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PROVIDENCE AND FATE
IN STOICISM AND PRAE-NEOPLATONISM

CALCIDIUS AS AN AUTHORITY ON CLEANTHES' THEODICY (SVF 2, 933)

This paper can be considered either as a short essay on Stoic Theo-
dicy —the vindication of divine goodness in respect to the existence of evil
in a providentially determined world— or as an attempt at the interpreta-
tion of Calcidius’ peculiar piece of information on a certain variance between
Cleanthes and Chrysippus regarding the relationship between Providence
and Fate in the light of the hierarchy sanctioned by Prae-Neoplatonism (an
inclusive term for the philosophical tendencies of late antiquity). Actually it
touches upon both these subjects to a limited extent, aiming at clarifyng
Stoic Determinism and Panprovidentialism, and at making certain sugges-
tions on the way in which such late evidence as that of Calcidius —to which
no parallel is found among the other remains— should be utilized as a source
of early Stoicism. As the overall title indicates, the investigation of this rela-
tionship will not be limited to Calcidius’ testimony, but will take into account
additional evidence from both sides, Stoic and Prae-Neoplatonic; while,
as the subtitle suggests, an effort will be made to assess the commentator’s
fairness towards Stoicism and to evaluate his testimony for the reconstruc-
tion of Cleanthes” Theodicy. With this end in view we shall pass in review
various quotations and some authentic fragments of the early Stoics bearing
on this problem, also taking into account the context into which Calcidius’
statement is embedded and trying to see it against the Middle-Platonic
background of the Commentary. We think it appropriate, however, to sketch
some general Stoic views on Fate and Providence at the outset, and to pre-
sent the passage which motivated the present investigation.

. Providence and Fate in early Stoicism.

The combination of pure matter with the concept of God has been re-
garded by Prof. J. N. Theodorakopoulos! as the great paradox of Stoicism;

1. "H giiogogia tov Zipaves, «IIpaxtika A" Aiefvolic Kunpoioyixod Zuvedpiov -
Acvxkooia 14-19.4.1972», Acvkeoia 1972, 249.
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so is the identification of Providence with Fate. P. Merlan says: The Stoic
system can be interpreted in two ways. We seein it either a «mundaniza-
tton» and a materialization of the divine, or, on the contrary a divi-
nization and spiritualization of matter. Nothing exhibits this ambi-
guity better than the relation between Determinism (eipaouévn) and
Providence (modvora) in the Stoic system®. Yet, Cleanthes’ case deter-
mined on the basis of Calcidius’ testimony aside?, these two concepts were
for the Stoics identical.

Actually, for the Stoics Providence and Fate were two sides of the same
coin, two aspects of the same reality, i.e. of God or universal Nature®. The
prevalent alternative descriptions of the active principle, the polyonymous,
one cosmic God of the Stoics, were Providence, Nature, Fate even Necessity,
Truth and Cause®, in addition to Adyoc, universal Law, fiery Ilvebpa and
artistic Fire. Nature, the most central concept of Stoic Physics and Ethics
seen from the point of view of Teleology, as a conscious, rational principle
or as final cause, i.e. natura artifex, was identified with Providence; while
taken from the point of view of Physics as causa movens,i.e., causal princi-
ple accounting for the temporal evolution of the world, its coherence and
unity it was identical with Fate®. The metaphysical system of the Stotes
...concentrates on the unity of final cause and the world-order which
arises from it, E. Zeller remarks’. The identification of God’s will (Provi-
dence) with the unimpeded realisation of this will (Fate)®, unqualified matter
being wholly tractable by reason, is a prerequisite of Stoic Monism.

Although it is spoken of two first principles, A6yog and matter?, Stoic
Pantheism actually admitted of a single principle, taken either as reason
permeating matter throughout or as matter individualised, i.e. informed by

2. The Cambridge History of Late Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, Cam-
bridge 1970%, 124. For, as he adds, strict determinism seems to leave no place for
providence in any genuine sense of the word.

3. Ibid. 124 n. 1: Cleanthes subordinated providence to elpaouév.

4. Cf. W. C. Greene, Moira: Fate, Good and Evil in Greek Thought, Glouce-
ster, Mass. 1968%, 338 ff., 342: two faces of a single reality.

5. SVF 1, 102; 2, 913. Cf. A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, London 1974, 148.

6. J. v. Amim, Kleanthes, RE 11,1 (1921) col. 567. Cf. A. A. Long, The Logical
Basis of Stoic Ethies, «Proceedings of British Academy» (1971) 91 f.

7. Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy, London 1969%, 215.

8. See A. A. Long, Freedom and Determinism in the Stoic Theory of Human
Action, in A. A. Long (Ed.), Problems in Stoicism, London 1971, 178-179.

9. SVF 2,299-303. Cf. J. Christensen, An Essay on the Unity of Stoie Philosophy,
Kobenhavn, 1962, 38 ff.
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God, a corporeal substance himself. Thus God, unique cause'® of everything,
had to account for every thing, fact or event in the universe, in his property
as Nature, Fate or Providence!l.

Yet, Fate and Providence were never juxtaposed by the early Stoics
at least as distinct hypostases, the latter being understood as the Providence
of the gods'?, the former as the world-order dictated by them!?; they were
meant by Zeno and Chrysippus at least to be identical, as being each of them
identical with God, their common reference: as being both, namely, aspects
of the divinity.

Their identification even through the mediation of God led to unre-
served optimism, the implications of which, in respect to the problem of evil,
were soon pointed out by both Epicureans and Academics. In a providen-
tially determined world, natural and moral evil, strictly speaking, found
neither justification nor even explanation!®. The Stoics, though aware of the
evil, which they tried to extenuate, felt consistent with themselves in maintain-
ing both that everything happens according to Fate and that every-
thing is governed by divine Providence'®. Divination, fervently defended
by all Stoics except Panaetius'®, was theoretically demonstrated through the
reality of Providence and Fate'?, used in its turn for their defence’s,

10. SVF 2, 346a = Seneca, Epist. 65,4: Stoicis placet unam causam esse id quod
facit... 11: ratio scilicet faciens, id est deus.

11. See V. Goldschmidt, Le systéme stoicien et U'idée de temps, Paris 1969, 78 fT.
Cf. SVF 2, 396; 1064 for the identity of Zeus with Providence during the universal con-
flagration, though taken as two individually qualified entities on one substance. Cf. also
J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy, Cambridge 1969, 162-163.

12. Cicero, De natura deorum 2, 74: velut a te ipso hesterno die dictum est anum
fatidicam mpdvowar a Stoicis induci, id est providentiam. .. quia existumas ab iis pro-
videntiam fingi quasi quandam deam singularem quae mundum gubernet at regat. ..
cum dicimus providentia mundum administrari deesse arbitrato «deorumyn, . .

13. Seneca, De providentia 5, 8: ille ipse omnium conditor et rector scripsit qui-
dem fata. . .

14. See SVF 2, 1168-1186: Cur mala sint cum sit providentia. On Stoic Theodicy
cf. J. N. Theodorakopoulos, op. cit. 249-50; Long, The Stoic Concept of Evil, «Philo-
sophical Quarterly» 18 (1968), 329-343,

15. "Anavia xa0’ elpappévnv SVF 1,175; 2, 914; 924; 925; 943 (= Calcidius, In
Timaem 160f) 944; 959; 975 etc. omnia providentia administrari in various formulations
Cicero, N. D. 2,76; 78; 80, 85; 127; 133; 162; 164 etc. That everything happens through
Fate occurs only in the first and third books of N. D. (1, 55; 3, 14) among the Epicu-
rean and Academic attacks, wholly lacking from the Stoic account in book 2.

16. Van Straaten, Panaetii Rhodit Fragmenta, Leiden 19627, frg. 68.

17. SVF 2,1187-1195, esp. Cicero, De divinatione 1, 38, 82.

18. SVF 2,1019. Cf. A. Bouché - Leclerq, Histoire de astrologie Greeque, Paris
1892, 31.
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Though not met with in the philosophical vocabulary with the Stoics for the first
ime!* Providence and Fate, as divine properties, acquired such great importance in the
toic system that whatever relevant discussions were later held had to take into account
he Stoic positions, with a view either to furthering them (in the case of Providence)
= or attacking them (in the case of Fate). Opponents of the Stoics’ attitude could hardly
& ignore the latters’ creed, but took it as the starting point of their criticisms, though being
g themselves influenced by it up to a certain point, especially on matters of terminology.
Regarding Providence, the Stoics following Plato's polemical intentions against the
ngaphists and materialist Physicists formulated their Theology as a counter response to
jf Epicurus who rejected divine providential care, banishing his gods to the intermundia®.

God was defined by the Stoics in terms of his Providence®!, and this divine aspect consti-
tuted the citadel of Stoic Philosophy. Declaration of this belief is found among Cleanthes’
arguments for the existence of the gods®*, while divine Providence itself was also supported
by rational and evidential proofs®. Omnia providentia regi and providentia mundum
administrari are the leit-motives throughout the whole account of Stoic Theology cover-
ing the second book of Cirero’s De natura deorum®t. Such a central tenet was this belief
for the Stoic school that, had a Stoic questioned it, he could hardly have been considered
as an orthodox Stoic.

The Stoics, on the other hand, were the first to elaborate a systematic and coherent
account of Fate?®, Whether their reputation for being hard determinists is due to misrepre-
sentation by hostile authorities or to a certain ambiguity of their language, will not be dis-
cussed here*®. What we are concerned with is their conception of Fate and some of the
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19, On Providence as a philosophical and theological term see Xenophon, Memora-
bilia 1, 4, 6; 4, 3, 2. Cf. Plato, Timaeus 30 c; 44 ¢, Laws 888 ¢ 899 d, 900 c ff 902 e- 903 a.
On Fate see Heraclitus frg. 51, 52 Marcovich, though no doctrine of Fate was ever formu-
lated by him : M. Marcovich, Heraclitus, Merida 1967, 259; 276 on the constant measures
rather than Fate. Plato, Laws 873 c: 918 e, 904 ¢; Polit. 272 c; Phaedr. 113 a; Gorg. 512¢

20. Cicero, N. D. 1, 18.

21. SVF 2, 1021;: 1115-1118; 1120; 1121; 1126. Antipater 3,34 where divine bene-
volence is part of God's prolepsis (npoinwyic).

22, SVF 1, 528 = Cicero, N.D. 213-15: ex praesensione rerum futurarum ... ex
magnitudine commodorum..

23. Cicero, ibid. 2, 75-153. Cf. SVF 2, 1106-1126: esse prowvidentiam argumeniis
probatur. The second best source for Stoic Providence is Philo's De providentia. There
is similarity in structure in both the Ciceronian section on Providence in .V. D. 73-153 and
Philo’s treatise, while Seneca’s short treatise De providentia deals maily with Theodicy;
that is, the problem of evil and unjust suffering.

24, See n. 15. Cf. Philo, De prov. Aucher 1822,

25. See SVF 2,917-1007. Chrysippus was the third Greek philosopher after Xenocra-
tes and Epicurus and the first Stoic one to write On Fate. So did Posidonius. Main sources:
Cicero and Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato. Cf. A. Gercke, Chrysippea, «Jahrb. fur
Class. Phil.», Suppl. 14, Leipzig 1885. J. v. Arnim, Die stoische Lehre vom Fatum und
Willensfretheit, «Beilage 18 Jahr. Phil. Ges. a.d. Univ. Wien», Wien 1905.

26. See Long, Freedom and Determinism, 178 (on account of In Timaeum 160-161
= SVF 2,943): Calcidius’ remarks... give a thoroughly false impression of the complete
early Stoic position. Cf. G. L. Duprat, La doctrine stoicienne du monde, du destin
et de la providence d’aprés Chrysippe, AGPh 23 (1910) 472-511, esp. 509.
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implications of its relationship with Providence. Fate was defined by them as a pneuma-
like force impressing a definite state upon matter, a causal nezus linking the successive
states of 11*. As an alternative description of the world-order, Fate was neither a blind
force similar to chance or fortune, nor a strict mechanical natural law, equivalent to Ne-
cessity. Like Providence, Fate was not a superstitious assumption either®®, but the corol-
lary of the Stoic doctrine of the xp@oig, consistent with the Stoic logical theory, a require-
ment of the dynamic continuum of Physics®*®, and a postulate of the doctrine of uni-
versal conflagration®®, Fate was also the law of cause and effect; that is, the law according
to which every event is... determined by antecedent causes and will, itself, help to determine
subse quent events as A. A. Long put it®, It was also a causal nexus linking past, pres-
ent and future events and the intertwinement of particular causes, reduced eventually
to God as the unique universal efficient cause. In this causal nexus there was a place for
the possible and, generally, the contingent, as well as for certain freedom, in the Greek
sense of the word*. Fate was again Adyog in its cosmic sence, as the principle of struc-
ture and ordered development.

The Stoic doctrine of Fate mostly reported by hostile witnesses is difficult to recon-
struct in its entirety; nor is it the purpose of this paper to do so, inasmuch as this topic has
been adequalety treated in recent literature®®. Suffice to say that the image of the Stoic
Fate drawn by Diogenianus (7), Cicero and, perhaps, Aulus Gellius —which best tallies
with Chrysippus’'quotations— is not always compatible with that sketched by Oenomaus,
Alexander of Aphrodisias, Nemesius and Calcidius: all of them prejudiced by the assump-
tion that Stoicism radically opposed ecither Aristotelianism or Platonism in this respect.
With the distinction between internal and external causes, rather between principal-perfect
causes and antecedent-proximate ones, the Stoics avoided identifying Fate with Necessity.
It is not thus surprising that Cicero presents Chrysippus as striking a middle course

27. S. Sambursky, The Physies of the Stoics, London 1959, 37. Cf. SVF 2, 913;
945; 976.

28. SVF 2,475: f| te noluBplinrog alroig eipapuévn xai | thv navieov npdvoia
o6& (Evrellev) (sc. and 1ol Bovpactod §6ypatos ... 1ol odpa yopelv Sk cdOparog) v
riotiv AapPavovorwv. It is here the case of xploig. 1107: neque id dicitis superstitiose
atque aniliter, sed physica constantique ratione (N. D. 3, 92).

29. Sambursky, op. cit. 1-20. Cf. The Physical World of the Greeks, London 1960,
132 - 153,

30. SVF 2, 614; 628. On Heraclitus’ éxnopwoig see G. S. Kirk, Heraclitus, The Cos-
mic Fragments, Cambridge 1954, 303-304. Otherwise, F. Cleve, The Giants of Pre-
sophistic Greek Philosophy, The Hague 1969% 122.

31. Freedom and Determinism 178, Cf. The Stoic Concept of Ewil, 339 ff.

32. SVF 2, 975;987. Cf. M. Pohlenz, Liberté Grecque, Paris 1956, 167.

33. See A. A. Long, Stoic Determinism and Alexander of Aphrodisias "De fato’
(1-15). AGPh 52 (1970) 247-268. G. Verbeke, Aristotélisme et Stoicisme dans le "De
fato’ d’Alexandre d’Aphrodise, AGPh 50 (1968) 78 - 100. Rist, Stoic Philosophy:
Fate and Necessity 112-132 W. Theiler, Tacitus und die antike Schicksalslehre, Phyllobo-
lia fiir Peter von der Muehll, Basel 1946, 35-90. M. Reesor, Fate and Possibility
in Early Stoic Philosophy, «Phoenix» 19 (1965) 285-297.
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between fatalists and advocates of absolute human freedom®* whereas, according to Cal-
ccidius, man was for the Stoics little more than an instrument of Fate. Actually man, as
< bearing within himself a particle of the divinity (that is, of universal reason) thus being
s himself as a rational creature his own perfect cause, determined future events no less than
She was himself determined by past ones, «making history as well as being history’s
3, product»®,

S Thus Fate, a blind all-embracing almighty power in early Greek poetry, rationalized
"éand moralized to a certain extent by some Presocratics®®, a law determining the lot of hu-
‘gman souls in Plato, «irrational» nature in Aristotle —as is assumed by his commentators—
S was totally reduced to reason by the Stoics, identical with God, as his decree and the
unhampered fulfilment of his plan, coinciding eventually with his Providence, as the
realisation of God’s will.

cadem

/

In this sense Stoic Panprovidentialism and Stoic Determinism were the
corner-stones, but the stumbling-blocks as well, of the Stoic pantheistic
Monism. The belief in boundless Providence was soon held to be incompat-
ible with evil and unjust suffering; and the sway of an inexorable Fate
(often presumed as equivalent to Necessity) was regarded as constituting
unreconciled conflict with free will, a real antinomy —especially in the
theory of Ethics—, and as abolishing contingency and chance in the cosmic
sphere. Providence and evil, Fate and free will were particularly regarded
as constituting questionable relationships, which the Stoics felt obliged to
reconcile from the outset, preserving divine omnipotence and benevolence¥z,

Providence and Fate, however, as distinct hypostases, insofar as the
evidence at our disposal allows us to assume, never constituted terms of
any sort of relationship, nor even of identification for the early Stoics at least
and their immediate successors. Leaving aside a certain hierarchy among
God, Nature and Fate attributed to Posidonius® (which, we believe, was
connected with the sorts of divination and not applied to these concepts

34, Cicero, De fato 17, 39: Between these two opinions (i e. of fatalists and li-
bertarians) Chrysippus as an "arbiter honorarius’ holds a middle course, but he
seems to approach nearest to those who believe the acts of the soul to be free from
necessity. (Transl. C. D. Yonge, London 1907). Cf. the doctrine of "confatalia’ (ouvel-
Hapueva).

35. Long, Freedom and Determinism 194, 199 n. 82.

36. Esp. by Anaximander, Parmenides, Heraclitus (?). See W. C. Greene, Fate,
Good and Evil in Presocratic Philosophy, HSPh 47 (1936) 85-129.

36a. SVF 2, 1183 by Philodemus does not seem to represent authentic Stoicism.

37. F 103; 107. L. Edelstein-1. G, Kidd, Posidonius, The Fragments, Cambridge
1972. We have extensively argued in favour of the connection of this hierarchy with divi-
nation in our forthcoming Ph. D. thesis. See also M. Laffranque, Posidonius d” Apamée.
Paris 1964, 358 ff; A. Graeser, Plotinus and the Stoics, Leiden 1972, 110. Otherwise, L.
Edelstein, The Philosophical System of Posidonius, AJPh 57 (1936) 286-325; Rist 201 ff.
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as independent corporeal realities) and some equivocal passages of Seneca®,
in which the spiritual problems of the new age are reflected, we must come
to Marcus Aurelius so as to find a Stoic citation in which Providence and
Fate are juxtaposed as mutually exclusive alternatives®.

For the earlv Stoics, as aforesaid, every event was explained as happen-
ing through Fate, and justified as being in conformity with the dictates of
divine Providence. There were, however, events which though explained
could hardly be justified such as moral wickedness, lack of self-control
with regard to the affections and external presentations, the internal state
of the man who was unwillingly dragged by events, even instances of natural
evil. The former as due to ignorance were placed on man’s own responsibil-
ity, while for the latter a systematic Theodicy was elaborated, so as by means
of logical and anthropological arguments to minimize it reducing it even-
tually to the divine adminstration oriented towards the interest of the whole.
Granted also that neither the contingent nor human power were precluded by
the law of Fate, the law of cause and effect (cause being mainly taken as
antecedent and proximate), the Stoics could speak of events as caused by
both Fate and Providence, without being either strict determinists or naive
optimists.

Therefore, the proposition that what is according to Fate is also in
conformity with Providence, and what is according to Providence is
also in conformity with Fate could be considered as an «orthodox» Stoic
view, consistent with the Stoic Monism, although it appeared neither among

the quotations of any early Stoic nor is it attested by any nearly contem-
porary reliable authority.

2. Calcidius In Timaeum 144 =SVF 2, 933.

The above opinion is as a matter of fact ascribed to Chrysippus, by Calci-
dius, the Latin commentator of Plato’s T'tmaeus, seven centuries later®, What

38. Epist. 16, 5-6 sive nos inexorabili lege fata constringunt, sive arbiter deus uni-
versi cuncta disposuit... si providentia... si fatorum series alligatos trahit. Cf. De
prov. 3,1 fato ista ire. He also calls Fate rerum naturae alteram partem (ibid. 4, 1).
But Nat. Quest. 2, 45, 2.

39. Meditations, 12, 14: fitor avaykn eipappévng xai arapafatog tagig fj npovora
ih@opoc. 8, 35. But see 6, 1 and 4, 10 for the deontological view of Nature: Yet Marcus
has a strong belief in Providence and preaches consent to Fate.

40. Timaeus a Calcidio translatus Commentarioque instructus, ed. J. H. Waszink
(Plato Latinus 4) 1962, 183.
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Calcidius’ statement amounts to is that for Chrysippus all events —or at
< ]east some of them(?)— are both willed by God and determined by him. What-
~ever is planned by divine Providence has its place within the chain of causa-
§ tion, and reciprocally; that is, every event within the causal nexus expresses
Sthe divine will. Granted that Chrysippus is reported to have maintained
< that everything happens according to Fate and there is no uncaused event,
‘éeverything can be both explained and justified. Evil, consequently, does
gnut happen according to Fate only, but has also a place within the divine plan.
< How far Calcidius does full justice to Chrysippus in ascribing this view

to him will be discussed presently when we pass in review some of Chrysip-

pus fragments. That which has greatly puzzled scholars, and to which incon-

gruous interpretations have been given, is the view Calcidius ascribes to
Cleanthes in the sequel: What is tn accordance with the authority of Provi-
dence also takes place in conformity with Fate, but the reverse is not true.

Ac

Calcidius’ passage under discussion as a whole runs as follows:

ltaque nonnulli putant, praesumi differentiam providentiae fatique cum
reapse una sit. quippe providentiam dei fore voluntatem. voluntatem porro eius
seriem esse causarum. et ex eo quidem, quia voluntas, providentia est, porro quia
eadem series causarum est, fatum cognominatam. ex quo fiert, ut quae secundum fatum
sunt ettam ex providentia sinl. eodemque modo quae secundum providentiam ez
fate, ut putat Chrysippus. aliv vero, quae quidem ex providentiae auctoritate, fata-
liter quoque provenire, nec tamen quae fataliter ex providentia, ut Cleanthes (In
Timaeum 144 = SVF 2, 933).

Boeft®! translates as follows : Now some think it a mistake to assume a dif-
ference between providence and fate, as in reality they are one. In fact providence
is God’s will and His will is a train of causes and because His will ts providence, it
is called by that name, and because it is a train of causes. vt is called fate.. Hence
what is according to fate ts also in conformity with providence and in the same way
what is according to providence is also in conformity with fate.This 1s the opinion
of Chrysippus. Others however are of the opinion that what is in accordance with
the authority of providence also takes place in conformity with fate, but that the
reverse ts not true. Cleanthes 1s one of these.

What this piece of information amounts to is: a) that a certain, and
seemingly a serious disagreement, existed between Cleanthes and Chry-
sippus; b)that this disagreement was not limited to the relationship between
Providence and Fate, but perhaps implied on Cleanthes” part a concept of
Fate different from that occurring in this quotation —which is very likely
to pertain to Chrysippus alone, whose reciprocal relationship implies the

41. J. den Boeft, Caleidius on Fate. His Doctrines and Sources, Leiden 1970, 13.
Unless otherwise indicated we use Boeft's translation throughout.
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identification of Fate with Providence; c) that Cleanthes was one of a group
of Stoics (or unspecified philosophers) who shared the second view; d) that
the realm of Providence as sketched in Cleanthes’ alleged opinion is narrower
than both Fate and Providence as covered by Chrysippus’ presumed po-
sition ; that there are, namely, things which, as occurring within the causal
nexus, can be explained but not justified, as not commanded by divine
Providence.

This 1s not the only case of divergence we know between Cleanthes
and Chrysippus. Both later Stoics and other reliable authorities testify to
various points of disagreement between them, and not on matters concern-
ing details only*?, From the fact also that Chrysippus is usually juxtaposed
with Zeno in defending certain Stoic tenets, Cleanthes’ name missing, we
are entitled to assume that the second leader of Stoicism did not share some
details of his master's teaching, whereas Chrysippus often returned to the
views of the founder of Stoicism.

The variance implied above does not seem to us such a minor point
as to pass unnoticed by both late Stoics and early polemical authorities,
inasmuch as it could provide the latter with weapons from within the school
to debate the positions of Chrysippus. As a matter of fact no other author-
ity alludes to such a dissention. On the other hand, the Fate implied
in Cleanthes’ alleged opinion cannot be understood as the «providential
Fate» of Stoicism, nor as necessarily stemming from God’s will, i.e., as
divine law, since there are fated events which are not dictated by the
authority of Providence.

Yet Calcidius’ text isolated from its context does not offer any help
for the elucidation of Cleanthes’ concept of Fate, which, in any case, cannot
be taken as being identical with Providence ; nor is any allusion made in
the passage under discussion to the last two above made points.

Boeft*®, commenting on Calcidius’ excursus on Fate with reference to
the citation in question, makes the following ramarks: This way of presen-
ting matters tells less about the Stoic doctrine, for which such a distinction
(sc. between Fate and Providence) does not really have much meaning, than
about the authors: Calcidius, namely, and Augustine who without men-
tioning Chrysippus and Cleanthes speaks of the Stoic Fate in similar terms
(SVF 2, 932).

Thus after passing in review Chrysippus’ and Cleanthes’ relevant frag-

42, See SVF 1,497, 498; 499; 508; 510 for views exclusively Cleanthean, and, 489;
511, 522, 525, 555; 568, 571 for cases of disagreement with Chrysippus.
43. Op. cit.,, p. 14.
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ments and surveying the modern literature which has dealt with this pro-
blem, we believe it appropriate and helpful to see this passage in the light
of its larger context, by examining the author’s personal attitude to Fate
and ascertaining what he himself thought Stoic Fate and Providence were
rather than what Chrysippus and Cleanthes actually believed. The parallel
investigation of both the authentic Stoic fragments and the context into which
é this passage is embedded in the light of the Middle-Platonic doctrine of Fate
‘© defended by Calcidius, will also decisively determine Calcidius’ reliability
Z as an authority on Cleanthes’ Stoicism.
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3. Providence and Fate in Chrysippus attested
fragments.

According to Calcidius, Chrysippus had objected to a differentiation of
Providence from Fate™, the former being God’s will, which is also a series
of causes, i.e. the latter. Seen as God’s will the same divine property, na-

mely, God’s activity, is called Providence while, as a series of causes, it is
called Fate. Hence their reciprocal relationship.

Chrysippus actually, though not literally, is not known to have claimed any differen-
tiation between these divine aspects. He defined Fate as the reason of things which are
governed by Providence (SVF 2,913). This may mean either that Fate is the reason of those
things only which are providentially administered or rather that all things are ruled by
both Fate and Providence, as he is said to have maintained that everything takes place
according to Fate (SVF 2, 914, 915; 920; 922; 924; 925; 926, 941, 944, 962, 991 etc.)—even
if these expressions do not occur in his actual quotations except perhaps SVF 2, 1005,
His wording (katetifipbal, nepreixovro, nepretinupévov) instead of «happensy, preserv-
ed by Diogenianus (SVF 2, 925; 939; 998), advocates a milder Determinism than that
ascribed to him by hostile sources, since Fate here may be taken as having the hypotheti-
cal character admitted by both Middle - and Neoplatonists#s, It is possible that Chrysip-

44. Since in ch. 143 was said: now according to Plato providence precedes, desti-
ny follows. .. and therefore according to Plata providence was born first. Boeft (op.
cit. 15) is right in taking the verb «presumin to mean are mistaken in assuming as if
the word falso had dropped out. Similarly J. C. M. Van Winden, Calcidius on Matter.
His Doctrine and Sources, Leiden 1965%, 174 and passim.

45. Boeft op. cit., p. 2: in Middle Platonism a Platonic theory of fate was devel-
oped on different metaphysical presuppositions, ...challenge the Stoa, cf. p. 47 ff.
on ch. 150. The terminology of Calcidius is interesting: £§ UnoBtoews = secundum prae-
cesstonem; xab’ OndBeowv = er praecessione. Fate is there taken as a law, «but not all
things are legal». For the distinction between secundum fatum and fatale see ch. 152,
This doctrine must have appeared with Gaius and Albinus (sag. 26, 1 eipappévnv e&i-
vair ob pnv mavre xabeipdpbat) not before 115 A.D. according to Theiler (op. cit. 56 ff.).
It also occurs in Nemesius, De natura hominis 38, Alexander Aphrodisias De fato 30
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pus i his first and second book on Nature, and in other works as well, ascribed everything
even evil matters to God or universal Nature (which is the same) taken primarily as Prov-
idence and secondarily as Fate (SVF 2, 937; 1174; 1175; 1181); whereas in his fourth book
on Providence he did not consider evil as primarily planned by God, but as a necessary
consequence of the good and a side-effect (SVF 2, 1170). He did not, in the same book,
attribute it to Providence, nor even to Fate (SVF 2, 1000), but to man himself (SVF
2. 999; 1000), moving within Pythagorean and Platonic lines.

What we may assume from this survey (though based upon attested fragments and
not upon actual quotations only) is that Chrysippus appears as conventionally identifying
Providence with Fate (SVF 2,913; 928; 937) through the mediation of God, and this sort
of identification is also attributed to the Stoics in general (SVF 2, 929; 930; 931).

There is evidence, however, in which Chrysippus does not appear to make Fate wholly
dependent upon God and his will: Fate ts the administration which tssues either from
God’s will or from whatever other reason (SVF 2,914). If Fate does not stem from God’s
will (that is, Providence), neither does it coincide with it, nor is it a wholly divine law,
a providential order; yet this is an exceptional view of his. As a maiter of fact Chrysippus
seems mostly to have followed Zeno’s tracks in identifying Fate with God*. The defini-
tions of both Providence and Fate, besides, given by Calcidius coincide with Chrysip-
pus’ literal definitions of them (SVF 2, 921; 1000) —though in the last fragment Fate is
called wseries of thingsn and not of causes,

To conclude with Calcidius’ reliability in regard to Chrysippus, we say
that, though the latter did not identify these divine aspects as distinct hypo-
stases (their relationship not being required by the Stoic system nor consti-
tuting a problem in that time), yet if the problem was posed in his lifetime,
Chrysippus might have subscribed to the view Calcidius attributed to him
seven centuries later, schematically taken, for all the reservations he tem-
porarily held, as regards the extent of divine Providence.

Even if Chrysippus denied eventually that evil, moral evil particularly,
should be referred to God, as he did not regard it as attributable to Fate
either (SVF 2, 1000), but actually considered man responsible for it and,
even if in some authentic fragments he seemed to havz deprived Fate of its
moral properties, as aforesaid, he nevertheless used in some of his works to
reduce everything to God and his Providence. Thus, Calcidius’ statement
is at least consistent with part of Chrysippus’ teaching, though without
covering the whole range of the latter's doctrine, being itself somewhat

(p. 200, 12 Bruns), PscudoPlutarch, De fato 570 ff etc., corresponding, according to A. A.
Long, Stoiec Determinism 267, to the Stoic division between antecedent — principal cau-
ses. We believe this doctrine somehow anticipated by the Stoics also on account of
SVF 2, 925; 939; 960; 966; 995; 998; 939; 1000 and 958: demonstrati va-condieionalia). Cf.
Cicero, De fato 7,41. Long (ibid.) collates the terminology otherwise.

46. SVF 1, 102; 162; 176: 2, 928; 929; 932;: 937; 945 etc. Thus Chrysippus was at a
loss to give the reasons of the origin of evil (SVF 3, 229a).
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contradictory or at least ambiguous. Calcidius was not an openly polemical
authority, since he did not overtly attack the Stoic doctrines, but their refu-
tations to what he considered to be the Platonic one; still he chose from what
he knew as Stoic tenets those creeds only which suited his scheme and render-
ed the Stoics rivals of his «Platonism». Having attacked that part of Chry-
sippus’ teaching only which served his purposes, ignoring what was in com-
mon with «Platonism» he renders himself a partial authority towards Chry-
sippus, but a relatively fair one—if one compares his statement of Cleanthes.

When we come to Cleanthes, with whom we are primarily concerned
(since Calcidius’ unparalleled opinion of him is decisive for the latter’s
doctrine of causation) matters are more difficult, for apart from Cleanthes’
poems no quotation of him exists and his fragments are nothing else than
doxographical accounts and later prejudiced testimonies. For a better under-
standing of Cleanthes’ views we think it proper to state briefly what is
attested as Zeno’'s theory of Fate and Providence, so that we may be in a
position to know what was the official doctrine of the Stoa when Clean-
thes was nominated head of the school.

4. Zenos doctrine of Fate and Providence.

Zeno is not reported as having written any books either on Providence
or on Fate as i1s Chrysippus. He must have laid the foundations of these
doctrines in the form is which they were later elaborated by Chrysippus
in his books on Nature, on Law and on the W hole. He is presented by
sources as having identified Fate with God and his Providence (SVF 1, 102;
160; 162; 176 etc.). He also considered the Law of Nature as divine, identi-
fying it with upright Reason (6pBog Loyoc), and regarding prudence and law
—Providence and Fate (?)— as the principles of all things (SVF 1; 162).

That God pertains to all things (SVF 1, 154; 155; 158; 159; 161) is equivalent to the
statement that everything is governed by divine Providence, also explicitly ascribed to
Zeno (SVF 1, 153); while this holds equally true concerning Fate with which God is iden-
tical (SVF 1, 102; 160). The divine character of Reason (Adyoc) as a cosmic law has also
been particularly stressed by Zeno, who is juxtaposed with Chrysippus and Posidonius
as having maintained that everything happens according to Fate (SVF 1, 175).

Fate is not unequivocally determined by Zeno. The doxographical tradition and
Aristocles ascribe the following statements to him, which may be considered as allowing
a sort of definition on his part: Fateis the power which sets matter in motion in a certain
order and in the same manner, called alternatively Providence and Nature (SVF 1, 176).
Fate seems thus to be reduced to the Aristotelian efficient cause, coinciding with the activ-
ity of the Adéyog as the active principle of the world. Similar is the view occurring in SVF
1, 87 though the name «Fate» for universal Reason in its property as seminal reason is not

18 PIAOZOPIA 3
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attributed to Zeno exclusively; for as first element, i.e. first principle-seminal Reason is by
Zeno considered, according to Aristocles, the Fire (SVF 1, 98). The wording of this passage
is awkward, for Fire taken as the element par excellence (SVF 2,413) is said to have as
first principles God and matter. What is important for our problem is that in this passage
it is spoken of fated periods of time in reference to the world-conflagration; and Fate is
determined as the connection and sequence of the reasons and causes of past, present
and future events and not as the seminal principle itself containing them—such being the
Fire. The world 1s nonetheless said to be governed by Fate justlike astate which has
the best laws. A certain differentiation between Fate and seminal Reason is implicit in
this fragment; yet Fate is still taken as dependent on the first seminal principle and as
ordering the reasons contained by it. Zeno's determination of Fate as a sequence of rea-
sons is not far from Chrysippus’ definition of it as a series of causes, inasmuch as Fate
is by both considered to be an inevitable and irrefragable law. Fate, anyway, taken either
as the efficient cause, or as the law of the development of events in time, is not actually
differentiated as a cosmic power from God, but in a purely conceptual manner only; since
both God and Fate denote the same thing, i.e. the strictly determined and properly
ordered world-process, better, the world's individuating quality.

This short account, though based upon attested fragments, is by no
means the actual doctrine of Fate accepted by Cleanthes as Zeno’s inherit-
ance. As very little remains of Zeno’s teaching and not any literal quota-
tion, and as Cleanthes is said to have been chosen by him because of his
adherence to his master’s doctrines, it is very probable that, preserved as
it is by late authorities, Zeno’s doctrine has been coloured by Chrysippean
tints. For all our survey of Zeno’s fragments, still, we are not in the position
to know with certainty how close Cleanthes stood to the views of the lead-
er of Stoicism.

5. Cleanthes’ doctrine of Fate and Providence as
assumed from his poetry and fragments.

What we may say from the outset in dealing with Cleanthes 1s that
none of the definitions of Fate attributed to Zeno is met with in Cleanthes’
remains. The term eipapuévn, moreover, is absent from his fragments apart
from one reference which is not pertinent to Cleanthes exclusively. In SVF
1, 536 Cleanthes and Chrysippus are said to declare that only Zeus survives
the conflagration. This information is contradicted by SVF 1, 510, attribu-
ted to Cleanthes exclusively, according to which only the Sun survives it.
On the other hand, the books mentioned in SVF 1, 536 have been mainly
written by Chrysippus.

It might be pleaded that Cleanthes may have used other alternative
descriptions to denote the concept of Fate, such as Reason, common Law,
yvopn (SVF 1, 537), echoing Heraclitus to whom he was closer than any
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ther Stoic. The term eipapuévn as a technical term 1s, anyway, totally
issing from his remains, apart from the designation mernpopévn used in
his prayer devoted to her and Zeus. (SVF 1, 527).

Cleanthes is not recorded either as having together with Zeno and
Chrysippus identified God with Fate and Providence or as having shared
the view that everything happens according to Fate. The argument ex
= stlentio is eloquent enough in this case to allow us to assume that Cleanthes
did not follow in Zeno’s wake concerning the power, the extent and the
divinity of Fate, as did Chrysippus. This assumption is made on the condi-
tion that Zeno had already formulated a certain doctrine of Fate, irrespective
of its further elaboration by Chrysippus.

That Cleanthes did not admit necessity in the past is an argument for
his being less of a determinist than Chrysippus, even if we are not able to
exactly determine his position on the well-«known» master argument?®’,
On the contrary he is explicitly recorded, especially by Cicero who is one
of our most reliable authorities on Stoicism, to have fervently defended the
Providence of the gods. One of his arguments for the gods’ existence is called
«from Providence» as arguing for the gods’ existence from the amount of
benefits bestowed by them upon men®, while the divine apparitions and
the divine gift of divination which constitute his first argument?® should be
taken as signs of divine benevolence, implying the administration of the
world by a rational divine power. His fourth and most important argument,
moreover, is based upon the teleology of Nature as exhibited by the regu-
larity, variety and beauty of the motions of the heavenly bodies®™. What
Cleanthes says of God in his fifth proof, stressing God’s benevolence again,
thatis, a perfect and excellent entity endowed with all virtues and unsuscep-
tible of evil®', may also stand as a definition of Him. Cleanthes’ belief in the
providential activity of God is also shown in his allegorical interpretation
of Atlas (SVF 1, 549). The Sun is, moreover, preferred by him as the ruling
principle of the world because of its insurmountable contribution to the
administration of the whole (SVF 1,499). This aspect of the Sun in addi-
tion to its providing the «vital heat», indispensable for the living organism,
is stressed by Philo in a passage in which it is highly probable he echoes
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47. SVF 1, 489, See P. M. Schuhl, Le dominateur et les possibles, Paris 1960,

48. SVF 1,528 = Cicero N. D. 2, 13-15: ex magnitudine commodorum.

49. Ibid.: ez praesensione rerum futurarum. Cf. 2, 6 praesentes di vim suam de-
clarant.

50. Ibid. : aequabilitatem motus conversionumque caeli, solis, lunae siderum.

51. SVF 529: 10 8¢ téherov xal dpiotov.. . ndoaig taig aperal CUVURETANPOUEVOV
Kai xaxol mavtog avemidextov.
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Cleanthes rather than Chrysippus: Sol, quem nonnullt rectorem esse di-
zerunt, eo quod largitur necessaria (SVF 2, 1145).

Yet, even if the world is governed by divine Providence, there are things
for Cleanthes which do happen, but are not planned by God. Such a thing
is at least moral evil, the only thing for which God is by no means responsi-
ble, as Cleanthes explicitly preached in his Hymn to Zeus. This is the only
realm to which the divine power and activity do not extend, but in an Epi-
methean manner only: that is, to turn evil into good, so as from the divine
perspective to be only the good that exists. Moral misdemeanour 1s solely
due to human wickedness, stemming either from ignorance or from stupidity,
although man is said to be naturally inclined towards virtue. It cannot be
proved, yet it cannot be denied that Cleanthes might also have accepted some
actual cases of natural evil as such, even though, strictly speaking, the Stoics
did not admit natural evil as a real one. The terror inspired by the irregular
and frightening phenomena of nature is used as a further argument for the
gods’ existence®. These phenomena are not presented as instances of natu-
ral evil, but rather as divine signs; the analogue, however, of Seneca, who
tried to justify them, allows us the assumption that perhaps Cleanthes had
put forward the question of their justification as well. The statement that
there are things not attributable exclusively to Providence is ascribed by
Philo®® to Cleanthes, Zeno, Parmenides and Empedocles. This generaliza-
tion and, moreover, the ascription of the same position to thinkers so remote
in time and so different philosophically renders one sceptical about its trust-
worthiness, but it cannot be certified that regarding Cleanthes the thesis
defended is alien to him. Philo notes there that, granting that God did not
generate matter, worldly events are caused either by the divine Providence
or by the order of things. This ordo rerum can stand for the Latin equiva-
lent of Fate. As an alternative description of it is used by Philo himself
the transmutation of the elements®, while the terminology of this passage
raises claims for the Stoic colour of the context. Divine Providence i1s, more-

52. SVF 1, 528: tertiam quae terreret. .. See also Seneca, Nat. quaest. 2,42, 3. It is
a case here of the anticipation of the «fear theorv» of the origin of religion.

53. SVF 1, 509: partim per providentiam dei, partim ob rerum ordinem. Philo
because of his Platonism as well as his personal doctrine of Adyoc is one of the most
problematic sources of Stoicism, though a rich one.

54. Given that for Philo: per providentiam nimirum dicitur mundus regi, non quod
omnium causa deus sit: nec enim malorum, neque eorum quae extra naturam fiunt
(p. 97 Aucher).. . expedit porro istorum causam ascribere elementis, mutationtbusque
eorum (p. 101 Aucher). See also the Greek text: ITeoi ITporolaz 52 f (Loeb ed. p. 492):
otoryeiov perafoirai.
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over, defended by Philo in purely Stoic terms, if we take «qua tenusy in
SVF 1, 548 to mean: «inasmuch as»; for otherwise, i.e. if we translate: «up
to the point» the Platonic influence which is very strong upon Philo would
give the context a colour of dualism® incompatible with the Stoic teaching,
according to which matter, as deprived of qualities, is morally indifferent.

To conclude the evidence we possess of Cleanthes” doctrine, we may
state that apart from Philo’s pieces of information — none of which refers
to Cleanthes exclusively — which suggest that, in spite of the administration
of the world by divine Providence, there are things not primarily falling
within the divine plan, we do not find any grounds both for ascribing any
personal doctrine of Fate to Cleanthes, and admitting a limitation of Provi-
dence on his part.

Most modern scholars, whose interpretations of Calcidius’ state-
ment concerning Cleanthes we shall survey presently, maintain that Cal-
cidius was motivated into ascribing this view to Cleanthes by the latter’s
hymn to Zeus or a certain comment on it.

From a very brief analysis of this poem we reach the following conclusions : The name
of Fate is missing from this poem also. Even if we substitute the words: common law,
AOvog, yvioun etc. for it, taking Zeus to stand for Providence (as found in Calcidius’
relationship), no definite relation either of identification or of subordination between
Providence and Fate is drawn from it. Zeus is presented there as the most glorious of the
immortals, eternally almighty and leader of nature. Everything willingly obeys him because
of his powerful thunderbolt through which he distributes universal Reason. Nothing
throughout the world happens without his agency apart from the deeds of the bad men.
Yet Zeus knows how to harmonize good with evil and thus extablish the one eternal
Reason, the universal law obeyed by all, evil men aside. It is God alone, the distributor of
all gifts, who can save them, enlighten their souls and make them know the yvoun
which he himself obeys in governing the world®,

Zeus, as preached in this Hymn, is wholly providential and nothing exists outside him
to prevent his beneficent administration. Even human misdeeds, which are by no means
caused by him, are eventually turned by him into good This is the greatest proof of his
Providence, namely to also guarantee human freedom. In any case evil actions do happen;
and these, even if they are eventually turned into good thus serving universal harmony,
are not primarily the working of divine Providence®’. The second sentence of Calcidius’

55. Contraria (deo sc.) vel materiae vel malitiae naturae immoderatae erroris (100
Aucher). See A. A. Long, The Stoic concept of ewil,, 333-4n. 19, 23.

56. On Cleanthes” Hymn to Zeus and its bibliography see our article. ‘O "Y uvog
eig Ala xai ra Xovoa "Enn, «®docogia» 1 (1971) 349 n. 36.

57. For the presentation of reality by the Stoics in bifocal lenses: the eternal perspe-
ctive and the human view-point, see Long, Freedom and Determinism, 176. Cf. Th. Aqui-
nas, Summa Theologica Q. 22, on God’s power to turn evil into good; that is, on unli-
mited Providence. Augustine’s view, quoted there, recalls that of Cleanthes.
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reference to Cleanthes may thus find a certain justification. It can be assumed by virtue
of the Hymn, namely, that there are things which do happen —and, since they happen,
are fated because nothing happens outside the causal nexus—, but which are not in conform-
ity with the divine Providence. However it is not, explicitly stated that such things are
attributable to Fate; though in a certain sense they could be regarded as fated, both because
they merely take place, and because they betray yielding to external causes; that is, not a
proper use of presentations, which is the most infallible sign of Providence.

The first sentence, however, of Cleanthes’ alleged view, that what happens by the au-
thority of Providence is also in accordance with Fate, if Fate is not divine, is difficult
to justify from the Hymn. Even if we take universal law, Adyog or yvidun, to stand for
the Stoic Fate, we cannot draw an unequivocal relationship between God, standing for
Providence, and these concepts. That Zeus is said to govern the world by Law (1. 2)
may be taken as implying that God (Providence) and Law (Fate) are distinct cosmic
powers. In . 24 Cleanthes speaks of the universal law of God as if this law, obeyed by
all except bad men, has its origin in God. In the last line, finally, universal law appears as
superior to both the gods and men, and this is the only case which seems to justify even
the first sentence of Calcidius’ statement of Cleanthes, which implies that Fate (law?) is
superior to Providence. Yet this is only one of the three possible relationships drawn from
the Hymn, since universal law is also found to be both equal to God and to depend
upon him, i.e. to be dictated by him. Thus the concept of universal law is not philosophi-
cally determined by Cleanthes, and may echo the Heraclitean doctrine with some shades
of the teaching of Zeno, inasmuch as the influence of Heraclitus is very strong upon him,
and he has written Ezplanations on Heraclitus. Cleanthes, in any case, did not call God
either universal or natural law, as emphatically as did Zeno; nor had Zeno himself for-
mulated a clear doctrine of natural law either, as Watson very rightly notes®,

If we take the word Adyocg as an alternative description of Fate in the Hymn, elsewhere
designated by Cleanthes as the highest God®®, we assume the following: Universal Reason
is directed by God towards everything through the fire of the thunderbolt (1. 12); and it
is by virtue of Reason that God has assumed his superiority. A6yog, on the other hand—in
terms recalling both the A6yog of Heraclitus® and mostly that of Plotinus®— is said
(1. 21) to be the unity of opposites, the harmony of good and evil, identical with the di-
vine universal law. With this aspect of Léyoc, not attested by any other testimony, Fate as
natural law is not incompatible (taken as universal cause, including the particular causes,
in the spirit of Thomas Aquinas®®) and it does not differ as such from Providence aiming
for the interest of the whole. Yet in this Hymn Adyog is not independent of God.

58. The Natural Law and Stoicism in Problems in Stoicism, 221.

59. SVF 1, 530 = Cic. N.D. 1, 37: nihil ratione esse divinius, Cf. SVF 1, 531; 532.
Cf. De Vogel, op. cit. frg. 918 d: Ad6yoc identic with Zeus.

60. VS, B 1,2, 8, 31, 50, 72. There are striking Heraclitean echoes in the Hymn to
Zeus even in the wording. Cf. K. Deichgriber, Bemerkungen zu Diogenes Bericht iiber
Heraklit, «Philologus» 93 (1938) 29, on the probability of Cleanthes’ being the author of
the epigram on Heraclitus (Anth. P. 9. 540).

61. IIT 217-18: 1T 3 1-2 Cf. R. E. Witt, The Plotinian Logos and its Stoic Basis,

CQ 25(1931) 103-111. In certain respects ALdoyoc may be taken as equivalent to the Stoic
Fate = world-order.

62. Op. cit. Q. 22 A. L.
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The word yvoun (1. 35) as divine decree, may finally be taken as denoting the Stoic
Fate —as described by Seneca—, but as God’s decree, however, and not as a distinct,

independent and impersonal cosmic power, even if it be obligatory even for God himself
to obey it.

To conclude the survey of the Hymn as constituting a source of Calci-
dius’reference we observe that, though Zeus is here presented as almighty
and providential, he does not rule as a tyrant, but with justice and Law; yet
these concepts are properties of His rather than distinct cosmic powers and
by no means seem to set limits to divine Providence. The Hymn does not
betray the formulation of a certain doctrine of Fate on Cleanthes’ part,
and only under a biased interpretation dictated by a fixed thesis on Calci-
dius’ part it might have allowed the hierarchy ascribed to Cleanthes.

But even if it has not been proved by Cleanthes’ remains, nor from the
Hymn to Zeus that actually Cleanthes subordinated Providence to Fate
(it not having been shown that he had even formulated a certain doctrine of
Fate or followed Zeno on this matter) he has, nevertheless, specifically de-
voted a prayer to Zeus and Ilerpopévn. This poem has been, moreover, pre-
served for us both in part and in whole by Epictetus®, while Seneca has
given his own version of it®. It runs as follows: dyov 6& p’ @ Zed, xai ov
v’ 1 menpopévn, | 6mor mol’ Dpiv eipi datetaypévos, | dg Eyopar y° dokvog'
fiv 8& ye un 0ého | xakdg yeEVOPEVOS, OUBEV TjTTOV EYOQL.

It is true that Calcidius’ statement can be justified from a certain point
of view by this short poem. If we put its contents schematically: €yopai
{ioxvog=is both according to Providence (Zeus) and Fate; Eyopair=is only
according to Fate, (Providence being the internal state of mind; that is,
consent to Zeus will). Fate thus appears a broader concept than Providence,
consistent with Calcidius’ statement: «all events are fated but not all events
are in conformity with Providence». Providence is lacking in the latter case,
unless taken as guarantee of human freedom. In any case Fate is not a
divine decree under this interpretation. Yet it is surprising that neither
Epictetus, nor Seneca and Simplicius are aware of it.

Epictetus —who quotes this poem five times— primarily a moralist, does not often
speak of Fate in cosmic sense; Seneca, however, though mostly in keeping with early Stoi-
cism in identifving Fate with God®s, at times puts Providence and Fate as incompatible

63. Dis. 2,23,42;3,22,95;4,4,34,4,1, 131; Man. ch. 53.

64. Epist. 107,10 - 11: et sic alloquamur Jovem cuius gubernaculo moles ista deri-
gitur. .. duc, o parens celsigue dominator poli... ducunt volentem fata, nolentem tra-
hunt. In Seneca’s version Fate is not invoked.

65. De benef. 4,23, 3; Epist. 117, 19; Nat qaest. 2,45, 1-2.
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alternatives®® even subordinating Zeus to Fate. Were Cleanthes known as having a person-
al doctrine of Fate, it is to be expected that both Epictetus and Seneca, the latter in parti-
cular, would have alluded to it. In fact, none of them, not even Simplicius, the Aristote-
lian commentator of Epictetus’ *Eyyewoidior, make any allusion to some specific connotations
of Fate which appears in this poem personified as nenpopévn. For all of them as well as for
modern commentators such as J. Dalfen®” Cleanthes’ nempopévn is understood as a more
popular and poetic alternative description of the Zenonian and Chrysippean Fate, inasmuch
as this poem is a rapudopbwoig of Euripides’ verses®™ in the Stoic spirit. Whether ne-
npwpuévn as a philosophical term has any semantical difference from elpappévn for
Cleanthes —as it seems to have had for Chrysippus®— is not certain.

Epictetus in any case does not seem aware of any specific use of this term by Clean-
thes;, nor does mempwuévn appear stronger to the Stoic Fate in the ordinary sense; nor
is it inferred from his introductory remarks that it may correspond to Necessity or be
taken as a broader term than Zeus, a prayer to Necessity being inconceivable. He presents
this short poem as putting forward a mode of life which best safeguards human freedom
against external events, consent to the divine ordinance being for Stoicism the chief form
of freedom. (Dis. 2, 23, 42). Submission to Zeus and Destiny as a road to freedom is also
suggested by the context of the other quotations by Epictetus of Cleanthes’ poem (Dis.
3, 22, 95; 4, 1, 128). God is not to be blamed nor anything else. In Dis, 4, 4, 35, even if Epi-
ctetus sees Zeus and Destiny as two distinct forces by using the plural 0élete, Fate is again
understood as divine order. That Epictetus speaks ib. 40 of "supervisors’ of Zeus does not
allow the assumption of any comparison with Calcidius’ reference, since Fate is in this
context closer to chance rather than a causal principle (dawpdéviov and chance). The same
poem is quoted in whole in the 'Eyyewoidior without any introductory remarks, to-
gether with some verses by Euripides and two slightly modified Platonic quotations (ch. 53).
Even if in Euripides’ fragment it is spoken of Necessity (avdayxn) this is to be understood as
the divine will, as is shown from the Platonic sentences. Therefore Cleanthes’ nenpopévn
is not understood by Epictetus as a force independent of God or broader than him
setting limits to Zeus' Providence which Epictetus had himself defended in terms no less
fervent than did the early Stoics.

Seneca in his own version of the same poem wholly reduces Fate to God, being address-
ed to Zeus only and considering it as divine decree’, For him Fate does both, leading the
willing to follow and dragging the unwilling, whereas Fate as Necessity only drags, never
leads, this being the activity of Zeus. Seneca having himself often distinguished between

66. Fate in often understood by Seneca in astrological sense, and as such seems
stronger to God: De prov. 5, 8; cum univeso rapi, De benef. 4,23,4 quantam fatorum
seriem certus limes educit. For the different trends of Seneca's world-thought, see
R. Hoven, Stoicisme et Stoiciens face au probléme de I'au-dela, Paris 1971, 109-126.

67. Das Gebet des Kleanthes an Zeus und das Schicksal, «Hermes» 99 (1971)
175-183.

68. See Euripides’ Hecuba 346, 369, frg. 132. Cf. K. Praechter, Zu Kleanthes’ frg.
91 P. 527 v. A., «Philologus» 67 (1908) 157 ff.

69. SVF 2, 914; 997; 1003.

70. Diss. 1, 6; 1, 16. Cf. B. Hijmans, Epictetus and the Teleological Explanation of
Nature, PACA 2 (1959) 15-21.

71. See n. 64.
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both God and Fate, on the one hand, and Fate and Necessity, on the other, was fully enti-
tled to note the distinction, between Fate and Providence if actually made by Cleanthes ;
he seems, however, thoroughly unaware of anything of this sort or of any variance between
Cleanthes and Chrysippus on this point,

As not differing from God, moreover, as emanating from him Cleanthes’ nerpouévn
is understood by Simplicius, the Aristotelian commentator of Epictetus’ *Evyyewp(dior in
the 5th century A.D. Commenting on ch. 53 Simplicius says of Cleanthes™: Eilyerar »ai
ovrog (sc. Cleanthes) &y roic "laufleios rovros ayecbar vxo Oeobd xai Tijs ax’ airod dua
AdvTwy £r TASEL QoITWONS aitias TomTixis Te xai xuTixis’ 1y aeapwuévny xai eipapué-
vy Exdiet.

The use of the plural yete in this poem of Cleanthes does not literally involve the
identity of Zeus and Destiny, but it does not imply any hierarchy or some conflict between
them either. Fate seems here to designate the individual human lot decided and determined
for ever by the will of God. As this poem is a modification, according to the Stoic spirit,
of Euripides’ verses referring to "Avayxn, it is too much to claim that it contains a system-
atic doctrine of Fate. A certain distinction could be made in virtue of the last verse of
this poem, of which Marcus Aurelius is also aware™: being dragged by events is different
from willingly following, the former implying submission to Necessity, the latter confi-
dence in divine Providence; that is, consent to the divine ordinance. Providence is thus
reduced to the assurance of a moral internal state of mind. A prayer to natural Necessity
isin any case alien to Cleanthes’ religious temperament, as prayer is in general useless
in the face of hard Determinism.

To conclude the survey of Cleanthes’ relevant evidence we summarize
as follows: a) Neither did Cleanthes identify God with Fate nor did he
consider Providence and Fate as alternative descriptions of God. b) Neither
i1s he reported as having maintained, together with Zeno and Chrysippus,
that everything happens according to Fate. c¢) He does not seem to
have formulated a certain doctrine of causation or to have explicitly shared
in Zeno' views in this respect. d) His God is the cause of everything, apart
from the deeds of bad men, moral evil, due to ignorance, being placed
on human responsibility; Yet God is able to turn evil into good. e) If
Philo’s reference actually pertains to him, Cleanthes must have considered
the transmutation of the elements, 1.e. natural law, as a second cause for
the things which are not justified by divine Providence. f) He has fervently
defended the Providence of the gods, the chief bearer of which is for him
the Sun, the ruling principle of the world™,

These assumptions drawn from the investigation of the available evi-
dence apart from Calcidius’ piece of information hardly square in their
entirety with what Calcidius says of Cleanthes. That certain (fated) events

72. J. Schweighduser (Ed.) 1800, 329.
73. Med. 10, 28.
74. SVF 1,499. Cf. SVF 2, 694; 1145; 1150.
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(moral evil) are not in conformity with Providence is deduced from the
Hymn to Zeus. That Fate taken as natural law and not as divine decree
may account for instances of natural evil is implied by Philo’s passage.
That Providence is included in Fate is still not justified by the evidence.
Cleanthes is not attested to have juxtaposed Fate and Providence either
in a certain hierarchy or in reciprocal terms.

6. Interpretations of SVF 2,933 suggested by modern
literature.

Before we extend our inquiry into the context in which fragm. SVF 2,
933 is embedded, we shall pass in review some of the interpretations of this
passage attempted by modern scholars.

E. Zeller, to begin with, reads Calcidius’ opinion of Cleanthes as implying that
Cleanthes subordinated Fate to Providence™, which is obviously wrong, as the exact
opposite is the case. A. Bonhéffer noticing Chrysippus’ divergence from Cleanthes remarks
that the latter wished to substract evil from both the divine and the natural causality,
admitting it, however, within the world-order™, which does not explain what Cleanthes
must have meant by Fate. A. Gercke makes the following remarks: Wahrend Chrysippus
Vorsehung und Naturgesetz unterschiedlos gebrauchte, hitte sein Vorginger Klean-
thes im Anschluff an die alten Vorstellungen des Volkes und seiner Dichter alles dem
Verhingnisse, der untrennbaren Notwendigkeit unterworfen, auch die Gétter und die
gittliche Vorsehung™. This view, even if partly correct, implying concession to popular
language, is not consistent with Cleanthes remains, as neither his poetry nor other trustwor-
thy evidence reduce his Fate, if any, to Necessity. V. Arnold also considers Cleanthes’ Fate
to be wider than his Providence, just as in Virgil the fates are more powerful than Jove.
He sees the sphere of Providence limited by Necessity, and Chrysippus forced to admit
Cleanthes’ position. Cleanthes seem thus a harder determinist than Zeno™. This being
hardly justified by the evidence, A.C. Pearson rightly believes Zeno to be more of a fatal-
ist than Cleanthes, even though he himself relates Calcidius’ piece of information to
the evil existing in the universe: Cleanthes felt the difficulty that xaxdv could not be said
to erist zara modvoway, even if it existed »al’ elpappuévgy™. Yet, commenting on lines 17-
18 of Cleanthes’ Hymn he remarks that divine omnipotence is vindicated. This passage is
understood by De Vogel in terms similar to those of Arnold: Cleanthes confines the field
of Providence; everything happens by Fate, not everything by Providence®. Both

75. Die Philosophie der Griechen, Darmstadt 19635, 146 n. 3: Anders bei Kleanthes,
welcher nach Chalcidius das Verhangnis der Vorsehung in der Art untergeordnete,
daf zwar alle von thm ausgehenden Erfolge auch von jener ausgehen solten, aber
nicht umgekehrt. Similarly Edelstein, The Philosophical System 292, n. 27.

76. Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet, Stuttgart 1894, 137 - 138.

71. Eine platonische Quelle des Neuplatonismus, RhMus 41 (1888) 279.

78. Roman Stoicism, London 1911, 203, 208.

79. The Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes, London 1891, 298 (frg. 18).

80. Greek Philosophy 3, The Hellenistic and Roman Age, Leiden 1964, (frg. 927b).
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these views suffer from the same deficiency; that is, they do not sufficiently elucidate
Cleanthes’ concept of Fate.

E. Bréhier, though characterizing Cleanthes’ position as dualistic since la provi-
dence est soumise @ une putssance qui la depasse, avows his inability to determine the
grounds on which Calcidius ascribed this position to him®, As ein Rest von Dualismus
H.v. Arnim regards the same reference, contrasting it to Chrysippus’ Pantheistic Monism
and attributing the limitation of Providence by free will (in acting contrary to reason and
God) to Cleanthes’ religiosity®®, Nor is Pohlenz’ view different: Kleanthes schied zwischen
Heimarmene und Pronoia, weil es seinem religisen Empfinden widerstrebte, dafl
auch die physischen und sittlichen Ubel nach dem Willen Gottes eintreten sollten®,
That moral evil is due to yuxfic €€ovoia is Stoic and specifically Cleanthean; that natural
evil is due to matter is by no means Stoic but Platonic, and hardly squares with what Cal-
cidius himself says of the Stoic doctrine of matter and the origin of evil®!, Cleanthes’ con-
cept of Fate, as understood by Calcidius at least, is hardly made clear by all these inter-
pretations which are only partly correct.

G. Verbeke was fully entitled to have given a satisfactory explanation both because
he has written the single recent monography on Cleanthes and has dwelt on Alexander
of Aphrodisias, who treats Stoicism in terms not dissimilar to Calcidius, as a source
for Stoic Determinism®, Yet he did not attempt any investigation of the context of Calci-
dius’ text, but seems to have been occupied with clarifying Cleanthes’ concept of Fate,
which he sees as @Uowv. .. v @¢ éxi 10 mold in terms of the doctrine of Fate attributed
to Aristotle by his commentators®. Though we are not in agreement with him in consider-
ing matter to be the cause of events and things which fall outside Providence, we see
his insight in not identifying Cleanthes’ Fate with that of Chrysippus as a correct confront-
ation of Calcidius’ reference, even if he does not elucidate Cleanthes’ view of Fate tho-
roughly, if we understand him well.

D. Babut, in spite of the fact that he discusses at some length Pseudo-Plutarch’s De
fato, a treatise closely resembling Calcidius’ excursus on Fate, and devotes a chapter to
the relationship of Providence to Fate in both Plutarch and the Stoics, passes over frg.
SVF. 2933, i.e. Cleanthes' alleged view, remarking only that the supremacy of natural
order actually abolishes Providence since: faire de I'ordre naturel le principe supréme,
revient a supprimer purement et simplement la providence®; yet without making any
specific reference to Cleanthes he takes the identification of Fate with Providence, in
early Stoicism in general for granted.

J. Gould, chiefly dealing with Chrysippus, whom in contrast to Cleanthes he sees
as trying to preserve the teleology of Plato and Aristotle, (which is not correct of Chry-
sippus rather than of Cleanthes), sees the latter’s views as a deviation from Zeno’s doc-
trine —to which Chrysippus returned— dictated by his denial of ascribing moral evil

81. Chrysippe et Uancient Stoicisme, Paris 1951, 206-207 n. 1.

82. Kleanthes, RE 11, 1 (1921), col. 567.

83. Die Stoa, Gottingen 1959, 2: 58. (Cf. 1, 102).

84. See n. 55, and Calcidius’ excursus «on matter» (ch. 268-335).

85. Stoicisme et Artistotélisme 80. Cf. L’évolution de la doctrine du pneuma du
Stoicisme & S. Augustin, Leiden 1945, 131 ff.

86. Kleanthes van Assos, Brussel 1949, 194, Cf. Aristotle, De gen. anim.770b 9-13.

87. Plutarque et le Stoicisme, Paris 1969, 159-161 ; 310-315 esp. 311. Cf. 450.
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moreover, was fathered on Plato, the lack of dogmatism of the Platonic
dialogues admitting of various interpretations!””, The basis on which both
this hierarchy was justified and a doctrine of causation in Stoic terms— yet
as a counter-answer to the Stoic one— was ascribed to Plato, was mainly
Timaeus 4le 2-3 in a long comment on which, the passage under discussion
is embedded.

Despite the confrontation of the above mentioned authors with the
question of the relationship between Providence and Fate in terms similar
to those of Calcidius and, in spite of the fact that whoever of them refers
to the identification of these two concepts understands it as a tenet defended
by the Stoics, no one except Calcidius refers to the Stoics by name. Some
more explicit references to the Stoics, though always anonymous, concerning
their attitude towards this relationship are made by Philo, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Augustine and Origen'® all of them in the spirit of the hier-
archical conception of Being prevailing in late antiquity to which the vitalistic
Stoic Monism was viewed as the exact opposite. Alexander does not put
this problem in the De fato (another example of intentional misrepresenta-
tion of the Stoic creed) but in the Quaestiones : xai yao &t mpos rovrous,
el Ta zall’ elpaouévny ywvdueva xai xara modvoray yiverar, nds etioyoy xa-
TA TOovOLdY TWAS AYTIOAGOEWY TOIS XAADS YWOUEvols xai eVL0y®s TOiS
zara modvoray ; (10, 32 =SVF 2, 962), where Chrysippus’ doctrine is im-
plicitly debated without any allusion to Cleanthes’ alleged view. What
precedes this passage, nct inserted by Arnim in the collection of the frag-
ments'”®, advocates the assumption that, had Alexander known of a Stoic
variation of this relationship, he would have used it to attack Chrysippus’
thesis; but none of the above mentioned authorities nor even Plotinus who
alludes to different Stoic theories of causation (III 1), make any hint to
what Cleanthes™ view could be.

Yet this different view is actually ascribed to Cleanthes by Calcidius,

107. See Calcidius, In Timaeum ch. 300 for the different ways Plato was interpreted
by his disciples. On the transformation of the Platonic doctrine during subsequent centu-
ries which would have astonished Plato, see F.Solmsen, Plato’s Theology, New York
1942, 144; 177, 192. Cf. F. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, London 19718, 36; 171 on the
lack of a dogmatic theory of causation in Plato, and E. Taylor, Commentary on Plato’s
Timaeus, Oxford 1928, 256 (on 41 e): confusion on this point has worked much havoc
with both exegeseis ancient and modern. K. Feebleman, Religious Platonism, London
1959, 139 remarks that Nemesius used Aristotle with biblical explanations. Greene, 368
says that Plutarch from scattered passages of Plato constructed a philosophy of history.

108. SVF 2, 932; 962; 988; 532.

109. Quaestiones 14, p. 10, 19,
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and it is to him as an author, and the relevant context of his Commentary on
Timaeus that we shall presently resort in order to find some justification,
if any, for Cleanthes’ presumed variance with the orthodox Stoic creed.

8. Calcidius as a source of the Stoic doctrines of
Providence and Fate.

Calcidius, a Christian from Milan rather than Spain, wrote little after
400 A.D. according to Waszink®. He translated Plato’s Timaeus and
wrote a commentary on it up to 53 ¢. Until the 12th century Plato was known
in the West from this translation. The question of his sources has been much
discussed™ and Numenius, Adrastus, Albinus, Porphyry, or simply a Pla-
tonist of the 2nd century A.D., greatly influenced by Stoicism, have been
regarded by scholars as his most probable ones. Apart from other digres-
sions made in this commentary such as «on matter», «on the ruling part of
the soul»'!? etc., a long excursus «on Fate» begins as soon as Calcidius comes
to Timaeus 4le 2-3: vopovg 1e ToUg elpappévoug elnev abtoic. As Boeft
remarks'® this mere sentence was sufficient for Calcidius to start a pro-
found examination of the doctrine of Fate, though Plato himself did not give
an explicit account of this doctrine. Neither did Aristotle, but Alexander of
Aphrodisias also ascribed such a doctrine to him, formulated in Stoic terms.
The Platonic doctrine of "Avaykn''* was a place much more appropriate
than 4le 2-3 to discuss a Platonic theory of causation. Yet though tempo-
rarily resorting to such a discussion there!® Calcidius treats it as mainly
pertinent to the question of «matter». Granted the devaluation of nature in
Plato’s Metaphysics, the question of Fate which was pertinent to the corpo-
real reality and the wordly things only had not such an important place for
him to justify the long discussion Calcidius devotes to it.

Calcidius’ reasons for such a lengthy deviation on occasion of Timaeus
41e 2-3 which he translates as: legesque immutabilis decreti docuit are stated
as follows: hic jam magnam et diffictlem rationem commovet (sc. Plato)

110. Waszink, op. cit., Introduction XV. Van Winden, Caleidius on Matter, his Doc-
trine and Sources, Leiden 19652, 2 posits him as a Spaniard after 300 A.D. since
bishop Osius to whom the work is dedicated was said to live during 295-357 A. D.

111. Waszink, op. cit.,, XXXV - CVI; on Fate esp. LXII ff and XCf{f. Cf. Boeft, op.
cit,, 127-137; Van Winden op. cit., 5-10; 248-259,

112, «De animae principali» ch, 214-233; «De silva» ch. 268-355.

113. Op. cit., 3, 8.

114. Ch. 268 ff. on Timaeus 47 e. See Van Widen 109-125; Cornford op. cit. 36.

115. See ch. 297: unde igitur mala? Van Winden 111 ff; Boeft, op. cit., 74 - 75.

19 DIAOZOPIA 3
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de qua multa disceptatio habita inter veteres perseverat etiamnunc. He
thinks it, therefore, his duty to present the «Platonic» doctrine—though not
that of others—as it would take him long to follow the others, some of whom
believe that nothing happens according to Fate, others that everything does,
and nothing is in human will and power, and others both that some things
are fated and some attributable to the freedom of the will. It looks as if
the problem is posed between Fate and free will, but it also turns out to
be between Fate and Providence, and between Providence and evil.

Thus in ch. 143-190, a treatise on Fate, complete in itself, is embedded,
which, for all Calcidius® promises to write an exposition of the Platonic
doctrine of Fate only, is actually a thorough Middle-Platonic account also
occurring in other Prae-and Neo-Platonists, yet with many modifications!®
and additional elements on Caldidius’ part, and many references to the Stoics
in both the destructive and the constructive part of it. It has been divided as
follows!®a; ch. 142: Preface; 143-159: the fundaments of the Platonic doctrine
of Fate; 160-175: refutation of Stoic arguments against the Platonic doctrine
of Fate; 175-190: renewed exposition of the Platonic doctrine of Fate.

The problem of the direct and indirect sources of this particular section of Calcidius’
commentary has been greatly debated. Waszink regarding Numenius as the author intel-
lectualis of the whole commentary believed he found additional elements for his argu-
ment in this tractatus on Fate. He also suggested that Alexander of Aphrodisias known
to Calcidius through Porphyry was a very probable source!®, Theiler opted for the school
of Gaius'*® and Gercke for a Platonist of the 2nd century A.D., who also was the source
of Pseudo-Plutarch and Nemesius!!?, while Posidonius, the Aristotelian Adrastus, even
Plotinus were at times regarded as probable sources**®, Boeft has convincingly shown!*!
that Porphyry is very likely to have been Calcidius’ direct source and this seems very
probable to Van Winden'*? also, inasmuch as Porphyry was accused of transcribing Nume-

116. Waszink XXIV: non sine dispositionis mutationibus satis gravibus. Van Win-
den speaks of the author’s talents and does not consider him a mere compileator (p. 3).
He also remarks (p. 214) that Calcidius modified Numenius to fit his own concept of the
soul. Numenius is generally regarded as Neopythagorean.

116a. Waszink XXXI, cf. Boeft 4-6.

117. Waszink LIX, XC ff.

118. Ammonius und Porphyrius, in Entrétiens sur UAntiquité Classique XII,
Geneve 1965. Cf. Waszink, Porphyrius und Numenius, ib. 35-83.

119. Eine platonische Quelle des Neuplatonismus, 287-291,

120. Waszink XXXVII; Van Winden 5-10; See also E, Steinheimer, Untersuchungen
liber die Quellen des Chalcidius, Aschaffenburg 1912; B. W. Switalski, Des Chalecidius
Kommentar zu Plato’s Timaeus, Minster 1902; R. M. Jones, Chalcidius and Neo-Pla-
tontsm, CP 13 (1918) 194-208.

121. Op. cit. 127-137.

122. Op. cit. 247, 248-259, 252,
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nius. Waszink®?® himself in a paper later to his edition of Calcidius seemed to accept
Theiler’s view of an author belonging to the school of Gaius, whom Calcidius might have
known through Porphyry together with Numenius and Alexander of Aphrodisias. It
may thus be said that it is highly plausible that Calcidius in his tractatus on Fate might
have adapted a treatise of Porphyry on Fate, which in all probability belonged to his
Omopviuata on Plato’s Timaeus»'*t, Even if the material is rather prae-Neoplatonic, Por-
phyry’s ultimate authorship justifies both some Neo-Platonic (Ammonian) elements,
such as the hierarchy of the hypostases in ch. 176, 177, 188 and some Aristotelian ones.
For all the Stoic influence upon Calcidius or his source, even in the exposition of
the «Platonicn doctrine of Fate, there has not been any particular Stoic source detected,
whereas the undoubted influence of the Neopythagorean Numenius accounts for the
antistoic position of the treatise.

Calcidius in the sequel of the preface, now translating Timaeus 4le 2-3
in Stoic terms as: universam fatorum seriem revelasse, understands it as
implying that according to Plato providence precedes, destiny follows: i.e.
that according to Plato Providence was born first; fatum quidem dicimus ex
providentia fore, non tamen providentiam ex fato (ch. 143). It will not be
argued here that the implications of the Platonic text'®, as drawn by Calcidius
are hardly justified from the text itself, inasmuch as Calcidius wrongly
understands here the arrangement of the universe as the work of the hy-
postasized Providence'®®, What concerns us is that the view he ascribes to
Plato, repeated in ch. 147: sic fatum quidem ex providentia est nec ta-
men ex fato providentia is the exact opposite of what in the sequel he
ascribes to Cleanthes which constitutes the fragment under discussion.

Actually, after determining the Platonic Fate both as essence and as
act, the latter being the unchangeable law and inevitable decree which
accompantes the nature of the world and by which all things in the world
are ruled, the former the three-partite world-soul, he states the Stoic
counter-positions which we have already quoted. Since Calcidius does not
comment on Cleanthes and Chrysippus views, we shall try to understand
their meaning from what he thinks of the «Platonic» hierarchy, which is
the reverse of the «Cleanthean» one. It might be supposed that he takes the
Stoic views to imply that everything happens according to fate—abbre-
viations being usual to him—as he says in the sequel: «But Plato adheres

123. Studien zu Timaeoskommentar des Caleidius, Leiden 1964, See n. 118,

124. Boeft op. cit., 136-37. This view also accounts for some Aristotelian elements.

125. See Proclus’ Commentary 322e, 323b (Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum
Commentaria, ed. Diehl III 271) where Fate is identified with Nature, whereas in Calci-
dius the world-soul either coincides with Fate or obeys it (143 - 144, 177). Boeft 19.

126. Boeft ibid. 8 as it is the case of the mixture of the ingredients for the making
of the soul and not of the constitution of the universe.
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to the principle that neither are all things according to providence nor
(according to fate) for the nature of regulated things is not uniform;
thus some thingsresult from providence alone,some from destiny, some
from our free will. . . divine and intelligible things and those near to
them are ruled by providence alone, the natural and corporeal things
are according to fate...»n. This assumption is not, however, inferred
from the alleged Stoic view, for in this way Plato would also have argued
that «all things are ruled by Providence», since Providence is prior to Fate.
Even if it is a general Stoic creed that all things happen according to
Fate, at least for Chrysippus and Zeno, by virtue of Calcidius’ statement
such a view need not be involved by the priority of Fate to Providence
ascribed to Cleanthes. Absolute Determinism might not be Cleanthes’
doctrine in virtue of Calcidius’ statement, since neither may Panproviden-
tialism be attributed to Flato on the reverse grounds.

The determination of the Platonic Fate by Calcidius, even if done in
Stoic terms does not concern us. The importance said to have been given
to the doctrine of Fate by Plato because of the bearing of this doctrine on
all the three branches of philosophy: Ethics, Physics and Logic, pleads for
the Stoic trait of all this context. What matters to us is Calcidius’ view of
the Stoic doctrine of Fate. This should be detected in the section concerned
with the Stoic refutations of the Platonic doctrine. But, whereas Calcidius
was very confident in determining the «Platonic» doctrine, in presenting the
Stoic objections to it he seems to be at a loss to designate what the Stoics
understood by Fate.

The first Stoic cbjection to the «Platonic» thesis he presents arises from
the doctrine of God’s perscience on the basis of which it is argued that
«everything, including the art of divination and human action in general,
happens according to Fate»n. This is not fair criticism of the Stoic position,
man being for the Stoics a perfect, principal cause and not the condition sine
qua non of Fate. This Stoic objection is refuted in the sequel (c.h. 163-164) on
the grounds that everything is predetermined according to its nature, which
the Stoics themselves admitted'®. The second Stoic refutation to the thesis
that moral evil is in man’s power (which the Stoics themselves allowed) isthat
(dicunt) non spontanea esse delicta (ch. 165). Man being by nature inclined
towards the good, and vice being an error of judgement, the cause of this
error must be external to man. The Stoics thus accused of evil a double per-
version arising either from the things themselves or from the divulgence
of fame. This is actually a Stoic doctrine as we know from other sources as

127. SVF 2, 1000; 1002 (?).
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o well (SVF 3,228-236). This objection extends down to ch. 168 and we believe
2 & with Waszink'® and contrary to Boeft'®® that this chapter has a Stoic rather
3 < than a Platonic background, moreover a Cleanthean one. We regard it as an
‘3 indication, that Calcidius may have had access to some texts of Cleanthes,

q;perhaps his poetry, on the basis of which (plus Astrology) he thought
o S himself entitled to attribute to Cleanthes the opinion we try to justify. Not
=very successfully translated by Boeft this chapter runs as follows:

(Because error arises from «the things» and the «divulgence of fame»), therefore
those who are to become wise need a gentle-manly education and rules leading to
virtue as well as instruction distinct from the great mass, and they have to mark
and observe all excellent things leading to wisdom. Before anything else they need
divine assistance for the perception of the greatest goods, which though belonging
specially to the gods, yet are shared with men. The obediance to the body, as well,
has to be adequate to the energies (viribus) of the soul in order to bear the toil of
the exercise (ad tolerandum exercitit laborem). Good teachers ought also to be avail-
able and the following precept that each of us shares in the divity..® For the same

reason things in human power if they are done inconsiderately, even if it is unpro-
fitable that they are done, may cause harm . . .

Akadnp

Throughout all this chapter there is some echo of Cleanthes’views occur-
ring either in his poetry (1.28-30; 33; 4 of the Hymn to Zeus, frgs. SVF 1,
559; 560; 561) or in other fragments (SVF 1, 558; 563; 566; 567; 582; etc.).
These allusions to Cleanthes’ teaching may account for Calcidius’ ascript-
ion to him of the view «some fated events are not providential» as caused
by external causes, if Fate is taken as an external cause, as Plotinus puts
it probably referring to the Stoics: So other things(not the soul) arerespon-
sible for not thinking; and it is perhaps correct to say that the soul
acts unthinkingly according to destiny at least for people who think
that destiny is an external cause (I, 1, 10, 5-10)!31. But the concept of the
Stoic, better, the Cleanthean Fate, as Calcidius understands it, has not yet
been clarified.

In the sequel Calcidius using Stoic material refutes the third Stoic
refutation of the «Platonic» doctrine, i.e., the art of divination (169-171) and
finally the fourth one: sed praeter spem aiunt aliquanda provenire (172).

128. Ch. 168 ad loc.: vox ‘sapientibus’ monstrat stoicam doctrinam hic referre
pergere. .. dubitari nequit quin de artibus plasticis in fonte Stoico hic adhibito. . . ».

129. Op. cit. 65-66, he considers it to be Calcidius’ reaction to the contents of 165 -
167, having a Platonic rather than a Stoic background.

130. Boeft. 65: and that design of life, which each of us has obtained as a divine
protector. Yet it is not thoroughly improbable that Calcidius might have had in mind
Plato, Timaeus 90 a. Nor is the concept of daemon alien to the Stoics.

131. Transl. Armstrong. See Long, Freedom and Determinism 181; Verbeke, Ari-
stotélisme et Stoicisme 91; Alex. Aphrod., De fato 172, 1 ff Bruns.
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From this chapter down to 175 the problem of evil is put in a very acute
manner and we believe this section may offer a clue to the determination of
Calcidius’ opinion of the Stoic, specifically the Cleanthean, doctrine of Fate.
We very briefly summarize it as follows:

By the Stoic assertion that quite a number of things occur against all
expectation, i.e. instances of natural and moral evil, Calcidius seems to
understand that the Stoics he has in mind used to attribute all these occur-
rences to Fate, as he asks: is the cause of these things also in the power of
Fate?® He criticizes them as conferring different and conflicting powers
(virtue and vice) on Fate when they say that offences of this kind are pro-
per to fateand he asks: constituant denique, quid esse fatum velint. Di-
vine virtuecannot be since it is the cause of evil. Nor can it be evil (world)
soul either since they say that by fate also good things happen. Perhaps it
is a mixed substance(malitia stmul at bonitate... praeditum), which is
self-contradictory if the same thing brings about conflicting powers ( vir-
tues and vices) (172). He again wonders what is the Stoie opinion about
Fate. Whether is it omnipotent but not benevolent, benevolent but power-
less, or does it lack both power and wish?® This is disgraceful of
Fate. If, lastly, the Stoic Fate has both powers and will, it 1s the cause of
all good things and the responsibility for evils will have nothing to do with
Fate (173).

Given that in ch. 144 Fate was defined in Chrysippean terms as a train
of causes stemming from God’s will, the alternatives of Fate occurring in
the above chapters must refer to another, perhaps «Cleanthean» concept of
Fate, inasmuch as Chrysippus’ divine Fate is entirely providential, i.e. cause
of good only (evil being actually non-existent) having both the power and
will to perform it. Calcidius thus must have in mind a Stoic position differ-
ent from Chrysippus’ by asking in the sequel: Unde ergo mala?(174), and
immediately answering: T hey consider the movement of the stars as the
cause. This seems to him equally absurd, for the stars on this assumption
(as cause of everything, i.e. good and evil) cannot account for evil only,
unless they are insane and wicked, which is contrary to their nature. If, on
the other hand, the stars are divine —an orthodox Stoic creed— they can do
only good: If, lastly, they cause evil against their will, they are subject to
an evil soul.

132 Cf. SVF 2,1000: peccata .. .necessilati... ex fato... st homines ad maleficia
non sponte veniunt, sed fato trahuntur (Gellius, Noctes Atticae VII 2).

133, Similarly the omnipotence and benevolence of God has been questioned by the
Epicureans (Lactantius, De [ra 13, 20-21, frg. 374 Usener).
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Fate is here confronted as a divine law and not as Necessity. Necessity as a second
‘Fause (ovvaitiov) is discussed by Calcidius at length in the sequel (ch. 268 ff) on account
<of Timaeus 47e ff, which refers to the works of "Avayxn in contrast to those of intelli-
Sgence; that is, in the excursus «on matter». The problem of the origin of evil is, however,
"g’put in both places in similar terms. In ch. 298 the stars are again accused of evil. On the
gquﬂsuun unde ergo mala? they blame a certain perversity: Qua ratione intellegi datur
dﬁ'!mr:&s frustra causari nescio quam pﬂrversﬂa!sm cum quae proveniunt exr motu
“Sstellarum provenire dicant (ch. 298). Not only is the wording similar but the latin trans-
Eatmn of volg in this section, is both «providence» and «intelligence», as usually, so that
<>t4.|.'lc relationship between intelligence (volig) and necessity in the latter section corre-

sponds to that between providence and fate in the former (et parente providis aucto-

ritatibus necessitate, 270). The only difference lies on the justification of Calcidius’ refus-

al to accept the position that the stars account for evil, for in ch. 174 the stars are

exempted from evil because of their divinity, whereas in ch. 298 because they consist of

morally indifferent matter. Hence it is not necessary that Numenius is the exclusive
source of both sections as Waszink believes!™,

What concerns us here is the presentation of the doctrine that the mo-
tion of the stars is responsible for whatever happens both good and evil
as a Stoic one. This view involves astrological connotations of Fate not
ascribed to the early Stoics by reliable authorities'®. Yet, astrological determi-
nism and Stoic theory of causation were later confused'®®, and Boeft'¥, Van
Winden'®, A.H.Armstrong'® (a propos of Plotinus) and Pohlenz!% not on-

134. He suggests that Numenius' ITepi rayafloi is the source of both excursus «on
Fate» and «on mattern. Boeft questions this certainty on good reasons (Boeft op. cit. 75ff).

135. The eastern, Babylonian origin of the doctrine of Fate, whose agents are the pla-
netary demons, the keepers of the seven gates which cut off the world from god, is
shown by E. R. Dodds, Pagan and Christian in an Age of Anxiety, Cambridge 1968,
13 ff, as implying a cult of the planetary gods. Cf. St. Paul, Ephes. 6, 12; Origen, in
Euseb., Praep. Ev. 6. 11. 1; August. Civ. Det. 5, 1 etc.

136. See Th. Aquinas, Summa Teologica, Q. 115, A. 3; 4; 6: Whether the heavenly
bodies impose necessity on things subject to their actions.

137. Op. cit. 77: Astrology plays an important part in Stoic doctrine. Of the
main Stoics only Panetius was opposed to it.

138. Op. cit. 115: The doctrine ascribed here by Numenius (or Calcidius) to the
Stoa is remarkable. There are, indeed, a few other data which show a certain
similarity to it, but I know of no real parallel texts. In comparison with ch. 169 ff,
where was the case of evil in human act, in 298 is question of the evil in general. Waszink
op. cit. 202 remarks: Fata secundum Stoicos pendere a motu stellarum non ab ipsis
stellis, and, inserting Plotinus I1, 3, 1 and I11 1, 5 adds: haec argumenta, antiquiora sine
dubio, nusquam alibi inveni. Cf. Plot. II, 3, 9-12.

139. Plotinus, v. 3 (Loeb), p. 18 n. 1. Yet E. Bréhier (Plotin, Ennéades 3, Paris 1956,
p. 11 n. 1) an authority on Stoicism, distinguished between astrologers and the two Stoic
theories of Fate attacked by Plotinus c’est la thése astrologique qui n’est pas liée ne-
cessairement a la doctrine stoicienne. See also Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 5, 29.

140. Die Stoa 1, 107. He ascribes astrological views of Fate even to Chrysippus.
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ly find nothing unstoic in this doctrine, but consider it a normal Stoic
creed, not to mention Bidez!" who treats the Stoic universe as the city of
the Sun. Bouché-Leclercq'®* also sees the Stoic allegorical interpretations as
connected with Astrology.

Theiler, discussing Fate in the 2nd century A.D., more specifically
Tacitus’ account of Fate, argues contrary to Pohlenz that Chrysippus is
free from the influence of Astrology and considers Diogenes of Babylonia
to be the first to introduce Astrology to the Stoal®. Astrological determinism
is also seen as alien to Zeno and Chrysippus by Gundel but there are re-
servations about the date of its connection with Stoicism'¥. Tacitus’ passage
however, suggests that astrological determinism might be taken as prior
to Chrysippus. After presenting the Epicurean views, Tacitus says: contra
alit fatum quidem congruere rebus putant,sed non e vagis stellis, verum
apud principia et nexus naturalium causarum'® and, if the last sentence
represents Chrysippus rather than Philopator, the view of Fate «e vagis
stellis» might be piior to Chrysippus’ view. Similar 1s Augustine’s quota-
tion: non astrorum consttutionem... sed ...seriem que causarum (SVF 2,
932). According to the fragments SVF 2, 950; 954 from Cicero (De fato
8: 12) Chrysippus seems to have admitted a limited significance of the
stars in contrast to the strict astrological determinism of the Chaldeans.

141, La cité du monde et la cité du soleil ches les Stoiciens, «Bull. des Lettres de
U'Academie Belgen 18 (1932) 244, 253, 274 ff.

142. Histoire de I’Astrologie, 29-34. He ascribes the Stoic astrological speculation
to their belief in divination.

143. Phyllobolia 42-45. On Diogenes of Babylon see SVF 3, Diog. 33. Graeser op. cit.
48 regarding the astrological view of Fate says: Two Stoic opinions neither of which
ocurrs elsewhere,; but Plotinus may have come accross these accounts referred to as
different versions by authors of 1st century. Porphyry in his Letter to Anebo showed his
anxiety that of Chaeremon’s friends ol nieiovg xai 10 &9 fuiv &x tfig 1@V dotépwv avijyav
xivnoeng (cited by Boeft op. cit. 132). Theiler also considers astrological Fate later to the
early Stoics: iiblicherweise denkt man in spater Zeit bei Schicksal an Sternenzwang (42),
and Seneca is an adherent of this doctrine. Posidonius was also considered a great astro-
logus (F 111; 112; 104). A contamination of the Chrysippean Fate with astrological views
is the piece of information preserved by Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 6, 6, 309, 26-28: v elpap-
pévnyv elppov niva alndv elval paov an’ aidbvog anepafatec xal duetaxiviTog &k tiic
thv obpaviov dotpov goplc xabnxovra. Cf. Nemesius, De nat. hom. 35; Proclus, De
malorum subsistentia. 73, 46: et sentientes operationem astrorum. .. omnium dom-
inam esse fatum; Pseudo-Arist.,, De mundo 397 a 8,401 b 8, Plotinus II 3, 1. Ch. De
Vogel op. cit. Frg. 937 b on Stoic sympathy.

144. Hetmarmene, RE 7, col. 2631: wer von thnen zuerst den Srernenglauben mit
den Lehren der Heimarmene gebracht hat... vor Panaitios, Cf. Riess Astrologie, RE 2,2

col. 1813: von grisster Bedeutung fiir die Astrologie war die Philosophie der Stotker.
145. VI 22.
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Plotinus, moreover, does not seem to distinguish between Stoics and
qstrological determinists (III 1), in his attack on some views of Fate from
TAristotle down to the Stoics, taken as opponents of the «Platonic» position,
3n terms similar to those of Calcidius. Armstrong does not see any difference
%:tween those who attribute everything to the world-soul or to the heavenly
‘élrcult and to the chain of causation, remaiking that there is nothing neces-
Zarily unstoic and thus all the opponents envisaged throughout (Il 1, 4-7)
“énay be the Stoics, Chrysippus’ position being the last one. Cleanthes, more-
Jover was the first Stoic to consider the soul of the world as God'¥” and the
Sun as the ruling principle of the world, the leader of the chorus of the stars.

Similarly the last alternative of Fate presented as Stoic by Calcidius,

to return to him, seems to refer to Chrysippus rather than to Cleanthes:

Or is there a certain " Reason’ as they say by which all things happen,

which are done at present and by which all future events will take pla-

ce? (175) But reason is also rejected as a source of evil since evil things

take place « without reason». Boeft remarks that this stands for the Stoic A6-

yog!*® (SVF 2, 913;937). But in this way, Calcidius continues, Providence

is abolished and moral life, too. And he exposes the «Platonic» doctrine of

Fate in Aristotelian and Neoplatonic terms now'*®, and under considerable

Stoic influence : Nos vero. .. (176-189). That Providence is prior to Fateis

the motive throughout this section, emphasized again in the epilogue in terms

contrary to Cleanthes’ alleged view. The Stoic position is there explained

as adducing to the whole that which is valid for part of the universe only',

demy of Athens

9. Conclusions.

Given the metaphysical opposition between Platonism and Stoicism (as
for the latter what exists is corporeal, God and soul also being corporeal),

146. See n. 139. Plotinus is another example of an author later to early Stoics who
uses Stoic arguments as weapons against them. Cf. his doctrine of A6 yo ¢ (II1 2) and
his theodicy III 2 5-6), recalling Epictetus and Cleanthes.

147. SVF 1, 532 though Zeno by calling the world a living being implied a world-
soul within it.

148. Op. cit. 80.

149. Quae de fato Platoveritatis ipsius instinctu locutus est: principio a summo
deo, qui est summum bonum ultra omnem substantiam. .. intellectu melior, quem
cuncta expetunt... nullius societatis indignus; deinde a prowvidentia... quem
noyn Graeci vocant. . . sequitur hanc providentiam fatum. .. huic obsequitur anima
mundi tripertita. .. (176-7).

150. Ch. 190 qui ad unam aliguam partem mundanae administrationis respicien=
tes tamquam de solida atque universa dispensatione pronuntienty,
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and that no exemplar was needed to the Stoic Adyog for the construction
of the universe —Calcidius himself, drawing on Numenius, presents the
Stoics as critics of Plato in this respect—, it was reasonable that the Stoic
view coincided with Plato’s, concerning worldly things only. Actually, Plato
«considers» Fate to dominate worldly things —the only real entities for
Stoicism, ideas being excluded— coinciding with or even obeyed by the
second Providence which also deals with this realm of Being. More closely
dependent upon Numenius than the other Middle and Neo-Platonists who
discussed in similar terms the Middle-Platonic relationship of Providence
to Fate, Calcidius attempted both to present the Stoics as the most irrecon-
ciled adversaries of Plato and to justify Numenius® information that there
was a great variance among the leaders of early Stoicism'!, Numenius had
also presented the Stoics as opposing Plato?, though accepting some of his
doctrines to formulate their own, and he is said by Calcidius'® to have
been based upon Plato and Pythagoras in order to refute the Stoic do-
ctrine of the first principles.

Chrysippus’ view, nearly consistent with the Stoic pantheistic Monism
and Panprovidentialism, little served Calcidius’ intentions to show the
Stoics radically opposing the «Platonic» doctrines of freedom of will, the hy-
pothetical character of Fate, and matter as cause of evil. In Cleanthes, whom
he considered as one member of a certain group, perhaps one of the astrolo-
gical determinists, he found the Stoic whom he could present as the exact
reverse of his Plato'®. Based upon some fragments of his work, perhaps upon
his poetry, in which either himself (as he is believed to have made certain
modifications in his source-book) or the authority he follows, alludes, he
attributed to Cleanthes a certain limitation of the divine Providence ; and,
as the latter had not formulated a technical doctrine of Fate leaving also

151. Frg. 24 Des Places — Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 14,4, 16-59: ta 6& tdv Ztankdv
totaciaotar dpEaueva and thv apyoviav xal undénm televtdvia ta viv. . .

152. Ch. 294 reprehendunt (sc. Stoici Platonem) quod... mundum sensilem iuxta
immortale exemplum a deo factum esse dicat Plato.

153. Numenius ex Pythagorae magisterio Stoicorum hoc de initiis dogma re-
fellens (Ch. 295). See Van Winden 103,

154. Yet Cleanthes had more than any other Stoic moved within the Platoni line
esp. of the 10th book of Laws. Both Plato and Cleanthes shared the same position towards
moral evil. Yet the metaphysical presupposutions of Platonism and Stoicism are radi-
cally opposed, though the eclectic tendencies of some Middle-Platonists did not so much
see the particular differences. The transcendence of God and the ascending spirituality,
however, implied the subordination of Fate to Providence and the hierarchical concept
of the universe, which was so alien to Stoic Monism.
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€ room in his etymologies, symbols and his solar Theology, for certain astro-
< logical connotations, he did not hesitate to present him as holding Fate to be
an all-embracing, morally indifferent cosmic force, perhaps dependent upon
3 the motions of the heavenly bodies.

In saying that Cleanthes’ Fate, as understood in Calcidius’ statement,
5 might be taken in an astrological sense we do not mean that such actually was
3— the case. There is no parallel evidence pertinent to Cleanthes to allow such
an assumption. We only suggest that, if we accept Calcidius’ testimony as
< having any bearing on Cleanthes, we are bound to admit that Calcidius at
least did not make any distinction between astrological determinists and the
circle of Stoic philosophers he considered Cleanthes belonged to. Since
Chrysippus could not attribute evil to Fate, as his Fate was identical with
Providence, those who did so could take Fate as a mixed, morally indifferent
substance, accounting for both good and evil, and arising from the motion
of the stars. Even if we accept that the astrological Fate is posterior to
early Stoicism —which is likely but not certain— by no means is it implied that
Calcidius hirmself was of the same opinion. In his time, early Stoic doctrine
could have been gravely contaminated by later accretions and, Chrysippus’
personal doctrine being sanctioned by orthodoxy, he did not hesitate to im-
pose on Cleanthes the opinion which would turn him into a radical opponent
of his own Plato. In any case the Fate sketched by him as an all-embracing
force containing good and evil and arising from the heavenly circuit suits
the view he fathers on Cleanthes —irrespective of whether Cleanthes would
have subscribed to it or not—, and only as such it could do both, account
for evil and include Providence.

In view of the fact that recently Stoicism has been wholly placed within
the line of the Greek philosophical tiadition, eastern influences being thoro-
ughly rejected, it is anachronistic to argue for connotations of Cleanthes
Fate similar to those of the Fate of the Chaldeans, inasmuch as, in our view,
Cleanthes did not formulate a certain doctrine of Fate. We by no means
argue in favour of such a view. We only maintain that Calcidius or his source
intentionally misrepresenting Cleanthes’ position ascribed an unothodox
view to him, which, however, can have some relative justification as being
in conformity with a Stoic view of Fate sketched by Calcidius himself
which is not that of Chrysippus. What seems certain is the fact that the
Platonic commentator wished to make of Cleanthes a Stoic philosopher who
held the exact opposite opinion to that of his Plato, even if he thus either
exercised a certain bias on his evidence or, on his own initiative, applied
his Prae-Neoplatonic scheme to Cleanthes on insufficient grounds.

ta ABnvwv / Acade

Kadn
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If, despite what has been argued in this paper, we attempted to interpret SVF
2, 933 isolated from its context, we could propose the following hypothetical interpreta-
tions none of which seems to us sound enough to advocate Calcidius’ full trustworthiness.

If we take Fate as equivalent to nature (not as the deontological, normative principle
of the formula: 6poloyovpéves tf) pboel [fijv, where Nature is identical with upright
Reason, i.e. Providence and God, but as is found in the formula 1@ xara @Uowv which
are morally indifferent) we can obtain the following relationship: What is according to
Providence is in conformity with nature, but what is natural is not always providential.
This is a reasonable view, but neither is it corroborated by the evidence (Fate as nature
seeming Aristotelian or suiting Proclus’ Neoplatonism), nor does it fit the rationalised
Fate of the other Stoics, as by no means being a divine decree. Fate as Aoyog (harmony of
opposites) on the other hand, embracing both good and evil alike, cannot easily enter the
relationship of Calcidius; Adyog, moreover, in this sense would resemble the natural law
of the transmutation of the elements rather that the divine one. Paying attention to the
wording of Calcidius’ statement, finally, on the basis of what is said in ch. 179 on the
difference between «fatumy and «fatali tern» we could take the adverb «fatalitern occurring
in our passage (instead of «juxta fatum») as denoting «according to the law of Fate», i.e,
as having the Platonic hypothetical character, but in this case Cleanthes’ view would
coincide with Plato’s, which was not among Calcidius’ intentions.

We conclude, therefore, that here is not the case of an authentic fragment,
claimed as decisive for Cleanthes’ theodicy because it is in no way justified
by the remaining evidence, unless, by virtue of Calcidius’ context exclusively,
we consider Cleanthes one of the astrological determinists.

Had Plato’s T'tmaeus been lost to us, and had we tried to catch its mea-
ning from its different commentaries, a distorted Plato would have emerged,
while the authentic Plato could hardly have subscribed in full to the doc-
trine of Fate Middle Platonists ascribed to him. Nor would Aristotle rea-
dily accept the doctrine of Fate engrafted upon him by Alexander of Aphrodi-
sias. As the Stoics themselves interpreted into Heraclitus (for all claims
to the contrary) a doctrine of Fate even Astrology in such a way that
the philosopher of the authentic fragments hardly coincides with that of
the testimonies, similarly Calcidius viewed both Plato and the Stoics
against his Middle-Platonic background as more radical rivals than actual-
ly were.

When secondary polemical literature offers evidence, no parallel to
which is found among reliable authorities, one must be extremely careful
and try to understand the spirit, the intentions and the philosophical po-
sition of the authors attesting it, even dispense with it. A sellection of
the actual quotations and authentic fragments 1s primarily needed as a basis
for the evaluation of the secondary evidence on its merits.
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ITPONOIA KAl EIMAPMENH
ZTH ZTOA KAI TON ITPO-NEOITAATQNIZMO

O XAAKIAIOZ QX ITHI'H I'TA THN OEOAIKIA TOY KAEANGOH (AIL 2, 933)

Mepiinvyn.

Ot Evvoieg mpdvora Kui eipapuévy anéxtnoav pé 1005 LTMIKOLE CUYKE-
kpipévo Beoloyixd mepieyopevo xal xabepdbnkav oilocopikd. Q¢ xv-
plotepeg anoyers 1ol Belov dnotelolicav pali pé 1obg Gpovg piawc kai Adyoc
TG KUPLOTEPES EVAALAKTIKES EPLYpaLs Tiig DedtnTac, Kai ®g AoyikES apal-
pecelg tavtifovrav pe avtnv. "Availoya pE Tic SUVANELS, TA AMOTEAECHATO
Kai tig meproyes g «EvepynTikiicy» tov dpactnprotnrag 6 Zebsg, povadikoc
Koopikog Oeog 1ol otwikold cvothiupatog (0 mapadoouxr) Ex@pactn Tob
npotapyikod mveduaros) pnopodoe va Oovopdletar zbo Teyvizdy, poyn Tod
xoouov, xdouog, véuog, aillip, xai PéPare gios, Adyos, eluapuévy, mpdvora,
AKOP® Kai drdyxn, Lopig va xavn v tavtdétnte Kai Evotntd tov ki va
rnoAvpepiletar. "H obpuntowon &£ dilov Oeol kai kOopov, arotelotoe Oepe-
Mddeg aitnua ol otoikod INavbeiopot, oAl teplocdTEpO GPOD TPOKELTUL
1ia Prrohiotikd Moviopo, mapa v évaiiayn Oeiotikiic kol mavevOei-
OTIKT|S YADOOUS.

ITpovoia, eidikdtepa, frav 1| BEinon tol Beol, 1N yoyy tov, Exppuc
tii¢ ovoiag tov, tijg anepioprotng dniadn ayabotntdas tov fTav AKOpQ 7
Yoy 100 =oouov Xai | gion ot dnuovpyikn g dpeommprotnta. Eipap-
HEVT, oL Oprlotav O Adyos Tod xdouov, Adyos xal voig tov Aids, elppos
aiti@y, TOL avayotav otd 0ed ag npotn aitia, Beikdg vduos Lrayopevpévog
ano v Oyiotn ayafotnta, frav 1 &v Lpove npaypdtwon tig Oeikiic avtiic
OéAnong (tiic Mpovowag), 1 bhoroinet tng oty anapdPatn tagn tod Qu-
okol cOprnavtog. “H UAn, dxivyros, Yopic mordtnta xabavti), tpenry xai
aAlotwtn & Ghwv, dEv mpoPaiier kappa avriotaomn oty ESaToHIKELTI-
KN Emevépyeln tiig dpactikiic apyiic, tol Beod ®g omepuarixzod Loyov. "Eton
o010 oTWIKO cupmav, toL 10 Oeikd mvebpa danepvi dkOAVTO A’ dxpn ©
dkpmn, N eittdTTe CUVETITTE pPe THV TeAeoroyia —Tovhayiotov Bewpnikd—,
N Eipappévn tavtilotay pé v [Ipovowa, kai 10 kako —Oewpntika kai nair—
d&v elye Ovroroyikn) Paon xai cuven®¢ kapupia Oéon 61OV €ic16d050 oTMIKO
Koopo® 6o Kt Gv oi Ztwikoi, AvayKeopEivol A0 TNV TPUYHATIKOTNTE Kal
™ @AOCOPIKT KPLTIKY], Tpoonddnoav va 10 dikaioroyfcovv pE Aoyika
kai avlpomoloyikd Eémyeipipara, xai, HEIOVOVIAS TO OTO EmaKpo, vd TO
évtaEouv otnv teEAElOTNTE TOU OGULVOALOV.

Téoco 6pog 1| mictn otiv Gnepn xai ravrodiveun Oeixn Ilpovora,
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o0 xai 7 Befarotnra ya v adfiprrn xopapyia tijg Eipappévng, Bewpn-
Onkav avrivopikés, | TpOTN HE TO Puolko kol 0ikd xakd kai Tiv xexodaipo-
via tv ayabdv, N devtepn pé v avtovopia tiig avOlpodmivng Podinong
otV N0ikn ocoaipa, pé O £vieyOpevo xai 10 duvatd, otV Koouikn. Tig
avrivopieg abtég naoyioay oi Ztowkoi pé Paberd dieiocdvon oty Euneipiki)
npaypaTikoTnTe Kai moAd poxbo Sralextikd, v ovpgiiidoovy. 'Idaitepa
ol ouvvaptioeg Ipovora - kakia, Elpappévn - ELedBepn Béinon (é¢” nuiv)
rovioTnkay aviiQaoels, mOL UVOTEPOTEPES WOAEMIKES mnyég apvnOnxav
o1t xatopbwoav moté of Lrwikol va cvpPifacovy ikavomointikd, dco xi
dv xarowe avbevtikd otmixke aroondopcta meibouvv xatd kGmowo TPoOTMO
yia 1o avridero.

‘H Elpappévn opos xai | Ipovowe xabavtéc, o¢ avebdaptnreg Lmo-
otGoelg kai Oyt Deikeég 1010TNTES KOl Katnyopnuatd, oudETOTE ANOTEAECAV
Y1d TOUS MAAULOUS TOLAGAYIGTOV ZTONKOUS, HEAT OMOLAGHNNOTE GUVEAPTIIONG.
tavtiong 1 lepapyiog —Omwg otov [lpo- xai Neomlatoviopéo—, éco Ki
iv (otnv Taition tovg pé 10 Bed) Loyika tavtiloviav kai perad tovg. Xt
Oeoloyikd tovg Epye pmopovoav Ouvpdoia ol Ztmikol v Omootnpilovy,
OtTL «Oha devBivovtal and tig eémrayés tijc Oelag Ilpovorugy, Ommsg Kai va
ioyupiloviar ot uoika tovg Ot «dia cvpPaivoov cippovae pe tnv Ei-
HAPHEVT Y, L@pIc va piolv avTipaTiKa oUTE Vi £vvoolv S1e@OPETIKES KOO L~
Keg altieg, alia Srapopes AnA®DS anoYeLs, otic Onoles évitacoay Kabe gopa
TNV TPAYHATIKOTNTA.

Mia «otmkn» cuvaptnon tdv évvoldv autdv ot oyeon apotfaidtnrag
Kai iepapyiag ovvavtipe npoOtn popa anepigpucte OV 40 1 50 aidvae p.X.
ot e paptupia Tob Xaikidiov® tnv tpotn tiv arodider otd Xpvoinno xai
] 6evtepn otov KieavOn. Ol «otmkéc» avtéc anoyels Pploxovral eidi-
KOTEPE otdt oyora 1od Xaixidiov otov Tiuao (41 e 2-3) of dvridlecTodn
otV «riatoviki» dwagoponoinon Eipapupévne - Ilpovolag xai oty dvri-
oTpoQn iEpapyNoT TOV. EE OYETIK®S TEPULNTTIKY Arnddoon 1 TANpOYOpia
avtn Exer g £Efjc: «Mepikoi (avrtifeta anod tov ITAdtwva mol diéxpive TNy
[Tpovora and v Elpeppévn xal iméteocoe 1) devtepn oty nphtn) dpvoiv-
1al T dlapoponoinoi] tovg, yiati ol dbo aitég E£vvoleg cuumintouvy oThv
npaypatikotnra. Ipoévowa elvar 1 BEAnon 1ol Beol kai cuvyypodves celpl
aitidv kai o’ avt) 11 devtepn dmoyn ovopdletar Eipappsvn. Zvvende Oti-
onmote cvpuPaiver cOppove pé v Elpapusvn mpoépyetul émiong ano tnv
[Ipovora xai, ket tov 1610 Tpodmo, 6ow eivarl ovppova pe v [povore cup-
Paivovv xal’ elpapuévny. "Etor vopiler 6 Xpuointros. "Allot dpwg, 6mmg
m.y. 0 KhedavOng, motebouy 611 do0 PePaing droppiovv and v «avbevtiar,
tijc Ilpovorac ovpPaivouy «potpaing (eivar cOppova pé tnv Eipapupévn),



Providence and Fate in Stoicism and Prae-Neoplatonism 303

Oyt Opwg xai 10 avtiotpogo: dni. 6oa cvpfaivovy «poipaingy dEv mpoép-
yxovrar kat' avayknv arnodo v Ipoévolav» (am. 2, 933).

‘H dmoyn mov amodider 6 XaAikidwoc otd Xpuoinno, 0&v dnuiovpyel
towaitepa mpoPfAnpete ywti, dv Kai dév ocvprinter pé xavéva aUBeEVTIKO
TOL ALOCTUC U, AVIATOKPIVETAL TOVAGYLOTOV OTNV TAELIOVOTNTA GElontioTov
aptuptdv yid 1 Ocodikia Tov—yopic Kai v Kalimtn OAn v KAipaxe
00 SOYHaTOS TOv, mMoU dev fitav teleimg dpoipo aviipatikdv Bécewv. "H
Eipappévn v’ abtov, O¢ Adyos taw év 1@ xoouw moovoia dotxovuévar, N\-
tav npotiota Oeikog vopoc.

"H Béon 100 Kheavin opoc, Omwe TeKpnpuoverol ato 11 paprupia tol
XaAixidiov, yopic vie S1ACTUUPOVETAL HE KOPHIA TApaAinin mAnpogopia,
o1@bnke aropaociotiki] yid tov kabopiopd 1i] mpocomikiic tov didaockalivg,
000 K1 v 0&v aviyvevetatr ot ovyypovn Piflioypagic xappia, aroiitec
ixavomownTikn, Epunveia te. Mé Paon 10 yopio tol Xaixidiov arodddnkav
otov KieavOn avrigpatika éni pépovg doypata. 'ELayioteg Opme npoonibeies
Eywvav v avtipetomictii 1 paprupie avtn of avunapafodrn pé dileg mo
afiomotes kai T avDevTika anoonaopatd Tov, Kai va dtakpipwbi 1o mepiey o-
pevo tic Evvowag tiic Elpappévns, mov cuvendyetar 1) tinpogopia tob Xaixi-
diov. Tati, Gv mpaypati, Onme moTELETAL, TPOKELTUL £60 Y Siyoyvouia
petaEy Kieavin xal Xpvoinnov, avt) dév nepropiletar povo othv Extaon
tiic dikmodooiag tiic Oelag Ilpdvoiusg, arlia mpoimobiter dapopetikis
aroyels kai yia v Elpappévn. "Av | Elpapuévn 8év cvpnintn pe v Ipo-
vola —Onme aiveral va cuvenayetal 1 0con ol anodidetmr otov Khedvin—
dév mpoxkertal v Ogixd mpootauypa, ya vody Awz, ia Adyov Tow &y 10
#OG U Toovoin Stotxovuévey. AKMOVETAL 1| paptupia avtn otnv Orotn-
@ TN pé toug otiyovg tob “Yuvou otov Ala, mob ani®ds araildcoouvy 10
0e0 anod 1o NOikd xekd, Omeg Qaiveton v motevovy molloi eldikol;

"ATO g oUVIONN @vaAvol] TOV LOITOV pupTuptdV Kal TOV OYETIKOV
rommuatov 1ol Kieavin dév mpoxintel 6Tt 6 Khedving daxoirolvfnoe pnra
tov Zivove 610 d07ua tiig Elpappivng, olte Opms @aivetal va eiye owa-
HOPE®MOEL pid d1Kf Tov avaroyn diduokalic pe texvikn Evvowa. "O Opog
«Elpappévn» € dilov, g TEXVIKOS Opog, Aeinel TEAEIOC And TG XUTG)O1NG
tov. ‘H mempmuévy tiic mpocevyils tov, Og «nepuadiopbwoisr otiywv 10
Evpuridn, dév mpooeépetan Y1 @rioco@ikn diepedivnon, 660 Kt dv and Ka-
TMO1ES AMOWELS TO moinpa abTd Annyeltel —HEPIKQ KUl TaAl— OTH paptupic
100 Xahkidiov. Mepika £ Ghlov dikard@veral 1| taAnpogopia Tol Xaikidiov
Kai arwo tov "Yuvo otov Al oni. povo xate 10 SelTEPO GKEAOS TNG: «OAa
6oa cvpPaivovv xaf)' einapuéyny, dév Lmayopelovial Kot avayknv aro
v [Ipévora. Olte éxel Gpog pnra arodidetar 1o NBikod xakd otiv Elpap-
pévn —oc0 ki Gv and gihocogikn droyn avtd Ba firav duvatdv—, aila

=
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otV avBpodrivn popic kai dyvora, xai 6 Bedg —Emunbeika nhéov— évappo-
vilel, O¢ Adyog, 10 Kakd pe 10 xard, E1rol mod teAka 10 npdTo aroppoPltal
kai £Eovdetephdvetal and 10 devTEPO, KAl Ao TN oxoma Tol Beol OAha elvar
karad' 1 Oela [Ipovora paiverar va nepropilerar ano v avBpomvn oxoma
Kai povo.

‘H Eipappévn tob Kleavin, 6nwg mapovoraletar o100 npdto okEAOC
tfig paprupiag tob Xalkidiov, yopic va Exn drapartintoe OVIOAOYIKT Tpo-
tepaurotnta anévavt otiv Ipovola, gaiverar naviong, O¢ ebpiTEPN AoYiKd
Evvola, va v mepikAiein. "Av, Onwg motevetal, 1) Eipappévn avtn eivar
urebBuvn via 1O xako, 6eév Qaivetal Opme va elvar Eévn Kal 610 xaAo, agod
MG TEPLOYT] TNS TOLAGYlIoTOV oupminter pe tnv meproyn tig Ilpovorac.
[Mepiéyovrag Etorkai 10 xaxkd (10 EEw anod 11 dixaodooia tijg IMpovorag)
kai 10 xado (6oa mpoépyovrar ano tiig [Mpoévorag v adbevtin), mpénel va
glval pia ikt vmootacT-wnyn Tob xakiol kai tol kakol, ioyvpodTEpN AMO
v Ipévora, pé tiv Evvola Ot elvar aveEdaptnn an’ adti, xai nbixa
adiapopn. Aév voeitar dni. @g icodivapn pé 1 Poon (Og Thv deovroroyiky
kai afioroyikn apyn 1ol «téhovgy: duoioyovuévwe tij pioe Lipy), GAAi
parlov pe Tov 6po «pioIg», OTmg voeital oTiv fatinmon Ta xara @iow,
Mok, dni. adapopog puokodg vopog. Mia tétora droyn Spwg dev ovppi-
Paletar pé 1o mepreydpevo tdv xararoinwv tod Qrlocdépov pac.

"Eunpoc otd adié€odo eite va aroppiympe 11 paprupia ot Xalkidiov
¢ aovpPifactn pé ta dAha aroondopata —oiv elvan £§ dAdov amod Tig
Gdproteg kai mo apepoinnteg nnyés tod Zrwikiopol of OAEG TIG Avapopés
ToV— EiTE v Katuloyicope tnv Gduvapia pag va v Epunvedcope ikavo-
RONTIKG GTO CUVOAO TNG OTNV UMEATIGTIKT] TEVIYpOTNTA TV KaTalhoinmV
tob KAiedavOn, émyeipodpe pa mpoonéiacn mov, an’ 6co EEpope, div doki-
HAoTNKE AN TNV Epevva, Yia karola vmobetikn Epunveia. I[Mpoonaboipe on-
Aadn «va Epunvevcope 10 Xarkidio did ol Xarkidiov» of ol peyaritepn
kMpoka ano 6co émPaiiovv ta —adikaiordoynta Alya— ywpia, nod mept-
rappavovtal o1 cuihoyi] TV oTwIKkGV ATOCTUCHATOV, Kal of avTidieoto-
AN uE 10 «mepl elpappévng d6yuar, mov 6 oyollactng anodider otov ITha-
TOVA, A0 1O HECOMAATOVIKO —KAAUTEPR TPO-VEOTAUTMOVIKO, ol annyel
kai veo-mubayopika otoryela — mpiopa. £10 otddo avtd tijc Epeuvac pac,
Otv pig £voupiéper téoco ti mioteve O 1dwog 6 Kieaving ya 1) oyéon Ei-
pappévne-Ilpovorag (mov £€ dilov 8év amotelolce QrAocoQikd mpoPin-
pa tijg £émoyfic tov, aiha avuiperoniletar Beoroyika peta tov lo n.X. aidva
kai xupiwg, pé peyarvtepn OLutnta, and 10 20 p.X. xai &Efjc—xai paliota
ano Toug Neomhatmvikois ywpic Opmg kai va Exn 10 dg npopinpa an’ av-
T00G), GAAd mord fitav 1 yvoun tod Xaikidiov yid tic npocwmkoTNTES TOD
Ltaowkiopol xai v otaikn Elpappévn enta aidves apyotepa. "Ymapyouv
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oo &véeyopeva: site 6 Xakkidiog (i i mnyn tov, mbavatata 6 Novpfviog
%u'-:ctp 1ol IToppupiov) elxe On’ dyer Tov Epya yapéva yia pic, Tov oikaiovayv
<'ng eldnoelc Tov, eite 6 oLoMaoTiC pag ANESOOE TNV MO TAve adroyn otov
3K?..Eu.v9q Y1a A6yovg mov EEunnpetolioayv th dikn Tov Bion —tNV «rhatevi-
'-_mp} dni. Bewpia—, divovrag Spwsg ot@ copgpalopeva Opiopéva otoryeia
Uﬁlmpm'nn‘tmu Tie 10 ndg abtog évvooloe Ta AEYOUEVG TOV.
;% [Ipaypatt and pa ﬁxmf.u-rur;:ﬁ ﬁﬂlﬂ‘ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘l} tiic «mpaypateiag» yia v
SEipappévn, nob drotelel pua and tig onovdaiotepes napekpaceig tdv Lyo-
iwv tov otov Tiuawo (xep. 143-190), cvvayetar 611 6 Xakkidrog Siapop-
QMOVEL TV «TAATOVIKT» ATOYN GE GUVEXT] GVTIOOTOATN TPOG TN «OTMIKNY,
napd 10 yEYovog OTL 10 pecomiatovikd doypa yia v Eipappévn nod amo-
dider otov IMhdtove elvar of Pabog dwamotiopéivo and otwikd otoryeia.
Ma va pn Beopndi 1| otdon Tov dkpaipvds moAepikt Evavtl 1OV Ztoikdv,
napovoidlel 1ic otwikec Oéoelg o¢ «avarpicelg» TV «rAatovik®vy» Dicewv,
gvd ovite 6 Mlatov elye SiupopPOGEL CLOTNPATIKES ATOYELS Yia TV Eipap-
HEVT] —KOTG TG PECO-TAUTOVIKG dedopiva— OUTE WOAD mepLocOTEpO ol
Ztoikoi elyav 1 cvvaicnon 611 avaipolv OYETIKE «TAATOVIKA» dOYHATA.
Eiyav povo 1 ocuvveidnon, Ot npdror Ebetav Eva @uhocogixkd mpoPinua
Eipapuévne, ot avridiactorn mpog OpLopéves aprototelikes amoyelg 1-
cwg, xai Onmodnmote avtifeta mpog tov Emikovpo.

Kata tov IMhatovae maviog, otpgpove pé tov Xarkidio, 1 Ipoévora
nponyeital tijg Elpapusvne. "Etor « Eipeppévn é€aptitar ano v [pdvora
ardra 63 xai ) [Mpovowa ano tiv Eipappévn» (xep. 143, 147). "H 6pB650En
otmKn avtictoryrn Oéon, Onwg dviirpooconeietar and tov Xploinno —mna-
pa tiv icodvvapia IMpovorag - Elpappivng — ovprintel kata 10 Eva oxélog
NG e TV «rhatovikn Béon»: «boa copPaivovy xal’ eipuapudvyy cupPaivovy
Kai xara tpdvoray». "H Béon dni. 100 Xpuoinnov ikavomololice povo pepika
10 dvtiotoikd mvebpa tol Xaikidiov. Avto mov yperalotav yia va avtitaEn
ninpéctepa ToUg ZTmikovg otov [MAdtova fitav pua droyn mod va Ppiokerar
ot pilikdtepn dvrtifeon pé v athatovikn». Kai gival yapaxtnpiotiko ot
autn deév TNV anédwoe amoxieiotikd otov Klheavin, alla mpopavds of
Kamrotov KUKAO (dAiot), moL nioteve 611 pnopolice Vi EXTPOCHREITUL Kal and
tov KieavOn. Kai totto, £ite iati 10 évopa 1ot Kiedavin &év éppavilotay
pali pe adta tob Zivovos kai Tol Xpuoinnov avagopika pe 1o doypa Tijg
Elpapuévne, otte elye 6 id1og, 600 EEpope, Avahoyn TPOCONIKT] SOYHATIKT)
Dewpia, eite yiati 6 Xaikidiog (| 1 mnyM tov) nicteve 611 ol anoyelg tov
OUVETITTAV HE TIC —OMMS YEVIKA TLOTEVETUL, VEOTEPES— AOCTPOVOUIKES ATO-
yeig yia v Eipappévn. Tig andyeig avtéc maviog 6 Xahkidiog dév qui-
vetalr va Tig dayopiln ard tic otwkéc. 'Amopacionikd locwg yid TNV
anddoon otov KlhedavOn tiic mo mavo yvopng vnijpe 10 yeyovog o011 yv
20  ®IAOIO®IA 3
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abtov O Oedg fitav avedBuvog yid 10 kakd, nplypa Spog mob elvar xai ab-
fevtik] mhatovikn droymn, mapa tnv mpotepardotnta tijg Ilpovorag ané-
vavtt otiiv Eipapuivn, mov &6 Xalkidiog arnodider otov IMidrtova.

'Avalntovrag pia ovveni] otk Oéon yia v tpoérevon tod Kakob,
6 Xalxidiog tpoonabel va xatavoron pua otoiki droyn yia v Eipappévn,
Umoroyn Kai yia 10 xaxo (xe@. 174-175). Abtn Opog TEMKG Avayetal o8 Hia
pixtn ovaia, mov elvat xai tnyn tod kaiol, xai EEapritar and T @opa Ty
dorpwr. Ilpdxertar yid tnv aotporoyikn droyn tijc Eipappévng, nov dva-
PEPETAL AMO WOAAEG MOAEHIKES NYES Tii ¢ Dotepng apymotnrag xai npoiino-
Oéter dxapntn aitoxpatia. "Onwe Opwg mapovoudletar va mepriapPavn
Kai 10 xaxd (6ca cvpPaivouy népa and 10 Oeixd oy£do) xal 10 xard (6o
Unayopedovtal ano tic émrayec tijc [Ipovorug), eivar 1| povn cuVERTC TPOGS
1 0on mov 6 Xaikidiog anodider orov Kheavin, doyeta dv avrimpoomnein
fi O Tic mpaypatikeég anoyelg tol riocogov otd Bipa adto.

IMapa 16 yeyovog Ot ) Epeuva dév Exel xataintel of OpLoTIKG GLUTE-
paopata @O¢ TPoOg TNV Arapyy Tic cuvagelag Tiis oTmikic elpappiévneg pue v
KATQ T¢ YeAdaixd TpoTURA GOTPOAOYIKT], KUl Tapd TiC «ACTPOLOYIKES GA-
Anyopieg» tot) KhedavOn xai 11 onpacia tod fljliov otijv Osoloyia tov, pé
v moBetiki) avtn Epunveia pag dév vmootnpilope 611 propel va Evray O
0 KiedvOng otoug aotpordyoug aitiokpates moAl meplocOtepo OTL MeEPLO-
pile v navroduvvapia tob OBeol xai Oewpodoe 1) poipa davotepn tov. XE
Hia TéTole mepintoon 1 diwpavie tov pé Tov Znveovae xai tov Xpooinro Oa
ftav moAl xaipia yid va mepaon arapatipntn and T0LS EKTPOCOTOULS
ol Méoov xai Néov Zrokiopol. "Yrootnpilope anidc —ig pa Omdbeon
mbavatepn and dires mov Gvapipope— Ot Enta aidveg dpyotepa 6 Kiedv-
Ong dév Sraxprvotay anod avtolg mob onuaciodototicav v Eipappévn dotpo-
Aoyikd.  YretOuvog yia tiv OmepPforikn abt droyn elvar lowg 6 Novpnvioc,
noL DEPTOVIOE Tig Siyoyvopies T@v oxoluapydv Tol 'Apyxaiov Zrtoikiopod.
"Av dtv aroppiyope t paprtupia 1od Xarkidiov, | tpoondbdeid pag wpoo-
pépel pa mbavn mobetikn Epunveia. Téoo 6 IMhatov 6o xai ol Ttmxoi
kpivovratr £6® amd 10 mpiopa xai v wpofinuatikny tob Ilpo- kai Neo-
nAatoviopol. ADTo mob anaiteital, eldikd yid ToUg ZTmIKOUS Pé TG TEVLYPL
aroonaopata, eival éEOVUYIoTIKY] @vaivon TdV TNydV Tic devtepedovoag
ypappateiag yia v aEomoinon e, Mua émdoyn v mod adbeviikdv
aroonacpdtov 0a dnotehoVoe Eva xard GEloloyikd xpitipio.

*ABfjvar Mupto Apaydva-Movayov



