f (= SI'F 3.85),
Cicero De Natura Deorum 2.145.

% As has been noted in Chapter Three § 2, Politian (in his Epistola ad Bartolomeo Scala)
argued that if just one example could be found, that would be enough to affirm the reality of
the sage; he then cites Cato as his example (see Kraye, Renaissance Philosophical Texts 1. pp.
192-99, esp. p. 196).

% Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.249 (trans. Annas & Bames modified). See
also Adversus Mathematicos 11.188-96, with Bett, Against the Ethicists, pp. 205-10 & 264-65.
57 See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.245-248 (= SVF 1.250, 1.256, 3.745.
1.254, 3.752). Sextus mentions similar Stoic material at 3.199-201 (= SVF 1.585), 3.205-20.7
(= SFF 1.256). This sort of material is particularly associated with Zeno’s IToAtteia which is
reported to have been written when he was still under the influence of his teacher Crates the
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against the established customs and laws of almost all countries, they can
never be put into practice. As such, the Stoic art of living is worthless because,
if it involves such actions, it can never be put into practice. If it is never put
nto practice and it does not produce any actions (€pya) then it is, for all
practical purposes, redundant.

The argument that Sextus makes here is not that an art of living as such
does not or cannot exist but rather that the specifically Stoic art of living is
useless insofar as it can never be practised.®® The precise relationship between
these scandalous ideas and the concept of an art of living is not made clear by
Sextus and it is likely that he uses this material purely to shock. It is far from
obvious that eating one’s dead parents has any bearing upon the existence or
non-existence of an art of living. It is also far from obvious that any Stoic
claimed that one who practised the Stoic art of living would, as a matter of
course, eat their dead parents.

The shock that Sextus attempts to produce by quoting this material betrays
a certain respect for traditional custom and law perhaps surprising from a
Sceptic. It would certainly have carried little weight with the Stoics, to whom
this objection is addressed. One need only be reminded that, after Socrates,

.. . . 69 1y
Diogenes the Cynic is one of the most cited examples of a Stoic sage.” His

Cynic (see Diogenes Laertius 7.4 = SVF 1.2; fragments collected in Baldry, “Zeno’s Ideal
State’). It reappears in Chrysippus’s ITepi IToAvteiog (this being one of thc? sources quoted b,‘
Sextus) which may have been a commentary upon Zeno’s text (fragme?ms hstgd il Slff, vol‘. 3.
pp. 202-03). The attempt to discredit Stoicism by drawing gttenupq to 1ts‘afﬁmt'y with
Cynicism appears to have been a common tactic used by ancient critics and 1s parucularly
prominent in Philodemus’s De Stoicis (PHerc 155 & 339). For further discussion of the
relationship between Cynicism and Stoicism see Rist, Stoic Philosophy. pp. 54-80.

% See Bett, Against the Ethicists, p. 206. .

% See e.g. Seneca De Tranquillitate Animi 8.4-5, De Beneficiis 5.4.3-4. Marcus Aurelius 8.3,
and in particular the important passage in Epictetus Dissertationes 3.22.
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acts of public masturbation and other celebrated indecencies paid little respect
to the established customs and laws of the Athenians. " Acts such as these
were actually praised by Stoics, including Chrysippus,”® praise which later
earned harsh criticism from opponents such as the Epicurean Philodemus. "

In order to place this material within the appropriate context, it must be
remembered that Stoic ethics is grounded upon the Sophistic and Cynic
distinction between what is in accordance with nature (ko Oo1v) and what
is merely in accordance with custom (kotdr vopov).” Implicit within the Stoic
ideal of living in accordance with nature (10 dporoyovpévag T gboet Lijv) is
the rejection of a way of life subordinate to custom (vopog).” It is likely that it
was within this context that Zeno and Chrysippus discussed acts such as incest
and cannibalism; they were less positive proposals and more reflections upon
the distinction between vépog and ¢doic. Indeed, such acts would have been
strictly  speaking ‘indifferent’ (&81&@opov) according to the Stoic
classification of things good, bad, and indifferent, and thus not positively

recommended at all.” The purpose of a discussion of these topics would not

7 For Diogenes’ indecency see e.g. Diogenes Laertius 6.46, 6.69 (both SSR V B 147).

! See Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1044b (= SV'F 3.706). Chrysippus comments that
he wished that the desire for food could be relieved so easily by simply rubbing one’s
stomach. .05

7 See Philodemus De Stoicis (PHerc 155 & 339) passim but e.g. 11.4<5 Dorandi. The Cynic
tendencies of the early Stoa also appear to been a source of embarrassment for some later
Stoics such as Panaetius (see e.g. fr. 55 van Straaten apud Cicero De Finibus 4.79).

7> See the note on this distinction in Chapter One § 1.

7 For the Stoic ideal of living in accordance with nature (10 OpoAoYOVREVOS TH @Loet LTjv)
see €.g. Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.6a (2.75.11-76.15 WH = LS 63 B). Diogenes
Laertius 7.87 (= SVF 1.179, 3.4). Cicero De Finibus 4.14 (= SVF 1.179, 3.13). Epictetus
Dissertationes 3.1.25, Marcus Aurelius 3.4.4, with discussion in Bonhéffer. Die Ethik des
Stoikers Epictef, pp. 163-88 (= The Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus, pp. 209-38).

™ Sec e.g. Sextus Empiricus Pyvrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.160 where Sextus reports that
Chrysippus held incest to be ‘indifferent’ (&Swapopov). For discussion of the classification
‘good, bad, indifferent’ see Kidd, ‘Stoic Intermediates and the End for Man’.
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have been to recommend them as regular practices but rather to argue that,
insofar as they are only prohibited by arbitrary customs (vopov) and are not
bad in themselves, they may be appropriate in certain exceptional
circumstances (Kot nepictaotyv).” Such acts play no essential role within
the Stoic conception of an art of living and were not proposed by the Stoics as
everyday practices. Although the sage — like Diogenes — may be said to
engage in such practices in certain circumstances,”’ this has little bearing upon

the possibility of an art of living.

(f) Summary

These, then, are Sextus Empiricus’s principal arguments against the Stoic
conception of an art of living.”® None of them are decisive. In many of them
Sextus appears to be quite categorical in his claim that an art of living does not
exist, a categorical claim that appears to go against the Sceptical method of the
suspension of judgement (¢moyM). To be fair to Sextus, however, his aim here
may be not to express his own opinion but rather to offer a number of
arguments against the existence of an art of living in order to counter-balance

the arguments of the dogmatists for such an art. His intention may have been

7® See Diogenes Laertius 7.121, 7.109 (= SVF 3.496), with Bett, Against the Ethicists, p. 209.
"7 As Bett notes (Against the Ethicists, p. 209), many of these scandalous ideas derive from
Stoic political works which dealt primarily with the conduct of the sage rather than ordma;y
people (e.g. Zeno’s MoMteio and Chrysippus’s Tlepi Hokvcs’wcg): To propose that a sage in
some form of ideal community might commit such acts in exceptional circumstances is very
different from proposing such acts as part of everyday behaviour for students of plu!osophy.

7® As I have already noted, there are two further arguments in Adversus Mathematicos 11 l?ut
these are weaker than the five common to .ddversus Mathematicos and Pvrrhoniae

Hypotyposes.
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to create the appropriate balance of arguments on both sides (ioooBévera) that
would lead a reasonable individual to suspend judgement (2moy).” Although
Sextus appears to argue forcefully against the existence of an art of living, his
own attitude may well have been one of agnosticism consistent with the
general sceptical method.* However, if we conclude that Sextus’s arguments
against the notion of an art of living do not work, then he will have failed to

create the balance of arguments required to generate suspension of judgement.

3. Philosophy and Biography in Scepticism

Whether Sextus’s objections to the notion of an art of living stand or not, what
they appear to illustrate is a sceptical attack upon a certain conception of
philosophy, an attack upon a conception of philosophy that claims that
philosophy is an art that can transform one’s way of life (Biog). It may appear,
then, as if Sextus and the sceptical tradition to which he belongs form an
important exception to the general claim made in Chapter One that in
Hellenistic and Graeco-Roman antiquity philosophy was primarily concerned
with the way in which one lived. However, although this may appear to be the

case, in fact it is not so.

7 See Hankinson ‘Values, Objectivity, and Dialectic’, esp. pp. 66-68. As he notes, Sextus’s
negative dogmatic conclusions are “only half the story™.

% Thus Sextus’s arguments must be considered alongside important passages sqch as
Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.13-15 and in particular the distinction between Acadenuc. and
Pyrrhonist scepticism at 1.3. However, as Bett notes (4gainst the Ethicists. p. 189), there is no
indication in Adversus Mathematicos 11 that this is the approach Sextus is taking. Yet this
may simply reflect the fact that the opening sections of that work (equivalent to Pyrrhoniae
Hypotyposes 1), which would have placed the later arguments i context, have been lost.
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A number of ancient sources make it quite clear that sceptical philosophers
thought that philosophy — their philosophy — would transform their way of life
(Biog) just as much as any Stoic or Epicurean thought that their philosophy
would transform their lives®' In particular they conceived Sceptical
philosophy as a pursuit directed towards the cultivation of tranquillity
(drapadio) or, to be more precise, a pursuit inspired by “the hope of
becoming tranquil” (v éAnida T0d (’xv‘CO(pCXKTT']GEW).gz Their argument with
the dogmatists in general, and the Stoics in particular, was not about whether
philosophy was concerned with transforming one’s way of life but rather was
simply at the level of #ow they thought philosophy would transform one’s life.

As we have already seen, the Sceptical philosophical method involved
responding to dogmatic philosophical claims by propounding equally
convincing counter claims. Their objective was to cloud the issue in question
by making both sides of any argument equally compelling. When faced with
two sets of equally convincing arguments in equipollence (icoc8évewa), the
Sceptics claimed that one would soon find oneself in a state of suspended
judgement (¢mox") and one would not be able to hold any positive belief at
all.

The Sceptics claimed that the repeated experience of such suspended

judgement (¢moyn) would bring untroubledness or tranquillity (&tapa&ia).g3

8 See e.g. Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 11.110-18, with Annas & Barnes. The
Modes of Scepticism, pp. 166-71; Morrison, “The Ancient Sceptic's Way of Life’.

%2 Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.12 & 1.25. _ ,
83 See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrioniae Hypotyposes 1.26. The word dtopoaia (from "Cdpaxn)
means literally ‘un-disturbed” or ‘un-troubled’. Striker notes (‘dzaraxia: Happiness as
Tranquillity’, i)p. 183-84) that the Latin tranquilitate was often used to translate gv8upia
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This, the Sceptics suggested, could not be worked towards in any direct sense,
but rather would be the inevitable consequence of one’s consistent suspension
of judgement. It would be something that would simply happen to the
Sceptic.® Sextus illustrates the way in which tranquillity comes to the Sceptic
only when he gives up searching for it with an anecdote about a painter called
Apelles. It is said that Apelles was trying to paint a picture of a horse and
wanted to represent the lather on the horse’s mouth. He was unable to achieve
the desired effect, gave up, and threw his sponge at the painting in disgust.
When the sponge hit the painting it produced a perfect representation of the
lather of the horse’s mouth.*> In just the same way, Sextus suggests, the
Sceptic achieves tranquillity as soon as he gives up his search and suspends
judgement (¢moyn). Once he does this, it appears of its own accord. 26

In particular, the Sceptics appear to have believed that this tranquillity
(Gdrapagic) was the only true path to well-being or happiness (eddopovia).”’
In other words the Sceptics, just as much as the Stoics or Epicureans or any
other dogmatists, affirmed that philosophy ~ in this case the Sceptical
philosophical method of suspending judgement (moxf) — was the key to
happiness (ebSopovia), the key to living well. Despite their objections to the

Stoic concept of an art of living, the Sceptics also held that philosophy was the

rather than dtapagio (e.g. Cicero De Finibus 5.23). Nevertheless ‘tranquillity’ captures the
meaning of dropoZio as Sextus uses the word.

% See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrioniae Hypotyposes 1.26 & 1.28. Barnes. ‘The Beliefs of a
Pyrrhonist’, p. 59, emphasises the causal nature of this sequence: investigation leads to
opposed arguments, which leads to equipollence (icoo8évera). which leads to suspension of
judgement (é¢noyn). which, in turn, leads to tranquillity (dropoaic).

% See Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 1.28. For an ancient account of Apelles see
Pliny Naturalis Historia 35.79-97.

% See Burnyeat, ‘Can the Sceptic Live his Scepticism?’, p. 29.
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key to living well. In particular they characterised philosophy as a therapy for

the soul, employing a medical analogy not dissimilar to those used by both

Socrates and the Stoics:

Sceptics are philanthropic and wish to cure by argument (iGo8ou
LOY®), as far as they can, the conceit and rashness of the Dogmatists.
Just as doctors for bodily afflictions have remedies which differ in
potency [...] so Sceptics propound arguments which differ in

strength. ®

Their argument with the Stoics may be seen, then, as an argument between
two competing schools of philosophy concerning the precise way in which the
study of philosophy would bring about well-being or happiness (ebdcupovic),
and not an argument about whether or not it could. On this latter point, the
Sceptics are at one with the Stoics and the other dogmatists.** Although
Sceptics such as Sextus may have had doubts about the way in which the
Stoics claimed that philosophy could transform one’s way of life, they did not
have any doubts that their own philosophical method would transform their
own lives. Despite his objections, there is a sense in which Sextus’s scepticism
may itself be loosely characterised as an art of living, or at least a

philosophical method primarily concerned with living well.

*7 See the arguments in Adversus Mathematicos 11.110-67, with Burnyeat, “Can the Sceptic

Live his Scepticism?’, esp. p. 30.
%8 Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes 3.280 (trans. Annas & Barnes). The latter part of

this passage is Sextus’s apology for the varying quality of the arguments that he deploys.
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4. Summary

In this chapter I have considered a number of objections against the idea of an
art (téxvn) concerned with one’s life (Biog) made by Sextus Empiricus. T have
also suggested that, despite making these objections, Sextus’s own philosophy
can be seen to be directed towards the transformation of one’s way of life
(Blog). Sextus’s polemic against the Stoic concept of an art of living (téxvy
nept Tov Biov) forms the largest single document concerning this concept and
that 1s why it has been considered in some detail. Hopefully this has shed
further light upon this Stoic conception of philosophy and has developed and
qualified the discussion in Chapter Three.

This draws to an end the discussion of the idea of a Téxvn concerned with
Blog. In Part Two we shall move forward to examine the role of the two
components of such a téyvn that we have uncovered in the accounts of both
Socrates and the Stoics, namely A0yog and &oxnoig. As we saw in Chapter
Two, the role of exercise (doxmoic) was held to be of particular importance
by Socrates in the Gorgias, forming an essential component alongside rational
discourse (A6yog) in his conception of an art (téxvn). In Socrates’ technical
conception of philosophical knowledge (¢wiotiun), such knowledge cannot
be identified merely with rational understanding (A6yog) but will also involve

exercise or training (Goxnoic). We have also seen how the Stoics developed

% See Annas & Barnes, The Modes of Scepticism, p. 170. In antiquity only the Cyrenaics were
not eudaimonists; see Annas, The AMorality of Happiness, p. 322.
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this technical conception of philosophical knowledge and how Stoics such as
Seneca placed particular emphasis upon the essential role of both Adyog and
doxnoig in philosophy. In Part Two, then, I shall focus upon the relationship
between these two components of philosophy conceived as a téyvny. In
particular I shall develop the idea of a philosophical &oxmnoig insofar as this is
the key component distinguishing the technical conception of philosophy from

those which characterise it simply as a matter of rational discourse (L0y0g).



PART TWO

AOyoc and GloKkNo1G



CHAPTER FIVE

PHILOSOPHICAL EXERCISES

1. The Relationship between doxnoig and Adyoc

In Part One I have attempted to outline a certain conception of philosophy as
an art or craft (téxvn) concerned with one’s life (Bioc). As we have seen,
central to this conception is the role played by some form of training or
exercise (&oknoig).! In the Gorgias, for example, we saw Socrates emphasise

the need not only for the mastery of the principles (Adyot) behind an art or

' As I have noted in Chapter Two, doxnoig (from doxéw) may be translated as training,
exercise, or practice. Also there are peAétn (practice, exercise, care (from peietdm) which
covers a range of meanings overlapping both Goxnowg and émpélrern) and yopvélom
(suggesting an athletic metaphor). I shall not attempt to draw any important distinction
between these terms and I take them to be broadly synonymous (although note the discussion
and distinctions drawn in Foucault, L herméneutique du sujet, p. 339). All three of these terms
appear in Epictetus (see e.g. Epictetus Disserfationes 2.9.13, 3.12.7-8, with discussion in
Hijmans, "Acoxnoig, esp. pp. 64-77, who also notes the term éxroveiv). The Latin equivalent
for &oxnoig would be exercitatio (as used by Seneca and also by Wolf and Schweighiuser in
their Latin translations of Epictetus’s Dissertationes), but note also meditatio (also used by
Seneca and adopted by Newman in his ‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio™) and studium
(used by Wolf to translate peArétn). That Goknowg was considered to be an important
philosophical topic is illustrated by the existence of a number of texts entitled Ilept doxfoeang
(De Exercitatione), including works by the Stoics Herillus and Dionysius (Diogenes Laertius
7.166 & 167 = SVF 1.409 & 422), Musonius Rufus (fr. 6 = pp. 22.27 Hense). Epictetus
(Dissertationes 3.12; note also 3.2, 3.3), and a text attributed to Plutarch and preserved only in



CHAPTER FIVE 169

craft (t€xvn) but also the need for some form of practical training (§oxnoig).
It is not enough for the apprentice shoemaker to grasp the theoretical
principles (AGyou) behind his chosen craft; he must also train (&oxém) in order
to translate that theoretical understanding into practical ability. For in the case
of a craft (téxvn) such as shoemaking, one can only claim to have knowledge
(Emotipn) of that craft if one can produce the appropriate works (Epya)
identified with that craft’s goal (t€hog), in this case a good pair of shoes.
Philosophy conceived as an art (téyvn), then, will involve both rational
principles (AOyo1) and practical training (&oxnoig), and its goal (téhoc) will
be to produce the works (Epyat) appropriate to it. With this conception,
philosophical knowledge (¢miotfun) will directly impact upon one’s life
(Biog) because such knowledge will necessarily lead to philosophical actions
(pyor).® This is the essential difference between philosophy conceived as an
art (té€xvn) and philosophy conceived simply as a matter of developing a
rational understanding (Adyog) in which there is no necessary connection
between knowledge (miothun) and actions (¥pyc). The fundamental
difference between these two conceptions of philosophy is clearly the role
played by training or exercise (&oxnoig) in philosophy conceived as an art
(t€xvm). As in the case of shoemaking, in order for the philosophical

apprentice to master his art — the art of living (téxvn nepi tov Biov) — he will

Syriac (see the translation into German in Gildemeister & Biicheler, ‘Pseudo-Plutarchos nepi
doknoewg’). o . .

° In this technical conception of philosophy is it important to stress again that knowledge
(¢motiuy) is conceived not merely in terms of rational understanding (A6v0g) bqt rather' asa
technical expertise based upon both rational understanding (A6voc) am‘i‘p.ractlcal training
(doxnoig). As we have seen in Chapter Two, this is where Aristotle’s criticisms of Socrates

fall down.
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have to undergo some form of philosophical training (Goxknoic) after he has
learnt the basic principles (A6yo1) of his art. Only once such practical training
has been successfully completed will he be able to claim mastery of that art.
Thus, in the Stoic art of living, doxnolg is the key to transforming a
P1A000¢0¢ into a copdc.’

However, it is important to stress that despite the central role of practical
training (&oxnoig) in philosophy conceived as an art (téxvn) this does not
imply any rejection or devaluation of philosophical discourse or theory
(AoY0g). Rather, philosophical exercise should be understood as a supplement
to such theory. Philosophy conceived as an art (téxvm) involves both theory
(Abyog) and practice (&oxknoic).

In order to illustrate the nature of this relationship between A6yo¢ and
doknotg it may be instructive to consider some passages from Epictetus. The
first of these derives from a chapter entitled ‘What is the Rule of Life?’ (tic 6

Buotixdg vopog).* Here Epictetus draws attention to the idea that philosophy

* For a general discussion of &oknotg in Stoicism see Goulet-Cazé, L ascése cynique, pp.
159-91. For references to dokmnoig in the early Stoa see Aristo apud Clement of Alexandria
Stromata 2.20 (PG 8.1052b = SVF 1.370), Diogenes Laertius 7.166 (= SV'F 1.409), Diogenes
Laertius 7.167 (= SVF 1.422), Actius De Placitis Reliquiae 1 Prooem.2 (DG 273a13-14 = SVF
2.35), Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b4 (2.62.15-20 WH = SVF 3.278). note also
Clement of Alexandria Stromata 7.16 (PG 9.536¢ = SVF 3.490 although no explicit reference
to the Stoa is made). For Posidonius on &oxnoig see Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et
Platonis 5.6.13-14 (5.471 Kiihn = 328.21-7 De Lacy = fr. 150 EK), 5.6.19-22 (5.472 Kiihn =
330.6-21 De Lacy = fr. 168 EK). Note also his appearance in Seneca’s discussion of praecepta
and decreta in Epistulae 94.38 (= fr. 178 EK). For Seneca (who uses exercitatio and
meditatio) see e.g. Epistulae 15.5, 16.1, 70.18, 82.8, 90.46, with further examples 1}} Delatte gt
al., Seneca Opera Philosophica Index Verborum, pp. 222 & 430. The role of doxnoig in
Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius will be discussed in Chapters Six and Seven. The other late
Stoic text worthy of note is Musonius Rufus’s Tlepi doxmfoewg (fr. 6 = pp. 22-27 Hense).
preserved in Stobaeus 3.29.78 (3.648.1-651.21 WH). The text, along mﬂ} a transliimon mto
English, can also be found in Lutz, ‘Musonius Rufus: The Roman Socrates’. pp. 52-57. I shall
discuss this text in § 2 (a) below.

* See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.26.
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is not merely a matter of theory or words (Bewpia, A0yol) but rather is

something primarily expressed in one’s way of life (Biog):

The philosophers first exercise us in theory (Bewpicc), where there is
less difficulty, and then after that lead us to the more difficult matters;
for in theory there is nothing which holds us back from following what
we are taught, but in the affairs of life (t@dv Protik®v) there are many

things which draw us away.’

It 1s relatively easy, Epictetus suggests, to master philosophical theorems
(Bewpiuarta); the difficult task is to translate those philosophical ideas into
philosophical actions (8pyc). Yet, as his teacher Musonius Rufus put it, just as
medical theories (AGyot) are useless unless they are used to cultivate health in
the body, so philosophical theories (Adyot) are useless unless they are used to
cultivate the excellence (&peth) of the soul.° However this should not lead one
to devalue such theory. On the contrary, Epictetus makes this point precisely
to draw attention to the need for such theoretical education before one
attempts such actions. It is the preparation or necessary condition for the
philosophical life.” Thus training or exercise (§oxmnoic) alone will never be
enough. As with other arts and crafts (1éyvat), mastery will require both

practice (@oxnoic) and a grasp of the relevant theoretical principles (Adyou).

s Epictetus Dissertationes 1.26.3 (trans. Oldfather modified); see also Dissertationes 2.9.13.

¢ See Musonius Rufus fr. 3 (12.15-19 Hense = 42.19-22 Lutz). _ .
7 See e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 4.4.11: “is not the reading of books a kind of preparation

for the act of living?” (trans. Oldfather).
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The necessity of philosophical Aoyou is the subject of another passage
from Epictetus, a chapter concerned with the question of the necessity of the
art of reasoning (t& Aoyixé).® While Epictetus stresses the need for the study
of logic, an interlocutor — one of his students perhaps — interrupts by saying,
“Yes, but the therapy (of one’s judgement) is a much more pressing need (than
the study of logic)”.’ Epictetus responds to this by saying that before one can
engage in that practical project of therapy (Bepameia) one must first be able to
understand and to define what it is that one hopes to cure. He notes that not
only do early Stoics such as Zeno and Chrysippus acknowledge this but also a
so-called ‘Cynic’ like Antisthenes.'° According to Epictetus, for Antisthenes —
just as it was for Socrates — philosophical education begins with the
examination of terms (T&v dVOLATGV ¢miokeyic).’

This discussion between Epictetus and his student illustrates two points.
The first is the attitude of the student which suggests the existence in certain
philosophical circles of an emphasis upon exercise in antiquity at the expense
of theory, an attitude probably connected to the image of the pseudo-
philosopher who sports a philosopher’s dirty cloak and beard, but no
philosophical actions (£pyc) based upon rational principles (Adyot); one who

plays at being a philosopher but has not yet developed the necessary

S See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.17, esp. 4-12. _ _ _
g Epictetus Dissertationes 1.17.4 (trans. Oldfather modified). The precise meaning of this
passage is based upon a conjecture first made by Wolf (quogne edn (1595). _vol._ 3, p. 471,
and reprinted in both Upton and Schweighiuser). The portions ’of the ‘translamn in bracket§
are based upon Wolf’s gloss who understands ‘therapy’ (8epaneic) as ‘therapy of judgement
o Thig DnoéANYErS).
l(g?oorm;l(é:tgines’ sgzlscfs) a ‘Cynic’ see Dudley. 4 History of Cynicism, pp- 1-16, anq more
recently Goulet-Cazé, “Who was the First Dog’, in Branham & Goulet-Cazé, eds.. The (vnics.

pp. 414-15. . ) )
' See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.17.12 (= Antisthenes fr. 38 DC =SSR V A 160 & 1C 530).
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lerstanding.'? The second is Epictetus’s clear affirmation of the necessity of
h exercise (&oxmnoic) and theory (Adyoc) for philosophy. Philosophical
rcises cannot replace theory; rather they supplement theory.! Theory
12ins a necessary condition and, for Epictetus, the point of departure for
losophical education.'* Yet theory alone is not enough for one to make

per philosophical progress. For that, both Aéyog and &oxmoiwc are

uired. '’

2. The Concept of a Spiritual Exercise

have already seen that some form of doxnolg will be necessary for
losophy conceived as an art (téyxvn). However nothing has been said
cerning the precise nature of this philosophical exercise. As we have
ady seen, for Socrates philosophy is an art that takes care of the soul
eretoBon 1iic yoxfic) analogous to gymnastics (yopvaotiky), the art
 takes care of the body.'® These philosophical exercises must thus be

ceived as in some sense exercises for the soul analogous to exercises for

wever, Dobbin. Epictetus, Discourses Book 1, p. 163, takes it to be a swipe at Epictetus
elf, given Epictetus’s own emphasis upon practice over theory elsewhere.

his is a point upon which Nussbaum (The Therapy of Desire, p. 353) has criticised
ault and “affiliated writers” (by which she seems to mean Pierre Hadot). I shall discuss
lebate further in § 2 (b) below.

¢ e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 3.23.1-3 where he makes clear that before one can engage
¢ training necessary to an art or craft one must first understand the precise nature of the
of that art.

i necessity of &ioknotig for Epictetus is noted by Hijmans. "Aoxnoig, p. 67.

ictetus also uses this analogy, often employing the verb yopval® and related terms in his
issions of philosophical training. See e.g. Disserfationes 3.3.14. 3.8.1, 3.20.9. That
retus would have been familiar with Socrates’ use of this analogy in the Gorgias is
:nced by his use of the Gorgias in the Dissertationes (see €.g. Dissertationes 2.12.5 with
Epictéte et Platon, pp. 136-37, and his list of parallel passages on p. 161).
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the body. Indeed, we have already come across this idea in a passage by

Xenophon which is worth repeating:

I notice that as those who do not train the body (u1 & copara
Goxodvrog) cannot perform the functions proper to the body, so those
who do not train the soul (un tHyv YoxTv dokodvtag) cannot perform

the functions of the soul '’

Just as the health of the body requires physical training, so the health of the
soul (1 tfic yoyxfic Oyiewx) will require some form of ‘mental training’, what

we might call ‘exercise for the soul’ (&oxnoic tiic yoytic).

(a) Hadot on Spiritual Exercises

The concept of an exercise for the soul (oxnotc thig yuxfig) has recently
been developed by Pierre Hadot who proposes the phrase ‘spiritual exercise’
(exercice spirituel)."® Hadot suggests that one should consider an ancient
philosophical position not merely in terms of a set of written doctrines but also

as a series of practices or exercises directed towards the transformation of

'” Xenophon Memorabilia 1.2.19 (trans. Marchant).

'* See in particular Hadot, Exercices spirituels et philosophie antique. 1 have only been able to
consult the 1st edition. The translation into English under the title Philosophy as a Way of Life
is based upon the 2nd edition which includes further material. See also his ‘La philosophie
antique: une éthique ou une pratique?’, pp. 7-18; Qu ‘est-ce que la philosophie antique?, pp.
276-333; Gourinat, “Vivre la philosophie’, pp. 236-39. Hadot cites two works that inspired
this concept: Rabbow, Seelenfithrung: Methodik der Exerzitien in der Antike, and 1. Hadot,
Seneca und die griechisch-rémische Tradition der Seelenleitung. He also notes the use of this
phrase by Vernant in relation to Pythagoreanism (see Aythe et pensée chez les Grecs, vol. 1.

p. 96; Myth and Thought among the Greeks, p. 87).
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one's entire way of being (maniére d’étre).” The phrase ‘spiritual exercise’

used by Hadot derives from Saint Ignatius of Loyola who defines it thus:2°

The term ‘spiritual exercises’ (exercitiorum spiritualium) denotes
every way of examining one’s conscience, of meditating,
contemplating, praying vocally and mentally, and other spiritual
activities, as will be said later. For just as strolling, walking, and
running are exercises for the body (exercitia quaedam corporalia), so
‘spiritual exercises’ (spirituale exercitium) is the name given to every
way of preparing and disposing one’s soul to rid herself of all
disordered attachments (praeparandi et disponendi animum ad
expellendos omnes inordinatos affectus), so that once rid of them one
might seek and find the divine will in regard to the disposition of one’s

life for the good of the soul.*’

'® See Hadot, Exercices spirituels, p. 60; Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 127. Jonathan Barnes
has questioned the language that Hadot occasionally uses to describe spiritual exercises, such
as “a practice designed to effect a radical change of being (un changement radical de I'étre)”
(Qu’est-ce que la philosophie antique?, p. 271). and suggests that in fact the notion is very
straightforward: “the notion of intellectual &oxmoig, of ‘mental gymnastics’, is at bottom a
pretty down-to-earth sort of thing; and in most ancient texts &oknoig aims at nothing so high-
falutin’ as a change of being. After all, the idea of training or practice is hardly esoteric or
religious (or even remarkable): it is a piece of ordinary, robust, common sense that if you want
to ride a bike, then you should get pedalling” (Logic and the Imperial Stoa, p. 47 n. 101). The
context of Hadot’s remark indicates that he is referring to a fransformation du moi conceived
as a change in one’s habitus. Nevertheless, 1 agree with Barnes that the idea of intellectual
doxnoig should be understood as a piece of ordinary common sense.

*® Here Hadot follows Rabbow who appears to have been the first to turn to Ignatius as a
model for understanding ancient philosophical practices. See Hadot. Exercices spirituels, p.
59; Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 126, Rabbow, Seelenfiihrung. pp. 56-80.

“! Ignatius of Loyola, Exercitia Spiritualia, Anmotationes 1. This translation is by Munitiz &
Endean in Personal Writings. p. 283, and is based upon the Spanish ‘autograph’ manuscript,
two early versions of a Latin translation known as the ‘versio prima’ (which may be by
Ignatius himself). and the first printed edition known as the ‘versio vulgata’ (.see Pe;fsonql
Writings, pp. 281-82). All four versions are printed in the “Monumenta Historica Societatis
Tesu’ edition by Calveras & de Delmases, pp. 140-43. The Latin excerpts follow the texts of
the two versions of the ‘versio prima’ which differ little at this point in the text.
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For Ignatius, a spiritual exercise is an exercise for the soul just as a physical
exercise is an exercise for the body. Although at first glance it might seem
anachronistic to apply this 16th century Christian concept to an ancient
philosophical position, Hadot argues that in fact the spiritual exercises of
Ignatius stand within a Christian tradition that stretches back to antiquity and
that is indebted to ancient philosophical practice.”” As one might expect,
Hadot explicitly identifies ‘exercise’ (exercice) with Goxmotg,” and Ignatius’s
‘spiritual exercise’ (exercitium spiritualis) with aoxno1g Tiig woyific, a phrase

used by Clement of Alexandria:

The cure (Bepaneia) of self-conceit (as of every ailment (m&BovQ)) is
threefold: [1] the ascertaining of the cause and [2] the mode of its
removal, and thirdly, [3] the training of the soul (§ &okmnoig Tiig
yoxfic) and accustoming it (610p0g) to assume a right attitude
towards the judgements come to.**
“he
In this brief analysis of,‘\ therapy of mental disturbances or emotions (n&6n) by

Clement, the first two stages may be characterised as some form of

** The Latin phrase exercitium spiritualis is used in Rufinus Historia Monachorum 7 (PL
21.410d) & 29 (PL 21.453d). For discussion of early Christian use of this concept see
Leclercq, ‘Exercices spirituels’, in Dictionnaire de spiritualité, vol. 4, cols 1902-08. One
should also note the medieval use of adapted versions of the Enchiridion of Epictetus, for
which see Spanneut, Permanence du Stoicisme, pp. 202-05, with texts in Boter, The
Encheiridion of Epictetus and its Three Christian Adaptations, pp. 351-411.

2 See Hadot. Exercices spirituels, p. 60; Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 128. He also notes
peAétn and takes this to be synonymous with &cxnoig.
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philosophical analysis, namely a theoretical examination of the causes of
mental disturbances and a proposed cure. Both of these are purely a matter of
Aoyou. The third stage is the training or exercise (&oxnoig) of the soul,
namely the process by which the proposed cure of the passions is put into
practice. This three stage analysis is in fact very similar to the two stage
account of philosophical education made by Epictetus in which an initial
period of studying philosophical principles (AOyor) precedes a period of
engaging in philosophical exercises (&oxfioeic). In both cases the final stage
is an &oxkmoig directed towards the translation of Aéyor into Epyo.

Beyond Clement of Alexandria, two further examples of the phrase
doxnoig tfic yoxfic can be found, one by Musonius Rufus, the other by
Diogenes the Cynic. In an essay devoted to this topic entitled On Fxercise
(Tepi doxhoenc),” Musonius Rufus suggests that, since a human being is
neither just soul (yoyf) nor just body (odua) but rather some form of
synthesis of the two, each individual will need to take care (¢mpereiofot) of
both parts.®® Musonius says that there are thus two kinds of exercise or
training (&oxnoig), one which is appropriate for the soul and one which is
appropriate for the body but also impacts upon the soul at the same time.?’

According to Musonius, all physical training falls into the second of these

* Clement of Alexandria Stromata 7.16 (PG 9.536¢ = SVF 3.490, although there is no explicit
reference to the Stoa). The notion of ‘accustoming’ or ‘habituating’ (€6iopog) will be
developed further in § 3 (a) below.

** This text is Musonius Rufus fr. 6 apud Stobacus 3.29.78 (22.6-27.15 Hense = 52.7-56.11
Lutz). For comment see Geytenbeek, Musonius Rufus and Greek Diatribe, pp. 40-50, who
describes Musonius’s account of &oxnoig as “truly Stoic” (p. 44), and Hadot, Qu ‘est-ce que
la philosophie anfique?, pp. 289-91. Versions of the phrase doxmoig Tiig yoyiic appear at
25.4-5 & 25.14-15 Hense (54.10 & 54.18 Lutz).

%6 See Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (24.9-14 Hense = 54.2-7 Lutz).
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groups and in fact always involves an element of spiritual exercise.”® An
example of this would be training one’s body to cope with extremes of heat or
cold, the famous example being Diogenes’ practice of hugging statues in the
middle of winter, an activity that would also strengthen one’s soul.””> As for

purely spiritual exercises, Musonius says the following:

Training which is peculiar to the soul (tfig yvyfic doxkno1c) consists
first of all in seeing that the proofs (&modeifelg) pertaining to apparent
goods as not being real goods are always ready at hand (mpoxeipovg)
and likewise those pertaining to apparent evils as not being real evils,
and in learning to recognise the things which are truly good and in
becoming accustomed (£0i{ecBan) to distinguish them from what are
not truly good. In the next place it consists of practice (LeAetdv) in
not avoiding any of the things which only seem evil, and in not
pursuing any of the things which only seem good; in shunning by
every means those which are truly evil and in pursuing by every means

those which are truly good.”

27 Gee Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (25.4-6 Hense = 54.10-11 Lutz).

8 The same point is made by Epictetus in Disserfationes 3.12.16. Epictetus was of course a
pupil of Musonius. ‘ ‘ .

2 See Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (25.6-14 Hense = 54.11-18 Lutz). For Diogenes’ statue hugging
see Diogenes Laertius 6.23 (= SSR V B 174). For a further example of this type of exercise see
Epictetus Enchiridion 47. .

30 Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (25.14-26.5 Hense = 54.18-25 Lutz; trans. Lutz). The nopon of
‘becoming accustomed’ (€6ilecbon) will be discussed further in § 3 (a) below; the idea of

keeping proofs ‘ready to hand’ (npdyetpog) will be developed in Chapter Six § 1.
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This shares much in common with Clement’s account which presented a
spiritual exercise as that which puts into practice a theoretical analysis of the
causes and remedies of the emotions (n&@n). Here, a spiritual exercise is that
which translates proofs concerning what is good and bad into behaviour based
upon those proofs. It is that which translates philosophical Aéyor into
philosophical €pya.

A second example of the use of the phrase doxnoig Tic yuyiic beyond
Clement may be attributed to Diogenes the Cynic. According to the report of
Diogenes Laertius, Diogenes the Cynic distinguished between two types of
exercise (loxnoig), that for the soul and that for the body (tijv pev yoyixqy,
v 8¢ copoakikfy), and claimed both of these types of exercise to be
essential.*' In particular, Diogenes is reported to have drawn upon the analogy

with training in an art or craft:

Take the case of flute players and of athletes: what surpassing skill
they acquire by their own incessant toil; and, if they had transferred
their efforts to the training of the soul (tnv doxnowv koi €mi TV
woyfv), how certainly their labours would not have been unprofitable

. .32
or ineffective.

3 See Diogenes Laertius 6.70 (= SSR V B 291) with detailed treatment in Goulet-Caze,
L ascése cynique, esp. pp. 195-222. 1 say ‘may be attributed to Diogenes the Cynic’ becapsp
the text that survives appears to be a paraphrase by Diogenes Laertius and consequently it is

difficult to attribute a specific phrase to his subject. ‘
32 Diogenes Laertius 6.70 (= SSR V B 291; trans. Hicks modified).
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Thus, the student of philosophy who wants to master the art of living and to
cultivate excellence (&peth) will need to train in a manner analogous to the
way in which the athlete or the craftsman must train.

It is clear, then, that Ignatius’s distinction between spiritual exercises and
physical exercises was already explicit in antiquity.”® Thus, far from being
anachronistic, Hadot’s use of Ignatius’s phrase ‘spiritual exercise’ is useful to
capture what Clement, Musonius, and Diogenes all call AoKNOoLG THS Yoxfic,
and to distinguish this from physical exercise.**

However, it is important to stress that Hadot’s use of the phrase ‘spiritual
exercise’ does not imply any substantial claim concerning the nature of the
soul (yoxt) as such.®> The Stoics and the Epicureans, for example, both
proposed materialist accounts of the soul and yet both schools can be seen to
engage in spiritual exercises.® A good example of an Epicurean spiritual

exercise can be found in Epicurus’s Letter to Menoeceus:

> A further ancient example of this distinction between exercises for the body and for the soul
can be found in Ps.-Plutarch De Exercitatione preserved only in Syriac. See Gildemeister &
Biicheler, ‘Pseudo-Plutarchos mepi doxnoewg’, pp. 524-25, with comment in Geytenbeek,
Musonius Rufus and Greek Diatribe, p. 43.

** Newman, ‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1507 n. 66 & 1515, criticises Hadot
for trying to impose a strict definition to a practice that varied considerably. Although
Newman may be correct to emphasise the ways in which ancient philosophers engaged in
different forms of spiritual exercise, Hadot’s phrase remains a helpful general characterisation.
Newman himself opts for the Latin meditatio and appears to oscillate between using it in an
equally broad way and using it in a more limited sense to refer to “reflecting ahead of time
what evils may come” (ibid., p. 1477).

3% See Gourinat, ‘ Vivre la philosophie’, p. 237.

* For Epicurean and Stoic materialist psvchology see Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind.
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Accustom yourself (cvvé@ile) to the belief that death is nothing to us

(umdev mpog Muag). For all good and evil lie in sensation, whereas

death is the absence of sensation.>’

Here Epicurus is not merely making a doctrinal claim that death is ‘nothing to
us’ (Umdev mpoOg MuGc) but rather is proposing that one accustoms oneself
(ovveBile) to this thought in a way that will transform one’s attitude towards
death and thus impact upon one’s life (Bioc).*® By engaging in this meditation
upon the nature of death the hope is that one will be able to overcome both the
fear of death and the belief that death is something inherently bad. That this
transformation of one’s attitude is Epicurus’s aim — not just here but in his
philosophy as a whole — is made explicit at the beginning of the same letter
where he identifies the study of philosophy with the cultivation of happiness

(e0daovia) and the health of the soul:

Let no one either delay philosophising when young, or weary of
philosophising when old. For no one is too young or too old for health

of the soul (10 kate yoyiv dyraivov).”

That Epicurus engages in these exercises of the soul directed towards the

cultivation of mental health, yet at the same affirms the soul to be corporeal,

>’ Epicurus Epistula ad Menoeceum (apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 124 (= LS 24 A trans. LS).
3% The notion of accustoming oneself (cuvéile) will be developed further in § 3 (a) below.

39 Epicurus Epistula ad Menoeceum (apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 122 (= LS 25 A: trans. LS
modified). For further discussion see Nussbaum. 7he Therapy of Desire, pp. 102-39.
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indicates that the phrase ‘spiritual exercise’ does not contain any
presupposition concerning the nature of the soul (yoxh) as such.® The phrase
‘mental exercise’ might be seen to be more appropriate. The term ‘spiritual’
does indeed have a number of unhelpful connotations but so does the term
‘mental’.*! Alternative phrases such as ‘mental exercise’ or ‘mental training’
suggest to a modern reader something akin to psychotherapy. Although there
may be some points of contact between ancient exercises of the soul and
modern psychotherapy, there are just as many points of departure.** On
balance, Hadot’s phrase ‘spiritual exercise’ is well suited, has ancient
precedent in the &oxkmoig tfic yoyfg of Clement, Musonius, and Diogenes,

and can be clearly defined so that the careful reader will not be confused.
(b) Hadot, Foucault, and Nussbaum on the Nature of Philosophy
In the light of the extended discussion concerning téyvn in Part One, there are,

however, certain features of Hadot’s use of the phrase ‘spiritual exercise’

about which one should be cautious. According to Hadot, “it is philosophy

* See Urmson, The Greek Philosophical Vocabulary, pp. 144-45, on yoyf. Anything alive
has a yoyn and thus the Greek word is significantly broader than either ‘soul’ or ‘mind’. A
more cumbersome alternative occasionally proposed is ‘life-force’. Another suggestion has
been ‘animator’ (see Barnes, Aristotle, p. 65). However Urmson, The Greek Philosophical
Vocabulary, pp. 144-45, offers a number of reasonable arguments in favour of ‘soul’ rather
than ‘mind’.

“! This problem of translation is of course merely a corollary to the more general problem of
finding a suitable English equivalent for yvyxn (see the previous note). If one follows
Urmson’s arguments in favour of ‘soul’ rather than ‘mind’, then it would follow that in this
context ‘spiritual” would be better than ‘mental’.

** See in particular the material in Chapter Seven. The relationship between the individual and
the cosmos outlined there would hardly fit under the modern label ‘psychotherapy’. However,
perhaps one could, following Panizza. ‘Stoic Psychotherapy in the Middle Ages and
Renaissance’, p. 40, use ‘psychotherapy’ in its strictly etymological semse. For further
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itself that the ancients thought of as a spiritual exercise”.” Yet as we have
seen, this is not strictly speaking correct. For the Stoics, at least, philosophy is
an art in which such exercises form but one part.* If philosophy were simply a
series of exercises for the soul, then it would be nothing more than a process
of habituation that would not involve the development of a rational
understanding of what was being learned. In other words, it would n0f be
based upon an understanding of the Aéyot underpinning philosophy conceived
as a 1éxvn. If, for example, the medical student did not first study the
principles underpinning the art of medicine and launched straight into simply
copying the behaviour of others, one would hardly claim that he would be
likely to master his chosen art. The same applies to philosophy conceived as
an art. Philosophy for the Stoics is not merely a series of spiritual exercises;
rather these exercises serve to train the apprentice philosopher in the art of
living, to translate his doctrines (Adyou) into actions (Epyct), to transform his
life (Bilog) into that of a sage. But, as Epictetus emphasises, before such
exercises can begin the apprentice must first learn his doctrines and master

philosophical theory. Exercises alone are not enough. In his attempt to

discussion of the relationship between ancient philosophy and modern psychotherapy see Gill,
*Ancient Psychotherapy’, esp. pp. 316-23.

* Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 126 (emphasis added by translator); Exercices
spirituels, p. 59: “C’est la philosophie elle-méme que les Anciens se sont représentés comme
un exercice spirituel”. Note also Philosophy as a Way of Life, p. 273. Hadot’s claim is based
upon references to two texts, Aetius De Placitis Reliquiae 1.Prooem.2 (DG 273al3-14 = SV'F
2.35 =18 26 A) and Ps.-Galen De Historia Philosopha 5 (19.231 Kiihin = DG 602.19-603.1).
However, these texts do not define philosophy as an exercise (&oxnoig). but rather as the
exercise (oxnoig) of an art (téxvn), a phrase one might gloss as an art put into practice.
Hadot’s claim appears, then, to be based upon a misreading of these two relatively
unimportant texts.

** At one point Hadot appears to assume that for the Stoics an excrcise and an art amount to
the same thing; see Exercices spirituels, pp. 15-16. Philosophy as a Way of Life. pp. 82-83,
“The Stoics, for instance, declared explicitly that philosophy, for them. was an ‘exercise’
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emphasise the importance of &oknowc in ancient philosophy Hadot has, it
seems, forgotten the role of Adyoc.

It has often been claimed that Michel Foucault’s account of what he calls
techniques or technologies of the self (techniques de soi, technologies de soi)
~ an account that explicitly draws upon the work of Hadot — suffers from the
same problem, namely an emphasis upon doxmotg at the expense of Adyog. ¥
In particular, Martha Nussbaum has criticised both Hadot and Foucault for
obscuring what she takes to be the essential role of reason and rational
argument in ancient philosophy.*® She suggests that if one does not emphasise
the role of reason in ancient philosophy then an ancient philosophical way of
life will become indistinguishable from ancient religious ways of life. On her
account, Hadot and Foucault are unable to account for the difference between
the sorts of ascetic exercises undertaken by, say, the Desert Fathers, and a

properly philosophical exercise. As she puts it,

(exercice). In their view, philosophy did not consist in teaching an abstract theory — much less
in the exegesis of texts — but rather in the art of living (un art de vivre)”.

* Foucault introduces this concept in his 1980-81 lecture course entitled Subjectivité et vérité
(not yet published); see Difs et écrits, vol. 4, p. 213; Essential Works, vol. 1, p. 87. His earliest
discussion in print can be found in his general introduction to the last two volumes of his
Histoire de la sexualité, first published separately as “Usage des plaisirs et techniques de soi’
(1983); see Dits et écrits, vol. 4, p. 545, and The Use of Pleasure, pp. 10-11 (L usage des
plaisirs, pp. 18-19). This is also where he acknowledges his debt to Hadot; see Dits et écrits,
vol. 4, p. 542, and The Use of Pleasure, p. 8 (L usage des plaisirs, p. 15). The concept is
developed further in “Technologies of the Self’, in Dits et écrits, vol. 4, pp. 783-813; Essential
Works, vol. 1, pp. 223-51. For further discussion of Foucault’s engagement with ancient
philosophy see Davidson, ‘Ethics as Ascetics: Foucault, the History of Ethics, and Ancient
Thought’; Miller, ‘From Socrates to Foucault: The Problem of the Philosophical Life’;
Nehamas, The Art of Living, pp. 157-88; note also Part III of Davidson, ed., Foucault and his
Interlocutors, entitled ‘Foucault and the Ancients’.

% See Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, esp. pp. 5, 353-54. On p. 5 she claims that Foucault
characterises ancient philosophy as simply “a set of techniques du soi” and understands these
techniques as something similar to Hadot’s spiritual exercises. However she does not mention
any particular passage where Foucault says this (note that Foucault rarely, if ever. uses
techniques du soi, preferring techniques de soi). In fact, as we shall see, Foucault is careful not
to identify his techniques with such exercises.
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Stoicism is indeed, as Michel Foucault and other affiliated writers [i.e.
Hadot] have recently insisted, a set of techniques for the formation and
shaping of the self. But what their emphasis on habits and fechmiques
du soi too often obscures is the dignity of reason. [...] What sets
philosophy apart from popular religion, dream-interpretation, and
astrology is its commitment to rational argument. [...] For all these

habits and routines are useless if not rational.*’

Whilst Nussbaum is surely correct to emphasise the role of rational argument
in ancient philosophy in general, and Stoicism in particular, she is herself far
from clear concerning how one should understand the relationship between
such rational arguments and the philosophical techniques which she also
acknowledges to be vital. She appears to say that Stoicism is indeed a series of
such habits, routines, or techniques, but then qualifies this by characterising
these as rational exercises (“Stoicism is indeed [...] a set of techniques [...
which are] useless if not rational”). Yet as we have seen, for the Stoics,
philosophy is an art (téxvn) comprised of two components, rational argument
(MOyog) and practical exercise or training (&oknoig), both being necessary
components of this art concerned with transforming one’s way of life (Bioc).
Indeed, this is in fact precisely how Foucault understands the matter. Despite

Nussbaum’s account of his position, Foucault’s characterisation of ancient

¥ Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, p. 353.
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philosophy as a technique cannot be identified with Hadot’s characterisation

of philosophy as spiritual exercise. Foucault writes,

No technique, no professional skill can be acquired without exercise;
nor can one learn the art of living, the techné tou biou, without an

askésis that must be understood as a training of the self by the self *

Here Foucault’s position is clear; acquisition of a technique requires exercise,
téxvn requires doxnolg. In other words, when Foucault talks about
techniques or technologies of the self (techniques de soi, technologies de soi)
he uses these terms in the strictly etymological sense of a t€xvn and, despite
Nussbaum’s account, he does not identify these techniques with &oxnoic.*”
Rather, for Foucault, ancient philosophy is a téyvn that involves doxnolg. His
‘techniques of the self” (techniques de soi) should thus be understood as ‘arts
of the self’ rather than ‘exercises of the self”.”° As arts, Foucault’s techniques
do not devalue the role of rational argument as Nussbaum claims but rather
will involve Adyoc alongside &oxmoic as an essential component. Thus
Foucault’s position is clearly very different from Hadot’s, a difference

overlooked by Nussbaum who appears to assume that Foucault’s techniques of

“ Foucault, ‘L’écriture de soi’, in Difs ef écrits, vol. 4, p. 417: “Aucune technique, acune
habileté professionelle ne peut s’acquérir sans exercice; on ne peut non plus apprendre I'art de
vivre, 1a fechné tou biou, sans une askésis qu’il faut comprendre comme un entrainement de
soi par soi” (trans. Essential Works, vol. 1, p. 208).

“ A number of other passages appear to confirm that Foucault understood fechnique in its
etymological sense; see €.g. The Use of Pleasure, p. 11 (L 'usage des plaisirs, p. 18); Dits et
écrits, vol. 4. pp. 545, 671; L ' herméneutique du sujet, p. 428.

0 See especially ‘L écriture de soi’, in Difs et écrits, vol. 4, p. +15; Essential IWorks, vol. 1, p.
207. where he uses precisely this phrase; “les arts de soi-méme”. That Foucault understood
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the self (fechniques de soi) can be identified with Hadot’s spiritual exercises
(exercices spirituels).”"

The important point to note here is that one should not identify spiritual
exercises with philosophy itself. As we have already seen, such exercises are
merely the second, although essential, stage of philosophical education
coming after an initial stage devoted to philosophical principles (Adyou).
Although Nussbaum is correct to emphasise the essential role of rational
argument (AOyog), her implicit qualification of the idea of philosophy as
‘technique’ to ‘rational technique’ in her discussion of Foucault is far from
clear. Instead, following the téyvn analogy, Stoic philosophy should be
understood as an art (téyvn) grounded upon rational principles (Adyot) which
are only expressed in one’s behaviour (¢pya, Biog) after a period of practical
training (Goknoig). Both A6yog and doknotlg are necessary components of
philosophy conceived as a té€yvn but neither can be identified with philosophy

itself.

ancient philosophy as an art rather than an exercise or practice is also made clear in The Care
of the Self, p. 44 (Le souci de soi, p. 62).

! Nussbaum does in fact note that Hadot offers a “different account” to Foucault (The
Therapy of Desire, p. 353 n. 34). However her explication of Foucault's position fails to make
this clear. The same mistake is also made by Davidson, ‘Ethics as Ascetics: Foucault the
History of Ethics, and Ancient Thought’, p. 123: “For Foucault himself philosophy was a
spiritual exercise”. Hadot himself distinguishes his position from Foucault in Philosophy as a
Way of Life, pp. 206-07, but with regard to a totally different issue, namely Foucault’s reliance
upon what Hadot takes to be an anachronistic conception of ‘self’.
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3. The Function of Spiritual Exercises

This conception of a spiritual exercise as one component of philosophy
conceived as an art (téyvn) will be central to distinguishing between this
technical conception of philosophy and philosophy conceived simply as an
activity concerned with rational explanation. In order to understand the
significance of this distinguishing component we must consider exactly how it
was thought to function. As we have already noted, the purpose of these
exercises is to enable one to express one’s philosophical principles (Adyo1) in
one’s actions (€pya,), thereby transforming one’s way of life (Bioc). In a text

that may well have been influenced by Epictetus, Galen writes,

All we must do is keep the doctrine (86ypar) regarding insatiability and
self-sufficiency constantly at hand (rpéyeipov), and commit ourselves
to the daily exercise (Gloxnotv) of the particular actions (pywv) which

follow from these doctrines.>”

In other words, the function of these daily exercises recommended by Galen is
to translate doctrines (36yuata, Adyoir) into one’s actions and behaviour

(Epya, Bilog). In a number of the ancient accounts concerning exactly how this

*? Galen De Affectuum Dignotione 9 (5.52 Kiihn = 34.24-26 de Boer: trans. Singer modified).
A number of features of this text suggest the influence of Epictetus, including not only the
emphasis upon daily exercise and transforming doctrines into actions but also the use of
certain terminology such as ‘up to us’ (@ fAuiv) and ‘at hand’ (npdxewpov). Galen himself
reports that he wrote on Epictetus although the text in question is lost; see De Libris Propriis
11 (19.44 Kiihn = test. 20 Schenkl). He was also personal physician to Marcus Aurelius who
was certainly well acquainted with Epictetus (see Chapter Seven below).
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s to be done there are two themes which emerge: habituation (¢01o016¢) and

digestion (méyig).

(a) Habituation

We have already come across the idea of accustoming or habituating oneself
1 passing in passages from Clement, Musonius, and Epicurus.’® For Clement,
spiritual exercise consists in accustoming (861opéc) the soul to make correct
udgements.>* For Musonius, spiritual exercise consists in becoming
wccustomed (£6ilecBou) to distinguish between real and apparent goods.” In
»oth cases we might say that the function of a spiritual exercise is to accustom
r to habituate (¢6i{w) the soul according to philosophical doctrines or
rinciples (Adyot), to absorb philosophical ideas into one’s character (1j6oc)
vhich, in turn, will determine one’s habitual behaviour. We have also seen
his idea in action in Epicurus’s phrase “accustom yourself (cvvé6ile) to the

selief that death is nothing to us”.*® It can also be seen in a number of Stoic

* See Clement of Alexandria Stromata 7.16 (PG 9.536¢ = SVF 3.490), Musonius Rufus fr. 6
25.14-26.5 Hense = 54.18-25 Lutz), and Epicurus Epistula ad Menoeceum (apud Diogenes
aertius 10) 124 (= LS 24 A), all cited above. The term translated as ‘habituation’ or
accustoming’ (61ojég) derives from the verb ‘to accustom’ (£6ilw), which in turn derives
rom ‘custom’ or ‘habit’ (£680¢). This is itself related to ‘character’ or ‘disposition’ (fj80¢), as
wristotle notes in Erhica Nicomachea 1103a17-18. It is important to note that in this context
8ilw should be understood not as unthinking habit but rather as a conscious learning process
se¢ Urmson, The Greek Philosophical Vocabulary, p. 62). Other ancient references to the
nportance of habituation (6ioéc) include e.g. Plato Phaedo 67¢ (with further references in
irandwood, 4 Word Index to Plato, p. 285), Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1103al4-23 (who
cknowledges its necessity in the acquisition of both &peth and 1éxvn at 1103a31-32 and
105b9-18, where a medical analogy is used), Plotinus Fnneades 1.3.2, 1.6.9 (with further
xferences in Sleeman & Pollet, Lexicon Plotinianum, col. 287).

' See Clement of Alexandria Stromata 7.16 (PG 9.536¢ = SVF 3.490), quoted above.

' See Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (25.14-26.5 Hense = 54.18-25 Lutz), quoted above.

' See Epicurus Epistula ad Menoeceum (apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 124. quoted above. At
t¢ end of the same letter (135) Epicurus also emphasises the the need for daily exercise.
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texts such as the following; the first from Epictetus, the second and third from

Marcus Aurelius:

At everything that happens to you remember to turn to yourself and
find what capacity you have to deal with it. If you see a beautiful boy
or girl, you will find self-control as the capacity to deal with it; if hard
labour is imposed on you, you will find endurance; if abuse, you will
find patience. And when you make a habit of this (xai oVtwg

£01L6pEVOV), the impressions will not carry you away.”’

Accustom yourself (¢6icov) in the case of whatever is done by
anyone, so far as possible to inquire within yourself: ‘to what end does
this man do this?” And begin with yourself and first examine

yourself.*®

Contemplate continually all things coming to pass by change, and
accustom yourself (80ilov) to think that Universal Nature loves
nothing so much as to change what is and to create new things in their

likeness.>

This process of accustoming oneself is something that Marcus in particular

suggests can be achieved only by repeated reflection. In order to illustrate this

37 Epictetus Enchiridion 10 (trans. Boter). For further references to habituation in Epictetus
see e.g. Dissertationes 2.9.10, 2.9.14, 2.18.4, 3.8.4, 3.12.6, 3.25.10.
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characterises the process in terms of ‘dyeing’ one’s soul just as a piece of

»th might be dyed a new colour:

As are your repeated imaginations so will your mind be, for the soul is
dyed (Bantetou) by its imaginations. Dye it, then, in a succession of

imaginations like these.®

us Marcus’s Meditations often repeat certain themes again and again,
lecting the repetitive nature of spiritual exercises. This is something also
iphasised by Marcus’s physician, Galen, who characterises the beginning of
-h exercises (1} tiic doxnoewg &pyn) as the repetition of propositions to
eself two or three times.®!

A spiritual exercise is, then, a form of practical training directed towards
: incorporation of philosophical doctrines into one’s everyday habits. This
dituation (£01opdg) involves a transformation of one’s character (#{8og)
ich in turn transforms one’s behaviour.”* As such, this process will enable

translation of doctrines (AGyou) into actions (€pya). It is the second stage

larcus Aurelius 10.37 (trans. Farquharson).

farcus Aurelius 4.36 (trans. Farquharson).

Aarcus Aurelius 5.16 (trans. Farqubarson); see also 3.4: “dyed with justice to the core”
o000V PePotpévoy gic Padoc). In his commentary Farquharson claims that this image
riginal to Marcus (see p. 658). However, as Newman notes (‘Theory and Practice of the
litatio®, p. 1507), it had already been used by Seneca (e.g. Epistulae 71.31).

ee Galen De Affectuum Dignotione 5 (5.21 Kithn = 15.16-18 de Boer); also ibid. 5 (5.24-
<ithn = 17.11-22 de Boer), 6 (5.30 Kiihn = 21.3-10 de Boer), 9 (5.52 Kiihn = 34.24-26 de
1, already quoted above). Note also the following from the first book of Galen’s De
ibus (Tlepi 7OGV), preserved only in an Arabic epitome: “a character is developed through
\g constantly accustomed to things that man sets up in his soul and to things that he does
tarly every day” (p. 241 Mattock; also in Rosenthal, The Classical Heritage in Islam, p.
For further discussion of this text see Walzer, “New Light on Galen’s Moral Philosophy
m a recently discovered Arabic source)’.
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of philosophical education once the study of theory has been completed. It is

‘he means by which the philosophical apprentice completes his education in

shilosophy conceived as a téyv.

(b) Digestion

Alongside this theme of habituation one also finds the use of an analogy with

he digestion of food. Epictetus writes the following:

Do not, for the most part, talk among laymen about your philosophical
principles (nept T@v Bewpnpdrev), but do what follows from your
principles. [...] For Sheep, do not bring their fodder to the shepherds
and show how much they have eaten, but they digest (méwavta) their
food within them, and on the outside produce wool and milk. And so
do you, therefore, make no display to the laymen of your philosophical
principles (t& Bswpfucta), but let them see the results (t& €pya)

which come from the principles when digested (re@BEVTOV).”

’ As\j'féve already seen in Chapter Three, for the Stoics this will be a corporeal transformation
f the dispositions of the soul (Sro8écelg ThHe Woyic). o
'Epictetus Enchiridion 46 (trans. Oldfather modified). The key term here is the verb “digest’
téoow) which is used three times (lines 8, 11, & 13 Boter, in the forms £€ngyog, néwav’cq.
1d nepBévtov respectively). Note also the use of &ya here and the way in whicl} it
mctioned in Chapter Three — only once principles have been digested will the appropriate
:sults / products / actions (€pyo) be produced.
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For Epictetus, this process of philosophical ‘digestion’ (néyg) is essential ©
Too many of his students, he suggests, ‘throw up’ (é€epéw) what they have
heard before having given themselves an opportunity to digest (néoow) it.
They repeat philosophical ideas before they have assimilated them and thus
they are unable to act in accordance with them, creating a disharmony between
their actions and words. Such undigested principles are, for Epictetus, simply
‘vomit” (Epetog).’

This analogy with digestion also appears in Seneca’s advice to Lucilius

concerning the art of reading:

Be careful lest this reading of many authors and books of every sort
may tend to make you discursive and unsteady. You must linger
among a limited number of master-thinkers and digest their works
(innutriri oportet) |...] for food does no good and is not assimilated
into the body if it leaves the stomach as soon as it is eaten, and nothing

hinders a cure so much as frequent change of medicine. [...] Each day

* For further examples of ‘philosophical digestion’ in Epictetus see Dissertationes 3.21.1-4,
.9.18. Another image used by Epictetus closely related to digestion is that of a ripening fruit
sec €.g. Dissertationes 1.15.6-8, 4.8.36). A fruit must be given time to ripen — to digest what
- needs — before it is ready to eat and the same applies to the philosophical development of the
oul.

’ This imagery can also be found in an extended passage in Dissertationes 3.21.1-4: “Those
/ho have learned the principles (8swpfipctor) and nothing else are eager to throw them up
tEepéoan) immediately, just as persons with a weak stomach throw up their food. First digest
Téyov) your principles, and then you will surely not throw them up (éEepéong) this way.
therwise they are mere vomit (Epetog), foul stuff and unfit to eat. But after you have
igested these principles, show us some change in your governing principle (yepovixod) that
» due to them; as the athletes show their shoulders as the results of their exercising
:YouvéoOnoayv) and eating, and as those who have mastered the arts (téxvag) can show
:sults of their learning. The builder does not come forward and say, ‘Listen to me deliver a
iscourse about the art of building’; but he takes a contract for a house, builds it, and thereby
roves that he possesses the art (téxvnv)” (trans. Oldfather).
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[...] after you have run over many thoughts, select one to be

thoroughly digested (concoquas) that day.*

*hilosophical principles only attain value once they have been digested. Just
1s food transforms and becomes part of the body only once it has been
ligested, so philosophical nourishment must be digested before it can become
vart of the soul,®’ transforming one’s character (#0og) and ultimately one’s
»ehaviour (Epya, Biog).®® Spiritual exercises are directed towards this process
f philosophical digestion, a process that transforms the soul (woymn, 180¢) and

ranslates theoretical principles (Bewpfipate, Adyor) into actions (Epycr).

’ Seneca Epistulae 2.2-4 (trans. Gummere modificd). As one can see, here Seneca uses both
oncoquo and innufrio but in general he prefers concoguo which, when used in this context,
1 OLD glosses as “to absorb into the mind”. See also Epistulae 84.5-8, with comment in
oucault, ‘L écriture de soi’, in Dits ef écrits, vol. 4, pp. 422-23; Essential Works, vol. 1. pp.
13-14.

" See Simplicius’s comment on Enchiridion 46, the chapter quoted above (/n ‘Ep{‘cteti
nchiridion 64.27-30 Hadot): “For as meats, when they are duly concocted, dl_stnbute
iemselves into the several parts and mix with the vital juices and blood to nourish gmd
rengthen the body, so do maxims and doctrines, when well digested, convert into
ourishment and make the soul healthful and vigorous™ (trans. Stanhope). .

' This link between character and an individual’s habitual actions is noted by Galen in the
rst book of his De AMoribus (Ilepi B8GV), preserved only in an Arabic epitome. According to
ialen, an individual’s character (8og) generates actions without further reflection and thus
ny substantial transformation of behaviour will involve transforming one’s character (pp.
36, 241 Mattock; see also Rosenthal, The Classical Heritage in Islam, pp. 85 &_ 91, with
>Iment in Walzer, ‘New Light on Galen’s Moral Philosophy (from a recentb: dlmscovere_d
rabic source)’, p. 85). Elsewhere Galen suggests that the transformation of one’s n60§ will
wolve both &oxnoic and d6ypato (see Galen De Affectuum Dignotione 1 = 3.3’{ Kuhn =
5.21-24 de Boer). The same point is made by Plotinus in Enneades 2.9.15: justice
iwkaioodvy) is developed in one’s character (fiBog) by reasoning (A6yog) and training
loKNoLg).
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Chese processes of habituation (é61opnég) and digestion (néwyig) are the
unctions of spiritual exercises. They aim at the assimilation of philosophical
rinciples into one’s soul (yoy 1) that will, in turn, transform one’s way of life
Bioc). Like the apprentice craftsman who has learned the principles (A6yot) of
s art but has not yet mastered the necessary practical technique, so the
itudent of this technical conception of philosophy will not be able to claim
»hilosophical knowledge (¢mwotiiun) on the basis of his understanding of
»hilosophical principles (A6yo1) alone. According to this technical conception
»f philosophy, knowledge (émothun) conceived as technical expertise will
Iso require this process of assimilation. Like the apprentice craftsman, this
raining may take some time and will in some sense never be fully completed.
ust as the master crafisman will continue to improve his technique as he
vorks, so the philosopher will continue to improve himself and his life. As
yalen puts it, in order to become a perfected individual one must engage in

xercises throughout the whole of one’s life.*’

4. The Mechanism of Spiritual Exercises

dthough it is relatively clear what a spiritual exercise attempts to achieve,
amely the digestion of principles and habituation of the soul, it is less clear

recisely how this might be achieved. So far, the discussion of the idea of a

See Galen De Affectuum Dignotione 4 (5.14 Kithn = 11.15-16 de Boer), also ibid. (5.16
iihn = 12.9-10 de Boer), 5 (5.25 Kiihn = 18.4-8 de Boer). A similar point is made by
tistotle in Ethica Nicomachea 1147a21-22 where he suggests that the digestion of words and
eir transformation into genuine knowledge takes time.
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spiritual exercise — an doxnoic of the Yoyt — has not made reference to any
specific conception of the soul (yoxh). Although ancient philosohers may, in
general, agree on the purpose of spiritual exercises, their diverging
conceptions of the soul (yvy#) will clearly lead to quite different accounts of
the way in which such exercises might work. In the broadest terms, yoyi may
>e understood to refer to the principle of life or animation within a living
seing.”® However, in order to develop an account of how a specifically Stoic
spiritual exercise might function it will be necessary to consider briefly the

Stoic conception of the soul (yoy).

(a) The Stoic Conception of yoy

Fhe Stoics” materialist conception of the soul (yvy#) can only be understood
vithin the broader context of their physics.”' According to Stoic physics, all
shysical objects involve two basic principles (&pyai), matter (9An) and breath

nvedpa).”? This breath (mvedper), itself material, pervades all physical

” In his general discussion in De Anima Aristotle presents the ywoyt as the first principle of
wving things (&pxi 1®v {@wv), as that by virtue of which something is alive, and as that by
irtue of which a thing has movement (xivnoig) and perception (aio8noig). See Aristotle De
nima 402a6-7, 413a20-22, and 403b25-27 respectively. With these general claims thej Sto.ics
rould agree; see e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.156-57 (= SVF 1.135, 2.774, 3 Ant. 49. Posidonius
*. 139 EK). _

For general accounts of the Stoic conception of yuyxf relevant here see Long, “Soul and
iody in Stoicism’; Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, pp. 18-41: Annas,
lellenistic Philosophy of Mind, pp., 37-87: Gourinat, Les stoiciens et ['dme, pp. 17-35; Long
1 CHHP, pp. 560-84. _ S
' The translation of mvedpa is a difficult question. It is often rendered as ‘breath’, “spint’.
rital breath’, ‘vital spirit’, or simply transliterated. 1 use ‘breath’ following Long & Sedlgy
nd Gourinat’s souffle. For general accounts of the two &pyod, the concept of nvedpa, and its
ital blending with matter, see Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics, pp. 1-48; Todd, Alexander of
phrodisias on Stoic Physics, pp. 29-73. Gould, The Philosophy of Chm»;ippus, pp. 93-102;
orabji, Matter, Space, and Motion, pp. 83-98. For more of the relationship between the two
pxai see Chapter Seven § 2 (a) below.
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»bjects and the qualities of any particular object are due to the tension (toévoc)
>f the breath (mvedpa) within it.”* The solidity of a stone, for example, is due
o the tension of the breath (6 t6vog 100 mvebpatog) within it, a tension
Tovog) that generates solidity and stability.”*

Different degrees of tension (tovog) in the breath (mvedpa) pervading an
dbject will generate different qualities. In the case of the stone, the tension
Tovog) of the breath (mvebua) may be said to give the stone a certain state of
>ohesion (E€1c). A higher degree of tension would generate more complex
jualities such as self-movement. In fact, the Stoics outline four distinct
sategories of pneumatic tension: a state of cohesion (8£1¢), nature or growth
@bo1g), soul (yoyh), and rational soul (Loyikf woyf).”” The first of these is
he type of tension found in inanimate physical objects such as stones, the
iecond is that found in plants, the third that found in animals, and the fourth
hat found in rational adult humans.”® There is no substantial difference in kind
retween these four types of physical entity and the hierarchy is purely one of

. . / 7
ncreasing degrees of tension (t6vog).”

> For wdvog as the source of qualities see Nemesius De Natura Hominis 2 (18.2-10 Morani =
S 47 ). For w6voc as source of cohesion of bodies see Alexander of Aphrodisias De
fixtione 223.34-36 (= SVF 2.441 = LS 47 L). It has been suggested that t6vog could be
nderstood as ‘wave-length’; see Long in CHHP, p. 566. For further comment see Voelke,
idée de volonté dans le stoicisme, pp. 11-18.

* Sec e.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias De Mixtione 223.34-36 (= SVF 2.441 = LS 47 L),
lutarch De Communibus Notifiis 1085d (= SVF 2.444 =LS 47 G).

’ For this fourfold division see Philo Quod Deus sit Immutabilis 35-36 (= SVF 2.458 = LS 47
)), Legum Allegoria 2.22-23 (= SVF 2.458 = LS 47 P), Themistius De Anima 1.5 (2.64.25-28
pengel = SVF 1.158), Ps.-Galen Introductio seu Medicus 13 (14.726 Kithn = SI'F 2716 =18
7 N). In some of the ancient sources the last of these, Aoyief yoxh, is replaced by vog.

' The first of these is exemplified by physical coherence and stability. The second
spplements this with self-movement. The third adds to these impressions and impulses.
inally, the fourth adds rational judgements as a mediator between those impressions and
npulses. For further discussion see Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind. pp. 50-56. '

" Alternatively the distinction is characterised in terms of density and fineness, wqh
1animate objects having the densest mvedpa and rational souls having the finest. See in
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The soul (yoy®) of an individual human being is thus simply the breath
nvedua) present in that individual at a certain level of tension (16voc).”® The
-ational soul of the sage will be that same breath (mvedua) in an increased

state of tension (T6vog).

(b) Transformation of the yoyn

n the light of this one can see that a specifically Stoic spiritual exercise will
»e directed towards the transformation of the disposition of the soul (6wdBeoig
i yoxfic), a transformation achieved by an alteration in its tension (t6voc).
ust as a physical exercise will improve the tension in one’s muscles, so a
piritual exercise will improve the tension in one’s soul.”” It is reported that a
oul in poor condition — that is, one with relatively weak tension — will be one

ubject to mental disturbances or emotions (n&8n).** These are the products of

articular the account of the transformation of mvedpo in the process of birth in Hierocles
Alementa Ethica 1.12-28 (= LS 53 B). See also Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1052f (=
VF 2.806) who presents the transformation from @boig to wuyxf as one of ‘cooling” (yiEL)
ut apparently contradicted in Galen Quod Animi Mores Corporis Temperamenta Sequantur 4
1.783-84 Kithn = SVF 2.787) who suggests that the nvedpo of yoyn is drier and hotter than
1at of pboig. As I have already noted, Long suggests that the difference may be understood
1 terms of ‘wave-length’. I am inclined to conceive it in terms of increasing organisational
nd functional complexity (see Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity and Individuation’, p. 99).
' See also the excerpts from Chrysippus preserved (in Latin) in Calcidius In Platonis
imaeum 220 (232.16-19 Waszink = SUF 2.879 = LS 53 G). This conception of the yvuyn as
vedpo in a certain state owes a debt to Heraclitus who is reported to have characterised the
vxN as an ‘exhalation’ (dvoBopicoic). See Aristotle De Anima 405a25-26 (= Heraclitus
ist. 15 DK) and, in particular, Arius Didymus Epitome Physica ft. 39 (DG 470.25-471.2 =
VF 1.141, 1.519 = Heraclitus fr. 12 DK) where Cleanthes reports that, on this. Zeno followed
eraclitus. For further comment see Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus, pp. 259-60.
' See Arius Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.5b4 (2.62.24-63.1 WH = SI'F 3.278). As I have
ready noted ‘improve’ may be characterised as an increase in the tension or the fineness of
1€ TTVEDLCL. _ o
See e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.158 (= SVF 2.766) where emotions are described as a varation
L TveDpo (sleep is also presented as a slackening of tension).
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»eliefs that, in turn, are the product of judgements.®! A soul in good condition
~ill be free from such emotions and this will reflect a correct use of
udgements. There is, then, a correlation between weak tension and poor
udgements on the one hand, and strong tension and sound judgements on the
sther.

What we have in a specifically Stoic context, then, are two parallel
lescriptions of a single process concerned with the improvement of one’s soul
woxt). A Stoic spiritual exercise will be concerned with examining one’s
udgements and rejecting those bad judgements that lead to emotions (n&6n).
[he process of transforming one’s judgements and overcoming such emotions
n¢On) may also be described in purely physical terms as a transformation of
he tension (tévoc) of one’s soul (yoyh).** Thus, the way in which a Stoic
piritual exercise will work is by an increase in the tension (t6vog) of the
reath (tvedpa) that constitutes the material soul (yvy1). As we have already
oted in Chapter Three, this transformation of the disposition of the soul

S148e01g Thg woyiic) will necessarily involve a transformation in one’s way

flife (Bioc).®

Note however the dispute between early Stoics on the nature of the relationship between
:liefs and emotions; see e.g. Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.1.4 (5.429 Kiithn =
)2.17-20 De Lacy = SVF 1.209, 3.461). I shall return to this in Chapter Seven § 2 (b).

Note also Seneca Epistulae 163 where philosophy is characterised as that which moulds
id constructs the soul (animum format et fabricat).

See Chapter Three § 7.



“HAPTER FIVE 200

S. The Form of Spiritual Exercises

{aving considered what a spiritual exercise attempts to achieve and the way in
wvhich it might achieve this, there remains the question of the form that such
:xercises might take. In the case of an art or craft such as shoemaking, training
vill take the form of repeated practice. In order to master his chosen
rofession the apprentice shoemaker will have to try his hand at making shoes,
tnowing full well that despite his grasp of the principles behind the art it will
»e some time before he is able to produce a decent pair of shoes and claim to
yossess the knowledge that constitutes technical expertise. With the art of
iving, the precise form of the necessary exercises or training is less clear.
‘ortunately a number of examples can be found in the ancient literature. One
hat we have already encountered is Epicurus’s meditation upon the thought
hat death is ‘nothing to us’.** Yet, in general, these spiritual exercises do not
ippear to have been done in abstracto. Instead they were often associated with
written text.*’

Philosophical texts come in a variety of forms but the most obvious are

erhaps those of the treatise, such as those produced by Aristotle or

' See Epicurus Epistula ad Menoecewn (apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 124 (= LS 24 A), quoted
nd discussed above. Further examples drawn from a wide variety of ancient sources are
iscussed in Sorabji, Emotion and Peace of Mind, pp. 211-52. Particular examples of Stoic
xercises will be discussed further in Chapters Six and Seven.

' See the discussions in Newman, ‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1478-82;
oucault, ‘L’écriture de soi’, in Dits et écrits, vol. 4, pp. 415-30; Essential Works, vol. 1, pp.
07-22. Nehamas, The Art of Living, p. 8, suggests that what he calls the art of living is
rimarily practised in writing. Yet by this he appears to mean that a philosophical life will be
ne devoted to writing and that the texts produced will be the lasting monument to that life.
‘et this is surely the life of an author, and not necessarily that of a philosopher (although these
\ay of course be combined). The significance attached to written texts for the art of living as
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Chrysippus, and the commentary, such as those produced by Alexander of
Aphrodisias or Simplicius. Yet alongside these works containing philosophical
heory (Abyog) there are also texts comprised of philosophical exercises
aoxfoelg) which serve a very different function. An example of this latter
‘orm of text would be the Handbook of Epictetus.®® This text is devoted to the
rocess of philosophical habituation and digestion, that is, to spiritual
>xercises conceived as an essential second stage of philosophical education.
As such, its form and its function are quite different from those of the
>hilosophical treatise. Yet, in the light of what we have seen, it can
1evertheless be seen to be a thoroughly philosophical text.

We have, then, two distinct forms of philosophical text corresponding to
he two components of philosophy conceived as a téyvn; texts devoted to
Wyot and texts devoted to doxnoeig. Texts concerned with spiritual exercises
nay themselves by sub-divided into different types. In particular, two distinct
iterary forms of exercise may be noted. The first type, exemplified by the
{andbook of Epictetus, is primarily an instructional text directed towards
raining the student of philosophy who has already completed his preliminary

ducation in philosophical theory.’” The second, exemplified by the

snceived here is, as we shall see, only insofar as they function as philosophical exercises
irected towards the digestion of Adyot and the transformation of one’s ptog. .
' For Hadot, Plato’s dialogues would also fall into this latter category. being forms of written
xercise designed to provoke the reader rather than merely to instruct. See Philosophy as a
‘ay of Life, p. 91.

Hankinson, The Sceptics, pp. 305-06, suggests that Sextus Empiricus’s Pyrrhoniae
ypotyposes should also be conceived in this way. namely as “a handbook for other
yprentice Sceptics”.
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Meditations of Marcus Aurelius, is a text produced by a student where the
very act of writing itself can be seen to constitute the exercise. 5

These two examples of two different types of text concerned with spiritual
2xercises — the Handbook and the Meditations — are perhaps the most
mportant surviving texts relating to Stoic &oxmoic.® The former is a
suidebook for philosophical apprentices; the latter is a text produced by an
ipprentice. These texts are examples of the form of the exercises which
somplete the Stoic art of taking care of one’s soul. First the theory is studied
ind understood, then texts such as these are studied or written in order to aid
he digestion of those theories.

In the remaining two chapters I shall consider these two Stoic texts as
:xamples of the two types of text devoted to spiritual exercise. Chapter Six,
levoted to the Handbook of Epictetus, will examine how this second stage of
»hilosophical education was conceived and will consider the relationship

retween different types of spiritual exercise and the different parts of

* At Dissertationes 2.1.29-33 Epictetus explicitly recommends this form of philosophical
wmiting to his students in contrast to merely rhetorical prose aimed at nothing more than
ecuring the praise of one’s readers. He also implies that Socrates wrote in this way, upsetting
1¢ assumption that Socrates wrote nothing. In a note on this passage Oldfather (LCL, vol. 1.
. 222) suggests that it is possible that Socrates engaged in much of this sort of private
riting, none of which would have been intended for circulation (like Marcus’s Meditations).
or further discussion of this form of written spiritual exercise see Foucault, ‘L’ écriture de
o', in Dits et écrits, vol. 4, pp. 415-30; Essential Works, vol. 1, pp. 207-22.

* A third example would be Seneca’s Epistulae, described by Nussbaum as “the greatest body
f surviving Stoic therapeutic writing” (The Therapy of Desire, p. 337). For general discussion
¢ Newman ‘Theory and Practice of the meditatio’, pp. 1483-95. For the way in which
orrespondence may function as a written spiritual exercise see Foucault, ‘L’écriture de soi’,
1 Dits et écrits, vol. 4, esp. pp. 423-30; Essential Works, vol. 1, esp. pp. 214-21. Newman
lso proposes Ps.-Seneca De Remediis Fortuitorum (alongside Marcus Aurelius) as one of the
'w literary examples of the meditatio in action (see ibid., pp. 1477 n. 6. 1495-96). This text
des not appear in the more recent editions of Seneca but it can be found in Haase (BT) and
almer, Seneca’s De Remediis Fortuitorum and the Elizabethans, pp. 28-65. Palmer argues
at this is a genuine work of Seneca, although it only survives in a mutilated form. perhaps
:ing an epitome of an originally longer work (see ibid., p. 20).
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hilosophical discourse. Chapter Seven, devoted to the Meditations of Marcus
wrelius, will focus upon one of these types of spiritual exercise concerning
ne’s judgements. Once we have considered the way in which these texts
anction we should have a clearer idea of both the form and the function of

piritual exercises and the role that they play in philosophy conceived as the

rt of living.



CHAPTER SIX

EXERCISES IN THE HANDBOOK OF EPICTETUS

[n the last chapter I began to develop the idea of a philosophical exercise that,
alongside philosophical discourse or theory, would form an essential
omponent of philosophy conceived as a téxvn. In this chapter I shall continue
0 develop this concept of a philosophical &oknaig or spiritual exercise by
‘ocusing upon a text devoted to such exercises, the Handbook of Epictetus.’
The aim of this chapter is twofold. The first is to consider in more detail the
elationship between doxnoig and Adyog, the two components of philosophy

sonceived as a t€xvn. The second is to present the Handbook as an example of

For comment on the text of both the FEnchiridion and Dissertationes of Epictetus see
\dditional Note 3. For the Enchiridion 1 have relied upon the texts in Oldfather (LCL) and
Joter, and have consulted the translations by Oldfather, Boter, and White. The most important
tudies of Epictetus remain the works of Adolf Bonhoffer and, in particular, Epictet und die
toa and Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, the second of which has recently been translated into
inglish as The Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus. Also worthy of note are Colardeau, Ftude sur
pictéte; Xenakis, Epictetus: Philosopher-Therapist, Hijmans, "Acknotg: Notes on Epictetus’
ducational System;, More, Hellenistic Philosophies, pp. 94-171; Hadot, The Inner Citqdel,
p. 73-100; Dobbin, Epictetus, Discourses Book 1 (a translation with commentary); Gourinat,
‘remiéres lecons sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, with further references in Hershbell, ‘The
toicism of Epictetus: Twentieth Century Perspectives’. No modern commentary on the
nchiridion exists but useful notes can be found in Upton (vol. 2. pp. 271-8.7) and
chweighiuser (Epicteteae Philosophiae Monumenta, vol. 3, pp. 139-70, but not in his 1798
dition of the Enchiridion which contains primarily textual notes). A substantial introduction
an be found in Hadot, 4rrien, Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 11-160.
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one of the two types of philosophical text associated with spiritual exercises
‘hat I outlined at the end of the last chapter.” In order to complete these tasks it
will be necessary to explore the internal structure of the Handbook and to see

orecisely how it functions as a philosophical text devoted to doxnotlg. But

irst, some introductory remarks.

1. Introduction to the Handbook

he Handbook of Epictetus — described by Justus Lipsius as the soul of Stoic
»hilosophy ~ is in many ways the archetypal example of a form of writing
\ppropriate to philosophy conceived as an art of living.* According to the sixth
century commentary by the Neoplatonist Simplicius,” the Handbook was
;ompiled by Arrian from his accounts of Epictetus’s lectures now known as
he Discourses” It takes the form of a collection of passages from the

Jiscourses short enough to be easily reproduced, carried around, or even

Chapter Seven will attempt to do the same for the other type of philosophical text associated
rith spiritual exercises by examining the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius.

See Lipsius Manuductio 1.19 (1604 edn, p. 63). Enchiridion sane egregium, & Stoicae
ralis philosophie velut anima (cited in Oldfather (LCL). vol. 1, p. xxix).

For discussion of Simplicius’s commentary, including when and where it was written
‘ecently a subject of debate), see Ilsetraut Hadot’s Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin:
liérocles et Simplicius, “The Life and Work of Simplicius in g}reek and Arabic Sources’, and
er Introduction in Simplicius, Commentaire sur le Manuel d’Epictete. _
See Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 4-7 Hadot, with further discussion of Aman
nd Epictetus in Stadter, Arrian of Nicomedia, pp. 19-31. The Dissertationes probably existed
| eight books originally so the Enchiridion in theory summarises the four books now lost as
ell as the four still extant (see Additional Note 3 for further information). Schenkl and Boter
dth supply references to the parallels between the Enchiridion and passages in the
issertationes. As Barnes notes (Logic and the Imperial Stoa, p. 24), nothing in the
nchiridion suggests that the lost books of the Dissertationes contained anything substantially
fferent from the content of the surviving books.



CHAPTER SIX 206

nemorised.® Its title, "Eyye1pidiov, suggests something that is, in the words of
Musonius, always ready at hand (mpdxepoc),” a point noted by Simplicius in

1is commentary:

It is called Encheiridion (Eyyeipidiov) because all persons who are
desirous to live as they ought, should be perfect in this book, and have
it always ready at hand (mpdyeipov); a book of as constant and
necessary use as the sword (which commonly went by this name, and

from whence the metaphor seems to be taken) is to a soldier.®

s Simplicius indicates, the word &yyepidiov can also mean sword. It can
so refer to a variety of handheld tools, such as those used for cutting stone.”
Vhat these different meanings share in common is indicated by the root
hand’ (xeip); they are all things that one keeps ‘ready to hand’ (zpdyepoc).
"hus Arrian’s choice of éyyepidiov as a title suggests a text conceived as a

uidebook or manual designed to be used in some form of practical activity. '

Boter notes that there are relatively few direct excerpts from the Dissertationes in the
nchiridion (see p. xiii). However, one can be found in § 29 which is an almost word for word
:production of Dissertationes 3.15.1-13 (first noted by Upton, vol. 2, p. 277) and thus
racketed as an interpolation by Boter (see his discussion, p. 127).

See Musonius Rufus fr. 6 (25.14-26.5 Hense = 54.18-25 Lutz), already quoted in Chapter
ive § 2 (a), with Hijmans, "Aoxnoig, p. 70.

Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 18-20 Hadot (trans. Stanhope modified).

See the examples listed in LSJ, p. 475.

' The title ‘Eyxeipidiov is usually translated into English as Manual or Handbook. In French
is usually translated as Manuel, but to translate it as Pensées (e.g. Brun, ed., Les Stoiciens,
114) would obscure the primarily practical connotations associated with the title. 1 prefer
andbook to Manual insofar as it reflects the presence of yeip in €yyeipidiov. Gourinat,
remiéres lecons sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, p. 40, has suggested that as this would still have
sen the era of the papyrus roll as opposed to the codex (on which see Kenyon, Books and
zaders in Ancient Greece and Rome, esp. p. 98), in certain respects a rolled up copy of the
nchiridion would have literally resembled a handheld tool or sword.
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Each chapter of the Handbook contains what might broadly be
characterised as practical advice rather than substantial philosophical

wgument. In his commentary, Simplicius is explicit that what we have here is

srimarily a book of spiritual exercises:

For as the body (c®uc) gathers strength by exercise (yopvéletod),
and frequently repeating such motions as are natural to it; so the soul
(yox1) too, by exerting its powers, and the practice of such things as
are agreeable to nature, confirms itself in habits, and strengthens its

own natural constitution. '

[his account of the function of the Handbook as a text clearly shares much in
ommon with Socrates’ conception of an art (té)yvn) concerned with taking
:are of the soul (yvy1). Indeed, Simplicius explicitly proposes that Epictetus
vas inspired by the example of Socrates as he is presented in Alcibiades I.'*
simplicius’s reason for making this connection may have been part of a
leliberate Neoplatonic educational strategy rather than a desire to shed light

ipon Epictetus,'” but nevertheless the resonance is clear: the Handbook is a

" Simplicius /2 Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 87-90 Hadot (trans. Stanhope). At Praef. 51-52
implicius characterises the contents of the Enchiridion as all expressions of one téxvm,
amely that of amending man’s life (tfv Srop8wtikny Tijg dvBpwnivig Lwfg).

' See Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion Pracf. 82-87 Hadot, a claim repeated in the
enaissance by Politian (dngeli Politiani pro Epicteto Stoico ad Bartholomeu Scala Epistola,
1 his Opera Omnia; translated in Kraye, Cambridge Translations, pp. 192-99). For
pictetus’s use of 4/cibiades I in the Dissertationes see Jagu, Epictete et Platon. pp. 137-38,
61.

" In the Neoplatonic syllabus, philosophical education began with Alcibiades I, a text
escribed by Proclus in his commentary on it as “the beginning (&py#) of all philosophy™
>roclus In Platonis Alcibiadem I 11.3 Westerink). Later in the same text (11.11-15), Proclus
‘edits the priority given to 4lcibiades I to lamblichus, although it actually dates back to the
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sook designed to be used to exercise (yopvalewy, &okeiv) the soul (yoxn)

analogous to the way in which one might exercise the body."*

But to whom was the Handbook directed? Broadly speaking there are two
rossible groups of philosophical readers and, as we shall see, this question will
>ear upon that concerning the relationship between Aéyog and doxnoic.
Simplicius suggests that the Handbook should be read by the philosophical
>eginner in need of preliminary moral instruction before commencing the
study of philosophy proper, that is, the study of Platonic philosophy."”> One
night suggest that, beyond the uses to which it may have been put in the
\Neoplatonic educational syllabus, the Handbook should indeed be understood
s a text devoted to preliminary moral training (&oknotg) designed to prepare

| beginner for the study of philosophical theory (Adyoc). This implies that a

Aiddle Platonist Albinus (see Mansfeld, Prolegomena, pp. 84-97; Dillon, The Middle
’latonists, pp. 304-06). Note also the Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae in which it is
aid that of the Platonic dialogues “the first to be explained is the Alcibiades, because it
saches us to know ourselves, and the right course is to know oneself before knowing external
hings, for we can scarcely understand those other things so long as we are ignorant of
urselves” (26.18-20 Westerink). By connecting the Enchiridion with Alcibiades I, then,
implicius may be seen to be proposing Alcibiades I as the next philosophical text to read
fter the Enchiridion, in effect drawing readers of Epictetus into a Neoplatonic reading list and
1us away from Stoicism.

" As such. the Enchiridion resonates not just with Socrates’ position (discussed in Chapter
‘wo) but also with the discussion in Book 3 of Cicero’s Tusculanae Disputationes (discussed
1 Chapter Three). This latter resonance was noted by the Renaissance Humanist Niccolo
erotti in § 7 of the ‘Praefatio’ to his Latin translation of the Enchiridion (c. 1450), both
dited and published for the first time in Oliver, Niccolo Perotti’s Version of The Enchiridion
f Epictetus (see esp. pp. 65-69).

' See Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 61-81 Hadot, with discussion in I. Hadot. Le
robléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin, pp. 160-64; ‘The Spiritual Guide’. p. 451; Mansfeld.
rolegomena, p. 70. Hadot suggests that the commentary itself should also be seen as an
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philosophical beginner will use this text of spiritual exercises on its own,
without recourse to philosophical theory, and that he will do so successfully
(for otherwise there would be no point). It implies, then, that these written
philosophical exercises will, on their own, be sufficient to overcome the
emotions (n&On) and transform the soul (yoyxmn).

Alternatively, one might conceive the Handbook as a text for more
advanced philosophical students. There are, I propose, two reasons why this
may be a better approach.

Firstly, there is the question concerning why Arrian would have produced
this epitome of the Discourses. Throughout the Discourses Epictetus advises
his students to keep their philosophical principles ‘ready to hand’
(mpoyetpog).’® As a student of Epictetus himself, Arrian may have composed
the Handbook not so much as an introduction to Epictetus for beginners but
rather as a aide mémoire for himself,'” a small digestible summary of
Epictetus’s philosophy that he could carry with him and always keep ‘ready to
hand’ (mpdyepoc).'® This would certainly explain the choice of title.

Secondly, there is Epictetus’s account of philosophical education which, as
we have already seen, is comprised of, first, a thorough study of philosophical

principles and, second, a series of exercises designed to digest those principles

example of a written series of spiritual exercises (see Le probléme du néoplatonisme
alexandrin, pp. 164-65).

'® Sec e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 1.1.21, 1.27.6, 2.1.29, 2.9.18, 3.10.1, 3.10.18, 3.115,
3.17.6, 3.18.1.

Y Simplicius, In Epicteti Enchiridion Praef. 7-9 Hadot, reports that Arrian addressed the book
to his friend Messalinus, already an admirer of Epictetus. Either way, 1 suggest that it would
have been for someone already familiar with Epictetus’s philosophy.

' A similar procedure can be seen in the letters of Epicurus. See €.g. Epistula ad Pythoclem
(apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 84 and Epistula ad Herodotum (apud Diogenes Laertius 10) 35
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and transform one’s behaviour." In short, Epictetus proposes first the study of
AGyou and then, only once these have been mastered, a series of AOKNOELG
designed to digest those Adyot. In the light of this, we might conceive the
Handbook as a text for relatively advanced students, for those who have
already mastered philosophical doctrines in the classroom and are now ready
to attempt to put those doctrines into practice via a series of spiritual exercises.
For students such as these, the Handbook would serve as a series of exercises
to study and a distilled summary and reminder of all that they had learned in
the classroom. The Handbook would thus function as a text for the second
stage of philosophical education, just as the theoretical treatise would have
functioned as a text for the first stage.”° As such, it would not present any
philosophical content with which the student would not already be familiar,
but rather would repeat familiar material in a form specifically directed
towards its digestion (méyig).

Given that the Handbook is a collection of spiritual exercises, if it were
used by a beginner who had not yet studied philosophical theory, it would in
effect be a series of doxfioeic without Adyor. Yet as we have already seen, for
Epictetus &oxficeig must come affer the study of Adyor, for their function is

the digestion of those A6yor.*' Arrian would surely have been well aware of

where he presents these letters as summaries of his larger philosophical works specifically
designed as aids to memory for more advanced students.

¥ See Epictetus Dissertationes 1.26.3, 1.17.4-12, with the discussion in Chapter Five § 1
above.

20 I have already noted in Chapter One that Epictetus may well have engaged in close readings
of treatises such those by Chrysippus as part of his classroom teaching. See ¢.g. Epictetus
Dissertationes 2.21.11, with More, Hellenistic Philosophies, p. 98. Long, "Epictetus, Marcus
Aurelius’, p. 993. ‘

2 See Chapter Five § 1. As we have seen in Chapter Three § 5, this point had already been
made by Seneca in Epistulae 94.25-26. For further general discussion of the theme of
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this point and thus it seems more likely that he conceived the Handbook as a
text for more advanced philosophical students. As for Simplicius’s claim that
it is a text for beginners, that has more to do with how he thought the text
could be appropriated to function within the Neoplatonic educational syllabus
rather than how it might function within the context of Epictetus’s own

account of philosophical education.

2. The Structure of the Handbook

Having considered the way in which the Handbook may be used as a text
devoted to spiritual exercises, we now need to consider its contents. At first
glance the 53 chapters or sections of the text do not appear to be in any
particular order.”> However, it has been argued that it is possible to discern
some form of structure within the text,” a structure that is implicitly
introduced in the opening section. By examining this structure we shall be able

to see precisely how the Handbook focuses upon a number of different types

doxnoig in Epictetus see Hijmans, "Aoxnoig: Notes on Epictetus’ Educational System, esp.
Pp. 64-77; Colardeau, Etude sur Epictéte, pp. 115-48; Xenakis, Epictetus: Philosopher-
7) heraptsf pp. 70-84.

* The division into 53 sections used by Schenkl, Oldfather, and Boter, derives from
Schweighduser’s 1798 edition. This was itself built upon Upton’s division of the text into 52
sections in his 1739 edition. Before Upton, the text was often divided into 79 sections, most
notably by Wolf (1560, 1595, 1655, 1670). This older division of the text corresponds to i?s
division in many editions of Simplicius’s commentary (e.g. Heinsius 1640, Stanhope’s
translation 1694), although the latest edition by 1. Hadot departs from this.

** See e.g. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, vol. 2, _p. 162; P. Hadot “Une cl¢ des Pensées de Marc Aurele:
les trois topoi philosophiques selon Eplctete pp. 71-72; Stadter. .irrian of Nicomedia, p. 29
L. Hadot, Simplicius, Commentaire, pp. 149-51. Gourinat, Premicéres legons sur le Manuel
d’Epictéte, pp. 45-53; P. Hadot, Arrien, Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 36-140. For a similar attempt
to discern an implicit structure in Book 1 of the Dissertationes, see De Lacy, "The Logical
Structure of the Ethics of Epictetus’.
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of spiritual exercise (&oxnoic), and how each of these types of exercise

relates to philosophical discourse or theory (Adyoq).

(a) Section 1: Three t6mo01

The key to the structure of the Handbook as a whole can be found in the very

first section where the three central themes are announced:

Of things, some are up to us (¢¢’ Auiv), and some are not up to us (ovK
£Q MUIV).

Up to us are [1] opinion (bméAnyig), [2] impulse (6pp), [3] desire
[and] aversion (8pefig, ExkxAioig), and, in a word, all our actions
(Epya).

Not up to us are our body (o@uc), possessions (kTiioic),
reputations (86&at), offices (&pxai), and, in a word, all that are not our

actions.?*

Following Socrates’ exhortation in the Apology for his fellow citizens to take
care of their souls rather than their possessions, the Handbook opens with this
distinction between what is and what is not ‘up to us’ (¢¢’ Muiv) or in our

control,” and proposes that the only things truly within one’s control are four

24 Eplctetus Enchiridion 1.1: 1@®v 6viov 1o p_sv EoTLV e(p muv 70 8¢ 0K £<p muv £<p muv
HEV droAnyc, opuh, Gpelis, ExkMong, kai évi Aoy oo pétepa Epyor 0VK £ MLV 8¢ 10
Gcouoc 1) koG, dOEan, dpy o, kol Vi Adym 6o onx NpéTepa EpyoL.

** This distinction between what is and is not ‘up to us’ (é¢’ fyiv) draws upon the earlier Stoic
theory of internal and external causes illustrated in Chrysippus’s cylinder analogy. See
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activities of the soul, namely opinion (dVroANYLg), impulse (0pu1), desire
(6pe€ic), and aversion (ExkAto1c). The last two of these may be taken together
insofar as they express opposing forms of the same activity, giving three
categories of things within one’s control: opinion (bmoAnyig), impulse
(6puty), desire and aversion (Spefic ko €kkhio1c).*® These three areas of
study (tomo1) announced in the first section of the text may be seen to
introduce the three central themes of the rest of the Handbook >’

The precise nature of these three areas of study (témov) is discussed at
greater length in the Discourses, a discussion which this opening section
would no doubt recall to the mind of the advanced student already familiar
with Epictetus’s philosophy. The following passage gives probably the

clearest account of this threefold distinction:

There are three areas of study (t6mot), in which a person who is going
to be noble (xaA6v) and good (¢ya86v) must be trained (&oxnOfjvar):

[1.] That concerning desires and aversions (Opéfelc wai
£KKA10E€1G), so that he may neither fail to get what he desires nor fall

into what he would avoid.

Chapter Three § 7 above, with further comment in Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in
Stoic Philosophy, pp. 330-38. o ‘

*® These are the powers of an individual’s mpoaipeocic, an Aristotelian term which in Eplctetps
refers to an individual’s faculty of choice. For further discussion see Dobbin, TIpoaipeotg in
Epictetus’; Voelke, L’idée de volonté dans le stoicisme, pp. 142-60; Inwood, Ethics and
Human Action in Early Stoicism, pp. 240-42; Rist, Stoic Philosophy, pp. 228-29.

2’ For further discussion of this threefold distinction see Bonhéffer. Die Ethik des Stoikers
Epictet, pp. 16-126 (= The Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus, pp. 30-165); More, Hellenistic
Philosophies, pp. 107-53; Hadot, The Inner Citadel, pp. 82-98.
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[2.] That concerning the impulse to act (Oppéc) and not to act
(Gpopudc), and, generally, appropriate behaviour (xaBfikov); so that
he may act in an orderly manner and after due consideration, and not
carelessly.

[3.] The third is concerned with freedom from deception
(ve€amatnoiov) and hasty judgement (&vewcootyta), and,

generally, whatever is connected with assents (ovykatoBéoeic)

The three areas (t6mot) of training (&oxnoic) outlined here are the same three
areas introduced in the opening section of the Handbook but presented in
reverse order. Each of these types of oknoig may be seen to correspond to
one of the three parts of Stoic philosophical discourse (tov kot QLA0GOQLCV
*oyov) outlined by Diogenes Laertius; the physical (puoikév), the ethical
(MBk6v), and the logical (hoyikév).” Following their order in this passage
from the Discourses, the first type of exercise concerning desires and
aversions (0pé€eic kot ékkAloelg) may be seen to correspond to ‘physics’, the
second type concerning impulse (6put}) may be seen to correspond to ‘ethics’,
and the third type concerning opinion (bVéAny1g) and assent (CVYKATABECIS)

may be seen to correspond to ‘logic’.’® Although this correlation has been

*® Epictetus Dissertationes 3.2.1-2. This division into three types of &oxnoig can be found
throughout the Dissertationes; see e.g. 1.4.11, 2.8.29, 2.17.15-18 & 31-33, 3.12.1-17. 4.4.16.
4.10.1-7 & 13.

* See Diogenes Laertius 7.39 (= SVF 2.37), with the discussion in Chapter Three § 6 above.

¥ For this correlation between the three T6mo and the three parts of philosophical discourse
see Bonhoffer, Epictet und die Stoa, pp. 22-28; Bonhéffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet. pp.
46-49 & 58-60 (= The Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus, pp. 78-85). More, Hell‘enistic
Philosophies, pp. 107-08; Pohlenz, Die Stoa, vol. 1, pp. 328-29; Hadot, ‘Philosophie, Discours
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questioned,” as we shall see, a case can be made to connect the three parts of
philosophical discourse with these three areas (t6émot) of training or exercise
(&oxnotg). What we have with the Handbook, then, is a text devoted to three
types of spiritual exercise, each of which is concerned with the digestion and
assimilation of one of the three types of philosophical discourse.

After the opening section of the Handbook which introduces the three
10701, the remainder of the text can be seen to divide loosely into groups of
chapters concerned with the three types of exercise.*> Whether this was an
intentional device planned by Arrian is not important here. Nor are arguments
concerning precisely where one divides the text in order to form these
different groups. What is important is that by approaching the text with such

an internal structure in mind one can gain a clearer understanding of the three

Philosophique, et Divisions de la Philosophie chez les Stoiciens’, esp. p. 218; The Inner
Citadel, pp. 89-98.

! Doubts have been expressed by Dobbin, Epictetus, Discourses Book 1, pp. 94. 164, and
Barnes, Logic and the Imperial Stoa, pp. 34-35. Dobbin suggests that “it is vain to look for a
complete correlation” (p. 94) and that they “do not completely correspond” (p. 164). However,
his discussion appears, to me at least, to be a little unclear. He claims that the three t6mol do
not correspond completely to the three parts of philosophical discourse and discusses the case
of logic, apparently to support this claim. Despite this he then admits that the third t6mog does
represent the study of logic (p. 164). He suggests that any inconsistency is due to Epictetus’s
use of two distinct conceptions of logic, one expansive (including epistemology), the other
restrictive (limited to dialectic). Yet it is far from clear that Epictetus does use two different
conceptions of logic. Rather, he simply follows the standard Stoic conception of logic which is
significantly broader than merely dialectic, but sometimes refers to dialectic as logic, of which
it is obviously a part, without necessarily implying that it is the only part. Barnes, arguing
against Bonhé6ffer and Hadot, claims that “the three tomot here are not the three traditional
parts of philosophy” (p. 34). Yet Hadot’s claim is not that these are the same but rather that
they correspond to one another (see e.g. ‘Une clé des Pensées de Marc Aur¢le: les trois topoi
philosophiques selon Epictéte’, p. 69). Moreover, it is important to remember that this
correspondence is not between three ‘areas of study’ and three parts of philosophy, but rather
between three types of philosophical exercise and three types of philosophical discourse. ’

2 In what follows I broadly follow the division of the Enchiridion outlined by Gourmgt,
Premiéres legons sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 45-48. This differs slightly from the earlier
accounts such as those in Pohlenz, Die Stoa. vol. 2, p. 162; P. Hadot, 7he Jnner.Citadel, 3'26-
27; L Hadot, Simplicius, Commentaire sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 149-51 (since Gourinat
note also P. Hadot, Arrien, Manuel d’Epictéte, pp. 36-142). I do not want to suggest that
Gourinat’s analysis is definitive. Rather I simply want to draw attention to the presence of a
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types of exercise proposed by Epictetus. This, in turn, will help us to
understand the relationship between these three types of exercise (doxnoic)

and the three types of philosophical discourse (A6Y0Q).

(b) Sections 2-29: Physical Exercises

The first of the three types of exercise dealt with in the Handbook is concerned
with exercises for one’s desires and aversions (dpéeic ko ¢xxrioeg),” and
this type of exercise may be seen to correspond to ‘physics’ > Spiritual
exercises of this type are directed towards transforming one’s desires and
aversions so that one only wills that which is in accordance with nature (xotéx
@bo1v).”> Many of the passages in this first section of the Handbook focus
upon the order of nature and what is appropriate to desire in light of an

understanding of that order. For example:

Do not seek events to happen as you want (8éAeig), but want (BéAe)

events as they happen, and your life will flow well (ebpofioeig).*

structure within the Enchiridion based around the three types of exercise which correspond to
the three parts of philosophical discourse, a point agreed upon by all those noted above.

* For discussion of these terms and the extent to which Epictetus’s use of this terminology
differs from the early Stoa see Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, pp. 115-
26.

* See Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. 18-49 (= The Ethics of the Stoic
Epictetus, pp. 32-81) who characterises this tomog as “desire according to nature’. '

* In this context I use pbo1c to refer to the order of universal nature, the COSINos. Eplgtems
also uses @vo1g to refer to the nature of a particular species and to the nature of an individual.
See Hijmans, ‘A Note on ¢bo1ig in Epictetus’, esp. p. 282. \
’ Epictetus Enchiridion 8: p1| {fer w0 yivopevo, yiveobouw Gg BéAels, GALX Qé}»e o
Yvopeva g yiveton, kol edpofioel;. Note the etymological connection between yiveoBou
(i.e. yiyveo@or) and t¢ yivopeva. In order to capture this one might translate as .‘do not seek
occurrences to occur as you want, but want occurrences as they occur, and your life will flow
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The aim of this type of exercise is to train one’s desires and aversions, to
accustom oneself to desire whatever happens, to bring one’s will into harmony
with the will of the cosmos conceived as a living being.>” In Stoic physics, the
individual is understood as but one component within a cosmos conceived as a
complex network of interconnected causes.® This network of causes was
called ‘fate’ (eipappévn).®® Within this network of causes, early Stoics such
as Chrysippus distinguished between two types of fated things, ‘simple’
(simplicia) and ‘conjoined” (copulata).”® For Chrysippus, simple-fated things
are necessary and the product of the essence of a thing, such as the fact that all
mortal beings will die. Conjoined-fated things involve both internal and
external causes and it is by way of the role played by internal causes in
conjoined-fated things that the Stoics introduce the notion of freedom into

their deterministic system.*' For example, ‘Socrates will die’ is a simple-fated

well’. Regarding the use of edpofioeic, note Zeno’s sddatpovia § éotiv edpora Biov (Arius
Didymus apud Stobaeus 2.7.6e = 2.77.21 WH = SVF 1.184). Parallels to this passage can be
found in Dissertationes 1.12.15,2.14.7, 2.17.17-18, 4.1.89-90, 4.7.20.

*" For this conception of the cosmos see in particular the extended account in Cicero De
Natura Deorum 2.16-44, esp. 2.22 (= SVF 1.112-114), with further references in SVF 3.633-
645.

% For general surveys of Stoic physics and cosmology see Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics:.
Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology; Sedley in CHHP, pp. 382-411; Furley in CHHP, pp.
432-51.

* See e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.149 (= SVF 2.915), Aetius De Placitis Reliquiae 1.28.4 (DG
324al1-3 = SVF 2.917 = LS 55 ), Aulus Gellius 7.2.3 (= SVF 2.1000 = LS 55 K), Cicero De
Dvinatione 1.125 (= SVF 2,921 = LS 55 L). For discussion see Gould, ‘“The Stoic Conception
of Fate’; Long, ‘Stoic Determinism and Alexander of Aphrodisias De Fafo (i-xiv)’; Bobzien,
Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, pp. 16-58.

“ See Cicero De Fato 30 (= SVF 2.956), with further discussion in Bobzien, Determinism and
Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, pp. 199-233.

“ This formed part of the Stoic response to the ‘lazy argument’ (&pyog A6yog), namely the
claim that within a deterministic account of the cosmos it would become pointless for an
individual to act towards anmy specific goal insofar as the outcome must already be
predetermined; see Cicero De Fato 28-29, Origen Contra Celsum 2.20 (PG 11.§374O =SI'F
2.957). For Chrysippus’s distinction between internal and external causes see Cicero De Faro
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thing by virtue of the fact that Socrates is a mortal being, but ‘Socrates will die
today’ is not simply-fated insofar as various other factors will contribute to the
outcome, such as whether one chooses to call out a doctor or not 2 Chrysippus
uses this distinction between simple-fated and conjoined-fated things to argue
that even within a determinist conception of the cosmos an individual’s
decision to act can still contribute to the outcome of events. Epictetus,
however, is keen to stress the role of external causes in conjoined-fated things
and to remind his students that the outcome of these things is far from being
within one’s control, even though they involve an element that is ‘up to us’
(£¢” Muiv). An individual’s desire and effort is but one causal factor among
many in a conjoined-fated thing and consequently one can in no way control
the final outcome. Thus Epictetus warns his students not to make their
happiness or well-being (e03cpovie) dependent upon the outcome of such
things.

The alternative proposed by Epictetus is to bring one’s own desires into
harmony with the desires of the cosmos, to overcome the boundary between
the individual and the cosmos so that one’s own desire is in harmony with

cosmic fate.* According to Stoic physics, any individual entity will act

41-42 (= SVF 2.974), Aulus Gellius 7.2.11 (= SVF 2.1000), Plutarch De Stoicorum
Repugnantiis 1055f-1057c (part in SVF 2.994), with discussion in Chapter’T hre‘_a §7 abqve.

* This example derives from Cicero De Fato 30 (= SVF 2.956). modified in the light of
Diogenianus apud Eusebius 6.8.35 (267a-b). Another example of a conjomed-.fated .thmg is
‘Laius will have a son Oedipus’ which will of course depend upon ‘Laius will have
intercourse with a woman’ (see Origen Contra Celsum 2.20 (PG 11.837-40) = ST'F 2.957).. In
this example the two events are not only conjoined (copulata) but also co-fated‘ (confatalis),
one being a necessary condition of the other. See also Diogenianus apud Eusebius 6.8.25-29
(265d-266b = SVF 2.998). N .

* Sorabji expresses this point perfectly: “it is not a matter of gntm}g your .teeth‘ It is about
seeing things differently, so that you do not need to grit your teeth™ (Emotion and Peace of
Mind, p. 1).
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according to its own nature unless hindered by some external cause. From the
perspective of the individual there are a whole series of external causes which
hinder one’s desires and actions. These external causes are other individual
entities acting in accordance with their own internal natures. But cosmic
nature includes everything that exists and thus has nothing external to it. In his

account of Stoic cosmology Cicero writes,

the various limited modes of being may encounter many external
obstacles to hinder their perfect realisation, but there can be nothing
that can frustrate nature as a whole, since she embraces and contains

within herself all modes of being.**

Only the cosmos as a whole has complete freedom. It always acts according to
its own nature and can never be hindered insofar as there are no external
causes to interrupt its actions. From a cosmic perspective, then, the distinction
between internal and external causes falls away. The distinction between such
causes is thus always only relative to the perspective of a particular
individual.* Epictetus appears to have overcome this always only relative
distinction between internal and external causes, and to experience himself in
agreement with the network of causes that constitutes fate. By ‘willing’

whatever happens, Epictetus identifies his own will with the will of the

* Cicero De Natura Deorum 2.35 (not in SVF but see 1.529; trans. Rackham): Efenim ceteris
naturis multa externa quo minus perficiantur possunt obsistere, universam autem naturam
nulla res potest impedire, propterea quod omnis naturas ipsa cohibit et continet. See also
Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1050c-d (= SVF 2.937), Marcus Aurelius 8.7. 10.33.

** See Botros, ‘Freedom, Causality, Fatalism, and Early Stoic Philosophy’, p. 287.
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cosmos. In effect, he expands his conception of his own will to include and
encompass all causes, both internal and external to himself.** What Epictetus
proposes, then, is a transformation of one’s way of life based upon a detailed
understanding of the nature of causes.

We are now in a position to understand how Epictetus’s exercises
concerning desire and aversion (8pe&ig kol ExkkAl01C) can be seen to relate to
Stoic physical theory. Such theory postulates that the cosmos as a whole is a
unified system of causes and that the individual is but one part of that system.
Epictetus’s exercises concerning desire and aversion attempt to assimilate and
digest that theory so that it will transform one’s behaviour. What we might call
the practical implication of Stoic physical theory is the thought that, as a part
of the system of nature, the individual should not conceive himself as an
isolated entity surrounded by external causes, but rather as a single element
within a larger unified physical system. Epictetus’s ‘physical exercises’ are
directed towards the transformation of one’s desires in the light of this. They

attempt to put into practice Stoic physics.

“ Compare this with the way in which the distinction between what is and is not ‘up to us’
(¢¢” Mpiv) is often cited as an example of the way in which Epictetus limits his conception of
the individual and isolates it from both its own body and the rest of the external world (seee.g.
Kahn, ‘Discovering the Will: From Aristotle to Augustine’, p. 233). Although there is a sense
in which such a characterisation is correct, the physical exercise in Enchiridion 8 appears to
suggest this other tendency in which the individual expands his conception of himself to
include all the actions of the cosmos.
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(¢) Sections 30-41: Ethical Exercises

The second of the three types of exercise in the Handbook is concerned with
one’s impulse (6puty).*” Insofar as these impulses are impulses towards action,
this type of exercise may be seen to correspond to ‘ethics’“® Spiritual
exercises of this type are directed towards transforming one’s impulses so that
one only engages in ‘appropriate actions’ (ka8fikovrat), namely actions that
are appropriate to one’s own nature, to one’s place in society, or the particular
situation in which one may find oneself. *

According to Stoic ethical theory, of the impulses towards action, the
primary impulse (mpdtn 6puf) is towards self-preservation.”® This leads one
to select things that are in accordance with one’s own nature (katdt QOGWY),
such as food or anything else conducive to one’s health. Any action that is in
accordance with one’s nature (kotd @ 0o1v) may be said to be an ‘appropriate

action’ (xa@ficov).”’ Many actions inspired by this primary impulse are

¥ The introduction of the second tomog at Enchiridion 30 is one point upon which
commentators generally agree as this section opens with the words té& xabfKvoTOL.
* See Bonhéffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. 58-109 (= The Ethics of the Stoic
Epictetus, pp. 82-158), who characterises this t6mog as “action according to nature’. The
connection 1s made explicit in Diogenes Laertius 7.84 (= SVF 3.1) where 6putj is presented as
part of ethics.
* The term ‘appropriate’ (xo@fikov) is glossed by Zeno in Diogenes Laertius 7.108 (= SI'F
1.230, 3.493 = LS 59 () and translated into Latin by Cicero as officium in De Finibus 3.20 (=
SVF 3.188 = LS 59 D). It is defined as an action that is in accordance with one’s nature (koto
@bov) and has been understood as ‘function’, ‘proper function’, ‘task’, or ‘duty . It is applied
to infants, animals, even plants (see Diogenes Laertius 7.107), so it clearly cannot be
understood as ‘duty’ in any narrow moral sense. For further discussion see Bonhoffer, Die
Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. 193-233 (= The Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus, pp. 244-289),
Rist, Stoic Philosophy, pp. 97-111; Tsekourakis, Studies in the Terminology of Early Stoic
Ethics, pp. 1-60; Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, pp. 200-0’1‘ That
‘appropriate actions’ (xo@fixovta) fall under the heading of “ethics’ along with impulse
(opun) is made explicit in Diogenes Laertius 7.84 (= STF 3.1).

% See Diogenes Laertius 7.85 (= SVF 3.178); also Aulus Gellius 12.5.7 (= STF 3.181).
>! See Diogenes Laertius 7.108 (= SIF 3.493).
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common to animals, infants, and adults. However, for a rational adult the only
properly appropriate actions will be those which are the product of rational
impulses, namely an impulse with a rational justification.”® Thus they will be
actions that are appropriate to one’s nature not merely as a biological entity
but also as a rational being.”> Some of these appropriate actions will be
unconditional; others will vary according to circumstance.**

In the Handbook Epictetus deals with three different types of appropriate
action (xa@fjkov) — social, religious, and personal — examples of which would
be what is appropriate behaviour towards, say, one’s brother, towards the
gods, and towards oneself.” In particular, Epictetus discusses these in relation
to what would constitute appropriate behaviour for a philosopher. For

example:

When you are about to meet someone, especially one of the people

enjoying high esteem, ask yourself what Socrates or Zeno would have

2 See Diogenes Laertius 7.86 (= SVF 3.178), 7.108 (= SVF 3.495). Compare with Aristotle
Ethica Nicomachea 1097b33-1098a18 where the function of man is characterised as an
activity of the soul according to reason (xotd Aoyov). .

% For the rational adult, to act according to one’s nature (kT @OOW) is to act according to
reason (kata Adyov). See Diogenes Laertius 7.86 (= SV'F 3.178). o

** The famous example of a Stoic appropriate action dependent upon circumstance 1§'sulc1de;
see e.g. Diogenes Laertius 7.130 (= SVF 3.757), Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1042d
(= SVF 3.759), Cicero De Finibus 3.60 (= SVF 3.763), with Rist, Stoic Philosophy. pp. 233-
55.

> These three types can be seen in Enchiridion §§ 30 (social), 31-32 (religious), and 33-35
(personal). Epictetus appears to have emphasised the role of social ka@fxovta perhaps more
than was done so in the early Stoa. This reflects his use of the analogy between one’s social
position and the role given to an actor in a play (see e.g. Enchiridion 17).
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done in such circumstances, and you will not be at a loss to deal with

the situation properly.*®

Here Epictetus presents the behaviour of these two philosophers as examples
of the sort of behaviour to which the apprentice philosopher should aspire. Just
as one might say that what is appropriate behaviour for an infant will differ
from what is appropriate for an adult, so Epictetus suggests that what is
appropriate for a typical person will not necessarily be appropriate for a
philosopher. If one attempts to follow a philosophical way of life — to adopt
the role of the philosopher — then one must acknowledge that this will affect
what will and will not be appropriate for one to do. In order to discover what
sort of behaviour is appropriate to the philosopher, Epictetus suggests that one
should examine the lives of role models such as Zeno or Socrates. A study of
their lives will soon reveal that the philosopher must be indifferent to external
circumstances, unconcerned with material possessions, and undisturbed when
faced with death. These attitudes will determine the actions that are
appropriate to the philosopher who aspires to a completely rational way of life.

We can now see that exercises concerned with one’s impulse (6pp1) and
with what sort of behaviour is appropriate (ka6fikov) will vary depending
upon the individual concerned. In the Handbook, a text for philosophical
apprentices, the focus is clearly on actions appropriate for an aspiring student

of philosophy. These ‘ethical exercises’ can be seen to attempt to put into

% Epictetus Enchiridion 33.12 (trans. Boter): §tov Tuvi peAing on’uﬁdllsw,’ uéclggrq TRV
&v Omepoydi Soxodvimv, npoPoAie cea VT Ti &v EMOINCEY £V TOVTE ZOKPATNS M ZAvov,
Kot 00K AROPNOELS TOD XPHOCTOOL TPOGTKOVTWG TH ERTETOVTL.
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practice Stoic ethical theory concerned with how one should act. Although,
unlike physical theory, the practical implications of such theory may seem
obvious, nevertheless the student of philosophy will still need to engage in
series of exercises designed to aid its digestion so that he can not merely say
how the sage should act but also act as the sage should act. Thus, ‘ethical

exercises’ are essential.

(d) Sections 42-45: Logical Exercises

The third of the three types of exercise dealt with in the Handbook is exercises
concerned with one’s judgement (dméAnyig) and one’s assents
(cvykatabécelc).”’ As has been suggested, this type of exercise may be seen
to correspond to ‘logic’.>® Epictetus is himself the first to note the apparent
irrelevance of the study of the form of logical arguments to daily life.”
Nevertheless he repeatedly affirms the need for this type of spiritual
exercise.®” Such exercises are directed towards transforming the way in which
one judges impressions (@avtoociot), training oneself to give assent

(ovykatoBéolg) only to those that are ‘adequate impressions’ (@avracion

°7 These terms will be discussed further in Chapter Seven § 2 (b) below.

* See Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epictet, pp. 122-126 (= The Ethics of the Stoic
Epictetus, pp. 158-165) who characterises this tomog as ‘judgement according to nature’. This
clearly presupposes a conception of ‘logic’ much broader than that common today; se¢ LS.
vol. 1, pp. 188-89; Barnes in CHHP, pp. 65-67. It also involves a conception of logic broader
than that presupposed by Xenakis, ‘Logical Topics in Epictetus’, p. 94. _
* See e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 1.7.1, with discussion in Barnes. Logic and the Imperial
Stoa, pp. 38-42, 62-70.

% He also affirms the need to study logical theory; see e.g. Epictetus Dissertationes 2.25.1-3.
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koraanmrikei).®'  Central to this is the role played by judgements

(dmoAfyerg, déypara). For example:

Someone bathes quickly: do not say, ‘he bathes badly’, but ‘he bathes
quickly’. Someone drinks much wine: do not say, ‘he drinks badly’,
but ‘he drinks much’. For before knowing his judgement (86ypa), how
do you know that it is bad? In that way it will not happen to you that
you receive adequate impressions (oviociog KOTAANRTIKAG) of

some things but give your assent (cvykototiBecbat) to others.

Here Epictetus illustrates an important distinction between what is given in an
impression (@ovtacio) and what is added to that impression by the
individual. In this case, the addition is the value-judgement concerning
someone else’s behaviour. The third type of exercise concerned with
judgement (DrOAMYLG) and assent (cvykataBécic) is designed to train the
individual to assent only to those impressions which have not been
supplemented by an unwarranted value-judgement. In other words, they
involve using logical analysis concerning what is true, what is false, and what
is doubtful, in relation to one’s judgements and the beliefs based upon those

judgements. This, Epictetus suggests, is the only real reason to study logic.”

®! For more on ‘adequate impressions’ see Chapter Four § 2 (c) and Chapter Seven\ § 2 (©). )
62 Epictetus Enchiridion 45 (trans. Boter modified): Aodetai T 'coc?(éco’g; p1 einng 6m
Kokdg, AAL 6T Taxéme. mivel Tig OADY olvov pn ginng T Kok, ard’ 8T MOADY. TPy
| Yap Sroryv@dvon 10 SO, TOBEV oloBa £1 KOKAG, OVTWG oV oVUBNoETOL GOl AAAWY PEV
QOVTHOLOG KOTOANTTIKAG AopBavery, dAroig 0 cnyxovcomeaceoa._

6 Epictetus mocks one of his students by saying, “It is as if, when in the sphere of assent
(ovykoTodeTIKOD TOTOV) surrounded with impressions (poviaoi®v), some of them adequate
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There is a sense in which this third type of exercise is the most important
of the three, insofar as it underwrites the other two.®* One’s judgements will
always, to a certain extent, determine one’s desires and impulses. It may seem
odd, then, that according to the analysis of the structure of the Handbook that
has been outlined it is relegated to relatively few sections towards the end of
the text. However, this theme ~ the analysis of one’s judgements — can be seen
to run throughout the text of the Handbook and, for example, it appears at the
very beginning of the text in the discussion of desires and aversions.®’ Yet in
these later sections the idea of a ‘logical exercise’ takes centre stage, exercises
designed to digest logical and epistemological theory so that these seemingly

abstract subjects can contribute to the task of transforming one’s way of life.®

(e) Sections 46-52: The Philesophical Biog

After these three groups of chapters dealing with the three types of spiritual
exercise corresponding to the three types of philosophical discourse, the
structure implicit in the Handbook appears to break down. However, the

chapters that constitute the final part of the text can be seen to have a theme of

(xatoAnmtik®v), and others not adequate (axotainmidv), we should not wish to distinguish
between them, but to read a treatise On Comprehension (Ilepl kotarNyeng)” (Dissertationes
4.4.13; trans. Oldfather modified).

¢ 1 shall return to the third tomog and discuss it in more detail in Chapter Seven § 2.

% See e.g. Epictetus Enchiridion 3 & 5. . ’

% As I have already touched upon earlier, the Stoic conception of logic (kpytxn) was
significantly broader than the modern conception, including not only QialeCUC. but also
thetoric, and what today would be called epistemology. For further discussion see LS. vol. 1,
pp. 188-89; Barnes in CHHP, pp. 65-67.
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their own; the philosophical life (B10¢).%” In particular, these chapters focus
upon how a philosopher should act, the difference between a non-philosopher
or layman (i3wwtng) and someone who is making progress (mpokonf), and
how to train oneself to become a philosopher.®® To this part of the Handbook
belongs the analogy between the digestion of philosophical principles and the
digestion of food by sheep.®” This is followed by a reminder concerning the
function of philosophical discourse, for example, the function of a

commentary on the philosophical works of Chrysippus:

If I am impressed by the explaining (&nyeio6au) itself, what have I
done but ended up a grammarian (ypappotikog) instead of a
philosopher (p1locégov), except that I am explaining Chrysippus
instead of Homer. Instead when someone says to me ‘read me some
Chrysippus’ I turn red when I am unable to exhibit actions (t& &pya)

that match and harmonise (60pwvar) with his words (toig Adyoic).”

7 Although this is clearly a departure from the three tomou outlined by Epictetus, note the
fragmentary text in POxy 3657 (= CPF 1 1, 100.5), esp. 2.13-15, which appears to propose
Biog as a Stoic tomog (see the commentary by Sedley in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. 52, p.
54 also CPF'1 1*%** p_802).

% See Eplctetus Enchiridion §§ 46-47, 48, and 51-52 respectively. Note that the three tomot
outlined in § 52 do not appear to correlate to the main set of témou with which we have been
concerned here. However see 1. Hadot, Simplicius, Commentaire sur le Manuel d’Epictéte, p.
150 n. 22.

* See Epictetus Enchiridion 46, quoted and discussed in Chapter Five § 3 (b) above.

70 Eplctetus Enchiridion 49: av 8¢ ad10 w0010 70 e&nystceat eauuacco 1 dAho M
TPORPATIKOG GmeTerEcONY &vTi PLA000QOV, TAAY YE B éT avii ‘Opfpov Xpooinmov
eg'm/oousvog, uocm,ov odv dtav TG €inn pot émovdyvadi pot 10 Xpooinzetov, £puBpLd
Otoy pj Sdvopo Spote T Epyo kot cOpEOVE ETISELKVOELY Tolg AOYOLS.
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Passages such as this in the final part of the Handbook serve to emphasise the
practical nature of the text by focusing on the idea that the product of
philosophy is constituted by actions (¢pya) rather than words (Moyor). The
three tomol do not form yet another mode of theoretical analysis of Stoic
doctrine; rather they are the means by which such doctrine is put into practice.
This series of chapters at the end of the Handbook remind the philosophical
apprentice of this, the apprentice who — when faced with a series of complex
physical, ethical, and logical theories — may occasionally lose sight of the

reason why he began to study philosophy in the first place.

(f) Section 53: Maxims

The final chapter of the Handbook is comprised of four short quotations.
These texts, capturing the central themes of the Handbook, may be seen as
maxims to be learned by the student, and Epictetus (or, more likely, Arrian)
suggests that these should be kept at hand (npoyeiper). The first pair — from
Cleanthes and Euripides — focus upon the Stoic goal of living in harmony with

nature:

[1] ‘Lead me on, Zeus, both you and Destiny,
wherever you assign me to go,
for I will follow without hesitation; but if I do not want,

being bad, I will follow all the same’.



CHAPTER SIX 229

[2] “Whoever has complied well with necessity,

is wise according to us and knows the things of the gods’.”!

The second pair — both quotations attributed to Socrates — highlight his status
as the ultimate philosophical role model and the figure behind the idealised

image of the Stoic sage:”

[3] ‘But, Crito, if it pleases the gods like this, it must happen like this’.

[4] “Anytus and Meletus can kill me, but they cannot harm me’.”

Simplicius notes in his commentary that the second of these quotations from
Socrates — the final line of the Handbook — brings us back to the very
beginning of the text insofar as it emphasises again the claim that individual
should not place value upon those things that are not ‘up to us’ (8¢’ fpiv).”*
The behaviour of Socrates at his trial forms a powerful example of an attitude
of indifference towards those things that are not within one’s control. It also
illustrates the sort of transformation in attitude and behaviour towards which
the spiritual exercises in the Handbook are directed. From beginning to end,

then, the Handbook is a text designed to instruct the philosophical apprentice

"' Epictetus Enchiridion 53.1-2. These are by Cleanthes (= SVF 1.527) and Euripides (= fr.
956 Nauck; not fr. 965 listed by Schenkl, Oldfather, and Boter).

"> Note in particular Epictetus Enchiridion 51.3: “Even if you are not yet a Socrates, you }rlust
live as if you wish to become a Socrates” (trans. Boter), with comment in Jagu, Epzc1et_e et
Platon, pp. 29-33, 47-62; Hijmans, "Aoxnoig, pp. 72-77. Long, ‘Socrates_ in Hellemsnc
Philosophy’, pp. 150-51. A list of references to Socrates as a Stoic role model in Epictetus can
be found in SSR I C 530 but, in particular, note also Dissertationes 4.1.159-169 (= SSR 1 C
524).

3 Eiaictetus Enchiridion 53.3-4. These are from Plato Crito 43d and Plato Apologia 30c. They
both differ slightly from the texts preserved in the Platonic MS tradition.
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how to put into practice the doctrines that he has learned with the ambitious

goal of developing an attitude of calm (&né6erc) and tranquillity (&ropagia)

inspired by Socrates.

3. Summary

In this chapter I have developed our discussion concerning the relationship
between A0yog and doxnoig by examining Epictetus’s account of three tomot
in which he suggests one should be trained. These three areas of philosophical
training or exercise correspond to the three parts of philosophical discourse.
Each type of training is designed to digest and to assimilate the ideas
expressed in the corresponding part of discourse and, together, these exercises
form the second stage required in the study of philosophy conceived as a
TEY V).

The introduction of this account of the three témot has be described as
Epictetus’s single important innovation and contribution to Stoic philosophy.”
It is also often presented as a division within ethics.”® However, as we have
seen, this is not the case. Epictetus does not neglect physics and logic in
favour of ethics. If he neglects anything it is philosophical theory, which, in
the texts that survive, he downplays in favour of philosophical exercise. As I

have already noted, this may simply reflect the literary genres of the surviving

"* See Simplicius In Epicteti Enchiridion 71.44-47 Hadot.
7> See e.g. More, Hellenistic Philosophies, p. 107.
"® Ibid.
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texts,”” and there is evidence to suggest that the study of complex
philosophical theories formed an important part of Epictetus’s classroom
teaching. The occasionally excessive emphasis upon philosophical training
should not be taken to be a rejection or devaluation of philosophical theory or
discourse, but rather as a reminder that such theory does not on its own
constitute philosophy conceived as an art or craft (téxvn). As with the
apprentice shoemaker, an education in theory (Adyoc) forms only the first
stage towards mastery of one’s chosen art, an education that must be
supplemented with a second stage comprised of training or exercise (&okno1c)
designed to transform one’s character and habitual behaviour in the light of
that theoretical understanding. Epictetus’s innovation, in the form of his
introduction of the three t0mot, may be seen as an attempt to emphasise the
importance of such exercises by subjecting them to a detailed analysis similar
to that already performed on philosophical discourse by members of the Early
Stoa. Yet, as we have already seen in the case of discourse, such a division
was probably designed as an educational device rather than a substantial claim
concerning the nature of philosophy as such, which was conceived as a unified
entity and activity. Consequently it should not be assumed that this threefold
analysis breaks down if, occasionally, the boundaries between the three types

. 7
of exercise appear blurred.”®

77 See in particular the discussion of the Disserfationes within the context of the ancient
literary genre of the diatribe (Stortpip?) in Souithé (CUF), vol. 1, pp. Xxil-Xxx. ‘
" 1t is inevitable that analyses of our judgements, desires, and impulses. will to a certain
extent overlap with one another, and that some accounts of philosophical exercises m}l
involve more than one of these and consequently be difficult to categorise according to this
threefold schema. However, this does not diminish the benefit gained from such an analysis.
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I have followed a number of commentators in suggesting that Epictetus’s
threefold division of philosophical exercises can be seen to structure the text
of the Handbook. There are clearly limits to the extent to which such a claim
can be pushed. Nevertheless, I have found it helpful to follow this suggestion
insofar as it enables us to examine the three types of spiritual exercise present
in the Handbook and to emphasise the way in which this text is devoted to
such exercises. The Handbook may be read as a text devoted to the second
stage of philosophical education, a guide for students who have finished their
study of philosophical theory in the classroom and are now ready to embark
on the significantly harder task of putting that theory into practice. Although it
may not take the traditional form of philosophical writing embodied by the
complex theoretical treatise or commentary, I suggest that, insofar as it is
devoted to these essential philosophical exercises, the Handbook is
nevertheless an important philosophical text.

In the final chapter I shall move on to examine another Stoic text devoted
to philosophical exercise, the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius. Although all
three of Epictetus’s 16mol may be seen in the Meditations, I shall argue that
the third témoc concerned with judgement (OméAnyig) and assent
(ovyxkatoBéorg) takes centre stage.' By examining Marcus’s extended
reflection upon this third Témog, we shall develop further our understanding of
the relationship between Adyog and &oxnoig and complete our analysis of the

Stoic conception of philosophy as an art concerned with one’s life.



CHAPTER SEVEN
EXERCISES IN THE MEDITATIONS

OF MARCUS AURELIUS

In the last chapter I outlined Epictetus’s division of philosophical exercises
into three types corresponding to the three parts of philosophical discourse. In
this chapter I shall consider the relationship between Aéyog and &okmoic
further by focusing upon one of the three types of exercise. In order to do this
I shall examine the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius." As we have already seen
in Chapter Five, it is possible to discern two types of text concerned with
spiritual exercises, and, as we have seen in Chapter Six, the Handbook may be
seen as an example of the first type of text, that is, as a guide to be used by

philosophical apprentices. In this Chapter we shall focus upon the Meditations

! For comment on the text of the Meditations see Additional Note 4. I have reh’ec_l prima;ily
upon Farquharson’s 1944 edition and, in general, translations are from his edition.
occasionally modified. Book length studies of the Meditations include Rutherford, The
Meditations of Marcus Aurelius, and Hadot, The Inner Citadel. Shorter studies worthy of note
include Brunt, ‘Marcus Aurelius in his Meditations’; Asmis, ‘The Stoicism of Marcus
Aurelius’; Hadot ‘Une clé des Pensées de Marc Aurele: les trois rfopoi philosophiques selon
Epict.éte’; Rist, ‘Are you a Stoic? The Case of Marcus Aurclius’. A detailed textual
commentary can be found in vol. 2 of Farquharson’s edition. Detailed textual notes can also
be found in Crossley’s edition of book 4 of the Aeditations.
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as an example of the second type of text, that is, a text written by a
philosophical apprentice whilst engaged in spiritual exercises.

In particular, I shall focus upon the ways in which seemingly abstract and
technical parts of Stoic epistemological theory might be understood within the
context of the conception of philosophy as a téyvn outlined in Part One. In
order to do this I shall focus upon a central theme in the Meditations — namely
reflections upon the idea of a ‘point of view of the cosmos’ — and examine the
way in which this is underpinned by Stoic epistemological theory borrowed

from Epictetus.

1. The Literary Form of the Meditations

The Meditations of Marcus Aurelius are the Philosopher-Emperor’s personal
reflections compiled during his apprenticeship in the Stoic art of living.? If the
Handbook may be characterised as a guide to spiritual exercises to be used by
students, then the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius may be described as an
example of a text produced by a student engaged in such exercises. Indeed, it
is tempting to speculate that Marcus may have had a copy of the Handbook
with him when he wrote the Meditations.” The traditional Greek title of the

Meditations — 1& €ic €owtov, literally ‘to himself” — indicates the personal

* There are a number of oblique references to philosophy being a téxvn analogous to other
téyvor in the Meditations; see e.g. 4.2, 5.1, 6.16, 6.35, 7.68, 11.5. .

* The influence of Epictetus on Marcus is well documented; see e.g. Long, ‘Epictetus, Marcus
Aurelius’, pp. 986-89; Hadot, The Inner Citadel, pp. 54-72. Although it .is unclear ?vhgther
Marcus had a copy of the Enchiridion, he does refer to the Dissertationes in the Medztatz’ons:
at 1.7 Marcus says that he borrowed a copy of the ‘memoirs” of Epictetus (toig Emtktnieiowg
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nature of this text. The Mediations were written as a private notebook by
Marcus, probably never intended for public circulation, in which he meditates
upon specific philosophical ideas in order to transform his own attitudes and
habitual responses. In doing this he, in effect, follows the advice given by

Seneca in his On Anger:

This [the soul] should be summoned to give an account of itself every
day. Sextius had this habit, and when the day was over and he had
retired to his nightly rest, he would put these questions to his soul:
‘What bad habit have you cured today? What fault have you resisted?
In what respect are you better?” Anger will cease and become more
controllable if it finds that it must appear before a judge every day. [ ...
In the evening] I scan the whole of my day and retrace all my deeds

and words. I conceal nothing from myself, I omit nothing.’

This practice, Marcus says in Book 1, was something he learned from his

Stoic mentor Rusticus.®

OmopvApaoly) from his teacher Rusticus (Arrian also uses Omopvfipata at Dissertationes
Praef. 2), and he often quotes them (sec e.g. 4.41. 11.33-38).

* The title was probably added later and the earliest recorded mention is ¢. AD 900 l\)y
Arethas, Scholia in Lucianum 50 (207.6-7 Rabe): Mépkog 0 xoicap év 101G £ig £00TOV
"HBwkoic. Earlier, the text was referred to by Themistius in AD 364 (Orationes 6.81c) as tl}e
Precepts or Admonitions of Marcus (1®v Mépkov TopayYEARATOV). See farquharson S
commentary, pp. xiii-xix, 433-34; Hadot, The Inner Citadel, pp. 23-25; Birley. Marcus
Aurelius, p. 212.

® Seneca De Ira 3.36.1-3 (trans. Basore).

6 See Marcus Aurelius 1.7; “From Rusticus: to get an impression of need for reform agd
treatment of character (Bepameiog 100 #9odg)”, with Farquharson. p. +43. For Rqsncus’s
status as a Stoic (who, as I have already noted, lejnt Marcus a copy of Epictetus’s
Dissertationes) see Dio Cassius 72.35.1.
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With the exception of Book 1, the Meditations do not seem to have any
implicit structure in the way that the Handbook can be seen to have.’ As we
have seen, it is possible to discern within the Handbook a division into distinct
sections each focusing upon a different type of spiritual exercise. Although the
Meditations do not display any similar structure, Marcus can nevertheless be
seen to follow Epictetus’s account of the three types of spiritual exercise

corresponding to the three parts of philosophical discourse:*

Wipe out impression (pavrtaociov): check impulse (6puiiv): quench

desire (8pe&iv): keep the governing self in its own control.’

Continually and, if possible, on the occasion of every impression, test

it by physics, by ethics, by logic."

‘Impressions’, ‘impulses’, and ‘desires’, are clearly references to Epictetus’s
three témov which, as we have seen, correspond to the three parts of
philosophical discourse; logic, ethics, and physics. The Meditations can also

be seen to share with the Handbook the idea that philosophical doctrines

" The order of the text may simply follow the order of composition but one cannot be certaiq.
With regards to Book 1, Rutherford notes that § 6.48 appears to outline a plan for it and that‘lt
may have been composed as a separate work but preserved with the rest of the A:Ieditaﬁon; in
the manuscript tradition. See his Introduction to the new edition of Farquharson’s translation,
p. xvi; also Brunt, ‘Marcus Aurelius in his Meditations’, p. 18; Birley, Marcus Aurelius. p.
212.

¥ See Hadot ‘Une clé des Pensées de Marc Aurle: les trois topoi philosophiques selon
Epictéte’, 65-83: The Inner Citadel, esp. pp. 69-70.

® Marcus Aurelius 9.7,

' Marcus Aurelius 8.13. Farquharson translates @uotohoyely, TOBOAOYELY. and
SrxdexTikedeoBou as ‘natural science’, ‘psychology’. and ‘logic’, but in his commentary (p.
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should always be ready to hand (npdxerpog). In one passage Marcus

emphasises this with particular reference to Epictetus’s three témou:

These three thoughts keep always ready to hand (mpodyerpat):

First, in what you do that your act be not without purpose and not
otherwise than Right (Aixn) itself would have done [...]

The second, to remember the nature of each individual from his
conception to his first breath until he gives back the breath of life [... ].

The third, to realise that if you could be suddenly caught up into
the air and could look down upon human life and all its variety you

would disdain it [...]."!

The first of these is concerned with actions and impulses, and corresponds to
‘ethics’. The second is concerned with the true nature of individuals and
corresponds to ‘physics’. The third is concerned with the analysis of
impressions (@ovtoaociol) and value-judgements (OmoAfyeig) and thus
corresponds to ‘logic’. Although to a certain extent these three thoughts are
inevitably interconnected, the one that tends to dominate the Meditations is the
third, concerned with the analysis of impressions and judgements. In the
passage here, Marcus imagines a perspective ‘above’ the everyday world of
human affairs and this imagery recurs throughout the Meditations, often

closely connected to comments relating to Epictetus’s third t0mog. In the

759) acknowledges that this is an attempt to express the Stoic tripartite div.is’i’on of
philosophical discourse. Indeed, Haines (LCL) translates these as “physics, ethics, logic”.
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remainder of this chapter I shall focus upon this theme in Marcus’s written
spiritual exercises and, in particular, its relation with Stoic logical theory in
order to develop further our understanding of the relationship between Aéyog
and &oxnoig. This, in turn, will contribute to our understanding of philosophy

conceived as a €.

2. The Point of View of the Cosmos

(a) Spiritual Exercises in the Meditations

Central to the written spiritual exercises that constitute the Meditations is the
distinction between the opinions of the foolish majority and the adequate
impressions of the sage. This is the distinction between the way things appear
according to human opinion (86 and the way they are according to nature
(xata @Oowv). Marcus writes that one should not hold on to the opinions of all
men, but only to those of men who live in accordance with nature.'? Only the
Stoic sage experiences things as they are according to nature, that is, as they

are in themselves."> Throughout the Meditations there are numerous passage

" Marcus Aurelius 12.24. For further examples of mpéyewpog see 3.13, 4.3, 5.1, 6.48, 7.1,
7.64,9.42,11.4,11.18.

"2 See Marcus Aurelius 3.4.4. This is the only place where Marcus uses this Stoic _formula
(v dporoyovpévamg 11 eboet). Elsewhere (e.g. 1.9,3.9,3.12,4.1. 5.3, 5.4, 7.11, 7.56, 7.74.
8.29, 10.33, 12.1), he prefers the shorthand ‘according to nature’ (kT OOLY).

13 See Kerferd, ‘What Does the Wise Man Know?”, esp. p. 132.
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that illustrate what Marcus takes this perspective to reveal. Here are five such

examples: '*

Of man’s life, his time is a point, his substance flowing, his perception
faint, the constitution of his whole body decaying, his soul a spinning
wheel, his fortune hard to predict, and his fame doubtful; that is to say,
all the things of the body are a river, the things of the soul dream and
delusion, life is a war and a journey in a foreign land, and afterwards

oblivion. "

Often consider the speed of the movement and carrying away and
coming to be of existing things. For substance is like a river in
perpetual flow, its activities are in continuous change, its causes are in
countless turns, it is never near a standstill, and close at hand is the

infinite void of past and future in which all things disappear.'

" The following translations are my own. I have consulted a number of editions for these
passages including Dalfen (BT), Farqubarson, Haines (LCL), Leopold (OCT), and Theiler. 1
supply the texts upon which my translations are based and the different readings adopted by
the various editors. I have already discussed these passages in a slightly different context in
my “The Point of View of the Cosmos’.

> Marcus Aurelius 2.17;: Tod owepmmvoo Ptov 6 pev xpovog cmyun, 7 0¢ ovoia pEovoa, 7
d¢ aicOHnoig dpvdpd., n 8¢ 0200 00 CORATOS CVYKPLOLS sum]mog, 1 O¢ \ymm pouBog, 1M 8¢
oM Sootekuoap"cov 1) ¢ (pmm oacpvcov GUVEAOVTL O EIMELV, TAVTO T4 fEV 0D ChORATOG
no'cocuog, & & Tiig Wwoyfc dveipog kol oG, 6 8¢ Plog mOAepog kot EEvov Emdnpia, N 68
Dc'cspoqmmoc Ah8m. (line 2: popuBog Farquharson, Haines, Leopold; peppoc Dalfen, Theiler).
' Marcus Aurelius 5.23: TToA )voacu; eveup.ou 70 w,(og TG ﬂ;ocpoc(popozg Kol onsﬁw{coyng TV
VIOV KoL YLVOPEVOVY. T TE Yap odoia 010V TOTAROG £V SINVEKET pboet kai oi evépyetan €V
CUVEYEDT peTooraic xai o aftion €v ;wpwug TPOTQLLG Kol oxsﬁov 0V8EV EOTUDG KOL TO
TOPEYYVG TOSE BRELPOV TOV TAPOYNKOTOC KoL PEAAOVTOG QXOVES, @ TavTo EvopavileTou.,
(line 2: vy Haines, Leopold; 6viwv te Dalfen, Farquharson, Theiler: line 3: aftfar £0TMG
Dalfen adds <00d¢ 10 éveotig 100 xpévov>; line 4: 166e Haines. Theiler; 10 Sg Dalfen,
Farquharson, Leopold; line 4: 100 Haines, Leopold; 109 ¢ Dalfen, Farquharson, Theiler).
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Observe the courses of the stars as if revolving with them and reflect
upon the continuous changes of the elements into one another; for

impressions such as these are for cleansing the filth of earth-bound

life.!”

You have the power to strip away many superfluous troubles located
wholly in your judgement, and to possess a large room for yourself
embracing in thought the whole cosmos, to consider everlasting time,
to think of the rapid change in the parts of each thing, of how short it is
from birth until dissolution, and how the void before birth and that

after dissolution are equally infinite.'®

How little a fraction of infinite and empty time has been distributed to
each individual, for quickly it is lost in the eternal; and how little of
the whole substance, how little of the whole soul, and on how little a
clump of the whole earth do you creep. Considering all these things,
imagine nothing greater than this: to act as your nature guides, and to

19
undergo what common nature brings.

' Marcus Aurelius 7.47: Heprovonelv Gotpv Spopovs GoTEP Gounspleéov"ga Koc‘} T(‘xg’ TV
oToUXElOV €l GAANACL peTaBoAd oVVEXRS EVVOETY GMOKOBOLPOVOL Yap 01 TOVTOV
QovTooiot TOV pomov 1o xapod Blov. o
'® Marcus Aurelius 9.32: TToAAd. TEPLOGA, TEPLEAETY TAV £voyLodviey oot Sbvacon Oho Ent
i DMOAWEL GOV KEPEVX, KOl TOAATY £DPUYOPLOV TEPLIOLNOELS 110N CEQVTD, <> OV
SA0v KO6OROV TEPLEANPEVAL TH YVORY KOl TOV CASIOV OBVOL TEPLVOELY KOU TTV TOV KOUTAL
HEPOG EKAOTOV TPAYROTOC ToXEToY RETOUBOANY EMLVOETY, (G ppaxp HEV TO OO YEVECEWG
péxpr dradbosng, dyoveg 8& W Tpd THG YEVECE®WS, (G KOL TO HETA mv.z‘mx}vomv opoiag
aneipov. (line 2: <> Farquharson, Haines, Leopold Theiler: omitted in Dalfen; line 3:
&idov Dalfen, Haines, Leopold Theiler; <d&>iSwov Farquharson; line 4: Dalfen brackets
EKACTOV TPAYRATOG). . , ,

' Marcus Aurelius 12.32: TI6oTtov pépog 10 &meipov Kol Grxavods oidvog GOPEREPITTOL
EGOTR TOLOTOL YOP Evapovileton 1@ die: nooTov 88 Thg GANg 0volag TOoTOV o8 TG
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In these passages and many others like them Marcus proposes what might be
called a “point of view of the cosmos’, a perspective that takes as its point of
departure the large scale processes and movements of the cosmos itself, a
perspective far removed from the first person perspective of ordinary human
affairs. In a number of passages Marcus reminds himself continually to “look
from above” (&vwBev émBempeiv).”’ From this birds-eye view or ‘point of
view of the cosmos’ the apparently stable and secure individual appears as
merely a momentary pause in the vast flows of matter and energy that

constitute the physical system of the cosmos. Marcus writes:

You came into the world as a part. You will vanish in that which gave
you birth, or rather you will be taken up into its generative principle by

the process of change.”!

For Marcus and his Stoic predecessors the cosmos is organised by an

immanent generative principle (omepuotikog Adyog), also known variously as

OAng yuyfic év méotw B¢ Poropip T OANg Yig Epmelc. n;ﬁww bt %\Gouq{)ugvog
undev péya pavidlov 1 10, @c HEV M on OO Ayel MOLELY, RAGKELY OE (g 1} KOLVY QUOIG
EpeL.

2 gflarcus Aurelius 9.30; see also 7.48, 12.24. This was a common theme in Stoicism before
Marcus (see for example Seneca Epistulae 49.2-3, 99.10, Naturales Quaestiones 1, Praef: 72
and not the product of drug abuse, pace Africa, ‘The Opium Addiction of Marcus Au;ehus
(note also Witke, ‘Marcus Aurelius and Mandragora’). It is reported that Galen admlms_tered
theriac to Marcus (see Galen De Praecognitione 11.1-2 = 14.657-58 Kiihn = 126.16-%8
Nutton) and Africa takes this evidence of ‘drug addiction’ as an explanation for Marcu_s‘s
“bizarre visions” and “extraordinary insulation from domestic reality”. For further‘dxscusswn
sec Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, pp. 180-82, and my ‘The Point of View of the
Cosmos’. pp. 19-22,

2 Marcus Aurelius 4.14: see also 4.21, 6.24.
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God, the world-soul, fire, and breath (mvedpa).* Some ancient accounts of
Stoic physics present this as an active principle in some form of mixture with
the passive principle of matter (9An).>> However, the generative principle is
itself material and this distinction between two material principles is merely
formal.** The generative principle (omeppatixog Adyoc) or breath (mvedua) is
not in mixture with matter (bAn), but rather may be conceived as a certain
quality of matter itself. Stoic physics is thus monistic, concetving material
nature as a force moving itself” Within this monistic materialism, the
generative principle produces all stability and form, with processes of
condensation, rarefaction, solidification, and stratification generating states of
pneumatic tension (t6vog Tod mvedpatoc).’® In this, the Stoics follow

Heraclitus and his physics of continual flux organised by a single rational

** See Aetius De Placitis Reliquiae 1.7.33 (DG 305.15-306.11 = SI'F 2.1027 = LS 46 A),
Diogenes Laertius 7.135 (= SVF 1.102 = LS 46 B). It has been suggested that the concept of
nvedbpo as active principle of the cosmos was introduced by Chrysippus, while Cleanthes
posited heat, and Zeno fire. See Lapidge, ‘&pyoi and otoigeio: A Problem in Stoic
Cosmology’, pp. 274-75; Solmsen, ‘Cleanthes or Posidonius? The Basis of Stoic Physics’, pp.
456-57.

> See Diogenes Laertius 7.134 (= SVF 1.85, 2.300 = LS 44 B).

* See e.g. Calcidius In Platonis Timaeum 294 (297.1-2 Waszink = SVF 1.87). Central to
discussions of this point has been a variant reading in Diogenes Laertius 7.134 (= SVF 2.299 =
Posidonius fr. 5 EK = LS 44 B); according to the MSS the two principles are ‘corporeal’
(ohpato) but an alternative reading in the Suda (s.v. "Apyh (A 4092)) suggests ‘incorporeal’
(dowpdtovg). A number of editors have adopted the Suda reading (e.g. Lipsius Physiologia
Stoicorum 2.5, von Amim (SVF), Hicks (LCL), H. S. Long (OCT)) but more recently the MS
reading have gained support (e.g. LS, Sorabji, Matter, Space, and AMotion, pp. 93-94). 1
understand the relationship between the principles similar to Todd ("Monism and Immanence’.
p. 139), who characterises the principles as primarily a logical or conceptual distinction within
a physically unified system. The claim would not be that the principles are incorporeal but
rather that the distinction between these two inseparable aspects of a single substance is an
incorporeal Agkté or proposition. In other words, the principles constitute merely a formal
distinction, not an ontological one (they are never found dissociated from one anoth;r). T he
principles, as aspects of a single material unity, remain corporeal; only the linguistic
distinction between them is incorporeal.

** See Diogenes Laertius 7.148 (= SVF 2.1132 = LS 43 A). .
% See Diogenes Laertius 7.142 (= SVF 1.102 = LS 46 C), Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis
1053f (= SVF 2.449 = LS 47 M), De Communibus Notitiis 1085d (= SVF 2444 = LS 47 G).
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principle (AOyog) generating stability through processes of dynamic
equilibrium.”” What Stoic physics adds to this is a distinctively biological
orientation. Their generative principle functions as a principle of nonorganic
life and as such Marcus proposes that we should never cease to think of the
cosmos as one living being (8v {@ov 1ov k6opov).?® For the Stoics, this living
material nature is God,” defined as the intelligence in matter (vodv &v HAn),*
and, as both Cicero and Plotinus note, this is often used as a way of disposing
of the concept of God altogether.”’ Thus the Stoic conception of the cosmos is
more biological than theological and Stoic cosmology is always
“cosmobiology”.*

It is this physical or scientific approach that constitutes ‘the point of view
of the cosmos’. From this perspective, nature is experienced as a cosmic

process of continual flux punctuated with occasional points of dynamic

equilibrium. It is already clear that Marcus uses this perspective in order to

Nemesius De Natura Hominis 2 (18.2-10 Morani = LS 47 J), and, for pneumatic tension,
Alexander of Aphrodisias De Mixtione 223.34-36 (= SV'F2.441=LS 47 L).

*’ Much of Stoic physics can already be found within the fragments of Heraclitus, in particular
a model of dynamic equilibrium based upon a theory of pneumatic tension. See €.g. fr. 8 DK
apud Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1155b4-6, fr. 31 DK apud Clement of Alexandria Stromata
5.14 (PG 9.160a), fr. 51 DK apud Hippolytus Refutatio 9.9 (241.19-21 Wendland). It is often
claimed that this resonance may be due to a Stoicised portrait of Heraclitus used by later
doxographers; however, this could not have affected Aristotle’s testimony. For further
discussion see Long, ‘Heraclitus and Stoicism’, pp. 133-56; Bréhier, Chrysippe, pp. 142-44.
Of all the Stoics, Marcus appears to have had a particularly strong interest in Heraclitus,
naming him often and preserving five of the fragments (4.46 & 6.42 are the sources for fr. 71-
75 DK).

*® Marcus Aurelius 4.40. For a contemporary explication of the concept of ‘nonorganic life’
see De Landa, ‘Nonorganic life’.

¥ See Cicero De Natura Deorum 1.39 (= SVF 2.1077 =18 54 B).

*® Plutarch De Communibus Notitiis 1085b (= SVF 2.313).

3! See Cicero De Natura Deorum 1.32 (with reference to Antisthenes and so fr. 39b‘DC' =SSR
V A 180) & Plotinus Enneades 6.1.27 (= SVF 2.314), who says that the Stoics bnng in E}od
only for the sake of appearances (sbnpeneiog), defining Him as matter in a certan state (VAn
TG Exovoa).

32 1 borrow this term from Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology, pp. 136-84; see also Annas,
Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, p. 43; Lapidge, ‘Stoic Cosmology’, p. 163.
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devalue human anxieties and concerns. The suggestion is that by placing what
appears to be stable within the broader context of a cosmos defined by
constant flux, one can become aware of, and open to, the inevitable change of
all things — change in circumstance, change in fortune, change in health, and,
above all, the change from life to death. Indeed, Marcus makes numerous
references to death,” and in general he characterises it as but one aspect of a

more general cosmic process:

All things are in change (mévto év petoBoAdq), and you yourself are in
continuous alteration and in a sense destruction. So, too, is the cosmos

3
as a whole.**

Marcus supplements this kind of very abstract reflection upon death as but one
expression of continual cosmic transformation with references to the deaths of

powerful individuals who once occupied positions similar to his own:

Alexander the Great and his stable boy were levelled in death, for they
were either taken up into the same life-giving principles of the cosmos
(todg abTovg 10D KOGHOV omEPUATIKOVG AOYOVG) or were scattered

without distinction into atoms.>’

33 For discussion see Rutherford, The Meditations of Marcus Aurelius, pp. 161-67; Hadot, The
Inner Citadel, pp. 275-77, Newman, “Theory and Practice of the meditatio’. pp. 1509-11.

* Marcus Aurelius 9.19. )
3% Marcus Aurelius 6.24. Sec also 8.31 and Newman, “Theory and Practice of the meditatio’.
p. 1510.
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Although in this last passage one can see Marcus’s agnostic attitude towards
both Stoic and Epicurean physics, the one physical doctrine which he
continually affirms is the Heraclitean doctrine of universal flux. The
fundamental law of the cosmos is the inevitability of continual transformation
and it is within this context that Marcus wants to understand death. Death is
not the end but merely an internal rearrangement in a much larger cosmic

system. For instance:

I was composed of a formal and a material substance; and of these
neither will pass away into nothingness, just as neither came to exist
out of nothingness. Thus, every part of me will be assigned its place by
change (xotat petofoirijv) into some part of the cosmos, and that

again into another part of the cosmos, and so on to infinity.*

Many further passages expressing this theme could also be mentioned. As we
have already seen, the repetition of these ideas is central to their ‘digestion’
(méyng). By reflecting over and over again on the same philosophical themes
Marcus