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POSIDONIUS" «<HIERARCHY» BETWEEN GOD, FATE
AND NATURE AND CICERO’S DE DIVINATIONE

One of the most important points of Posidonius’ theology!, and at the
same time an acute metaphysical question on which much scholarly debate is
still to be found, is the «hierarchy» of God, Nature and Fate, which is ascribed

1. After such good recent literature on Posidonius, it is perhaps anachronistic to speak
of Posidonius’ theology in a sense which particularizes him from the other Stoics. Posi-
donius has not been dealt with by M. Laffranque as a theologian except for some pages on
theological matters devoted to him in his activity as a physicist (Posidonios d’Apamée,
Paris 1964, 320-327, 329-367). Impressive is the omission of Posidonius’ theological specu-
lation by A. A. Long (Hellenistic Philosophy, London 1974, 216-222). But, as a matter
of fact, very little, if anything at all, remains marking Posidonius’ originality in this realm,
and this little concerns details. During the last century, however, and at the beginnings of
the current, a huge bibliography accumulated on Posidonius’ theology, eschatology and
solar mysticism so that it is usually spoken of an old and a new Posidonius. This fact con-
stituted the «Posidonius’ problem» (see R. Hoven, Stoicisme et Stoiciens face au probléme
de I'au-deld, Paris 1971, 95-102, for a detailed bibliography of the subject), subsequent to
the «Posidonius’ myth», which was demolished by J. F. Dobson among others [CQ 12 (1918)
179-195]. Corssen’s book (De Posidonio Rhodio M. Tulli Ciceronis in libro I Tusec. disp.
et in Somnio Scipionis auctore, Dissert. Bonn 1878) was most responsible for this myth,
and in the same line move the works of Gronau, Posidonios und die judisch-christliche Ge-
nesisexegese, Leipzig [Berlin 1914; P. Schubert, Die Eschatologie des Posidonios, Leipzig
1927; 1. Heinemann, Poseidonios’ metaphysische Schriften, Breslau v. I-1I 1921 - 1928;
A.Schmekel, Die Philosophie der mittleren Stoa in ihrem geschichtlichen Zusammenhange
dargestellt, Berlin 1892; those of Heinze, Badstiimer, Norden, Appelt, Cappelle, Cumont,
Festugiére and others, and especially the two major works of K. Reinhardt ( Kosmos und
Sympathie. Neue Untersuchungen iiber Poseidonios, Miinchen 1926, and Poseidonios von
Apameia, der Rhodier gennant, RE 22,1 (1953) col. 558-826) who, however, had given
a sober account of Posidonius (Poseidonios, Miinchen 1921). Using only attested fragments
and testimonies which refer to Posidonius by name and aiming to determine Posidonius’
originality on sound and objective principles scholars have presented exact accounts from
which the new Posidonius with the universal scientific interests, a less rigid ethical theory
and a more realistic psychology emerges. We only mention the following works which touch
upon theological subjects : R. M. Jones, Posidonius and Solar Eschatology, CPh 27 (1932)
113-135 ; Posidonius and the Flight of the Mind in the Universe, CPh 21 (1922) 97-113;
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to him. This hierarchy is generally taken as proving Posidonius to have
renounced Stoic pantheistic monism and be a precursor of Neoplatonism?

This is not the proper place to discuss the relation among those three
aspects of the primordial nlp teyvikdv as established by the early Stoics.
Suffice it to say that, though the early Stoics never expressly said that God,
Nature and Fate were — as distinct hypostases — identical, yet they consi-
dered Nature and Fate to be alternative descriptions of Zeus, different as-
pects of the same reality®. In any case God, Nature and Fate were never re-
garded as members of any hierarchy, since Stoic pantheism admitted of a
single principle which was differentiated according to its manifestations and
the matter upon which it was acting. It was quite legitimate to present Nature
and Fate as identical with God, since God was also Nature (as the principle
of growth and cohesion) and Fate (as the causal principle accounting for the
temporal evolution of the world). These terms had the same reference, though
they were not synonymous, because of the Stoic distinction between sense
and reference?.

It is true that a certain hierarchical relationship between Fate and Prov-
idence was ascribed by Calcidius to Cleanthes® in reference to the question
of evil and in the light of a metaphysical hierarchy of Being sanctioned by
Pre-Neoplatonism and Neoplatonism. This hierarchy hardly represents Clean-
thes’ views and is by no means justified by dependable evidence. As we have
shown elsewhere®, either Calcidius treated his evidence with a certain bias in

P. Boyance, Etude sur le songe de Scipion, Paris 1936. For a full bibliography see Hoven,
op. cit. 95-102, Laffranque op. cit. 1-44. Much of the controversy on this subject was due
to the inadequacy of the old collection of Posidonius’ fragments made by J. Bake in 1810,
which, though based on named fragments, was not systematic. The recent collection by
L. Edelstein - I. G. Kidd (Posidonius v. | The Fragments, Cambridge 1972) provides an ex-
cellent basis for research. In this paper we use the numbers and signs of that collection.
We have dealt with some probable arguments of Posidonius for the existence of God in
our Ph. D. Thesis, considering as such Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 1X 23;
28; 71-74. We have also analysed his conception of God as found in F 100; 101. Through-
out this account we have mostly used the translation of the De divinatione by W. A.
Falconer (Loeb Class. Library).

2. See W. Jaeger, Nemesios von Emessa, Quellenforschung zum Neuplatonismus und
seine Anfangen bei Posidonios, Berlin 1914, 97-133,

3.See SVF1,102; 2,913.Ci. W. Greene, Moira: Fate,Good and Evil in Greek Thought,
Gloucester, Mass. 19682, 352; Long, Hellenistic Philosophy 148.

4. Cf. Long, Language and Thought in Stoicism in Long (Ed.), Problems in Stoicism,
London 1971, 79; 108 n. 19.

5.In Timaeum c. 144 = SVF 1, 551.Cf. 2, 933.

6. See our article Providence and Fate in Stoicism and Prae-neoplatonism, «®i.o-
copia» 3 (1973) 262-306, esp. 297.
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his endeavour to present Cleanthes as a rival of Plato or he applied his Pre-
Neoplatonic scheme to Cleanthes on insufficient grounds, considering per-
haps that he was one of the astrological determinists. In any case, Cleanthes’
presumed differentiation between Fate and Providence is the only exception
to the assumption of a common reference among God, Fate and Nature and
to the reciprocal relation between Providence and Fate admitted by Chrysip-
pus and the early Stoics in general.

More explicit, and at first sight better documented than Cleanthes’ al-
leged hierarchical relation between Providence and Fate, is the «hierarchyy of
God, Nature and Fate ascribed by Cicero and Aétius to Posidonius in two
slightly differing versions:

1) IToceddviog tpitnv and Awog [sc. v eipappévnv] Tpdrov yap sival
tov Aia, debtepov 88 v @loty, tpitov 8¢ v sipappévnv (Aétius, Placita
I 28.5 = F 103).

2) Quocirca primum mihi videtur, ut Posidonius facit, a deo, de quo
satis dictum est, deinde a fato, deinde a natura vis omnis divinandi ratioque
repetenda (Cicero, De divinatione 1 125=F 107).

From the recent literature which deals with this question we shall confine
ourselves to a brief discussion of the views of L. Edelstein?, J.M. Rist8, G.
Verbeke ?, E. Bréhier'®, Andreas Graeser!!, and Marie Laffranque!2.

Edelstein'®, opposing the early Stoics’ identification of God with Nature
and Fate to Posidonius’ differentiation and assuming that Posidonius’ hier-
archy implies a certain difference in the matter of which these three entities
are composed, supposes that Posidonius treats God, Fate and Nature as
three distinct substances', i.e., in an absolute sense. Through a penetrating
investigation of Posidonius’ «physical» fragments, Edelstein shows him to
have identified Reason with God, Soul with Nature, and Fate with Matter.
Thus he arrives at the following hierarchy : Reason, Soul, and Matter, as the

-

1. The Philosophical System of Posidonius, AJPh 57 (1936) 286-325.

8. Stoic Philosophy, Cambridge 1969, 201-211.

9. L'évolution de la doctrine du pneuma du stoicisme a S. Augustin, Louvain-Paris
1945, 130-131.

10. The Hellenistic and Roman Age (Translated from the French by W. Baskin),
Chicago and London 19713, 137.

11. Plotinus and the Stoics, Leiden 1972, 110.

12. Op. cit. 358 ff.

13. Art. cit. 292 n. 27. His view that Cleanthes subordinated fate at least is obviously
wrong.

14. Ib. 293. Similar is Greene's interpretation of this hierarchy (op. cit. 352). By Nature
he seems to understand the animate world (soul), by Fate the inorganic bodies (matter)
and by God the principle of activity. Cf. Edelstein 300.
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three constituents of the world. This substitution, though in conformity to
some extent with Posidonius’ psychology, is unstoic and leaves the question
about the first entity (Reason) open. If God is Reason, but not seminal Rea-
son nor Reason as Fate (since Fate = matter), what sort of Reason is he?
This dualistic interpretation brings Posidonius close to Plato, completely
detaching him from Stoic monism.

Edelstein’s interpretation has been criticised by J. M. Rist!5, who, how-
ever, on account of F 107 also thinks that the hierarchy may refer to differ-
ent realities in some physical and corporeal way'®. But, in rejecting Edel-
stein’s conjectures on the basis of F 141a, he seems to understand by the
active element the pneuma, as a physical body ringing the outside of the
world and giving it a spherical form'?, that is, the obpavdc. He attaches
particular importance to the distinction between God and Nature, which
he regards as an innovation of Posidonius. He identifies Posidonius’ God
with the world-soul, which coincides with the heavens as a limit of the x 6-
o 1o g8, He regards Posidonius’ Nature either as «a basic element» or as
«the passive principle», i.e., matter unqualified, «prime matter» — which is
unreservedly unstoic — or even as the world itself or as the «body of the
world», which are disparate things. He finally inclines to taking Nature as
the world’s body, asserting that Nature is the world’s body and Zeus its soul.

Though this last interpretation seems more sensible than the first, Rist’s
many alternatives for Nature show that he did not himself arrive at definite
conclusions on the matter, but we do not share his view that «this has no
bearing on the basic problem?®. Although he criticises Edelstein for misun-
derstanding Posidonius in maintaining that Posidonius completely separa-
ted the active from the passive element, Rist himself says: in each case Po-
sidonius’ tendency to separate the active principle, Zeus, from everything
else is obvious®'. Yet in considering Posidonius’ God as the world-soul, which

15. Op. cit. 203 fF.

16. Ib. 202 : So that he can derive divination from each of them differently. Rist con-
siders Posidonius’ hierarchy a very puzzling doctrine which Posidonius undoubtedly pro-
fessed ...as indication of a most unorthodox view of the physical world, which we do not
admit.

17. Ib. 205. Cf. 207: The identification of the active material principle with the ouranos
is much more i:nportant for Posidonius than it was for Chrysippus.

18. Ib. 205-209. He takes the world-soul as the «idea» of the world, on the basis of
Proclus In Eucl. 141, 8-11 and Posidonius’ «exegesis» of Timaeus 35a. Cf. F 290.

19. Ib. 211.

20. Ib. 211.
21. Ibid. But see 203: There is no reason to believe that Pos. wished to separate the ac-
tive and the passive in such a radical fashion.

19 PIAOZODIA 4
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binds the world’s body and holds it together like glue from both inside and
outside, he does not actually claim such a separation.

His interpretation of the third term of the hierarchy, Fate, seems the
most unfortunate : As for fate, Posidonius’ third source of divination, that
would correspond to the Platonic errant cause or necessity [avaykn, TAavo-
pévn aitia]®2. But how could divination derive from such an errant cause?
And how could Posidonius have maintained that everything happens ac-
cording to Fate (F 104) if his Fate were equivalent to such an irrational cause?
Where is providence in this scheme? But Posidonius had maintained that
the world is governed through reason and providence (F 21) and that if pro-
vidence exists, there is divination (D.L. VII 149). He is also reported by Cic-
ero to have denied that Epicurus had actually held any belief in gods since
he deprived them of their providential activity (N.D. I 123). If God had been
distinguished — though not in a corporeal way — from Nature and Fate,
this would have been, we believe, in order that his providential aspect might
be emphasised. And yet — as will be shown — we do not think that this is
a case of any distinction independent of divination, that is, of an absolute hier-
archy such as that which arose later.

Bréhier, though relating the above hierarchy to divination, nonetheless
speaks of a «triad» or «trinity» and believes that Zeus is force in its unity,
destiny the same force viewed from its multiple aspects, and nature a power
emanating from Zeus and binding together the multiple forces of fate®. This
i1s mere speculation and it hardly differentiates Posidonius from the early
Stoics; nor is it expressly warranted by the evidence, Bréhier feels that Posi-
donius’ tendency to make distinctions where the old Stoa «sought to identi-
fy» is in conformity with his psychology®; so does Verbeke, who remarks
that Posidonius étend les principes de sa psychologie au cosmos tout entier,
thus arriving at different results from his predecessors’ and bringing about
un nouveau rélachement du panthéisme®s.

Marie Laffranque, however, sees in Posidonius’ God, as distinct from
Nature and Fate, the providential aspect of the divinity?®, taking its other

22, Ibidem.

23. Op. cit. 137.

24. In opposition to the unitary concept of the soul held by Chrysippus, who explained
even emotions in terms of reason, that is, in an intellectualistic way, Posidonius distin-
guished between rational and irrational parts of the soul. Cf. F 141a-169. Accordingly
the end for man was redefined (F 186).

25. L'évolution 110-131: Les conséquences de ce dualisme psychologique ... ont été

considérables dans le domaine de la métaphysigue.
26. Op. cit. 323 ff., cf. 340.
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two aspects in the traditional sense®. Of course, if it were a case either of
three distinct enti‘ies or of three aspects irrespective of divination, this would
be the most reasonable and least sophisticated interpretation. Laffranque
is also right in considering Cicero’s testimony of greater importance than that
of Aétius, since she closely relates the whole matter with the sorts of divina-
tion described in the De divinatione. Yet she treats Aétius’ item of informa-
tion as equally dependable®®, that is, as accurately rendering Posidonius’
views, and attempts to identify the three terms of the hierarchy as if it could
also be a case of separate entities, independent of divination??, although she
speaks of three points of view of the same reality rather than of three distinct
realities or better, of the three great hypotheses of the question of divina-
tion®. Seeing in Posidonius’ God the providential activity of the deity, the
primordial law of nature, and the artificer of the order of things both in the
static and dynamic sense®!, she understands by Nature ['ensemble des étres
considérés sous l'angle de la génération, et de leur évolution, le jeu entier
autonome et sans premier moteur and by Fate I'ordre et la suite des causes
ou bien leur liaison®®. She says finally : Principe actif et principe passif sont
deux notions plus particuliérement apparentées a celle de Providence; effet
et cause a celle du destin; génération et destruction & celle de Nature®. This
interpretation is chiefly reached by her through speculation on the account
of divination given in the first book of the De divinatione and this hierarchy
is related to divination by art, to natural divination, and to divination from
immediate contact with the divinity. God, Nature and Fate, then, as occur-

27. Op. cit. 330 ff.

28. Op. cit. 342 ff. Laffranque’s view that Cicero’s order is in compliance with Dio-
genes Laertius VII 138 is very interesting and can afford another sort of interpretation of
this hierarchy, which, however, seems to us more unlikely than the one we advocate in the
sequel. That la hiérarchie dont Stobée se fait I'écho répond a des considérations différ-
entes is true, but not for the reasons inserted (ib. 343).

29, See ib. 344 : Par un paradoxe chargé de sens, on ne retrouve la pleine valeur de
cette hiérarchie dans la Physique et la Cosmologie de Posidonios qu'en se référant, une
fois de plus, a l'esprit de ses conceptions mathématiques. La Nature est comparable a la
construction de la figure; le Destin, au oxyfna, a la figure une fois construite. La Providence
joue par rapport aux deux le réle de la formule ou raison qui définit conjointement I’ opé-
ration et son résultat.

30. Ib. 329 : trois sortes d’exigences. Cf. 350 : La conception de la divination chez Po-
sidonios est soumise aux trois grandes hypothéses physiques solidaires, du Destin, de la
Nature et de la Providence.

31. Ib. 338-340. But: Dans I'école la notion de divinité serait premiére, et plus im-

portante et méme plus répandue que celle de Providence (337-338).
32. Ib. 330. Cf. 332.

33. Ib. 340. Cf. 351.
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ring in Cicero’s testimony, are regarded by Laffranque as the respective sour-
ces of the different kinds of divination®.

It is indeed tempting to regard this hierarchy in terms of the sorts of
divination described by Quintus, which in all probability ultimately derive
from Posidonius. But there are two problems: though the relationship of
Fate with divination by art must be granted, natural divination is related to
both God and Nature, so that it would be difficult to ascertain which of them
is principally to be regarded as its source. It is also repeatedly said that it is
aifficult to explain the principles and causes of every kind of divination (Div.
I 35; 85; 109) and Posidonius himself expressly did not distinguish among
them (Div. I 126=F 110).

But before stating our personal view, we shall complete this short
bibliographical survey by briefly mentioning Andreas Graeser’s interpre-
tation, since his views mostly coincide with our own, except concerning the
relation of this hierarchy with the sorts of divination. Graeser does not see
three separate powers in Posidonius’ God, Fate and Nature. He says: Yet
all this certainly does not permit the inference that thisis a hierarchy of pow-
ers. What can be assumed is that Posidonius, when trying to establish Man-
tics and Divination as reasonable sciences, found such a three-fold classifi-
cation relevant to his methodological purposes®®. What he states, however,
in the sequel, namely, that Zeus must be viewed with reference to theology,
and Nature as expressing references to the realm of prognostication, whereas
Fate represented a discipline of its own kind... seems rather conventional
and close to Bréhier’'s and Marie Laffranque’s views on the relevance of these
divine aspects to the sorts of divination.

Though it appears reasonable to correlate this hierarchy with the sorts
of divination expounded in what precedes and what follows Posidonius’ ref-
erence in the De divinatione, and though we see this hierarchy to be tightly
bound up with divination and of no particular significance independently of
it, we still believe that Posidonius was not interested so much in the different
sources of the kinds of divination as in the theoretical reasons and philoso-
phical principles accounting for and justifying its «existence». Some resem-
blances between the De divinatione and the De natura deorum even and the
De fato as well as a brief survey of the structure of the first book of the
former dialogue with some references to the second book may show that this
hierarchy is actually associated with the question of divination but otherwise
than is generally held.

34. Ib. 344-364, esp. 344-351 on artistic (scientific) and natural divination.
35. Op. cit. 110.
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The first book primarily purports to show not so much the sorts of di-
vination and their respective causes as that «there is divination», that is, that
divination is a real discipline. To put it in another way, the reality of divina-
tion relies on certain hypotheses and postulates certain principles and theo-
ries without which neither its existence nor its particular nature and function
can be shown.

Divination is defined in the De divinatione as the foreseeing and fore-
telling of events considered as happening by chance (Div.19) and should not
be taken as it was misleadingly presented by Marcus in the second book ( Div.
IT 13), i.e., as the foreknowledge and foretelling of things which happen
by chance. Here the verb putantur has been intentionally replaced by the
verb essent but the emphasis must be laid on the original verb because, though
chance for the Stoics was also a cause, it was incomprehensible to human rea-
son (SVF II 965) and as such deprived of essential reality (SVF II 967 ; 970).
A better definition of divination and one which clarifies the principles on
which it is based is the following: a science which observes and interprets the
signs given by the gods to men (SVF II 1017). This definition implies that
there are gods (who give the signs) and that they are providential ; that nature
is the realm in which these signs are to be found ; and that these signs are
true because they reveal future events, according to the law of fate, which is
defined as an immortal truth having its source in all eternity (Div. I 125).

The first book of the De divinatione is generally held to derive chiefly
from either the Ilepi Oedyv or the Ilepi pavrikiic of Posidonius®, who does
not appear to have deviated from the orthodox Stoic teaching in this realm
except in order to prove himself a most fervent devotee of all kinds of divi-
nation, even of astrology®. Though particular definitions of Nature and Fate
are not found among Posidonius’ attested fragments, we believe that the
views occurring in this dialogue on those subjects, even the definitions of
those terms, chiefly represent him.

In the first part, after Cicero’s introductory chapter, Quintus sets out
to give reasons for the belief in divination, that is, to prove its existence. It
might be of help for our enquiry to see how the Stoic spokesman attempted
to demonstrate the divine providential activity in the De natura deorum,
since both the methods and the purposes aimed at in these two Ciceronian
accounts appear similar. Balbus, the Stoic spokesman in N.D., says of the

36. See A. S. Pease (Ed.), De divinatione, Illinois 1923, Introduction 21 ff., and W. A,
Falconer, De divinatione (Loeb Class. Libr.) 218.

37. See F 106-113b, esp. 111. Cf. T 68: Posidonius magnus astrologus idemque philo-
sophus, and F 7.
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belief in providence : A thesis [sc. that there is providence] which our school
usually divides into three sections. The first is based on the argument pro-
ving that the gods exist [duciturabea ratione quae docet esse deos]; if this
be granted, it must be admitted that the world is governed by their wisdom.
The second proves that all things are under the sway of sentient nature...
and this proved, it follows that the universe was generated from living first
causes. The third topic is the argument from wonder... In the first place
therefore one must either deny the existence of the gods...(N.D.II75-76)".
Thus the reality of the gods, the rationality of Nature, and wonder at the mar-
vels of the universe account for and demonstrate the administration of the
world by divine providence.

How far does this three-fold justification of providence differ from Po-
sidonius’ hierarchy, with regard this time to divination, except that for
wonder at the spectacle of the world one should substitute Fate?

Even if we leave aside the De divinatione, the contents of which are quite
traditional®, and turn to the evidently early Stoic teaching, we find it
assumed that the reality and the providence of the gods prove that divination
exists, a motif which often occurs in the De divinatione. The reciprocal re-
lationship between divination and providence is attested by Diogenes Laer-
tius (VII 149=SVF II 1191), by Cicero (De legibus Il 32) and by Quintilia-
nus (Inst. orat. V 7, 35). The same interdependence, better reciprocity, occurs
in the De divinatione (I 82; 83; 84; Il 41; 49 etc., and particularly 1 9; 110; 117).

The reciprocal relationship between divination and fate is expressly de-
fended by the early Stoics (SVF II 939 ; 941 ; 954; 955), according to whom
divination is justified by the universal rule of Fate, and Fate in turn by the
validity of divination. Characteristic even for the wording is Cicero’s De fa-
to 11: Quae tolluntur omnia si vis et natura fatiexdivinationis ratio-
ne firmabitur. The same reciprocity occurs in the De divinatione 1 125-128
and IT 19-21.

The interdependence of divination and Nature, or rather the justifica-
tion of divination by the Stoic doctrine of Nature, is more difficult to explain.
One possible explanation is that the interconnection of things, which is postu-
lated by divination, may be fully accounted for by the divinity and rationality
of Nature unfolding the divine element throughout the world and binding up
its parts into an organic whole3%, Nature, as the principle of cohesion working

37a. Translation by Rackham (Loeb Class. Libr.).

38. See Pease op. cit. 120, Cf. K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios von Apameia col. 792 ff.
Most early Stoic fragments have been drawn from this dialogue.

38a. See W. C. Greene, op. cit. 426 app. 63.
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out the cosmic sympathy (SVF II 534; 546; 549; 1209), may be regarded as
a reason sufficient to explain both the reality and the efficacy of divi-
nation. The divinity of Nature preached by the early Stoics 1s also empha-
sised by Cicero, echoing Posidonius, and by Posidonius himself (F 85; 87).
Because of Nature’s spatial and temporal interconnection, unity, and harmo-
ny, signs of future events are to be found in her realm (F 106), due to the
contact between the different parts of the woild. As Nature, moreover, con-
tains the immortal souls «clearly stamped with the marks of truth», which
they transmit to men during sleep or in states of frenzy (F 110), naturae vis
(Div. I 143) may thus lead to the belief in divination as a real discipline.

To come back to Posidonius specifically : in view of the fact that he is
the main source of the first book of the De divinatione®®, we shall briefly
survey the first part of it, which we believe shows what Posidonius may have
meant by saying that the vital principle of divination — or better its power
and reason — should be traced to God; since, moreover, the tracing of di-
vination to God is said in our fragment to have already been done in the pre-
vious chapters®,

As a matter of fact, up to I 125, in which Posidonius’ «hierarchy» oc-
curs, it has sufficiently been proved that — despite certain errors in the prac-
tice of artificial divination — this is not a superstition but a real discipline;
in other words, that divination really exists. In what immediately precedes
our fragment, Quintus repeatedly insists upon this: Esse certe divinatio-
nem idque esse omnibus confitendum (Div. 1 125). Up to this point most
of the arguments for its existence have been drawn from the existence,
nature, and providence of the gods, from whom all sorts of divination derive.

As was the case in the De natura deorum, divination is first proved
to exist by universal consent (Div. I 1 ff.). It is also confirmed by the author-
ity of the philosophers, most of whom put forward many well-grounded
arguments in its favour (I 5ff.). It is clear then that the whole question here is
the existence of divination; arguments for it occur in the first book and those
against in the second. Cicero, the Academic spokesman, says: Faciendum vi-
detur ut diligenter etiam atque etiam argumenta cum argumentis compare-
mus, ut fecimus in eis tribus libris quos de natura deorum scripsimus (1 7).
What is here questioned is not so much the kinds of divination — those being
sanctioned by custom and practice — as whether or not divination is a real
science and from where it draws its validity: Quam habeat divinatio vim
et quale sit (19).

39, See Pease, op. cit. 21: Cratippus and Posidonius need be considered as possible
sources on any large scale. Cf. the views of Heeringa, Corssen and others cited by Pease.
40. De quo satis dictum est, draws back to many previous passages.



Akadnpuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

296 M. Dragona-Monachou

Considering the enquiry into the nature and efficacy of divination to be
the natural sequel of the question of the nature and providence of the gods
— which would follow the discussion On fate — Quintus, acting here as the
Stoic spokesman, relates this question to that of the nature of the gods and
says: My own opinion is that, if the kinds of divination which we have inher-
ited from our forefathers and now practice are trustworthy, then there are
gods and, conversely, if there are gods, then there are men who have the power
of divination (I 9). Cicero, calling this reciprocity between divination and the
gods the citadel of Stoic philosophy, tries to shake it by maintaining that it
is possible for gods to exist without support from divination, as it is also
possible that Nature gives signs of future events without the intervention of
any god (I 10). Quintus, however, convinced that the existence of some kinds
of divination is a sufficient proof of the divine existence and providence and
conversely, sets out to prove by arguments this central reciprocity.

There are no severe limits between natural and «artifistic» divination ex-
cept that the former does not require special teaching and training but is
exercised naturally by people endowed with special sensitivity, in dreams and
states of frenzy (I 12; 34; 70). The relation of these two sorts recalls that
between natural concepts (mpoifyei) and articulated notions (Evvoiar)tl,

The actual instances of divination show that the gods have a concern
for human affairs (I 33). It is characteristic of the Stoic views that both kinds
of natural divination (from dreams and frenzy) depend upon the same rea-
son (rationem): namely that the human soul is derived from outside, that is,
from the divine soul (T 70)*2. That this view represents Cratippus*® by no means
entails that it is not also Stoic. The divinity of Nature means nothing other
than the diffusion of divine mind within the world, the function of the world-
soul. All cases of both natural divination and divination by art are justified
by the hypotheses of the divine existence, nature and providence. Apart
from establishing divination as a real discipline, these hypotheses also serve
as arguments for the reality of the gods: What do we expect? Do we wait for
the immortal gods to converse with us in the Forum, in the street, and in our
home? While they do not, of course, present themselves in person, they do
diffuse their power far and wide (I 79). The hypothesis of the gods is also

41. See SVF II 83.

42. Animos hominum quadam ex parte extrinsecus esse tractos et haustos ex quo in-
tellegitur esse extra divinum animum, humanus unde ducatur. Cf. SVF 1 495: 1I 633; 774,
776.

43. See Div. 1 70 : Cratippus noster. Cf. 1 71.
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analogically served by the argument proving that there is a divine power
within the human soul (I 80).

That the whole discussion hinges upon the effort to prove the existence
of divination philosophically is obvious from the following passage, in which
the characteristic word of our fragment ratio againoccurs: Quam quidem
esse re vera hac Stoicorum ratione concluditur: «Si sunt di... at neque
non diligunt nos [sunt enim benefici generique hominum amici] ... non igitur
sunt di nec significant futura; sunt autem di, significant ergo;... si dant vias...
est divinatio; est igitur divinatio» (I 82-83).

The fact that man cannot know the causes of each particular kind of
divination (I 85; 109) — which confirms our point that this hierarchy does
not refer to the types of it — does not entail its non-existence, since the very
instances cited empirically establish it. Such instances are brought forward
liberally throughout the dialogue, all of them testifying to the divine origin of
divination and to the whole hypothesis of the gods. Even natural divination
is directly referable to divine nature, since the universe is wholly filled with
the eternal intelligence and the divine mind, in virtue of which human souls
are influenced by their contact with divine souls (I 110).

The question of how prophets and seers can see things which do not at
the time actually exist again depends on the same theory, that is, on the na-
ture of the gods: But that question would be solved quite readily if we were
to investigate certain other questions which demand consideration first.
For the theory in regard to the nature of the gods, so clearly developed in the
second book of our work on that subject [sc. in the De natura deorum), in-
cludes this whole question. If we maintain that theory, we shall establish the
very point which I am trying to make, namely, that there are gods; that they
rule the universe by their foresight and that they direct the affairs of men —
not merely of men in the mass, but each individual. If we succeed in holding
that position — and for my part I think it impregnable — then surely it must
follow that the gods give to men signs of coming events (I 117). De quo agi-
mus throughout the dialogue is that divination exists, that is, that the gods
grant signs of events to come because of their providence for mankind.

First and foremost then divination can be justified by the theory (ra-
tio) of the existence of providential gods. Accordingly, the principal neces-
sary and sufficient condition for the reality of divination is the existence of
providential gods, who diffuse signs thoughout sentient Nature, which holds
and binds things together in universal sympathy. These signs are interpre-
ted by gifted and specially trained men as revealing future events according
to the law of Fate by which all things are governed (I 118). The leitmotiv of
all this account, even occurring in what immediately precedes Posidonius’
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view, 1s that divination exists and is a real science as proved by the existence
and providence of the gods: Esse certe divinationem, idque esse omnibus con-
fitendum (I 125). The adverb quocirca, moreover, introducing Posidonius’
view, clearly shows its reference to the preceding chapters, which is corrobo-
rated by the phrase de quo satis dictum est, while the dependence.of divination
on both Fate and Nature is stated in the sequel. This is not the only place where
Cicero uses the word ratio in the sense of «arguments». As for the singular
deo instead of the plural employed throughout the whole dialogue, we believe
that it can be explained from Cicero’s reference to Socrates’ personal god,
who either gives or withholds his signs (I 123; 124), and we think that this
reminiscence still persists when Cicero mentions Posidonius’ position. What
thus precedes the passage under discussion and justifies Posidonius’ ref-
erence to God is an attempt to establish the reality and power of divination
on the basis of the reality of providential gods.

Next comes the philosophical justification of the efficacy of divination
through the doctrine of Fate. Fate is here defined in quite traditional terms
as ordo et series causarum, cum causae causa nexa rem ex se gignat (I 125)
and, though there is no definition of it ascribed to Posidonius specifically,
we have no reason to doubt that he would have shared this view; otherwise
that would have been indicated by our authorities and especially by Cicero. Fate
1s also defined as ex omni aeternitate fluens veritas sempiterna (ibid.) and
this definition fully explains how the doctrine of Fate can serve as a princi-
ple for divination : since things cannot change from what was always true of
them, so if a man comes to the point of understanding the connection of
things, he is able to foretzll future events from present signs, in particular
from continuous observation, but also in frenzy or in sleep (I 126). If things
did not happen according to the law of cause and effect but arose without
any cause, spontaneously and suddenly, by chance, no man would be able to
predict what was going to happen. But since fato omnia fiunt (I 127) — a cen-
tral Stoic doctrine expressly shared by Posidonius (F 25) — if there were a
man whose soul could discern the links that join each cause, then surely he
would never be mistaken in any prediction he might make (ibid.). But this is
a prerogative of God and man can only tell the future from signs sent by
him. That a faro does not necessarily r¢late to divination by art, as itis usual-
ly taken, is indicated by the facts that the connection between cause and ef-
fect is obvious to both classes of diviners: those who are endowed with nat-
ural divination and those who know the course of events by the observation
of signs (ibid.) and in causes are stored the future events whose coming is
foreseen by reason or conjecture or is discerned by the soul when inspired
by frenzy or when it is set free in sleep (I 128). Fate thus accounts for the
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reality and efficacy of all sorts of divination in a secondary sense, that is,
after the proof made by the hypothesis of the existence of providential gods.
Nor 1s God unconnected with the corroboration of divination by Fate, since
God 1s Fate, having decided, once and for all, all that is decreed to happen;
but God’s primary aspect is to be providential. Finally, it is obvious from the
concluding lines that what is said of Fate in I 125-128 aims to provide ar-
guments for the validity of divination: Haec quidem et quaedam eiusdem
modi argumenta, cur sit divinatio ducuntur a fato (I 128).

When we come to the third term of Posidonius’ hierarchy, Nature, mat-
ters are more difficult to explain from Cicero’s account, though the intro-
ductory lines are : a natura autem alia quaedam rati o est, quae docet... (1129).
The theory of Nature — taken here as both divine and natural law, the way
things should be and actually are — gives support to divination by showing
the great power of the soul when released from the body. This we understand
as a sort of getting out of oneself and uniting with the divine spirit diffused
throughout Nature. It is true that Nature appears here as related to the nat-
ural kind of divination, which would have justified the claim that this term
occurred in Posidonius as a source of natural divination, but what i1s said
particularly of Posidonius in this context renders this explanation improb-
able: And while it is difficult perhaps to apply this principle of nature to
explain that kind of divination which we call artificial, yet Posidonius, who
digs into the question as deep as one can, thinks that nature gives certain
signs of future events (I 130=F 110). Moreover astrological illustrations
are given as instances of divination from signs manifested in Nature which
are closely bound up with the doctrine of Fate (F 111; 112). Entrails and sac-
rifices — also examined in this section — belong to divination practised by
observation, i. e. to the «artifistic», and yet they are cited as means of divination
deriving their force from Nature (I 131). Nature, therefore, is not here pri-
marily regarded as the source of natural divination — this being ultimately God
and divine intimations (F 108) — but as the common realm which embraces
all things in universal unity and in which the signs predicting future events
occur. Nature is the one and common house of all (I 131), whose cohesive
power accounts for the interconnection of things and the association of signs
with future events. This aspect of Nature is more clearly stated in the refu-
tation of the Stoic — particularly the Posidonian — arguments in Book IIL.
Cicero, perhaps, partly echoing Posidonius, concedes there that the works
of nature are firmly bound together in a harmonious whole... that the uni-
verse is a unit... that there is a certain contact between the different parts of
nature... that some natural connection exists between objects apparently
unrelated and he speaks of a natural tie, an harmony, an association, and
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sympathy (II 133-134), which seems to extend even between Nature and the
condition of the entrails (IT 135). But the definition of Nature which is most
pertinent of all to the relationship of divination and nature is the one attrib-
uted by name to Posidonius in the same context, though shared with Chry-
sippus and Antipater : ad hostiam deligendam ducem esse vim quandam sen-
tientem et divinam, quae toto confusa mundo sit (I 35). This interconnection
1s also emphasized by all of them in maintaining that at the moment of sac-
rifice a change in the entrails takes place; something is added or something
taken away; for all things are obedient to the divine will (ibid). Nature here,
as the principle of unity, is claimed to be the agent of the divine will which
is both Providence and Fate and can thus account for the efficacy of divina-
tion. In similar terms Nature’s vitality and divinity are described in IT 142,
Nature, then, accounts for divination; that is, as a cohesive, sentient, and di-
vine power it furnishes arguments for the latter’s existence. That it comes
third does not so much indicate any lack of appreciation as it serves Pos.’
methodological purposes, though the providential aspect of the deity is of
the highest importance. The reciprocity between providence and divination
is expressly maintained by Posidonius: and there is divination... if there is
providence (F 7). He also states that the world is governed by reason and
providence (F 21).

That divination must be traced firstly to God, secondly to Fate, and last-
ly to Nature does not really imply a certain absolute hierarchy of these three
aspects of the artistic fire; rather it means that the Stoic discipline of divi-
nation is shown to be real and valid and is justified in all its sorts by the
Stoic theory of the gods first (that is, that they exist and are providential),
by the Stoic theory of Fate secondly (according to which nothing happens
without a cause and signs reveal events to come), and from the Stoic view of
Nature thirdly (as the divine principle of unity and connecting link of appar-
enily unconnected events).

This relationship of divination with the three central hypotheses of God,
Fate and Nature, as preserved by Cicero, seems the only dependable evidence
for Posidonius on this question. Aétius’ version with the change of order batw-
een Fate and Nature is perhaps biased and adapted to the metaphysical
hierarchy of being which actually existed later®. Aétius appears to have

44. See our article referred to in n. 6. A&tius inserts Pos’. «hierarchy» in the section
dealing with Fate. Not everything said there seems reliable. Plato appears read from
the Middle-Platonic view and Heraclitus from the Stoic. For a fair assessment of the
Placita, see Ch. Kahn, Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology, N. York-

London 1964%, 16: This work... is the most systematic and the least satisfactory of all
ancient histories of philosophy.
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detached these three hypotheses from their reference to divination, with which
they were originally exclusively linked, with the result to present Posidonius
as deviating from Stoic monism and approaching the dualism of Middle
Platonism, which we know from Plutarch and contemporary unstoic
authorities. Acétius’ absolute «hierarchicaly order does not seem to us
important since 1t by no means conforms to what is known of Posidonius
from dependable sources. Perhaps it could be ascribed to the generalizing
and aphoristic tendencies of the doxographer, not meant to be read as it was.

H «EPAPXHZIH» ©@EOY, EIMAPMENHZI, ®YZHX AIIO TON
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oxomia, orAuyvookonia, petemporoyia kx.A.w.)] d&v nwpofevodoav augiofn-
moelc, £0° doov elye yivel amodextn 1 «dvroroyikn dmdotacn tiig pavri-
xfio», 1| HpaypatikétTe Kai 16 xOpog g @g Emotiung. Toviletal axépa 1
dvoxolia ol mpocdiopiopod tfic eldikiig aitieg xabe eldovg. Zxomdg Tod
npdtov Pipriov Aowmdv elvar f| rhocogiky Drepdomion tfig otwikiis Osw-
pilag tfic pavrixiic, 1 Oewpntikf g dikaioon. Kai tolto, motedope, i-
vetal pué Tig Tpeic peyaheg oyetikés Omobéoeig, pé tic tpels KEVIPIKEG CTOL-
xéc Oewpieg mob amotédecav T avrikeipevo tdv G hov Pifriov tod Kixé-
pavog : Tnv OrnapEn mpovontixdv Bedv, 10 otmikd doypa tiig evong xai
10 grhocogikd xUpog tfic elpappevng.

"0,1t mponyeitar and v Gvagopd tob Kiképovog otov ITooedwvio
(Div. 1 125) nepiéyel npd mavrov «dalextikd», avlpornoloyikd xai @iio-
copika Emyeiphpate e v «OrapEny» tiig pavrixiic, aviAnpéva xvping
and v otoikn Bcoroyia. And v memoibnon dnAwdn oty napin 1OV
Pedv, ot @Oon xail ThHv wpovontikf Tovg didbeon xai Evépyswa yid TOV
xb6opo kai eidikdtepa v tov dvlpeno. “H pavrki elvar adidoeioto tekpt-
pto tfic Beiug mpovorug xai 1| Tpévola OBeperi®dng mpolmobeon tfic pavrl-
xfic.

*Axolovfsel 1) fewpnrixn dixaiwon tfig puvtikfic and 10 ocTOIKO dOYHQ
¢ eipappévng (Div. I 125-128). "E@’ Soov 1 sipapuévn opiletar dg «aim-
via @Affela TV Tpaypdteovy, «eippog aitdvy, «Aéyog t@v &v 1) KOOH®
npovoig droikovpéveovy xal tirote 10 EE@Tepikd SV HUTALAOVEL TNV TPLY-
uaroon tob Oeixol oyediov — olite ovpPaiver tirote oy aing —, @ «on-
pelo» elval aroxaAvnTikdg T@V peAlovpévev. “Omolog propel va ta owapa-
on, Katéy el oTtd xEpla Tov 10 PEALOV TOL YPAPTNKE Wid Qopd Kal yid mav-
1. ‘O «Nopoo» tiig elpappévne Aettovpyel 1600 otV «Emiotnpovikn» 6co
kol o1 «Quowkn» povtiki kai tobto amotelel memoifnomn 1ol Iloceldbw-
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viov (F 100). ‘H Ocopia tiic elpappévng dixardver «hoyika» 11} pavriki,
Omog pé T ospd ™C i pavikn omnpilel Epmeipika v elpappevn.

‘H mpaypatikdétnta xai drotelecpatikotra tfic pavuxiig elvat 1€Aog
ocvvénela Tiig otmikiic fempiag tiig bone (Div. 129 £x.), G¢ ovvextikiig Kal
Evleng Lotikiic apyfic, g «yvyxfic Tol kb6opoLY, & AdIAOTUOT CLVAQELD
pe tig émi pépoug yuyéc Loviavdy xal vexpdv (aroppots Tiig KOOHIKTS Yu-
%fic). To ocOpeuro pé TV avridnyn adt otokd [xail xvping moosldwmvia-
k0] doyue 1fic «ovumdbelng» — ovvdgelag, Gporondbelag xai dAAniomd-
felac TV MO amopaxpuvopévey, YLPOVIKE Kol Tomikd, Yeyovotov Kal npay-
patov, EEnynuxiic apyiic 1@V mo TEOPANUATIKGV QUCIKOY QUIVOUEVOV —
ompil:1 pé povadixn «EmotnpovikotnTe» 1 Gswpic tiic paviixijc. "Oneg
(¢ «natura sentiens» 1 @Uon Groxalimrel 1 Beikn npodvowa, Erol ¢ LoTIKO
nvebpa mov dratpéyel, Lwomoiel kai Osorolel 10 chpnay, dixardvel BewpnTi-
K& xal TH pavtikn Kol and v droyn adth drotehel mpobmdleon te. 'H
povon elvar akdpa 6 ydpog dmov ypaeoviar xai duPaloviar 1@ dmokaiv-
nrikd Oeikd onueie, 6 vopog mod Sou cvpPaivovy wpéner vi cupPaivouvv
Kol anod v wAevpd adtn EEunnpetel Eniong 1) duvatdtnta Tiig pavTiKig.

"Otav Lowmov 6 Kiképov — pntd axoiovbovrag tov Iloceid®vio —
loyupiletar St RSO va pn xal 6 A 6y o ¢ tiig pavrkiic (10 EmoTnpoviko
™G kUpog kai 1} Beopntiny ¢ dixaioomn, drog katalaPaivope tovg Gpovg:
vis xai ratio) mpéner va dvalntnlolv (f va ovvaybolv) xatd mpdro AdGYO
arnd 1o 0e6, Ererta and Vv elpappévn xai téhog anod M von, £vvoel, xatd
M YvOun poacg, 6t 1 «npayponikotnrey Tiic paviikiic drnodexvietal Katd
np®dto AOYo and 1y UmapEn wpovontikdv Oedv [11) otoikn Oeoroyia], xata
devtepo amd 10 vopo Tiig elpappévng [t otowkt aitoxparial, xal Tpitov
ard 1) ookl Oewpic tfic Oeixdétntag, Lotikdétnrag xai cuvoyfic tfig QU-
ong, ot dvvapikt droyn tol dpov [ty meproyn tiig otwikiic ovurddeiag].

Kata Eva tpomo ol tpeic avtéc mpolmobécelg aroteholv — Onwg ov-
viifog Aéyetar — «nnyéoy xai «aitiegy tfic pavrikiic, Oyt Opwg tdv elddv
¢ — Omag dmootnpilerar — aAha tiic pavrixiic xabavtiv, tiic dvioloyt-
kfic Tng dnAadn dndotaonc, tiig oboiag Tng xai Tod Eémotnpovikol g Ki-
povc. Amotelolv, xaditepa, &Enyntikéc apyéc xai Oeswpnrikéc mpoimo-
Ofoeic, aitiuata, 0 Aéyape, yia v émotnpovikn (pthoco@ikn)) anddedn
tfi¢ @AnOerdc e, téhoc Adyove tfic Umup&ng tnge.

"Abfjvar M. Apayaove-Movayov
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