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Colloquium 1
Physics as a Virtue
STEPHEN MENN

The Stoics say that there are many virtues, although each virtue entails
all the others; sometimes they give lists of what these virtues are, or
rather of the generic virtues that include all specific virtuous disposi-
tions. Sometimes they give the conventional list, “prudence, temper-
ance, courage, justice” (Stobaeus II, 60 swnrmE:B-mosmax but two
sources (Diogenes Laertius VII, 92 and the prologue to the pseudo-
Plutarchan Placita) say the Stoics think there are three virtues, logic,
physics, and ethics; and Cicero De Finibus 111, 72-3 confirms that the
Stoics list dialectic and physics as virtues, alongside the familiar mora]
virtues. It seems strange to us to count physics as a virtue. The Stoics,
like the Platonic Socrates, thought that virtues were arts or sciences;!
this may seem strange already, but we can understand it by saying that

why some knowledge is a virtue, but it will not explain why physics is a
virtue, since physics is not a knowledge of the good (and no ancient
philosopher said it was). Nor are the Stoics using the word “virtue” so

sciences (which only the sage can have), but all of these virtues are sciences as
well as arts. An art or science is always a state of the soul (more exactly, it is
the ruling part of the soul disposed in a certain way); the Stoics (unlike the Pla-
tonists, with thejr very different ontology), never consider a science
“objectively” as a collection of theorems apart from a knower (sciences are
vra, while theorems are Aexra). I abbreviate DL = Diogenes Laertius, AM =
Sextus Adversus Mathematicos, SVF = Stoicorum Veterum F) ragmenta (ed. von
Amim), DND = Cicero De Natura Deorum, TD = Cicero Tusculanae Disputa-
tiones, DSR = Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantiis, DCN = Plutarch De Com-
munibus Notitiis adversus Stoicos, PHP = Galen De Placitis Hippocratis et Pla-
tonis, DG = Doxographi Graeci (ed. Diels).
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loosely that any excellence, including the theoretical sciences, would be
a virtue: on the contrary, “some arts are theoretical but not practical,
like geometry and astronomy; some aig practical but not theoretical,
like carpentry and metalworking and other so-called banausic arts; but
virtue is both theoretical and practical” (SVF III, 202 [Philo]). So if
physics is a virtue it must be somehow a practical art, capable of moti-
vating action, even though it is not a knowledge of the good.

In this paper 1 will try to show how the Stoics were led to say that
physics was a virtue, and I will do my best to make this thesis intelligi-
ble. Explaining this thesis will lead me into a great deal of Stoic phi-
losophy, and explaining it more fully would lead me into even more; I
would like to suggest that reflection on this problem was in fact one
major source of Stoic philosophy. For the conception of physics as a
virtue is not simply a paradoxical corollary of Stoicism: it is presup-
posed in the most basic theses of the Stoic school. This is clear if we
think about the TéAos-formulae ascribed to the successive heads of the
school. Zeno said that the goal of human life was to live opolo-
yovpévws, consistently; Cleanthes, not disagreeing but supplementing
the formula, said that the goal was to live opoAoyovpévws 7§ pioet,
consistently with nature (once the longer formula is ascribed to Zeno
himself); and Chrysippus, explaining Cleanthes’ meaning, said that the
goal was to live kat" éumetpiay 7@ pioe cupBatvévTwy, in accor-
dance with experience of what happens by nature, where this éumeipia
can only be the science of physics (Stobaeus II, 75-6, cp. DL VII, 87,
De Finibus 1V, 14).

Reflection on these TéAos-formulae will show us how central the
conception of physics as a virtue was to Stoic ethics. Since living
Sporoyoupévws TH Ppvae is the same as living ka7’ eumepiay TV
$pvoe cupBawdvTwy, it is something only rational beings can do, and
50 it must mean more than just living “naturally”: Gisela Striker para-
phrases it as “consciously adapting one’s life to the order of universal
nature” (Striker 1986, 187). Striker calls this Stoic conception of the
goal of human life “a rather strange suggestion, far removed from the
traditional competitors virtue, pleasure, or fame” (Striker 1991, 5); but
a little reflection shows that it is a specification of, and an attempt to re-
solve problems in, the Platonic and Aristotelian conception of the Té\os
as a life according to virtue. Living opoloyovpévws T dpioe is a spe-
cial way of living dpoloyovpévws, consistently, as opposed to
payopévws, inconsistently; and living opoAoyoupevws will be the same
as living according to virtue, since the Stoics define virtue as dabeais
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mtowowoctm\wd (DL VII, 89), a consistent disposition. We can best un-
derstand this Stoic definition of virtue by thinking of virtue as an art
that makes for happiness, or for living well [eddaipoveiv, €0 (v, €v
nparTew]. Any art leads me to act consistently in some particular do-
main of life, and thus to perform some particular activity well, when
without the art I might have done it, but not well. To take a Stoic ex-
ample, both the doctor and the layman produce health: the doctor’s art
does not give him a power to produce some entirely new effect, but
merely teaches him to marshal his ordinary powers of perception and
action, so that he produces health consistently and methodically, where
the layman does it only by chance (AM XI, 200-209). Virtue, as an art
of living, would be a disposition that leads me to act consistently, not
just in a particular domain of life, but in life as a whole, so that, as the
doctor heals well, I will live well.2 The Stoics underline that living hap-
pily is just living according to such a consistent disposition, when they
define happiness as a consistency of one’s whole life [6poAoyia mavTos
70 Biov, DL VII, 89], or as an unobstructed flow of life [elpowa T0D
Biov].

It is not obvious that there is such an art of living, or that we are able
to live consistently (beyond making mere fragments of our lives consis-
tent): Sextus call this “a pious wish.”3 So if we believe that living hap-
pily is living according to some virtue, we will want to go further and
specify what virtue, preferably in terms that show that such a virtue ex-
ists and show how humans can acquire it; if we stick to the original So-
cratic faith that virtues are sciences, we will want to specify the virtue
by saying what it is a science of. When the Stoics say that living hap-
pily is not just living 6uoAroyovpévws or according to virtue, but living
opoloyovpévws THi ¢voet, they are saying what virtue this is: it is
physics, the science of what happens by nature.

This Stoic position may seem less strange if we compare the argu-
ment of the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle has argued in Book I that
happiness is the exercise of virtue in a complete life, but he must still
investigate what virtue this is; it turns out that there are two different

N. The Stoics say not merely that virtue is an art of living, but also with
special emphasis that it is an art (or a disposition) concerning the whole of life:
so wﬁocmncw in defining virtue at 11, 60, and again at 11, 66-7, and Philo at SVF
1, 202. .

3 “Evxn,” AM x1, 208; the disappointment of this hope is crucial to

w%z:m. account of the motivation for scepticism, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1, 25-
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ways of living well, corresponding to two kinds of virtues. The second-
best life is a life according to the practical virtues, which entail and are
entailed by ¢pdimats, a practical cognitive capacity that is analogous to
an art but is not constituted by any theoretical art or science. The very
best life, however, is life according to oo¢ia, which is theoretical
knowledge of the divine. So Aristotle, like the Stoics, believes that the
happiest life is life according to a theoretical virtue; this theoretical
virtue is not physics only because Aristotle, unlike the Stoics, believes
that the highest God, who is the highest object of contemplation, is not
a physical being. The crucial difference is that the Aristotelian sage,
who values oogpia most highly in itself, must still manage his life by
$povnats to gain opportunity and tranquillity for copia; whereas the
Stoics insist that physics, besides being the most intrinsically desirable
kind of contemplation, also gives us the principles we need for making
practical decisions, so that a single kind of knowledge plays both the
role of Aristotelian cogpia and the role of Aristotelian Ppovnas.

II.

The Stoics were led to assert that physics is practically motivating, and
that the aim of life is to live SpoAoyovpévws TH e, not because
they thought this was obviously true, but because they thought it was
the best hope for resolving problems in the Platonic and Aristotelian
conception of the 7é)os as a life according to virtue. I would like first
to sketch what these problems were, and how the conception of physics
as a virtue might help to solve them, before attempting a positive ac-
count of how physics would motivate action, and why the life it moti-
vates would be a good one.

The problem is most clearly posed, not as a problem about virtue, but
as a problem about what things are good. Virtue is certainly good,
since virtue is a disposition of soul making it live well or be happy, and
since the Stoics define the good as what is beneficial (AM x1, 22-27,
DL V11, 94) or productive of happiness (AM X1, 30). But for the Stoics,
following Plato, this account of goodness implies severe restrictions on
what kinds of things can be good. Plato, assuming that “al] good things
are beneficial” (Meno 87¢2), examines the claim of “health and strength
and beauty and wealth . . . and the like” to be beneficial; he concludes
that not only these bodily and external possessions, but also all psychic
states other than knowledge, sometimes harm rather than benefit, i.e.,

s
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that we sometimes abuse them, when we lack the knowledge of how to
use them rightly. “So {says Plato] if virtue is something in the soul, and
if it must be beneficial, it must be $povnats, since all the things in the
soul are avra kad adrd neither beneficial nor harmful, but when
$povnats or dppocivy is added they become beneficial or harmfu]”
(88c4-dl), where ¢pdvmos is simply a name for whatever kind of
knowledge leads us to use the other things rightly. Plato thinks the
right way to state the conclusion is not simply that things other than
knowledge are less good than knowledge, or that they derive their
goodness from the goodness of knowledge, but that since they
“participate sometimes in the good, sometimes in the bad, and some-
times in neither,” they themselves are “things that are neither good nor
bad” (Gorg. 467¢6-468a1).4 The Stoics, like Plato, insist that “the S0
of the good is to benefit, not to harm,” and thus that “what can be used
both well and badly is not good, but wealth and health can be used both
well and badly, therefore wealth and health are not good” (DL vII,
103).> The Stoics conclude (as Plato seems to in the Meno) that good
things cannot be other than knowledge; this means that any good thing
either is knowledge or contains knowledge as a part, since the Stoics
say that “parts are neither the same as the wholes nor other than the
wholes” (AM XI, 24). Thus the argument does not show that all goods
are knowledge, but rather that, if X is good, X cannot exist without
knowledge, either because X is knowledge or because X is a whole
consisting of knowledge and something else.

Both for Plato and for the Stoics, however, the restrictions on what
can be good are much stricter than this. If something is good, it must
be non-abusable, and most ordinary kinds of knowledge, including the
standard examples of Téxvat, can be abused. So if what is good must

4 The Gorgias passage saying that things that can participate in either good
or bad are themselves “neither good nor bad” is not, in context, saying that ev-
erything other than knowledge is neither good nor bad. But Plato says this in
the Meno passage cited, and more emphatically at Euthd. 281d2-e5,

3 Stoic sources routinely insist that there is no good without virtue, or that
the good is “virtue or what participates in virtue” (this phrase DL v, 94, Sto-
baeus 11, 57 and 11, 101). They also say that the good is “benefit or not other
than benefit” (DL Vi1, 94, AM X1, 22); the connection between these two asser-
tions is that what can exist apart from virtye (or from wisdom) can be abused
and what can be abused is not good (fairly explicit at AM XI, 61, DSR c.31).
At least some Stoics cited Platonic precedent in disqualifying false “goods,” for
>=n,vm~.ﬂ WIOte a treatise in three books mepi Tod o7t xara MAdrwa Jovov 1o
kaAov ayaféy (SVF Antipater 56, from Clement),
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be (or contain) knowledge, it must be some quite special kind of
knowledge; virtue, in particular, must be some quite special knowledge.
Knowledge of what? As Plato points out in the Republic, the “clever
people” who say that the good is not pleasure but ¢ppovnais “are not
able to explain which ¢povnais, but in the end are compelled to say
that it is [ppovnais] of the good” (Rep. VI, 505b5-6; ppovnois here
should probably be translated “knowledge™). If the good is simply
knowledge of the good, then it is a knowledge that is simply knowledge
of itself. This conclusion was accepted by the dissident Stoic Aristo of
Chios, who says that the only good is virtue, where virtue is simply
knowledge that the only good is virtue; but every other ancient philoso-
pher finds the conclusion obviously objectionable, and so tries to find
some way out of the reasoning that seems to lead to it. It will help to
distinguish at least three different difficulties involved in Aristo’s thesis
(call the thesis “the circularity of the good”), since some of the possible
solutions would avoid some but not all of the difficulties. In the first
place, it may be logically impossible for there to be a knowledge that is
only knowledge of itself and not of anything else: Plato suggests at
Char. 167-169 that this is impossible, and Sextus argues for this on the
ground that in every science, “the things of which it is the science” ex-
ist prior to the science, so that “if ¢povnats is the science of itself, it
must have existed prior to itself” (AM XI, 186-7). But suppose we
grant Aristo’s claim that there is a special kind of knowledge, X, that is
simply the knowledge of X. A second difficulty arises. As Plato com-
plains in the Republic, those who say that the good is knowledge, and
specifically knowledge of the good, “although they criticize us for not
knowing the good, proceed to speak to us as if we knew it: for they say
that it is ¢ppdvmais of the good, as if we understood what they are
speaking of when they pronounce the word ‘good’” (Rep. VI, 505c1-4).
The circularity of the good might not trouble us if we already knew
what the good was; but if we do not yet have this knowledge, then
merely learning that the good is knowledge of the good will not give us
this knowledge, or even help us to make progress towards it (it will not
show us where to look for this knowledge, or how to recognize it if we
find it); indeed, it is mysterious how anyone could possibly make the
transition from not-having to having a knowledge that is simply knowl-
edge of itself (cf. Plutarch’s argument in DCN c.27). This is a diffi-
culty about progress [wpoxomr] toward virtue; it is related to a third
difficulty about the épyov of virtue. If virtue is some X that is simply
knowledge of X, then what will the virtuous person do by having this
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knowledge, that he could not do without it? Plato raises this difficulty
in the Euthydemus and (if the dialogue is genuine) in the Clitophon; and
neither of these texts comes up with any plausible épyov for virtue, ex-
cept possibly to benefit other people, i.e., to make them virtuous, ie.,to
teach them this same knowledge X, if it can be taught and learned
(which our second difficulty suggests that it cannot). This is objection-
able for two reasons. In the first place, if virtue has no M\JSF or no
€pyov except more virtue, then although it is supposed to be good and
beneficial, it seems that really it will not be good for anything, but ster-
ile and useless. Secondly, it seems that we could never recognize a vir-
tuous person, since he has no €pyov by which we could distinguish him
from a non-virtuous person; so we could never find someone to learn
virtue from (if it can be learned), and if we did find such a person we
could not find anything in his actions to imitate or to measure ourselves
against.5

There are, of course, many ways to avoid these difficulties; but every
solution has some cost. One way Plato tries to avoid circularity is to
say that, despite the apparent conclusion of the Meno and Euthydemus
arguments, there is some good, other than knowledge, which these ar-
guments do not disqualify: while external possessions, and bodily and

6 Plato develops the difficulty about the circularity of the €pyov of virtue in
different ways at Euthd. 291c4-292e5, Cleit. 408d1-410a6, Char. 171d1-175d5.
Similar arguments are commonly used against Aristo (e.g., at Cicero De
Finibus 1, 12, T, 50), or against the Stoics in general, as at Plutarch DCN ¢.27,
who cites the same phrase to mock the circularity of the opponent’s answers (0
Auds Képwbos,” apparently an endlessly repeated refrain in a children’s song)
that Plato had cited in the Euthydemus. Apparently Chrysippus had originally
used these arguments (from Plato) against Aristo; Carneéades then argued
against the Stoics by using Aristo’s arguments to show that the orthodox Stoic
account of virtue must either reduce to Aristo’s or else admit that things other
than virtue are good, while using Chrysippus’ arguments as a reductio ad ab-
surdum of Aristo; Antiochus, Plutarch, and Sextus all use Carneades against the
Stoics, while using him to support different positive positions. Aristo’s own
view seems to have been that virtue simply has no distinctive épyov, and that
the wise man is therefore unrecognizable: “for the sage is like a good actor,
who, whether he puts on the mask of Thersites or of Agamemnon, will act ei-
ther part mpoanxovTws” (DL viL, 160). Aristo’s view, here and on some other
points, is reminiscent of some extreme predestinarian and antinomian views
which keep surfacing on the fringes of Christianity (and of some other reli-
gions); the orthodox Stoics’ attempt to avoid these consequences has some
things in common with Calvin’s attempt to avoid antinomianism, and faces
some of the same difficulties. I intend to return elsewhere to the theme of the
circularity of the good in Stoic and anti-Stoic ethics.
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psychic states other than knowledge, cannot be truly good, there is a
separate good-itself which is not a good piece of knowledge, or a good
anything else, but simply good; and the knowledge that is good is a
knowledge of this good-itself, rather than a knowledge of knowledge.
But although this solves the problem of formal circularity, it leaves
several other problems unsolved. First, it is very hard to understand
what such a good would be, separated from all bodies and souls; and
even if Plato can explain what this thing is (e.g., by saying that it is the
One), it is hard to understand what would be good about it. Second,
even if such a thing exists and is supremely good, the problem of
progress toward knowledge of this remote good remains almost as seri-
ous as if the knowledge were formally circular; Plato tries in Republic
VII to explain what series of studies would lead up to our grasping the
good, but he does not really describe a psychological mechanism by
which we would succeed in grasping it. Third, it remains a serious
problem what the épyov of this knowledge would be, beyond contem-
plating the good and teaching it to others if it is teachable; Plato claims
that the person who has seen the good will rule his city well, but it is
hard to see either why this person would want to engage in politics, or
how his knowledge of the good will prescribe a particular way of gov-
erning the city. Plato may be able to overcome these difficulties, and
there are also other premisses we could reject to avoid the embarrassing
conclusions;” but these difficulties are enough to suggest why the
Stoics, in trying to save a broadly Platonic program in ethics, would be
led to try their own different solution.

The Stoics accept Plato’s argument that things other than knowledge
are not good, and they reject Plato’s escape of positing a good-itself
separate from bodies and souls. They grant that ordinary kinds of
knowledge, like carpentry and medicine, are abusable and so not good;
so the good kind of knowledge must have a quite special cognitive
content. But they refuse to grant that the content of this knowledge is
simply the knowledge itself, partly because of the logical problem of
circularity, partly because of the problems of mwpoxowr1 and of the épyov

7 Aristotle, almost alone among ancient philosophers, admits that some~
thing good can harm or can have bad instances (so he can admit that pleasure,
health, wealth are goods). But on the supreme good (both on God as pure
knowledge and on oogpia as our knowledge of God), Aristotle’s position is
close to Plato’s, and is involved in the same difficulties of circularity, épyov,
and mpokomn. I come back to Aristotle’s treatment of these problems (to con-
trast him with the Stoics) in Section 1v below.
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of virtue. So the Stoics take the only remaining way out: they say that
although what is good must be (or contain) knowledge, it need not be
knowledge of the good; other kinds of knowledge, which are not
knowledge of the good, can also be good. Carpentry, which is not
knowledge of the good, is not good, but the Stoics want to maintain that
physics, which is also not knowledge of the good, is good: if they can-
not quite prove that physics is good, at least they argue that it is not
disqualified from being good by the same reasons that disqualify car-
pentry. At the same time, they want to maintain that physics, like car-
pentry, is a practical art, with an €pyov other than contemplation and
teaching; they want to explain how we can acquire this art (and how it
can be taught), and they want to explain how this art can motivate and
organize the actions of our lives as a whole (not merely, like carpentry,
motivating a restricted sphere of our actions), so that it is a Téyrn mepi
6Aov Tov Biov and a virtue.

118

The Stoics cannot maintain that knowledge as such as good, since some
kinds of knowledge can be abused, including ordinary arts such as car-
pentry and medicine. Since the Stoics want to maintain that some
knowledge is good, they have to distinguish different kinds or grades of
knowledge, and then argue that the highest grade of knowledge is good,
and that physics belongs to this highest grade of knowledge. Like ear-
lier Greek philosophers, the Stoics reserve the name mﬂhqﬂmtd
(“science” or “scientific knowledge”) for the highest grade of knowl-
edge, distinguishing it not only from 86€a (which is capable of being
false) but also from lower grades of knowledge, which cannot be false
but fall short in some other way.

The most general Stoic term for knowledge is KaTaAnyris; a kardA-
MYis is an assent to a kataleptic pavracia or impression, an impression
being kataleptic when it is “true, and of such a kind that it could not be
false” (AM vi1, 152), whereas 86a is assent to a non-kataleptic im-
pression. The Stoics do not take kaTdAnis to be a particularly rare
kind of knowledge: it is the kind of knowledge that ordinary arts are
composed out of, so that they can define arts as “systems of xaTaAr-
Yeis exercised together,” and describe any particular KaTaAnyis as a
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kind of miniature art.8 The interest of the analysis of the arts lies in the
claim that the émorriun needed for virtue will be a special kind of art;
the analysis of ordinary arts will offer a model for conceiving this spe-
cial art (as well as showing what is distinctive about it), and also (the
Stoics hope) it will help solve the problem of mpokom, by showing
what sequence of studies can lead us to virtue. The Stoics define
emoTH as “kaTGAMYis aTPaTS Kal GUETATTWTOS 7o Adyov,” but
also as “a system of such émoTApal” or “a system of artistic
¢moTApar having stability of itself, as the virtues do” (Stobaeus 11, 73-
4). The latter definition has the advantage of showing the way by
which we would attain émarriun. Karahiyes are stabilized by being
supported by systems of interrelated xataAmpes. Only the wise have
émio TNy, but ordinary people have kaTaAmpes and can build these
up into arts; so if we can continue to build up the arts by accumulating
more and more of the appropriate kaTaAmpeis, we may be able to make
the transition to émioTnun. As we will see, this theory of mpoxomy,
turning on a peculiarly Stoic analysis of the arts and of artistic motiva-
tion, does better than Plato’s theory in making intelligible the final
transition to the highest grade of knowledge, and showing how this
might be within our reach.®

The Stoics claim that, although xaraAmys and .1x§ as such are not
good, émaTnun as such is good; so, in particular, physics and logic are

8 See the Stoic definition of art, cited by many authors in very similar
forms, collected at SVF 1, 73 and 11, 93-97. The collections of definitions at
SVF 11, 93 [pseudo-Galen] and 1, 95 [Philo] help to bring out the contrast be-
tween Téxvn and émornpn. Only the wise have émaTnun, whereas fools too
have kataAmpeis (AM Vi1, 151-2); and fools can combine their karaAiyrets
into Téywvas, for the Stoics never doubt the claim of ordinary arts like carpentry
and medicine to be lx.\n: Téyvnis a preferred indifferent (DL vi1, 106),
while émorrun is a good (DL viI, 98 and Stobaeus 11, 73). (See also AM x1,
207 and Simplicius In Categorias p.224 and p.284 on the péoar Téyvau as dis-
tinguished from the virtues; Stobaeus 1, 73 adds that Téxva: when they occur in
the sage are “altered by virtue and become aperamTwrot,” which otherwise
they would not be.) For each individual kataleptic impression as Téxwr-like see
AM vi, 252.

9 When the Stoics say that kar¢Anyis is the criterion of truth, and that it is
something intermediate between 86éa and émar7iun, and shared equally by the
fool and the sage, their aim is to show that fools have sufficient resources to
progress toward wisdom; and it is precisely to deny the possibility of progress
toward wisdom that the sceptical opponents of Stoicism try to shoot down the
doctrine of xataA® s, and in particular to deny that it can be common to the
fool and the sage (so Sextus, following Arcesilaus, at AM v, 150-53).
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good. The claim that émioTnpn is good depends on the claim that
¢moTnun never harms, that is, that it never leads us to act in such a
way that we would have been better off without it. To see why
emoTApat, unlike other arts and karaAmpets, never lead us to this kind
of action, we need to consider how arts or xataAyeis lead us to action
in general, that is, how they motivate.

At first sight, the most problematic Stoic claim is not that physics or
logic never motivate bad actions, but that they motivate action at all:
how can they give us reason to act, if they do not contain knowledge of
the good? But reflection shows that if, as the Stoics say, the good is
very rare and inseparable from virtue, then none of the ordinary arts can
motivate action by being a knowledge of the good; yet all practical arts,
including not only the virtues but also carpentry and shoemaking, do
motivate action somehow. Arts are composed of xaraAnyets, so if
practical arts motivate, this must be because they contain kaTaAnyeis
that motivate action; and fortunately, while we have few Stoic texts on
how arts as such motivate, we have plenty of texts on how kaTaAmpes,
and more generally assents to impressions, motivate action.

According to the Stoic theory of action, a 6pu7 or impulse to action
is a certain special kind of assent to impressions; it is assent to a certain
special kind of impression, what the Stoics call a “6punTicn pavracia
of what is appropriate [xa@fixov]” (Stobaeus II, 86). All my impres-
sions have some propositional content, something that seems to me to
be true; in this special kind of impression, what seems to be true is “it
would be appropriate to do X or “I ought to do X.” Assenting to such
an impression is exactly the same act as having a oppn to do X,10 we
might say “willing” or “deciding” to do X: the translation of opun as
“impulse” is misleading, since “impulse” suggests an inclination that
we might or might not act on, whereas as soon as I have a oppn to do
X, it follows that I do X, as long as nothing external prevents me.
Since every human action comes from some opp), hormetic impres-
sions must be very common. All such impressions are impressions that

10 Stobaeus says (11, 88) that all 5ppai are assents; but he adds that although
the same act is both an assent and a 6pp1, it is not an assent and a opp to the
same thing. Rather, the assent to the proposition “it is appropriate to do X,” is
a opuri toward doing X, where “doing X” is a karnyépnua or predicate.
Stobaeus says that there are also non-practical dpuai: a probable example
would be assenting to the impression “I ought to assent to this impression, or to
this type of impressions,” which leads me only to assent, and not to perform
any external action.
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Tought to do something, but this is “ought” in a very general sense:
obviously it is not always a specifically moral “ought,” but, beyond
this, not all actions are motivated even by a eudaimonistic “ought”: 1
can assent to the impression that I ought to do X, without believing that
doing X will contribute to my happiness or acquire some good for me.

The Stoics express this point by distinguishing between opu1 in gen-
eral and its subspecies Spefis (Stobaeus I, 87).11 "Opeis is in earlier
philosophers the most general term for desire, covering both purely ra-
tional desire (BovAnais, “wish”) and irrational desires (such as
émbupia, “appetite™);!2 Plato and Aristotle would say that all these de-
sires arise from a judgment, either by the rational part or by some irra-
tional part of the soul, that something is good, and that no human action
arises without some judgment that something is good. The Stoics
broadly accept the Platonic and Aristotelian description of Gpefis, but
they say that some of our actions arise from dppad that are not dpéfes,
Jjudgments that some action is appropriate but not that it is good or a
means to a good. We can express this by saying that in addition to our
“hot” motivations to pursue something we think is good or to flee
something we think is evil (if irrational this motivation is émbupia
“appetite” or ¢6Bos “fear,” which are passions; if rational it is
BovAnais “wish” or edAdBeia “caution,” which are edmdfeiat or good
affective states), we also have “cool” motivations, where we think it
would be appropriate to do X, without thinking that we will be happier
if we do X than if we fail to doit. An obvious phenomenological con-
sequence is that if I have a “cool” 6pu to do X, I will trytodo X, and I
will actually do it if nothing external prevents me; but if something ex-
ternal does prevent me, I will not be grieved by this result.

The Stoic theory of “cool” motivation may seem like a radical break
from the eudaimonism of earlier Greek philosophers; but we will see
that it is consistent with at least some form of eudaimonism, and that
even in Plato and Aristotle there are suggestions, not worked out into a

11" On the Stoic theory of 6pu, and on the distinction between 6pp1i and
dpetus, see Inwood 1985,

12" As Martha Nussbaum points out, dpefis and dpéyecfar are technical
terms in Aristotle but not in Plato (who uses opéyeabar but not dpeis); but
pseudo-Plato Definitions 413¢8-9 shows that dpefis was technical as the most
general term for desire in the Academy. Nothing here depends on whether the
Stoics read Aristotle’s ethical works (though Chrysippus at least did so, DSR
¢.15) or on how much they cared about responding to them; the Stoics certainly
read and responded to Old Academic writers, and Aristotle must serve us as
their representative.
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consistent theory, that we have “cool” as well as “hot” motivations.
The Stoics develop these suggestions into a general theory of action be-
cause they need the theory of “cool” motivation to save the possibility
of progress toward virtue. For the Stoics, goods are very rare, and no
non-sage has a KaTaAmpris of anything good that he can attain by ac-
tion: so Epictetus tells his students to make use only of 6pu1} (and that
“lightly and relaxedly and with reservation”), and to “let g0 of Speis
entirely for the time being: for if you desire [6péyn] any of the things
that are not up to us, you are bound to meet with misfortune, and none
of the things up to us that it would be fine to desire [dpéyeafai] is yet
present to you” (Enchiridion c.2).!3 The only péeis we could have in
our present condition would be émbuuliad, irrational assents to non-
kataleptic impressions of the good; since it is always wrong to assent to
non-kataleptic impressions, we should abstain from opebis entirely, and
try to act only on “cool” kataleptic oppal, until we are sages and have
knowledge of the good; then we will have rational 6péets or BovAs)-
oes.! In our current condition, acting on “cool” kataleptic dpuai will
not actually be good for us, any more than xataAnyreis in general are
good; but kataleptic dpual, like xataAries in general, are shared by
fools and sages, and give the path that fools must follow in order to be-
come sages. .

From this account of kataleptic Jpual, it is clear how arts must moti-
vate. An art is just a collection of xataAmpets exercised together, and

13 Epictetus thinks we can have rational éxxAigs (the contrary of Gpefis)
even in our present condition; this makes sense, since we should be able to per-
oo__Mn mro evils \iEo: are present to us, although not the goods which are not.

Embupia is defined as ahoyos dpefis (DL vm, 113, also Galen citing
Chrysippus at PHP 1v.2.3,1v.4.2, and pseudo-Andronicus Mepi mab@v at SVF
m, um:“ the Stoics “say that opposite to émbuuia is BovAnas, which is efro-
yos Speéis ” (DL v, 1 16; same definition cited Stobaeys o, 87,

Eo:.m_o->=a3aocm SVFm, 432, cp. pseudo-Plato Definitions 413c8-9); and
every dpefis must be one or the other. BovAnots is a edndfeiq (DL vm, 116
and the pseudo-Andronicus passage) and therefore can exist only in the sage
(this point made emphatically—in Latin, but the terminological equivalences
are clear—by Cicero, TD 1v,12), as émbupuia and other passions exist only in
m.g_m. So non-sages cannot have rational Gpefs, though they can have rational
9pK7. (Aristotle too distinguishes BovAnas as rational 6pefis from émbupla
as irrational Spefs, but for him, although -BodAnois must originate in reason
rather than in passion, it can still be based on a false belief that something is
good; whereas the Stoics, following Platonic and Academic precedent, say that
dpeéis for what falsely seems good, or is truly opined but not known to be
£00d, is not really BovAnais.)
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an art will be practical, that is, will motivate action, just in case at least
some of the xaraAmpets it contains are practical, i.e., are assents to
hormetic kataleptic impressions. So an art like carpentry, or any other
practical art that a non-sage can have, will motivate “coolly”: carpentry
contains no knowledge of the good, but it does contain knowledge of
how it is appropriate to act in various situations that the artisan expects
to confront in the practice of his art. This knowledge only gives us
6puai “with reservation,” that is, general rules on how to act in a certain
type of situation, coupled with the awareness that in some particular
cases this general rule will be overridden by some other considera-
tion.!5 Nonetheless, the person who has a practical art will, when he is
confronted with a situation that the art teaches him to deal with, act ac-
cording to the rules of the art, unless he knows of (or opines) something
else that overrides these rules; but if, despite his having applied the
rules of the art correctly, his action is prevented by circumstances out-
side his control from having its intended consequence, he will not be
grieved.

Does this theory of “cool” artistic motivation contradict the eudai-
monism which seems to be assumed by all Greek philosophers, and es-
pecially by Plato and Aristotle? It depends on how strong a eudaimonist
thesis we are considering. A maximal eudaimonist thesis would be that
we never have reason to prefer action X over action Y unless X would
make us happier than Y: this implies that if X and Y would make us
equally happy, we have no reason to prefer one over the other (and ei-
ther we choose arbitrarily, or we cannot choose at all). A weaker eu-
daimonism would allow non-eudaimonic considerations to give reasons
for preferring X over Y when both actions would make us equally
happy. This exception might seem trivial, but since the Stoics think
that happiness has only two values, “happy” and “unhappy,” with no
degrees,!6 there will be a great many ties to break, and non-eudaimonic
considerations will be very important in determining our actions. Plato
and Aristotle do not share the Stoic view of happiness that would make
tie-breaking so important, but they too admit that an art can rationally
motivate us to seek outcomes that are not good for us; and they too
suggest that this kind of motivation can become determining especially

15 On “reservation” [bmefaipeais] see Inwood 1985, esp. 119-26.

16 For the denial of degrees of happiness or misery, see Stobaeus II, 98-100,
Plutarch DCN c.33. Happiness and virtue are S:aféceis (DL viI1, 89), and
Siaféaes (as opposed to €£eis) do not admit intensification or remission
(Simplicius In Categorias p.237).
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once we have already secured what is best for ourselves. The Platonic
Socrates argues against Thrasymachus that “the art of medicine does
not aim at what is advantageous to the art of medicine, but at what is
advantageous to the body . . . nor does horsemanship aim at what is ad-
vantageous to horsemanship, but to horses; nor does any other art aim
at what is advantageous to itself, for it itself has no further needs, but at
what is advantageous to what it is an art of* (Rep. 1, 342c1-6). Here it
is crucial to Plato’s argument that the art is free to attend to its object’s
advantage because it has no needs of its own that would preempt its
concern with its object: “there is no deficiency or wrong in any art, nor
is it appropriate to an art to seek the advantage of anything other than
what it is an art of, but, since it is right, it is itself inviolate and immune
to harm, as long as each art is exactly and entirely what it is” (Rep. I,
342b3-6). What the art seeks is what the artisan seeks qua artisan: so
Plato infers that “no doctor, inasmuch as he is a doctor, aims at or
commands what is advantageous to the doctor, but what is advanta-
geous to the patient” (Rep. 1, 342d4-5). Of course it does not follow
that because the art is non-deficient, the artisan is also non-deficient:
the artisan, qua artisan, cares only about the things his art cares for, but
qua human being he may have other concerns that override the con-
cerns of his art. However, if the artisan’s own good has already been
satisfied, he will be free to care for the things subject to his art, and
both Plato and Aristotle think this must be the case for a king: “the
tyrant aims at what is advantageous to himself, the king at what is ad-
vantageous to those he rules. For he is not a king if he is not self-suf-
ficient and abounding in all goods; and is he is such, he has no further
need of anything else, so that he would aim not at what is beneficial to
himself, but to those he rules; if he is not such, he would a king in name
only” (EN VIII 10, 1160b2-7).17

These texts imply that the arts “aim at” or contain impulses toward

17 The last clause literally says “he would be a kind of king chosen by
lot”—like the Athenian official called a Bact\evs, chosen by lot each year and
exercising only symbolic and ritual functions. Aristotle in the Politics follows
w_m.no in maintaining that true political rule, if not properly an art, is like the arts
in seeking the good of the ruled rather than of the ruler. Plato does say that the
true ruler may be unwilling to rule, since he will not get what is best for himself
out of ruling (Rep. 1, 345e5-346al, 346e7-347a6); but if he is already guaran-
teed a sufficiency of goods, he has no motivation to override the motivation to
exercise his art. If a true ruler is put in a position where he must rule, then he

will rule well; he will not rule badly to benefit himself, even if he might prefer
not to rule at all.
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certain goals; the artisan will have the impulse to exercise the art in
such a way as to attain these goals, unless this impulse is overridden by
some other impulse extrinsic to the art.!® That is, if I have the art of
medicine, and if I am presented with an appropriate occasion for exer-
cising that art (a treatably sick person and the appropriate drugs or
medical instruments), then I will have an impulse to exercise the art (to
treat the patient), unless there is an overriding reason why not; and I
will have an impulse to exercise the art in the way that the art says is
appropriate (to treat the patient in a way that tends to make him
healthier, not in a way that tends to make him less healthy), again
unless there is some overriding reason why not. Aristotle expresses this
point in general terms by saying that whatever has a €is also évepyel
xata Ty éfw (exercises the é€is or acts according to the €£:s) unless
something obstructs; the person who has a science is like a heavy body,
which has a €€is of moving toward the center of the universe, and will
exercise this by falling unless something else blocks it.!19 This
comparison is most straightforward in the case of a theoretical science,
whose only exercise is contemplation; practical arts are more
complicated, since they can be exercised in two contrary ways (the art
of medicine can be used either to heal or to kill), whereas a stone can
only fall in one direction. But here too Aristotle says that an art or
“productive science,” although it is a power for two contrary effects, is
per se a power for the good contrary, and only per accidens a power for

18 The Stoic definition of art (texts collected at SVF 1, 73 and 1, 93-97) says
not merely that it is a system of kataAmpes exercised together, but that they
are exercised together “towards some 7éAos useful in life”; it is definitional of
medicine that it is concerned with health, but also that it aims to produce or pre-
serve health (cf. Galen De sectis ingredientibus c.1). An art, or reason in gen-
eral, may be described as commanding the appropriate actions: an art
“commands” what benefits the ruled (Republic 1346e3-7); xafnixovre are “such
things as Aéyos convinces us to do” (DL v, 105); vépos is “right Aéyos com-
manding what ought to be done and forbidding what ought not to be done”
(SVF m, 332 [Clement] and parallels).

19 phys. vin 4, 255a30-b29. The same idea underlies Chrysippus’ compari-
son of a person’s disposition to the shape of a cylinder, which causes it to roll
once it is given an initial push (Cicero De Fato 42-3, also SVF 1, 1000 [Aulus
Gellius]): once the appropriate external circumstance sets it off, it is the thing’s
own internal éfis that determines its typical pattern of motion, whether the
thing is a gravitating body or a rational animal acting according to a rational
disposition. If the disposition is an art, it will lead us to assent to the appropri-
ate impressions (and, if they are hormetic impressions, to act on them), when-
eéver we encounter the objects that the art is concerned with,
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its privation;20 jt jg Wrong to say that “medicine is about producing
health and sickness: for medicine is about the former per se, and about
the latter per accidens: for it is simpliciter alien to medicine to produce
sickness” (Top. VII 5, 143a2-5). So the doctor will not only be inclined
to use the art of medicine on appropriate occasions; he will also be
inclined to use it to produce health, rather than to produce disease.

The Stoic theory of artistic motivation, and thus in particular of the
virtues, develops this Platonic picture of the arts. An artis a collection
of kataAnyreis, items of knowledge, and an art is practical if some of
these kaTaAneis are hormetic, that is, are knowledge of what actions
are appropriate in certain situations. In the case of any ordinary art
(any art that non-sages can have) this knowledge is only of what ought
to be done, and not of what it would benefit us to do; these non-eudai-
monic motivations (0ppai) are outweighed by eudaimonic motivations
(6pé€ets), but can and should determine our actions when eudaimonic
considerations are neutral. Plato says that the aim sought by the art is
not good for the artisan but good for the objects the art cares for; the
Stoics, with strict standards for what counts as “good,” say that the aim
is not good at all, but “valued” or “preferred” in some other way.?! For
the Stoics as for Plato, the shoemaker recognizes and approves of well-
made shoes (shoes that are made in accordance with the rules of the art,
and fulfill the function of shoes), and under the appropriate circum-

hopelessly worn-out shoes, he is unable to produce well-functioning
shoes; he might be grieved if he has ruined the leather through a fault in
his own workmanship, but the passion enters only through a deficiency
in the art, and not when the art itself is functioning properly.

We can see more clearly how the theory of the arts helps solve prob-

20 Metaph. @ 2, 1046b7-15. Here the contraries are not called good and
bad, but only the positive (16 mambxe\v and its privation; Aristotle adds at
Mkm_@\.. © 9, 1051a10-15 that the positive contrary is good and the privation is

ad.

2l The word “preferred” (used in contrast to ““good”), does not by itself give
any solution, since it does not explain how or why we should prefer these
.:_:_m& the considerations about the arts help to explain what kind of valuing is
Involved. Note that the Stoics give “the expert’s appraisal” as one of the senses
of “value” (DL Vi, 105, Stobaeus 1, 83-4).
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lems of Stoic ethics, especially the problem of progress toward virtue, if
we contrast the Stoic with the Kantian account of artistic motivation.
For Kant, an art is merely knowledge of the means by which we can
bring about various results (e.g., how we can cut and shape leather into
shoes serving a given function); this knowledge motivates by giving us
a hypothetical imperative, commanding us to perform some action if we
desire some result, where we know that this action would be a means to
that result. Such a hypothetical imperative will not motivate us to act
unless it is accompanied by some categorical source of motivation,
where this might be either a categorical imperative of reason prescrib-
ing some end for us, or a passion that simply leads us to desire some
end, without knowing that that end is objectively rational. To translate
Kant’s view into Stoic language, he is saying that xaraAnyeis do not
motivate us to act unless we also have an dpeis, an assent to the im-
pression that some end is good or desirable; this dpe&is could be either
a rational kaTaéAmys of the good, or a passion whereby we assent to a
non-kataleptic impression that something is good, but in either case it
combines with the rest of our knowledge to motivate us to choose a
means to this desired end. Kant's thesis thus implies that until we have
virtuous motivation (that is, until we have a rational apprehension of
the good), all of our action is dependent on the passions, and our reason
serves only to find means to satisfy these passions. This conclusion
would be disastrous for the Stoics, because it undermines the Stoic eth-
ical project of progressing toward virtue through karaAnyras: for, if
Kant is right, our kaTaAnyeis cannot motivate appropriate action un-
less we already have virtue. For the Stoics, by contrast, it is crucial that
“the fool does some of the appropriate actions, though not from an ap-

propriate disposition” (SVF III, 512 [Philo]), since this is the only way

he can make progress toward virtue: as Aristotle agrees, we must begin
to learn a virtue by doing the right actions that the virtue prescribes,
and only later come to do them in the right way, by having the virtue
and acting according to it. )

For the Stoics, the ordinary practical arts are not “appropriate disposi-
tions,” not because (as Kant thinks) they require a further categorical
motivation to use them well or ill, but because, although they motivate
categorically, they do not dv so stably or reliably. Wherever the Stoics
distinguish émorfipas or virtues from ordinary arts or kaTaAnyes,
they repeat that émioTfipar and virtues are stable or reliable or un-
changeable by reason [aocpalés, BéBaioy, dpeTanTwrov oOf
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GUETATTWTOY Dm0 Adyov).2? Plato and his immediate students had al-
ready used terms like this to distinguish émornun from 86a: thus the
pseudo-Platonic Definitions define EMoTNEY as VTOANYts Yuxis
QUETATITWTOS Um0 Adyov (414b10), by contrast with opinion, which is
a UMOANis peTameiaTos Do Aoyou (414c3); the Timaeus says that
:_mﬂ.qﬂ.\mti is unmoved by persuasion, while [opinion] is
tm._‘ns‘ﬁo‘&e: (Tim. 51e4), and the Meno says that true opinions tend
to run away from us, like Daedalus’ statues, unless they are tied down
by reasoning out the cause, so that they become emarnun (Meno 97d-
98a).23 Here Plato (and the Definitions) assume a dichotomy of all our
judgments into opinion and émoT7ipn; by contrast, the Stoics (who
think that the ordinary person does not have éma77un, and yet that he
needs something more than opinion if he is to make progress toward
émioTripn) assign to the intermediate class of karaAmyis some charac-
teristics that Plato thinks are proper to opinion, and some he thinks are
proper to ¢maripn. KaraAmpes, unlike opinions, are intrinsically of
such a kind that they could never be false; but, unlike émio7nuy, they
are peTamTwTOL, Unstable or liable to be overturned.

The sources do not give us a clear account of the meanings of ao-
balts, BéBatos, and aperanTwros Umo Adyov. It is not clear whether
these terms are exactly equivalent, or only closely associated. Also, at
least the terms aodairs and BéBatos could be taken in two rather dif-
ferent ways. Perhaps a judgment is dopadns and BéBatos just in case,

2 *Emgripn is described as the kind of kardAnyis which is dogaés,
BéBaios, and/or apeTdnTwTOS (OF AUETATTWTOS UTTO Aoyov), with one of these
terms freely substituted for another, or two or all three conjoined, in the defini-
tions of émarrun at DL vi, 47, Stobaeus 11, 73-4, Sextus AM v, 151, SVF 11,
m..u [pseudo-Galen], and SVF 1, 95 [Philo]; whatever the sage believes he does
dodads kat BeBaiws (Stobaeus I, 112); Zeno and Aristo and Chrysippus as-
sert that virtue is Aéyos GpoAoyovpevos xai BéBaios kal apeTanTwWTOS
(Plutarch De virtute morali c.3), and Cleanthes thought virtue could not be lost
because of B¢ Batot karahnyrets (DL viI, 127); the Stoics think that the greatest
good is 76 dueTdmTwroY év Tais kpioeat kai BéBatov, referred back to as do-
$éAea kai BeBadrns (Plutarch DCN c.8); péoar Téyvar (as opposed to the
virtues) “fall short of BeBaiws évepyeiv” (Simplicius In Categorias p.224), and
Chrysippus says that the person who performs all the kafnxovra becomes
__mwww only when these péoas mpaéeis acquire 7o SéBaiov (Stobaeus v,906-7).

Compare Aristotle objecting, against what must have been a Platonic or
Academic definition of émiorriun, that it is metaphorical (and thus improper in
a definition) to say that émariun is aueramrwros (Top. V12, 139b32-3). Even
earlier, Gorgias warns that 7 d0fa, opalepa xai aféBatos ovoa, opalepalis
xai aBeBaiots evTvyiais meptBalet Tovs avTh ypwpevovs (Helen, 11).

et
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once we have it, we will never be led to abandon it; this is what
dueramrwros also suggests. But it is equally plausible that a judgment
is aocgaAris and BéBasos if, so long as we hold to it, it will not lead us
astray. These two senses are connected, and I think that the Stoics
meant both. A judgment is émoriun if it is unchangeable by reason;24
and we would have reason to change a judgment only if either it had
actually led us astray in some circumstance, or we conceived of some
hypothetical circumstance in which it would lead us astray. One defini-
tion of émaTriun is as “a disposition in the reception of pavragial,
QUETATITWTOS Vo Aoyov” (DL VII, 47, Stobaeus I1, 74); someone with
such a disposition responds consistently to all pavracia that are pre-
sented to him, and so never has reason to alter his disposition; and this
is possible only if the disposition never leads him to judge wrongly in
response to ¢pavraciai.

Arts and xaTaA7yreis cannot contain false Jjudgments; but they are
KETATTWTOL HTd Abyov, since they can lead us to judge wrongly in re-
sponse to pavracias under some circumstances. This is easiest to see
in the case of practical arts (for example, the art of ophthalmology).
The art may tell me that it is kabikov to do X (e.g., to treat eye-in-
flammations with a certain drug), and yet in some special circumstances
there may be other reasons arguing that it is not xa@fkow to do X (when
this drug would damage the patient’s overall health), and someone who
has only this art will either ignore the reasons for not doing X, or, if he
is aware of the conflicting reasons, will waver, because he has no ratio-
nal way to resolve the dispute.25 Because the xafnkovra that the art
prescribes have exceptions,?6 the art is not stable or reliable, and gives
us consistency of action only within a narrow range of circumstances.
An art of this kind is perdmrwros 9mwd Adyov, not merely because so-

24 Note that on Chrysippus’ view it always can be changed non-rationally,
due to an attack of melancholy or the like (DL v, 127).

25 To see why there might be a problem if we follow the dictates of oph-
thalmology, consider the fragment of Herophilus On Eyes: “for those who can-
not see in the daytime, twice daily rub on an ointment [composed of] gum, the
manure of a land-crocodile, vitriolic copper, and the bile [gall] of a hyena made

smooth with honey; and give the patient goat-liver to eat on an empty stomach”

(Herophilus Fr. 260 von Staden, von Staden’s translation).

% As DL v, 109 shows, all péoa xabrikovra have exceptions (a xaffikov
dvev TepioTdgews is not a xabijkor without exceptions, but a xaffixov that
holds except under exceptional circumstances). A doctor who withholds the
truth so that the patient will not flee from treatment does something (an action-
type) that is not xafkow, but does it dedvrws (SVFm, 513 [Philo]).
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phistical arguments might wrongly persuade us not to do what the art
commands, but because there may be genuinely overriding reasons,
whose merits the art cannot assess. By contrast, an émioTrun has al-
ready taken all possibly overriding reasons into account, so that it can-
not be overturned by any new circumstances that may arise; and so
what is done according to such an €MTTTUN can never 80 wrong, but is
a “perfect xa8fkov” or katopbuwpa.

The example of ophthalmology illustrates how arts can be abused,
even though each art naturally tends to produce appropriate action, and
even though there is no good or bad will beyond our particular impres-
sions and judgments. If an art tells us that it is generally xa8jxov to do
X, we will go wrong if we are unaware of (or if we reject) an overriding
reason telling us that, in this particular circumstance, it is kaffKov not
to do X, and to use the art otherwise than as the art by itself would di-
rect us. In this case, we will be saved from going wrong if we assent to
a kataleptic impression, outside of and overriding the art, about what is
xabijkov to do in the present circumstance; this happens if the ophthal-
mologist assents to a kataleptic hormetic impression taken not from the
art of ophthalmology but from the superior art of medicine, and decides
not to apply the drug that would damage the patient’s overall health
(but, perhaps, to use his knowledge of ophthalmology in some other
way). This same overridability of the commands of the arts also allows
us to go wrong in a second way, namely if we allow a non-kataleptic
hormetic impression to override what the art tells us is xaffkov; this
would happen if the ophthalmologist, not having the art of medicine,
allows a non-artistic fear of damaging the patient’s overall health to
prevent him from doing what is appropriate for the inflamed eye, and
instead uses his knowledge of ophthalmology in a way that is less ap-
propriate for the eye. In either case, the moral of the story as the Stoics
see it is not that knowledge is dangerous in the absence of a good will,
but rather that an isolated piece of knowledge, in the context of a
greater ignorance, can do harm,

To consistently avoid misusing an inferior art (like ophthalmology)
in either of these two ways, we need a superior art (like medicine): the
superior art will allow us to recognize when any reason from outside
the domain of the inferior art overrides what the inferior art commands;
the superior art also allows us to reject any inadequate reasons that
might wrongly dissuade us from following the art. As the example of
ophthalmology and medicine suggests, the superior art that is able to
regulate the inferior art in this way will be an art concerned with the
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whole: an art will be superior when it is concerned with a larger object,
particularly one that contains the object of the inferior art as a function-
ing part, as the human body contains the eyes; the Stoics also describe
the inferior art as itself a functioning part of the superior art (so surgery
and medicine, Ammonius In Analytica Priora p.9). The superior art
encompasses a broader range of the actions of our lives (e.g., all those
actions directed to preserving or restoring the proper functioning of the
human body, as opposed to the narrower range of actions directed to
preserving or restoring the proper functioning of the eyes), and so it al-
lows us to perform a broader sphere of actions consistently (to consis-
tently tend to the body, vs. consistently tending to the eyes); there are
fewer reasons that can overturn, either rightly or wrongly, the com-
mands of the superior art, because it already takes into account and as-
sesses a broader range of reasons for action. The superior art is thus
closer to being stable and non-abusable; but the truly stable and non-
abusable art will be one that deals with a maximal object, takes into ac-
count the broadest range of reasons for action, and encompasses all the
actions of our lives, so that it is a Téxyn mepi 6Aov T0v Biov, and living
according to it is living duoAoyovuévws.

What is the supreme art that stands above the art of medicine as the
art of medicine stands above ophthaimology? When Plato contrasts the
person who tends only to the eye with the good doctor who considers
the whole body (Char. 156b-157a), he suggests that the supra-medical
art (standing to ordinary medicine as medicine stands to ophthalmol-
ogy) is the art of tending to the soul;?” and at Gorg. 464b he identifies
moMTiky) Téywn as such a medicine of the soul. Chrysippus too is will-
ing to speak of a medicine of the soul (quoted by Galen PHP v.2.22ff),

21 The Charmides is claiming (or rather, Socrates in the Charmides repre-
sents the fictional “doctors of Zalmoxis” as claiming) that the eyes themselves
cannot be correctly treated without treating the whole body, and that the body
itself cannot be correctly treated without treating the soul. The idea that dis-
eases of the body can (and should) be cured by directly treating the soul is pre-
Platonic (see Claus 1981) and Plato echoes this tradition here and elsewhere;
but the present context is not entirely serious, and Plato may be verbally playing
with the earlier claim that the health of the soul produces health in the body,
while really meaning only that the health of the soul is intrinsically more
important than the health of the body (because the soul uses the body, and
better a sound artisan with damaged tools than an incompetent artisan with
efficient tools). Here as elsewhere Plato contrasts the merely empirical doctor,
who treats only the immediately affected part, with the ideal of the scientific
doctor, who considers the whole body and understands how diseases are caused
and why the appropriate treatments cure them (cp. Phdr. 270b-d).
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but this cannot really explain what the supreme art is, or what épyov it
has, because of the problem of circularity: as the Clitophon points out,
it does not tell us what virtue is to say that virtue is the medicine of the
soul, so that its €pyow is the health of the soul, where the health of the
soul is again virtue. But the Stoics also draw a different lesson from
the medical analogy: as the art that tends to the eye is subordinate to
the art that tends to the whole human body, so the art that tends to the
human body is subordinate to the art that tends to the body of the world
as a whole; and this is the art of physics.?® So Chrysippus is quoted as
saying, “as long as what comes next is unclear to me, I will hold in
each case to what is better suited [ed¢véaTepov] for attaining 7& xara
¢pvow, for God himself has made me such as to select these things; but
if I knew that it was now fated for me to be sick, I would have an im-
pulse even to that: for my foot too, if it had intelligence, would have an
impulse to step in the mud” (Epictetus Discourses 11, vi,9). Being sub-
merged in mud is not kara ¢vow for a foot considered in isolation, it
would not be recommended by the art of foot-care, and, unless there are
overriding considerations, I should keep my feet dry; but the concerns
of the person trying to get from one side of the muddy street to the
other override the concerns of his feet; so intelligent feet would select
not what is kara pvow for themselves narrowly construed, but what is
xata ¢vaw for the whole of which they are functioning parts. The
point of Chrysippus’ analogy is that a human being is to the cosmos as
a foot is to a human being. As long as I am not aware of any overriding
consideration, I will have a 6pu1 toward “what is better suited for at-
taining 7& kaTa pvaw,” that is, toward what the art of caring for my
body would recommend; but it is rational to allow this art to be over-
ridden by knowledge of what is appropriate for the cosmos, of which I
am a functioning part. To know that I am fated to be sick is not simply
to know that I will be sick: Chrysippus defined fate as “the Aoyos of

28 Compare Plato reminding us that “all yéveais comes to be for the sake of
this, that the life-of the whole [universe] should have a blessed existence; it
does not come to be for the sake of you, but you for the sake of it. For every
doctor and every skillful craftsman does everything for the sake of the whole:
striving towards what is best overall, he produces the part for the sake of the
whole and not the whole for the sake of the part” (Laws X, 903c3-d1, reading
cuvteivwy at ¢7). The word “craftsman” [Snuiovpyds] reminds us of the divine
craftsman of the universe; we are urged to replace our own partial and self-
centered perspective with his perspective, which is the objective perspective of
the art of world-making or world-doctoring, and to judge the state of our own
bodies by their contribution to the overall health of the world-body.
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the cosmos” or more fully as “the Adyos of the things in the cosmos
governed by providence” [Stobaeus I, 79: we can translate “Aoyos”
provisionally as “plan,” although there is probably a specific reference
to the omepuarixoi Adyos, of which more below].2% To know that I am
fated to be sick is to know that this is in accordance with the providen-
tial plan for the cosmos, where providence “is chiefly concerned with
these things, first that the world should be as suited as possible to en-
dure, next that it should lack nothing, and above all that there should be
in it an extraordinary beauty and every adornment” (Cicero DND 1,
58); this is essentially the same list of benefits that the demiurge of the
Timaeus secures for the cosmos (32d-33d), following medical precepts
to keep the world “free from age and sickness” (33a2-6). The art that
overrides caring for my own health is the art of caring for the health of
the cosmos; this art consists in knowing, and therefore having an im-
pulse toward, what is in accord with “the Adyos of the things in the
cosmos governed by providence.” This art is certainly physics, since
$vais is just the same as fate or providence (Zeno according to
Stobaeus I, 78), and for something to happen by nature is the same as
for it to happen according to this all-comprehending plan. The art of
physics is dogaAés and Guerdnrwroy Hmo Adyov, because there are no
further external concerns that could override it as it overrides ordinary
medicine; since we are functioning parts of the cosmos, and the whole
of our lives are spent serving its ends either well or badly, the art of
caring for the health of the cosmos would be a Téxvn mepi GAov TOV
Biov, and living according to it would be living OpoAoyovuévws.
Physics is therefore both a theoretical and a practical art: it is “the
experience of what happens by nature,” but since to happen by nature is
to happen according to the plan for the cosmos, this knowledge is
(among other things) evaluative, Jjudging what is xkarg ¢vow and what
is mapa ¢pvow. If I have the art of physics and know that some out-
come is kara ¢pvoiw, I will have an impulse toward it; just as, if I have
the art of shoemaking and know that some outcome is xkard that art, I
will have an impulse toward that, There is no difference in the kind of
motivation: in particular, both impulses are free from any desire for the
good, so that I will feel no grief if I apply the rules of the art correctly
and yet do not obtain the intended outcome. There are quantitative dif-
ferences between the arts (physics is applicable in every action of my

2 The parallel text of the pseudo-Plutarchan Placita gives vépos instead of
Adyos in the second definition; both texts given by Diels, DG p.323.

Physics as a Virtue 25

life, shoemaking only in a restricted sphere of actions), and a hierarchy
of motivation (physics overrides shoemaking), but the way physics mo-
tivates action is continuous with ordinary kinds of motivation, and we
can make progress toward physics through ordinary theoretical and
practical katraAnyres, without needing any KaTaAmris of the good.

The épyov of physics, as a practical art, will be to select consistently
the things that are according to nature. So we can see the 7é\os-formu-
lae of Chrysippus’ successors as attempts to spell out the practical con-
sequences of Chrysippus’ not-very-practical-sounding formula that the
TéMos is “to live in accordance with experience of what happens by na-
ture.” So Diogenes of Babylon says that the 7éAos is “reasoning well in
the selection of the things according to nature” [DL VI, 88, cp. SVF
Diogenes 44-46]; and Antipater, spelling out the practical consequences
of such reasoning, says that the 7¢éAos is “continuously and unswerv-
ingly to select the things according to nature and to deselect the things
contrary to nature” [SVF Antipater 58 (Clement), cp. 57 (Stobaeus)].
What is good about such a life is neither getting the things according to
nature, nor selecting or trying to get the things according to nature, but
just the consistency and the reasoning well in selecting them. This is a
paradoxical conclusion: Plutarch objects (DCN €C.26-27) that it is ab-
surd to place the good in the selection of things that are not good, and
that reasoning well would not lead us to select such things. But this is
the only way the Stoics can describe the good in order to avoid circular-
ity; and they develop the theory of “cool” motivation to explain how
reasoning well would lead us to select things that are not good. Consis-
tent selection of the things according to nature is good because it is the
exercise of the art of physics, and the art of physics is good. So Posi-
donius describes the T€éAos, neither simply in terms of the knowledge
we need, nor simply in terms of its practical results, but as “to live
contemplating the truth and order of the universe, and cooperating in
constructing it according to our ability” (Fr. 186 Edelstein-Kidd [from
Clement], leaving out the last phrase): the contemplation of the uni-
verse is good in itself, and the contemplation Spontaneously produces
the action,30

.uo So Cicero at DND 11, 37 quotes .Q.Q&E:a as saying that “man has
arisen for contemplating and imitating the world.”
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V.

For the Stoics, in sharp contrast to Aristotle, physics is a practical or
productive art, leading to action as well as contemplation. Aristotle
would grant that there are some things whose forms are grasped only by
a productive art, and not by any purely theoretical discipline: we can
know a house (or any other artifact) scientifically only by knowing how
the artisan produced it, thus only by having the same knowledge the ar-
tisan himself had; but this applies only to artifacts, not to the cosmos or
to the natural things within it.3! But for the Stoics, the cosmos and its
components are artifacts; we can know the cosmos only by having the
same practical knowledge that Zeus needed when he produced the or-
dered universe out of the preceding conflagration. We can better un-
derstand how this art would motivate us to act by reflecting on how it
motivates Zeus to act; indeed, since a human sage is “an animal . . .
rarer than the phoenix” (Alexander De Fato p.199), Zeus is the only
obvious example of someone who has the art of physics, and he exer-
cises it on a large and readily observable scale.

For the Stoics, following Plato’s Laws, the most basic thesis of
physics is that the world is governed by art and rationality, and not by
irrational powers. The works of Téxvn and vobs, says Plato, are prior to
“what is wrongly called nature and natural things,” heavy and light bod-
ies and their movements; Plato rejects this common use of “nature,”
since soul, being first in the order of generation, has a better right to be
called “natural” (Laws X, 892b-c). Zeno simply transposes this
Platonic point into corporealist terms when he says, against those who
“think that nature is an irrational power compelling necessary motions
in bodies” (DND I, 81), that nature is “a craftsmanly fire, proceeding
methodically to generation” (DND 11, 57 = DL VII, 156; DND I, 81 “a
power participating in reason and order, proceeding methodically ...”);
to say that nature “proceeds methodically” [68& Badifet] to generation

just means that it generates by art, since an art is by definition é£ts -

68omounTikt) (SVF 1, 72 [from the scholia on Dionysius Thrax]). This
is not a definition of a single Nature, but of the natures of different nat-
ural things; God or Zeus is defined specifically as the nature of the
world, and so as “a craftsmanly fire, proceeding methodically to the
generation of the world” (“Aetius” at DG pp.305-6), himself an artisan

31 But, contra the usual Aristotelian position, cf. PA I 1, 640al-10, denying
that mgiow is a Bewpnrixy émoTiun, and apparently implying that it is moi-
nTiKn.
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and using all the other natures as instruments to produce the world as a
whole.2 Zeus is himself the omepparikds Adyos of the world (DL VI,
136), and “contains all the omeppatikoi Adyor according to which the
particular things come to be according to fate” (“Aetius”, ibid.). Here
the omepuarixos Adyos of an animal or plant is whatever is in the seed
that explains how the seed can shape the organism “artistically,” pro-
ducing each organ when and where it is xa8fxov; since the universe is
itself a living thing, it has an all-comprehending Adyos, a plan that Zeus
has when he first begins shaping the universe, and this must contain
within itself the plans for all the particular animals that Zeus will con-
struct within the universe, where and when it is ka8fkov for the uni-
verse as a whole.»3

Zeus is an artisan, literally and not metaphorically, and he uses his
art, and his instruments the omeppatikol Aoyot, to produce and then
govern the cosmos; the De Natura Deorum text, after saying that the
nature of the world is an artisan, rubs in the point that “the nature of the
world has all those voluntary motions and inclinations and impulses
that the Greeks call 6puai, and it carries out actions in accordance with
these, in the same way that we ourselves do when we are moved by rea-
son and sensation” (DND 11, 58). In producing the world, Zeus acts ac-
cording to his épuai, his assents to impressions of what is xabfixov;
since Zeus is wise, all of his assents are xaTaAnyes, and so Zeus’
stock of knowledge must be sufficient to motivate him to produce the
world. The knowledge Zeus needs in order to produce the world is
knowledge of what is kara pvow. He is not like the God of Descartes,
who arbitrarily decrees what the laws of nature will be: since Zeus’
will is determined by his normative knowledge of what actions are
xaffxov, the norms must be independent of his will. Zeus knows what

32 DND 1, 57-58, claiming to be following Zeno, contrasts other natures,
which are merely artificiosae, with the nature of the whole world, which is it-
self an artifex.

33 §o Cleanthes is reported as saying that “just as all the parts of any one
thing arise [¢verat] from the seeds at the appropriate {kafrnkovat] times, so too
the parts of the whole [universe], including animals and plants, arise [pverai]
at the appropriate [xafnkovo] times. And as certain Adyos of the parts are
mingled together in the seed, and then are separated out when the parts are gen-
erated, so all things [in the universe] are generated from one [the preceding
conflagration, or the moisture into which it is transformed], and from all things
they are collected into one [in the succeeding conflagration], methodically and
harmoniously traversing the circuit [the life-cycle of the universe from one con-
flagration to the next]” (Stobaeus 1, 45); compare Cicero, DND 11, 81-86.




28 Stephen Menn

is kata pvow for the cosmos as a whole, and he knows how to accom-
plish it, using the omepuarikol Adyou to construct the particular func-
tional parts of the cosmos, doing what is xarg $vaw for the particular
parts unless this is overridden by the concerns of the cosmos as a
whole. The knowledge of what is xarg $vow is physics; and it is the
greatest of all practical or productive arts, since its €pyov is the entire
world. Zeus’ motivation, like the motivation of Plato’s demiurge, is
“cool” or disinterested: he was sufficient for himself in the éxmipwats,
and stands nothing to gain by creating the world. Plato explains the
demiurge’s actions by saying that “he was good, and in the good no
grudgingness ever arises about anything” (Tim. 29¢1-2), so that “the
god wanted everything to be good, and nothing bad, as far as possible”
(Tim. 30a2-3); the Stoics would have to replace “good” in this last
clause with “xaré pvoiw,” but they share the basic picture of the cre-
ator’s motives, and their theory of artistic motivation explains why, be-
cause he is good or virtuous, that is, because he possesses a secure and
all-comprehensive art, he would be motivated in this way. Zeus creates
the world because this is what he does professionally, and because, se-
cure in his virtue and happiness, he has no overriding reason not to do
so. It is natural to worlds that they last only a finite time; but when the
world has run its course, and in the next conflagration there is again
only Zeus, then Zeus creates the world again, since the same reasons
will motivate him in the same situation; and because he made the world
correctly the first time according to the rules of his art, he will make it
in exactly the same way again.

What Zeus does in creating the world may seem very different from
what a human sage can be expected to do. But the Stoics insist emphat-
ically that it is not. It is old Socratic tradition to argue that virtue is the
same for a man and for a woman, that one needs the same knowledge
(or the same disposition) to run a household well or to run an army or a
city well or to manage whatever sphere of activity one is entrusted with,
The Stoics take up this Socratic tradition—Cleanthes wrote a book mepi
70D 671 7 adTY Gperh avdpds kai yuvaikds (DL VII, 175)—and take it
one step further: as several texts (preserved mainly by scandalized
Platonists and Christians, SVF 11, 245-252) agree in telling us, it is also
the same virtue of a mortal and of a god (presumably for the same rea-
son, that you need the same skills to run a city well and to run a uni-
verse well). Plutarch quotes Chrysippus as saying that “Zeus does not
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helps him in exercising his art; but the basic structure of knowledge and
motivation must be the same.35 As the TéAos-formulae assert, both Zeus
and Dion apply their knowledge by selecting what is kara ¢vow,
where the xara ¢dow is “motion or rest coming about according to the

in carrying out this same rational plan, to the best of his ability and
knowledge: in Posidonjus’ words, “to live contemplating the truth and
order of the universe, and cooperating in constructing it according to

34 The wordplay, lost in English (“ovy Umepéyew tov Ala 10 Alwvos”
makes the point all the sharper, and all the more offensive to most ancient ears,
Plutarch also cites Chrysippus at DSR .13 as saying of “all the good” that they
are “in no respect [kar’ 0vdév] surpassed by Zeus.”

35 _wmoz need not be omniscient. Although all Sages must share all the
xataAyers that make up the virtues, Stobaeus says (11, 73; cp. Plutarch DCN
c.7) that the sage can also have other xaraArivreis or Téxvai, which are stabi.
lized by virtue and so become m.a_ﬂ.wth: these are good but are not virtues
{because not Necessary for living well), and one sage may have more of them
.9»: another. Zeus and Dion are like two doctors, with the same medical trajn-
Ing, one of whom has a plentiful supply of drugs and bandages and instruments,
when the other must make do in field conditions. The first doctor will also
E:Wn more knowledge than the second (since he can, e.g., take X-rays of the
patient), but this does not make him any more 2 doctor, since the additional
auxiliary knowledge is not a part of the art of medicine,
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our ability.” Dion does not desire what Zeus desires because Zeus de-
sires it; Dion desires it for the same reason that Zeus desires it, namely
because it is in accordance with the art of governing the universe.

This helps to explain why the Stoics say that we must follow the will

of Zeus. The point is not that Zeus is all-powerful, nor even that he is
benevolent, but simply that he has expert knowledge of how to live, and
of how to manage a universe. This is especially important if you are
not yet a sage, and are trying to make progress toward becoming one:
the right way to learn wisdom is to apprentice yourself to a sage, fol-
lowing his commands and imitating his actions; since Zeus is the only
available sage for us to follow, we should start by observing Zeus’ ac-
tions, and also by paying heed to the commands Zeus gives us, i.e., to
the basic impulses to pursuit and avoidance that Zeus originally im-
plants in our nature. The so-called “oikeiwots” accounts (Cicero De
Finibus 111, 16-23 and fragmentary parallels) try to show that Zeus or
nature has in fact given us a program of instruction that would suffice
to lead us to virtue, if we were not turned away (chiefly by a corrupting
society) into false opinions. The point of these accounts is not (as some
recent writers think) to justify virtue on the grounds that this is what
nature inclines us to; the point is rather to show how we can make
progress toward virtue, beginning with our ordinary natural impulses
and our ordinary kaTaA7\es of what is according to nature, and accu-
mulating knowledge and dispositions to act, until we reach a stable and
harmonious selection of the things according to nature, and the knowl-
edge that this selection is itself good. One consequence of the
oixelwais-account is to show (against the serious prima facie objections
discussed in Section II) that it is in principle possible to make the transi-
tion from our ordinary kinds of knowledge to virtue and to knowledge
of the good; another consequence is to indicate that the way to make
this transition is to begin by studying nature and what is according to
nature, to watch the stable and harmonious way that Zeus manages the
universe, and then from this knowledge to discern what we ourselves
might most rationally do.3

36 See Cicero TD 11, 2 for the ideal of a course of education laid down by
nature (which, in the world as it is, is frequently interrupted and corrupted by
the false opinions, about the good or about what human actions are appropriate,
that we pick up from human society). It is this ideal course of education, lead-
ing up to virtue and to knowledge of the good, that Cicero is sketching in De

Finibus 111, 16-23. We must first use the impulses that nature has given us to

acquire dispositions to appopriate actions, i.e., to selection of Ta kata puvow:
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,H.:m mﬁo_o.oozonumoz of physics as a practical virtue is closely bound
:w.i&. Eo: conception of Zeus’ activity; and here the contrast with
Aristotle is sharpest. The Stoics and Aristotle agree that the contempla-
:o:. of God is a sufficient condition for us to live well; but for the
Stoics, contemplating God is contemplating God at work in the world
and leads us to contemplate what God contemplates, to value what Oom
<w=.5m, Ea to act in the same way that God acts. Both Aristotle and the
mS:.Um. E.Ernamzm Plato’s claim that we need knowledge of some
special object in o.wamn to live the happiest life, also inherit Plato’s diffi-
culty about what €pyov this special knowledge will have. Plato wants
w_.n knowledge of the Good (or of the Forms in general) to have an
épyov beyond communicating the knowledge to someone else: the
most Emcmmc_a. story is that the philosopher-king, or the anamﬁ.mn is
producing an imitation of the Forms. But it is notoriously <wm=n. in
what sense a particular arrangement of changing things imitates a
Form; Plato tries to explain that the Good is the One, and that the
mowazomm.% other things derives from oneness or number; but it re-
quires artificial and slippery argument, which Aristotle exposes merci-
_a.mm_w. to make this fit any particular case. Aristotle’s solution is to
give up, N.:.a to admit that although knowledge of God (or of the Good-
itself) is intrinsically desirable, it has no practical consequences. The
knowledge of God can give a rule for our actions, Aristotle says, but
not by R:Ew us what to do, as if it were a practical art; mzmama, the
purely practical virtue of ¢ppovmas tells us what we must do in QR,S. to
contemplate God: ¢povnais rules in the way that the art of medicine
rules, but the knowledge of God rules in the way that health rules, as a
goal (EE VIII 3, 1249b9-13; cp. EE V 12 = EN VI 12, 1144a3-6, .mm \'%

oav..a_o:. once we have extended and stabilized these dispositions so as to live
consistently with nature, does “what can truly be called good begin to be pre-
moma in :w. and begin to be Eanamooa,: namely in the “the order and EE:W:%
m- mwwwwﬂn MMW 21) consequent on nsw.qit.: of Ta kata ¢pvow. By strengthen-
8 ous m:%ﬁ.ﬁw of Mp kata ¢uaw (which are non-goods) until we have
N Ewﬁw and | en reflecting on E.o knowledge thus attained, we recognize
the Sroanow edge ::m_n_m.. and the actions consequent on it, are good, this gives
Dl bow e psyc Mw ogical Bomr.m:_m:_ that Plato lacks in Republic vi1 to ex-
D o we can m: ¢ the transition from on&sm_..w knowledge of non-goods to
Sum—— mhv.a ﬁnoﬂﬁamo of the mnoa. The oixeiwos-accounts are not ar-
iy cmﬁ ed to show Eu.ﬁ a certain conclusion (the supremacy of virtue) is
it m: 5%1&3.2 amm_msna to ms.oi how a certain process (becoming
omxmmSQ.w-»nmo " possible. 1intend to discuss the structure and function of the
nts at greater length elsewhere.
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13=EN VI 13, 1145a6-11). “For God is not a ruler by giving orders
[émiTaxTikds], but he is that for the sake of which ¢pévnais gives or-
ders [émirdTTel]—We have distinguished elsewhere two senses of ‘for
the sake of which’ [sc. ‘to benefit whom’ and ‘to attain which’}—for he
is not in need of anything {sc. and therefore cannot be benefitted, so
something can be ‘for the sake of God’ only as ‘to attain (the contem-
plation etc. of) God’]. So whatever choice and possession of natural
goods (whether goods of the body, or wealth, or friends, or any other
goods) will most produce contemplation of God, that is the best, and
this is the noblest standard; but whatever [choice of natural goods) ob-
structs the service and contemplation of God, either by deficiency or by
excess, that is bad” (EE VIII 3, 1249b13-19).3 Here “service and con-
templation of God” is simply a rhetorical way of saying “contemplation
of God”; for Aristotle has made it clear that the only way to serve his
God is to contemplate him.38 :

For the Stoics, Aristotle’s solution to the problem of the €pyov of
wisdom means giving up the basic motive of the Platonic search for
wisdom, namely that we need some special knowledge in order to man-
age our lives (and our cities) well. Aristotelian codia does not solve
our old problems, but simply gives us a new craving for contemplation,
But from the Stoic point of view, what is perhaps worst about
Aristotle’s solution is not what it says about us, but what it says about
God: for codia does not direct God to action in the world, any more

37 Aristotle distinguishes the two senses of “for the sake of which” [rd of
€vexa], namely “to benefit whom” [r¢ ®] and “to attain which” [0 oD), at
Metaph. A 7, 1072b1-3; something unchangeable, like a god, cannot be 7o m.
but only 76 0. In 79w 705 Geod Gewpiav at EE vin 3, 1249b17, Geop is objec-
tive genitive. The emendations adopted by Walzer and Mingay in the OCT
(riw T0B Beod Gewpiav into 7w Tod Geiov Gewpiav at bl7, and 76v Bedw Gep-
amebew kai Gewpelv into 1o &y iy Beiov Bepamevew xal Gewpeiv at b20) are
bizarre and must be rejected.

3% When Posidonius says that the 7éAos is “to live contemplating the truth
and order of the universe, and cooperating in constructing it according to our
ability, not being led in any respect by the irrational part of the sou]” (Fr. 186
Edelstein-Kidd {from Clement]), he is echoing this passage of Aristotle
(Aristotle goes on to say, just after the sentence cited, “it is thus in the soul, and
this is the best standard for the soul, when it least perceives the irrational part of
the soul as such”). When Posidonius says that in addition to contemplating the
cosmos, we must also “cooperate in constructing it” ?éwannn.zmcmﬁﬂi, he
may be deliberately modifying Aristotle; but it looks as if he has simply misun-
derstood what Aristotle meant by fepameven, taking it to be more than merely
Oewpeiv.
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than it does a human being; and while human beings must act in order
to attain the contemplation of God, God need do nothing at all in order
to contemplate himself. The problems of the circularity and the épyov
of virtue recur for Aristotle as the problems of the circularity and the
épyov of God. Indeed, as I have argued elsewhere, both Aristotle’s
God and Plato’s demiurge just are the virtue of wisdom, existing sepa-
rately by itself (see Menn 1992, Menn 1995); so it is natural that the
difficulties about virtue should recur as theological difficulties. Plato
tries to explain that the demiurge has (or is) knowledge of Forms supe-
rior to himself, including the Form of the Good, and that his €pyov is to
imitate them in the sensible world; but he has no clear account either of
what the Form of the Good would be (or, if it is the One, of why it
would be good) or of how knowing it would lead to any particular ac-
tion. Aristotle’s solution is to admit that the separate Good is just wis-
dom, and that this wisdom is Just knowledge of the Good, i.e., that it is
just knowledge of itself; and that this knowledge aims at no further
épyov beyond knowing itself. Aristotle’s God is thus under the same
suspicion of vacuous circularity as Aristo’s virtue. The Stoic solutions

be the best kind of knowledge, he must be knowledge of the best object
(namely himself); Aristotle also assumes that since God already has
(and is) the highest good simply by knowing himself, he will have no
motivation to any practical action. The Stoics can agree that Zeus has
(and, if you like, is) the highest good and the best kind of knowledge;
but this good knowledge is not only knowledge of the good, but also
knowledge of the xara ¢pvow, which are neither good nor bad; and, just
because Zeus already securely possesses the highest good, and has no
further needs to satisfy, he is free to act as his knowledge of the karg
$vow bids him, that is, to create the universe, and also to create ratio-
nal beings in it, and to teach them his knowledge. Human beings are
inferior to gods only in that we are born without this knowledge, and
must struggle to attain it; but once we have it, it is the beginning and
not the end of our proper €pyov in the world, which is to live as Zeus
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lives, not only “contemplating the truth and order of the universe” but
also “cooperating in constructing it according to our ability ¥
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