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THE STOIC THEORY OF PERCEIVING AND KNOWING

AloOnoc.

A great deal of ambiguity surrounds the meaning of aiofnoic as used
by the Stoics. The testimony of Diogenes Laertius is explicit of this confusion.
In his statement aicOnoig means:

(a) the current (nveDpa) passing from the principal part of the soul
(fyepovikov) to the senses;

(b) apprehension (kat@Anyic) by means of the senses;

(c) the apparatus of the sense-organs (aicOntinpa);

(d) the activity (Evépyewa) of the sense-organs.

Statement a introduces two points worth examining : first, the point
of departure of the perceptual activity is the fjyepovikov, the ruling part
of the soul rather than the source of external stimuli or the functioning of
the sense organs. The perceptual activity in this sense can be identified with
the nvebua, the kinetic current departing from the fyyepovikov, arriving at the
sense-organs and, then, returning in a spiral mode back to the fyyepovikov.
The analogy of the spider-web is indicative of this doctrine®. It is rather
an unusual thesis, for in discussing perception most descriptions follow the
reverse path, or, more precisely : from the sense organ, and via the neurons,
to the mind. At this point, note also that a hidden assumption seems to be
involved having to do with will, i.e. the fjyepovikov is a sort of agent comman-
ding the pneumatic current how and where to move. Although the text does
not state, it might not be too risky to say that the Stoics assumed a physio-
logical perception, the use of neurons as channels of the pneumatic current.
What is only stated is that pneumatic currents reach each sense, and then
return to their source, the fiyepovikov. The nvedpa is corporeal in its constitu-

1. Lives of Eminent Philosophers, Zeno. Transl. by R. D. Hicks. The Loeb
Classical Library 1965, 7, 50.

2. Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, ed. by H. von Arnim (Hereafter: SVF) 2, 802;
841 ; 879. J. B. Gould, The Philosophy of Chrysippus, Albany, State University of
New York Press 1970, 52-59.
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tion and this view is quite consistent with the Stoics’ fundamental assumption
of corporeality. Chrysippus, for example, held an extreme monistic position
subscribing to an unreserved corporealism. The only exception, in Stoic
philosophy which was the source of much controversy, was the Aexktove.

3. The concept of lekton cannot be examined because it is out of the scope of
this work. Scholarly work has not yet well assured us as to what the Stoics really
meant. Sextus (Against the Logicians 8,11-12) reports that Stoics held that three things
are connected together : the signified, the signifying and the object... the two
of them are corporeal, i.e. speech and object, the third is incorporeal,i.e. the signi-
fied, the lekton, which is true or false. And further (8,70), lekton is what subsists
in conformity with a rational presentation; he also reports (8,257-264) that Mar-
cus Aurelius’ teacher, Basileides, contrary to the orthodox Stoic position, did not accept
the existence of lekta; Diogenes Laertius (7,51, 63) : what subsists according to a
rational presentation. Simplicius (/n Cat. 10) interprets lekta to be identical with
thoughts and things said. 1. M. Bochenski (Ancient Formal Logic, Amsterdam,
North-Holland Publ. Co. 1963, 84) renders the definition of the lekton as what con-
sists in conforming with a rational presentation (pavracia loyikn), i.e. an object
as conceived. W. Kneale and M. Kneale (The Development of Logie, Oxford, The
Clarendon Press 1964, 139-158) find the concept of lekton the most original part of
their Stoies’s theory. .. an tmportant novelty in the philosophy of logie. Due to the
lack of sufficient textual evidence, plus, the diversity of accounts from the available
sources the Kneales realize the difficulty of rendering the intended meaning of lekton ;
for them (a) it is lekely that the Stoics were convinced. . .that lekta must be distin-
guished from the sentences which expressed them. It is not the case, however, that
any type of lekton can be identified simply with the proposition (153); (b) what
is meant is probably the most literal translation of lekton ; (c) a lekton is the result
of abstraction from particular forms of linguistic expression. .. what remains con-
stant in translation from one language to another (158, underlining mine). Wisniewski
(The Problem of Cognition of the External World in Stoic Philosophy, «Classica
et Mediaevalian 19 [1958] 114) agrees with K. Prantl (Gesch. d. Logik 1, Leipzig
1855, 421) that Sextus Empiricus’ evidence admits a double exegesis : (a) lekton is
something between the external world and our mind. .. it is to enable us
to cognize reality ... They could have a real existence, if any sentence expressing
a certain judgment referred to the concrete properties of an object and in this way
expressed truth and falseness because a real existence of some premise from the
rhetorical and syllogistical point of view was regarded as something really existing.
(b) If the lekta expressed a pure notion, ennoema, then a real existence would not
be attributed to them. In the first case we have to deal with materialistic empir-
icism in the second with nominalism (underlining mine). Watson (Stoic Theory of
Knowledge 41-48) subscribes to the view that lekton means that which can be expres-
sed. Further: (a) lekta are frames, «mental constructs, not physical words» ; (b) the
lekton is neither the word nor, of course, the object nor the ennoema, but the con-
nection established by us in the external universe and between it and ourselves,
because of logos through which we tend to articulate reality for ourselves; and
(c) the Stoic theory of lekton might be compared with both Frege's and Carnap’s
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The nvebpa, however, cannot be an exception ;it is a mixture of air and fired,
And its function is more general rather than limited in the cognitive activity
of an organism; it is used as a metaphysical concept to explain the individ-
uation of the unqualified substance ; it is like a moulding process from within,
giving shape and character to particular things ; by its activity the amorphous
substance is differentiated and qualified®. The nveOpa related with cognition
is considered by the Stoics as a necessary part of aicOnoic and conceptual
perception ; it seems that only by virtue of the nvebua, arriving at the sense
organ through the neurons, aicOnoic is i1dentified as évépyewa, activity of
the sense-organs. Following this interpretation some of the confusion which
can be created by a, b, ¢, and d might be dispelled.

Statement b suggests the doctrine of faculties employed by Aristotle,
which presuppose the Aristotelian concept of duvaper. If so, they (senses)
should be seen as abilities or dispositions that function under the proper
circumstances. Further, aicOnoeig, the senses as faculties should be under-
stood both as separate from the sense organs and inseparable : they are
separate because they are dispositions (duvapeig), and inseparable in the

sense that the absence of the sense organs necessitates the absence of the
former (but not vice versa).

theories of referring (19-26). (transliterations and underlin. mine). A. A. Long (Langu-
age and Thought in Stoicism, in Problems in Stoitcism, University of London, Athlone
Press 1971) : it is clearly proper to translate, lekton by what is said «wheren what
is said covers statement «or» state of affairs signified by a word or set of
words . .. lekton has logical and grammatical functions (77) ; lekton is defined as the
objective content of acts of thinking (vofoeig 82) ; our sources do not imply that
lekta are independent entities (90 ; also 96, 98).

4. SVF 2,826.

5. SFV 2,413, 449; Gould 59: the combination of qualities that an individual
thing manifests are the effects of pneuma; the blending of qualities and relations which
the object manifests are due to the pneuma. Gerard Watson (The Stoie Theory of
Knowledge, Belfast, The Queen’s University Press 1966, 15 : The pneuma as respon-
sible for the highest form of unity of inorganic matter was called by them hexis. In
SVF 2,45 the account refers to tonike kinesis in substances which moves simultane-
ously (a) inwards and (b) outwards ; the a responsible for quantitative and qualitative
characteristics whereas the b for unity and substance. These accounts do not give a clear
account of the Stoics” doctrine. Perhaps, the Stoics themselves had not defined
pneuma in a satisfactory way. Hence, Alexander’s puzzlement (SVF 2,442) is justified.
Translators have rendered the term variously : Hicks (Note 1) : current; D.W. Hamlyn
(Sensation and Perception, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul 1966, 35-39), has only
transliterated it as pneuma ; J. L. Saunders (Greek and Roman Philosophy after Aris-

totle, N. Y., The Free Press 1966), spirit. Spirit by its spiritualistic connotation might
be misleading.
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The term xat@Ainyic appearing in b is not semantically clear. Is xata-
Anyig the outcome of the senses’ functioning in general, or does it have to
do with qualifying impressions, and thusly dividing them into categories ?
It seems that in the context of this paragraph xkata@Anyig refers to the outcome
of the functioning of the senses in general ; i.e. it is a sort of general, unqual-
ified sensory impression. But if this is so, it is contrary to the meaning of
the term, especially when it is used to predicate impressions as cataleptic
on which the criterion of truth is based.We will return to this problem later.

Statement ¢ is explicit. It says that the term aloOnoig is used by Stoics
to denote aioOntipa, sense organs.

Statement d however admits two interpretations: the one links the
term £vépyewa (activity ) specifically with the sense organs; the second refers
to the entire activity beginning with the fyepovikov® continuing through
the senses to the functioning of the sense organs, and ending up at the xata-
Anyic (if the latter is taken to be the result” of the perceptual process). If
the former, the connotation of £€vépyewa is limited ; if the latter,though it
includes the former it has a wider meaning. In the text the sentence is :
the activity of the sense-organs is itself also called sensation (aicOnoig)d.
This syntactical structure does not necessarily denote only the évépyeia of
the sense organs; if it did, the sentence should be attached to the previous
sentence : the apparatus of the sense-organs. But in fact it is not at-
tached. I am inclined to support the wider interpretation that Stoics at
times used aioOnoig as a term or a substitution for the entire perceptual
activity. Hick’s translation® is inaccurate and misleading ; Saunders’ transla-
tion!® is literal, but due to Laertius’ lack of specification one is still left

without a complete explanation ; Hamlyn does not mention this sentence
at all.

Oikeiovorc

Of much interest are Hierocles's views'! of ocuvaiocOnoic as consisting
a necessary condition of perception. Hierocles maintained that in order to

6. The Stoics locate the hegemonicon in the heart, except Cleanthes who assumed
it to be seated in the brain (SVF 2,880, 885, 894, 910).

7. Hamlyn (Note 5) seems to do this p. 37.

8. Diogenes Laertius 7,52,6.

9. Ibid.

10. Saunders 67: Furthermore, the activity itself is called sensation.

11. M. van Straaten, Panetius, sa vie, ses écrits et sa doctrine, Amsterdam 1946,
Fragm. 96.
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perceive a physical thing it is necessary that the perceiver has first an aware-
ness of himself as being a sort of storehouse of the incoming sense impressi-
ons. It is also interesting to note that Hierocles refers to the tovikn xivnoug,
the tensional inner-perceptual field created from the davtepeiotikév, the
resistance of the body towards the psyche, resulting up to the passing
reports to the fjyepovikdv. This inner-kinetic conflict eventually results up
to what is called ocvvaioOnoig, self-consciousness, which, in turn, is a neces-
sary factor for perception. This new aspect of the Stoic theory of perception
has been discussed, not sufficiently, but just to the extent to serve the main
discussion on the subject of oikeiwoirc. Oikelwoig is referred to as a kind of
organic power which is rather difficult to characterize either as inborn or
acquired immediately after the birth of man. The power of oikeiwoig has its
opposite (dAlotpiwoig); both can be regarded as the starting points of
sensing (aioBdavecBar). Basically these powers are related with the organisms’
survival, or, in Aristotelian terms o®lecBai, self-preservation. Olkeiwoig
is an act of assimilation of what is conducive to the survival of the organism!®
whereas allotpiowoig an act of rejection of what might be detrimental to
it ; the former is beset by a feeling of pleasure, the latter by pain. This kind
of «transaction» between the organism and environment is the dapyn 1o
aiofavesai!®, We can note, then, that aioBnoig can be traced genetically back
to a biological basis. ZuvaicOnoig, self-consciousness is necessary for the
development and the correct exercise of oikelwolg and allotpiworg, and,
hence, of sensory perception. The reader can compare this theory with both
Aristotle’s functionalism and the modern theory of perception (Assimilation-
Adaptation-Equilibrium) by the Swiss psychologist Piaget.

Adbyoc.

Despite their empiricist theory, the Stoics following the old philosophi-
cal tradition seem to transcent the experiential cognition. Logos is intro-
duced as a complementary factor of man’s total cognitive process. The
distinction is clearly shown by this passage :

According to them it is by sence that we apprehend black and white, rough

and smooth, whereas it is by reason (Adyoc) that we apprehend the conclusion of
demonstration®,

The effectiveness of sensation, aioOnoig, then is limited. By means of
sensation we only can know the sensory data of primary qualities. The
sensory data (primary impressions) are, according to Aetius’ testimony,

12. Diog. Laert. 7,85. 13. SVYF 1,191. 14. Diog. Laert. 7,52,6-9.
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accurate, an assertion reminding one of Aristotle’s concgpt of the unmis-
takability of perceiving particular sensibles, idwa. But, this is contrary
to Cicero’s testimony, who says :

That which was grasped by sense he [Zeno) called a sensation, and if it was
grasped so that it could not be «destroyedn by reason, he called it knowledge'®.

The final part of the statement suggests that sensations could be
destroyed by reason. And, if destroyed refers to the discovery of
something as false, this implies both that Stoics make no universal statement
concerning the accuracy of the sensations and that reason is recognized by
them as a major factor in the aquisition of knowledge. While Cicero refers
specifically to Zeno, this does not necessarily extend his view to the entire
group of Stoic philosophers. Anyway, he re sensations might not denote
exclusively primary qualities, i.e. raw sensory data, unrelated and unsigni-
fied ; «sensations» might refer to additional elements of more advanced co-
gnitive stages.

What might be very enlightening at this junction is Chalcidius’s testi-
mony'® which refers to Chrysippus’s position :

The whole soul extends iis senses, which are functions of it, like branches,
from that ruling part, as from a tree; and these senses are to be reporters of those
things which they perceive, while the ruling part itself, like a king, passes judg-
ment upon those things which the senses will have reported. Moreover these things
which are sensed, namely bodies, are composites, and thus each sense perceives
some one ingredient in the composition; this one, colour; another, sound; and
while that one discerns the flavor of fluids, this one discerns the aromas of sub-
stances, and that one by touch distinguished roughness and smoothness. And all
this is concerned with what is present; however, no sense remembers what is
past or apprehends what is future. Rather it is the peculiar function of inner de-
liberation and reflection to observe the affection of each sense and to infer what
this object ts from those data which the senses report, and to apprehend what is
present, and moreover to remember what is no longer present, and to forsee
what will happen.

It seems that inner deliberation and reflection should be identified with
Loyoc, «reason» of the preceding two passages (14,15) ; thefunction of both
of them is to enable the perceiver to transcend the raw information from
sense-data, draw inferences and apprehend the object perceived. Further,
this testimony alludes to the factor of past experience and the power of recal-
ling, plus, to an identification of L6yog with the fiyepovikodv, the ruling part.

As for the way the coming stimuli from the object are transmitted to
the sense organs the information is limited. We are only said that in visual

15. SVF 1,60 ; Saunders 66. 16. SVF 2,879.
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perception the air .is a sort of transmitter where the sense data from the
object are conveyed by means of an air mass whose shape is like a cone;
the base of the cone is on the object while the peak of the cone contacts the
visual organ. The acoustic sense-data are transmitted too by air, but the air
shows a wavelike movement which begins from the object and ends in the
receiving part of the ear'.

Pavtaoia.

In the Stoic theory aiocOnotg is confusingly related to a family of cognitive
concepts. It 1s first related with pavracia, presentation ; although Stoics at
times differentiate one from the other!®, in this they are not always consistent.
If by pavracia they refer to the outcome of processes’®, and alobnoig is
taken as a process, then they are referring to two different things. But sen-
tence b* in which xatdinyic is taken to mean the end product of process
and since xatdAnyig is said to be identified with aioOnowg®, we say that
Stoics talk about one thing. Despite this last statement, I interpret them as
meaning two different things, having clearly conceived the difference be-
tween psychological processes and static epistemological units. Confusion
1s created by their use of inadequate terms relating to the perception family.
It can be suggested that at this point both Diogenes and Sextus might have
mispresented the Stoic theories.

The relation of aicbnoiwc with gavracia, then, 1s that of process to
product of the process. Stoics placed much emphasis on the latter since they
regarded it as the primary epistemological unit upon which all cognitive
concepts and operations are based. It is generically indispensable for both
cognition in general, and the criterion of truth in particular®:. But what is
pavtacia? The general answer is that it is a tonwolg, an inscription of traces
on the soul. It reproduces in a microscopic scale some of the most basic
properties and characteristics of the external object ; it functions as a kind
of medium, a means through which the fyepovikov, with its activities of
comparison and co-ordination can perceive the physical object. We should

17. Diog. Laert. 7,157-58. Also, in S. Sambursky, The Physics of the Stoies,
London, Routledge & Kegan Paul 1959, where he relates aesthesis with physics.

18. Diog. Laert. 7,49,1.

19. Sextus, Against the Logicians 1,242-45. The differentiation of phantasiae
(probable, improbable, true, false, etc.) assumes them to be static.

20. Diog Laert 7,50.

21. Ibid.

22. Ibid. 7,49-50: The criterion of truth cannot be without phantasia.
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recall that for Stoics soul is both corporeal and at birth blank as a sheet®.,
But tur@oeig as understood by Cleanthes i.e. xata eicoynv te xai £Eoynv,
carved and eminenced, considered as a crude doctrine, was improved by
Chrysippus who explained that what takes place in the mind is a mere
étepoiwoig, an alteration. Chrysippus argues against the views of Cleanthes.
If the tOonwoig theory is valid, Chrysippus asks, how could the same part
of the soul have two forms, schemata, at the same time ? This would result
in a contradiction, If numerous opposing presentations could occur dpa,
simultaneously, a mental confusion would be the outcome. Could each new
form overrule those already present? That would be absurd. This is reminis-
cent of the similar case, usually known as the memory problem, of the psy-
chologists who advocated a strict localization of experience. For such an
operation (tunwolg) to take place would require the abolition of memory.
After several revisions the following definitions were formed :

(a) Presentation is an impression, Ténwaig, in the soul in so far as it is wsouln®.

(b) Presentation is an alteration, évepolwaoic, of the regent part®™.

(c) Presentation is an alteration, érepolwaic, of the regent part by way of
passivity, xara metow*’.

In the first place, what is really interesting about the successive revisions
1s the introduction of £repoiwoig, alteration, which meets the problems of
both impenetrability and exhaustibility. The former, impenetrability, ques-
tions the feasibility of storing in the form of tundoeig, traces in the same
region, whether it is upon the heart or upon the brain; the latter, exhaust-
ibility refers to whether the corporeal fiyepovikév would exhaust its possi-
bility of being «typosized», stamped upon, at some time after the inumer-
able incoming sense-experiences. The replacement of the static torwoig by
the changeable £repoiwoig can make intelligible how the same part of the
soul can at the same moment perform more than one alteration®, i.e. to
multifunction. This could be considered novel, given the long-standing theory
of «wax-like impressions» of the soul. In the second place the Stoics attach
a new meaning to the concept of soul. We should remember how crucial an
assumption the concept of yuvyn was in the philosophy of Pre-socratics,
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. And, also, we should be aware how ill-defined
it was. Now, in their discussion, the Stoics point out that wyvyn has both a
broad and a narrow sense. Broadly, it denotes eight parts : the five senses,
speech, reproduction, and the fiyepovikév, while in a narrow sense it refers

23. SVF 2,83 (Aetius, Placita).
24. Sextus, Against the Logicians 1,228.
25. Ibid. 1,233,4-5. 26. Ibid. 1,236,4. 27. 1Tbid. 236,8-10. 28. Ibid. 1,230.
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to that which ties together and co-ordinates all parts of the soul (16 t& ouvé-
yov TNV OAnv obykpiow), the fiyepovikodv, the regent part®, In defending
Zeno the latter Stoics interpret his use of yuyn as referring to the regent
part ; this thesis is of course contrary to the Aristotelian tradition in which
yuymn referred to all psychological functions. Lastly, the argument between
Stoics and Skeptics concerning the definition of phantasia, presentation,
raises the question of perceptual passivity. Skeptics argue that if presenta-
tion is «an alteration of the regent part» the definition is too broad. For when
other functions such as 6pur), impulse, cvykatdbeoic,assent and katainyig,
apprehension take place corresponding alterations too occur in the regent
part ; then, the problem is what is that which differentiates these alterations
from those caused by phantasia’s presentation alone? The differentiating
characteristic, Stoics claim, is that alterations corresponding to presenta-
tions occur «by way of passivity». In other words, they see the regent part
as active only when impulses assent and ovyxataBecig take place, but
passive when presentations occur, which is absurd. This is not enough to
quiet the objection raised by the Skeptics. Could passivity be the differenti-
ating mark of presentation, the Skeptics ask ; they claim this is also too broad.
Since the regent part as corporeal itself is nourished (tpépetar), increased
(aliEetar), and altered (Eteporobrar) by passivity (kata neiow)®, then these
events as characterized by passivity should be regarded as presentations
too ; but this is absurd. The main objection one can raise is that Chrysippus,
along with the group of Stoics who speak of passivity interprets Zeno's
tonooig as £tepoimoig. The only Stoic who rather interprets Zeno faithfully
is Cleanthes® ; for him, pavtacia is tOnwolg, i.e. a trace similar to the one
a sigment ring can leave on wax. There is no doubt that Chrysippus position
marks an improvement in the theory of perception ; the air-analogy, replacing
the wax-analogy, shows both Chrysippus’ awareness of the problems of
inpenetrability and exhaustibility and his eagerness to present the Stoic
epistemology more sophisticated. The choice of air, reminiscent of Diogenes
of Apollonia doctrine, offers a twofold service : it allows the multifunction
of the fyepovikov, thus making the £tepoiwolg possible, and at the same
time secures the materialistic character of cognition, thus meeting the basic

29. Ibid. 1,234,3. Watson (p. 21) interprets Stoics as identifying psyche with the
five senses, the hegemonicon, plus the faculties of speech and reproduction, that is
eight parts. Indeed, this can be concluded from SVF 1,143. But, in Sextus 1,234,3 the
Stoics seem to identify psyche with only the hegemonicon.

30. Ibid. 1,240-41.

31. A. C. Pearson, The Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes, London, Clay and
Sons 1891, 61-62.
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Stoic requirement of corporeality. However, Chrysippus’ theory of £tepoi-
wo1¢ does not seem to be compatible with passivity which the Stoics assume
in their theory of perception®’. Despite its limitations, Zeno's theory of
tunwolg 1s at least consistent with the concepts of stability and passivity.
"Etepoimoig indicates a change and change is activity. It 1s surprising how
even the Skeptics quarrel over a matter based on a faulty assumption.

As for the contention® that Stoics (mainly Chrysippus) intended to
mean that @avracic is both an impression and an interpretation of that
impression it does not seem to be supported sufficiently by the sources.
The preceding references, and especially Sextus 1,233, 236, and 239, show
that mainly pavtacia is just an unelaborated, uninterpreted, raw cognitive
unit. That pavracia is subsequently interpreted and classified as probable,
improbable, false, true and so forth should not entail an identity between
pavtacic and the interpretative action. Undoubtfully, there is evidence*
that the Stoics go beyond their orthodox position, 1.e. their empiricism, by
applying the term @avtacia to products of the mind, a type of mental struc-
tures originating in that mind. But, this evidence should be ruled out on
the grounds that the date of this view is not known. Sandbach rightly points

out that although it might be Chrysippean, it will be an anachronism to
attribute it to Zeno®.

IMMpoAnwyetrc.

The term npdAnyic in almost the same way as in Epicurus® admits two
interpretations. First, it might be identified with innate ideas or concepts;
second, it might be identified with general abstractions of a Berkeleyan type
which in Stoic terminology are referred to as Eévvolai, common notions.

The first interpretation seems to take support by Chrysippus’s thesis
that the concepts of good and evil much depend upon the Epguror mpolin-
yeig®. Well, the word £ugitev would strongly support this interpretation

32. Sextus, Against the Logicians 1,239,8-10 ; 240-41.

33. F. H. Sandbach, Phantasia Kataleptike in A. A. Long (ed.), Problems in Stoi-
ctsm, London, The Athlone Press 1971, 13.

34. SVF 2,85. Sandbach (20) points out that the date of this doctrineis unknown.
It might be rather an anachronism to attribute it to Zeno ; it might be Chrysippus's
view.
35. Sandbach 20.

36. Sandbach, "Evvoia and modimppic in the Stoic Theory of Knowledge, CQ 24 (1930)
49 : had there been a difference in the meaning of the word as used by Stoies and
Epicureans, some ancient would surely have mentioned it.

37. SVF 3,69.
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only if it meant «inborn», but it cannot be safely securred that this was
really what the Stoics intended. But £ugutot can be rendered as «implanted»
and «ingrained»,which in this case rules out the doctrine of the innate concepts.
My way to question this alleged evidence is similar to the one I used against
De Witt's exegesis of the Epicurean theory of perception.

Another way of supporting the first interpretation is found in A. Bonhof-
fer’s views® where he attempts to force the doctrine of Epictetus into old
Stoicism®. His argument can be presented as follows:

1. TIpoinyelg are inborn («spermatically»).

2. "Evvolal are mpoAnyels.

3. "Evvowur are inborn. s

Of crucial importance is premise 2. The relation between £vvowar and
npoinyelg is presented as one of identity. And this identity draws evidence
from Seneca® and Plutarch®!. But although from this evidence can be con-
cluded that only some npoinwyeig are universal, it cannot be that all of them
are, and thus they are xotvai £vvolat. Further, in order to secure this iden-
tity it should be shown that also xowvai £vvoiat are universal. The word
kotvai does not necessarily mean universal ; it can be taken to mean general
abstractions derived from sense experience. Even the evidence from Epicte-
tus®® as Sandbach shows cannot be taken as reliable because Epictetus
refers only to moral and aesthetic concepts and uses the term mpoAnyig equi-
vocally. Further, even if he really intended to mean that the identity needed
for the argument could be grounded upon universality, this cannot be consid-
ered as the position of the old Stoa. As an interpreter of Chrysippus’s
thought he is not reliable either®. Then, the evidence used to establish the
premises of the argument is not sufficient*. The Fragment, SVF 2,105, where
Diogenes Laertius comments that Chrysippus is inconsistent in stating both
(a) the phantasia is the standard of truth, and (b) aiocOnoic and nmpéAnyis is
the standard of truth cannot lend support to this interpretation for the
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38. Epiktet und die Stoa 187-232.

39. Sandbach, "Evoia 44: it constructs a system from the use of the words by
Epictetus and then attempts to attach this system to the old Stoa in the face of the
evidence of the doxographers, which is emended or violently interpreted to suit
Epictetus.

40. Epist. 117,6.

41. De communibus notitus 1060 a.

42. Diss. 1,10-12.

43. H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta xvii ; Epictetus, Musontus,
Seneca ad Chrysippum restituendum nullum fere usum praebent (Quoted from Sand-
bach, "Evroia 44).

44, Sandbach, "Ervoia 45.
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simple reason that mpoAfyeig and xotvai Evvolal can be regarded as mental
abstractions of an empiricist type.

In Fragment SVF 2,841, although Chrysippus 1s said to put together
npoAnwyic and Evvoiwa, he does not in fact clearly state what Evvowa denotes.
Chrysippus may have used npoAnyic as a synonym for Evvoia, but again
this would not bear at all upon the problem until the «innateness» inter-
pretation of Evvoia is established.

The second interpretation can be well grounded upon both the empiri-
cist premise of the Stoics that the mindis tabula r a s a at man’s birth

and the ways the incoming experiences are structured. I have already
discussed how the Stoics use certain «laws» for relating and phenomenolog-
ically patternizing the perceputal material. The text is explicit at this point :

General notions (vootueva), indeed, are gained in the following ways: some
by direct contact, some by resemblance, some by analogy, some by transposition,
some by composition, and some by contrarity*s.

It will suffice to reinforce this thesis by presenting another two fragments:

(a) The Stoics say : When a man is born, the ruling part of the soul is like
a sheet of paper suitable for writing. On this he writes off each single thought ... That
which comes through the senses is the first thing written down. For those who
perceive something, like white, have a memory which comes from it. And when
many similar memories have arisen, then we say people have experience, for expe-
rience is the manifold of similar presentations But of thoughts some arise naturally
(pvawxic) in the ways already mentioned, without technical skill, while others
come by our teaching and conscious effort. These latter are called thoughts (&-
voiat) only but the others are also termed preconceptions (mpolnpeis). Now reason,
because of which we are called rational, is said to have received all its preconce-
ptions by the time a child is seven days [or years?] old. And a notion is an image
of the mind of a rational living being.

(b) [Chrysippus] attempts to credibly explain the varieties of mixzture by
using the common conceptions (Sia r@v xowdv évvoarav): we acquire (Aaufavouer)
them from nature. . .47,

Again, the evidence overwhelmingly weights for the second interpre-
tation. Other supporting references can be made as, for example, to Diogenes

Laertius 7,54 where Diocles Magnes is reported to identify tpoAnyig with
the conception of the general traits of an object in a natural way®.

45. SVF 2,87 (Diog. Laert. 7,52). 46. SVF 2,83 (Aetius, Placita 4,2).

47. SVF 2,473 (Alexander, De mixtione 217 Bruns).

48. Revising his old position (CQ 24 [1930] 44-51) Sandbach has raised doubts
about the authentic authorship of Diogenes Laertius’s 7,50-82 by Diocles Magnes
(Long, 33). But this does not seem to imply that this part of Diogenes Laertius does not
reflect the Stoic positions.
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©

aviaocia, cvyxataBeoirg and the xpitfiprovofTruth.

davracia dvoanddotdg oty is difficult to define®. However, it would
be best to present a diagram indicating certain distinctions® that could
show how ¢@avtacia became the basis for the Stoic kpitfptiov of truth.

Regent Part Apprehension
Il’ Assent
Phantasia Impulse
o PF PPI PPI

Both probable neither probable

bable bl
Improba Probable and improbable nor improbable

PPT PPTF PPF =
True Both true  False PPTF
and false Neither true
nor false
PPTA PPTA
Apprehensive Non-apprehensive
PPTAO PPTAO

Without obstacle With obstacle

The first major difference between presentations is their breakdown
into four groups: PP, PPI, and PPI, and PI. PP presentations are those that
cause disturbing movements (Kiviioeic) in the soul ; these presentations make
the perceiver not to offer his assent (ovykatdBeoic). An example illustrating
PP is this conditional proposition : If it is dark, then it 1s day. PPI pre-
sentations refer to the relational relativism of certain things ; here the
same presentations could stand for one category of things at one time and
a different category at another time. This is determined merely by the
relation to other presentations and the position they occupy. Stoics see

49. Sextus, Against the Logicians 1,241. 50. Ibid. 1,242-48.
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this as well exemplified by problematic statements (anépov Adéyov). PPI
presentations are those standing for statements in which no existential
import is possible to verify. Example : T he stars are odd, the stars are even
in number. PP are characterized by their causing a smooth xivnoig in the
soul. They are also statements standing for mepipaveig, obvious events,
things or relations between things that immediately win our assent. [ am
discoursing or it is day could be representing a PP type presentations.
Then, PP presentations are divided into four sub-types:

PPF presentations which stand for false propositions, i.e. the false
affirmation that a straight stick submerged in water is crooked or that the
space between columns parallel in a row gets narrower further down the
line. In explaining the second sub-type, PPTF presentations Stoics offer some
examples from mythology. Orestes experienced Electra’s image during his
madness. This is explained by means of projection. The existing presentation
created from past memories of the real Electra is projected on the imaginary
products of his napavoia, the Fury. The images thus seem to derive from the
Fury, which does not exist. Similar to this are dreams about real persons.
The PPTF type, known as generic presentations, stand for generic concepts.
According to the Greeks, one is either a Greek or a barbarian. Though a
clearcut presentation is made, in which only two possibilities exist (one can
be only a Greek or a barbarian), in their entirety the presentations can
belong to none of the aforementioned categories ; they stand for their
genus, man.

Stoics refer to the fourth sub-type, PPT presentations, as those in which
one might make a true affirmation (GAn0ff xatnyopiav). The illustration
cited is similar to that used for PP presentations, it is day; it is light. That
PPT presentations are sub-divided into the categories of the apprehensive
(PPTA) and the non-apprehensive (PPTA). The former, cataleptic or appre-
hensive, is unique in that it is : (a) caused by an existing object : (b) imaged,
transferred to and stamped on the subject in accordance with the
existing object, a kind not derivable from an object that does not exist;
(c) eminently perceptive of real objects ; (d) has reproduced with artistic preci-
sion all the characteristics of the perceived object, and (e) possesses each one
of these [characteristics] as an attribute®'. The non-apprehensive gavraciai
are characterized by two attributes (idi@parta ) contrary to the ones expressed
in the PPTA type : (a') derived from a non-existing object (Fury) ;(b") stam-
ped on the subject, but not resembling the object. Because of the criticism of
the Academics, who claim that an identical (arapairaktov) yet false, appre-

51. Ibid. 1,248-49.
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hensive presentation can be produced®®, Stoics added the phrase «without
obstacle», PPTAO meaning that although an apprehensive presentation
might be found, still it might be «incredible» because of the external condi-
tions (EEwBev neprotdoewy). It would be credible only if the external circum-
stances allow the perceiver to offer his assent (ovykatdfeoic) without hesi-
tation; the ovykatdOeoig is given only if the presentation is self-evident, clear
and striking (&vapyng, tpavn and mAnktikn).

The preceding classification system enables us to better understand the
Stoic criterion of truth. The principal question which the Stoics had to answer
was : How can we say that a given proposition is true or false? Although
at first the answer appears obvious, simply by looking at the diagram, there
are in fact difficulties (mainly due to the differences between the various
sources) that must be taken into account. To start with, the PPTAO presen-
tation constitutes the firm ground of the criterion. Sextus concludes that

the apprehensive presentation is not the criterion of truth
unconditionally but only when it has no obstacle™,

Reinforcing this thesis is Diogenes’ statement that although Chrysip-
pus, in his book On Doctrine, claims sensation and pre-conception
(mpoAnwyic) to be the only criteria, in his Physics he also® accepts the
apprehensive gavtacia alone as a criterion. This partially resembles with
PPTAO presentations, which seem to be sufficient for the criterion of
truth, i.e. not requiring further factors such as ovykatdOeoic, assent or
anything else. Pohlenz who sees Zeno as holding the criterion of truthis a
combination of presentation and assent offers a wrong interpretation®,
His thesis implies that assent is a definitional element of the criterion. I
contend that assent is a psychological result of a different eldoc, an element
of will distinct from the cognitive action, per se. Assent is a result
of the latter and a concomitant action that follows the purely cognitive
action ; it (assent) could not exist without the occurrence of the first. If
Stoics have described assent as a psychic state accompanying cognition, yet
belonging to the will, does not bound them to this position ; in interpreting

52. Ibid. 1,252-53 : the Academics assert that a false one exactly similar to
the apprehensive presentation can be found.

53. Ibid. 1,257 : Hence the apprehensive presentation is not the criterion of
truth unconditionally, but only when it has no obstacle.

54. SVF 2,105.

55. Zenon and Chrysipp, «Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in
Gottingen» 12/9 (1938) 181. J. M. Rist (Stoic Philosophy, Cambridge University Press
1969, 138) disagrees with Pohlenz.
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them we need not include this as a necessary element of the definition. 1
disagree on the grounds of the textual evidence provided by Sextus Empi-
ricus and Diogenes Laertius. The passage «being plainly evident and striking,
lays hold of us, almost by the very hair, as they say, and drags us off to assent
(elc ovykat@beo1v)»™® refers to the kind of psychic reaction that one has after
experiencing an &vapync, clearand striking (mAnktik1 ) apprehensive presen-
tation. A presentation belonging to the category of PPTAO mu st be clear
and striking ; these two properties, though necessary, are in themselves
insufficient for the establishment of the criterion. The passage, however,
in no way implies ocvykat@Beocic as a necessary part of the criterion. The
word because, indicates that assent is a result of, not a part of, the cog-
nitive act ; assent follows because the experiencing of this &ldog of presenta-
tion. The word xatacndoa (forcing us to assent), points to the same exegesis.

Diogenes cannot be seen as supporting Pohlenz either. The crucial
passage in Diogenes’ testimonia is :

(A) the standard by which the truth of things is stated is generically a pre-
sentation.

(B) the theory of assent and that of apprehension and throught, which pre-
cedes all the rest, cannot be stated apart from presentation. For presentation comes
first ; then thought®’,

a complete set of necessary factors. It is simply an assertion that presenta-
tion is a necessary element. B repeats that it does not make sense to speak
of assent, apprehension or thought without presentations. One fails to see
that in this context the criterion includes assent as a definitional
factor. The word ovykatuBéoews is not intended to be taken as an element
necessary to the definition of the criterion. Stoics, when referring to the
criterion, discuss the assent, as they do in this passage. The syntactical pattern
hardly implies the inclusion of assent in the criterion’s definition. It might
be interpreted that other factors are needed in order to define the criterion,
but these are not subsequently enumerated. The words vonoewg Aéyog
(thought) are used to emphasize the Stoic’s strong empiricist learnings ; that
is, they believe that without presentation, thought cannot exist.

Nomnoewg Ldyog, thought, in this context refers to the thing to which the
criterion of truth is applied so that one can predicate this thing (thought)
as true or false. Thoughts can be either true or false, and this is precisely
where, by means of the criterion, EAeyyog can be carried out. The term xata-

56. Sextus, Against the Logicians 1,257,4-6.
57. Diog. Laert. 7,49-50 : For the sake of convenience the passage is divided into
two parts (underlining mine).
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Anyic also might mistakenly be taken to be a necessary factor of the crite-
rion. Although katd@inyigc (apprehension) is related to cognition, it is an
ability which (although exercised in grasping the distinct, clear, and
striking presentations, that is, distinguishing them from other kinds of presen-
tation) is in itself not a cataleptic, apprehensive presentation. Presentations
are cataleptic because they are clear and striking, not because of our ability
to perceiving (xkataiapPaverv) them. Note that the criterion includes appre-
hension not as an action, but as apprehensive presentations. The emphasis
on properties of the object is obvious. Stoics see apprehensive presentations
as what we call sense-data and contend thatapprehensive presen-
tations are caused by sensible objects and represent the exact properties
of the objects in an isomorphic manner of representation. It is, then, diffi-
cult to see how apprehension can be counted as a definitional element.
Sextus and Diogenes refer to Stoics in general ; the two cited passages
do not refer exclusively to Chrysippus. Pohlenz could still pass off the view
(combination of apprehensive presentation and assent) as that of Zeno.
According to Rist Pohlenz argues that a significant change occurred in that
Chrysippus replaced the apprehensive presentation-assent view by an
emphasis on the criterion as present in the object of knowledge, and much
less in the mind of the knower®. While generally agreeing to this, I object
to the point stating that any change occurred. Since Zeno 1s misinterpreted
and the emphasis on the object characterizes the entire Stoic theory of knowl-
edge, there cannot be any talk about any significant change at all. Let us
hear what Cicero had to say. He refers to assent in the much discussed
gesture symbolism®. Zeno is presented to use the kinetic symbolism of his
hands indicating four factors that should be considered in regard to how the
wise man knows : perception, assent, comprehension and knowledge.
Assent is again related to the processes of perception and comprehension; it is
also related to the result of these processes that Cicero terms knowledge.
Assent p er s e follows these processes. At the same time it becomes a
condition, a positive condition that, from the beginning, accompanies the
process of perception, and functions as a reward in each step of the structur-
ization of presentations until the final step, knowledge. It is not stated in,
and it does not follow from the gesture symbolism that assent should be
taken as an intrinsic part of the cognitive structure, that is, as a qualifying
feature of truth. Rather, it conductively accompanies such processes. Assent

should be seen like emotions of satisfaction and dissatisfaction which beset
from mental processes.

58. Stoic Philosophy 138. 59. SVF 1,66.
21 PIAOIODIA 2
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Undoubtedly, assent is important in obtaining real knowledge. In the
case of ignorance as Stobaeus reports® assent is weak though present.
How could it be countered a necessary factor for the criterion of truth
if assent is present in ignorance, even weak? In the Cicero passage percep-
tion and apprehension as processes cannot be regarded as elements of
the definition of the criterion. Only the results of those processes can be
used for the construction of the definition of the criterion.

A second quote from Cicero has often been used in supporting the
KataAnwyic-assent interpretation.

... many things are comprehended and perceived by the senses, and this could
not occur without assent. Without assent there can be neither memory, conceplts,
nor arts. And most itmportant of all, though some things may be in our power,
nothing is in the power of the man who never assents to anything®.

What is, then, the logical connection of assent with the definition of the
criterion? In this passage nothing indicates that assent is a part of the de-
finition. The explanation in regard to the status and role of assent has been
previously given several times: though conducive to all cognitive functions
(perception, apprehension, judgment) it is a psychic state of another kind
(eldog).

The only source including assent in the necessary elements for the
criterion of truth is Porphyry’s®, who sees the Stoics’ epistemological units
as a progression :

sensible representation sensation -——— representation
(primary sensory data) (aiobnoicg) (pavracia)

The role of assent i1s intended to be a necessary condition. It is catego-
rically stated that without assent, sensible representation (second sentence
of the fragment ) could not be called aiofBnois. The i s functions as an identity
connective. The essence of aicOnoig is determined by assent ; without assent
aioOnoig could not be transformed into gavracia. Although this is contrary
to my interpretation, it is indeed difficult to refute. But it seems to me that
this type of hierarchical structure of the epistemological units contradicts

60. SVF 1,68 b: Ignorance is a changeable and weak assent. I take the is not
to function as an identity connective; it rather means «is characterized by.

61. SVF 2,115.

62. G. Clark, Selections From Hellenistic Philosophy, New York, Crofts 1940,
76, Fr. 74: The Stoies do not place sensation in representation alone but its e s-
senc depends on assent; for sensation is assent to a sensible repre-
sentation, the assent being conforming to desire (underlining mine).
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the testimony of other sources, casting doubt on Porphyry’s accuracy in ren-
dering the Stoic theory. Note that the last part of the second sentence refer-
ring to desire shows that assent, although present either as a condition
or as a result of the cognitive action (or as a parallel, conducive activity
of the will), is not in itself a cognitive element.

In refutation, it might be said that most evidence either ignores assent
altogether or shows that the cognitive units do not coincide with those men-

tioned in Porphyry’s fragment. Origen, for example, attributes to the Stoics
a bold empiricism.

(Stoics) destroy intelligible realities when they assert that whatever is grasped
is grasped by the senses, and all comprehension is attached to sensation®.

I believe that the textual evidence bears out my interpretation and shows
the intended meaning of the Stoic criterion of truth.

"Evvorar and the «laws» of Association

The concept of Evvorai, notions, is also important in the Stoic theory of
sensory and conceptual perception. Negatively Evvoiat have been defined
as being neither concrete things nor qualities. Affirmatively they are
fictitious, mental images or concepts. Diogenes refers®™ to them as ima-
ges of reason which, though not qualities or concrete things, they are
like qualities and things in a similar manner of a person who recalls vividly
the image of a horse which at that moment is absent. This should be taken
as the particular concept of a particular object, that is a cognitive unit in
the second perceptual level. Stobaeus identifies Evvoiai, notions, with what
the ancients callel ideas. In a Platonic fashion we share in them ; however,
we only chance upon their modifications which they call common nouns®.
Likewise Aetius calls® them images of the mind of beings which are living and
rational. The last phrase implies that notions are acquired only by men,
a point again reminiscent of Aristotle’s way of talking about memories
and experience, being the distinguishing mark between men and ani-
mals.

Commenting upon this testimonia, one could point out that Stoics have
been trying to build up an associationistic theory of perception. By descri-
bing primary qualities, notions, phantasiai and also referring to more general
concepts, one can discern in their [Stoics’] effort the intention to structurize
phenomenologically a map of the realm of cognition. To serve this purpose

63. SVF 2,108. 64. Ibid. 1,65 c. 65. Ibid. 1,65 a.
66. Ibid. 2,83. 67. Diog. Laert. 7,52-54.
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they have introduced several «laws»% that explain how these materials are
received and/or related after their reception. The first of these is the law
of direct contact (xatd wepintwoiv). In xatd nepintwoiv we understand by
direct confrontation with aioOntd, concrete things. Given that there is no
specification in the text, this might suggest a gestalt-like perception, a holistic
perception of sensible things; or, a perceptual act which does resume
from the parts to the whole, an analytic perceptual procedure. The second,
viz. the analytic procedure can be supported by the fact of the general struc-
turalistic map which the Stoics have been trying to construct. The second
law of resemblance (ka®’ dpordtnta) can historically be traced in both Aris-
totle and the British Empiricists. By way of illustration the Stoics state that
we acquire our general concept of Socrates by gazing at a representation of
him, a bust. The third law is the one they called xat’ @valoyiav in which
analogy is used either through exaggeration or diminution. Basically the
characteristics are the same in both objects analogically contrasted but
differ in their dimensions. Cyclops and Pygmies, respectively, are used to
illustrate this ; both have the same basic traits but their dimensions (traits’s)
are different. Another paradigm case is the concept of the earth’s center
arrived at by means of small spheres. The synthesis (xatd oOvleowv) law
functions when a notion of a Centaur, for example, is acquired through the
composition of known, diverse parts. Stoics, also, speak of the transposition
(kotd pet@beociv) law in which notions, such as those of creatures with an
eye in their chest, are accomplished. For them the law of contrariety (xat’ év-
avtiooly) enables us to fabricate concepts of, for example, death by means
of its opposite, life. The law of transition(xutd petaPaociv)leads us to such
notions as tomoc, kevov and Aexktd, the meanings of terms; the latent meta-
physical assumption of this law is the possibility of passing from the onto-
logical category of perceptibles to that of imperceptibles. The privation ( katd
otépnoiv) law functions for the formation of concepts such as that of man
without hands. A further view, which the Stoics hold refers to the abstract
concepts of justice (dixarov) and goodness (aya06v) whose formation occurs
by nature (xata @Oowv). Though historically valuable, Diogenes’ informa-
tion is elliptic. There is not much elaboration which could phenomenolo-
gically describe the functions of these «laws». What is, for example, the
specific connection of these laws to the various faculties of the mind? Which
are the mechanisms involved in the referential activity of the mind, i.e. the
method of comparing a new experience with old experiences? Some of these
laws remind one of Aristotle’s laws of association during the activity of
recollection. We might further point out that both Aristotle and the
Stoics introduce such laws as explicatory cannons applying only within
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the sphere of the mind, that is, within the limits of experience. The only
exception could be the Stoic’s first «law of contact» which is immediately
related with object perceived.

AIZOHLXIY KAI NOHZIY KATA TOYZI LTQIKOYZ

[Mepiinwyn.

Kata tig tehevtaies dexaetieg mapatnpeitar Lonpd Eviiapipov yia Tig
priocopikec Oewpieg tiic "EAANVIoTIKi)C meprodov. Aty Oa fjtav DmepPfoin
va Aex0i] 61 1) Zrokn Crhocopia kai idwitepa 1) Zrowkn "Emotnpoloyia
gbpiokovtal ot0 £mikevipo moOAL®DV &peguvdv ot0 PO Tiig PLAOCOPIKT|C
avtiig meprodov. "Empaveic épevvniéc ¢Bdvouv otd onueio va ocvykpivouv
Y. TNV Evvola 100 Aektol pe Tic Oewpieg tdv mpotdoewv tdv Russell kai
Frege. Ilap’ 6hov 6pmg 6Tt épyaoieg 6mwg adtég tdv Hicks, Bréhier, Poh-
lenz, Philipson, Sandbach, Sambursky, Reesor, Mates, Watson, Virieux-
Reymond, Pembroke, Rist, Gould xai dAlov Exouvy abEnoel onpuaviika tig
YVOOELS pug OYeTIKa pg TN Oewpia Tijg yvhoeng tdv Ztoikdv, dotdoo Ep-
pnvevtika npopAnpata mov oyetilovial pe 1 onuacia pacik®v dpuv na-
PUUEVOLY AVOLKTA.
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pikovg kai &g Eva onueio and tovg Oeperiwtég tijg vebtepng Aopikfig Yo-
yoloyiag.
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pnoff otd muperBoév, amoterel £niong mupepunveic. Kata v napoboa
Epunveia mpokeltal POVOV Y1d AMOKPLOTAAA®UEVES Eumelpieg Tol TOpPEA-
B6vrog, mou mailovv amopaocioTikd poOAO OTN| OMUacLodOTNOT TOV VEO-
eloEpYOpEVOV EPTELPLBY.

4. "O,t1 xalobv ol Zrwikoi cvyxardfesy eglvar poévov mapuxkodiovbo
1fic yvootkiis Asttovpyiag xai dév AapPaverar and abvrolg d¢g avaykaio
otolyeio yia 1ov Opropd tob xprrnpiov tijc @Anbeiac. Tolto propel v’ ano-
teAéon pua Omobeon ya mepartépo Epevva. “H nemoidnon 100 cvyypugiag
glvar 611, dv ol paprupieg idwbolv pé drapopetikn mpoontiki), 1| LmoOBeoT
avtn) 0a émainfevdii. 'And v &Eétuon thv Kelpévov dev npokLnTel Ott
ol Zrokoi nepréhafav mpaypatika 11 ovykat@beon oOg pépog tod Oplopod
tob xkpunpiov tiig ainbewac.

Kansas City/USA D. Z. Andriopoulos



