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Abstract

This dissertation discusses the early Stoic account of the ontology of natural bodies. In the
early Stoic framework, natural bodies are a class of entities that comprise discrete natural
materials, plants, animals and humans. These entities are special parts of the cosmos: they are
unified and qualified by pneuma, the cosmic principle of life. While the constitution, behaviour
and development of natural bodies are discussed in great detail in accounts of natural
philosophy and ethics, the metaphysical accounts related to the existence and changes of these
bodies is not elaborated in detail.

In this work | aim at reconstructing a unified theory of the qualification, unity and identity
of natural bodies by examining various tenets of early Stoic philosophy. Looking at the
problems of synchronic and diachronic identity, unity, ontogenesis and the corporeality of
metaphysical principles, | argue that while there are a great number of texts that testify to an
effort to provide a coherent, elaborate and innovative account of the ontology of natural bodies,
this project never went beyond hinting at a possible theory. Combined with the tenets of the
two principles and the four categories, the early Stoic accounts of identity and ontogenesis
clearly point towards a top-down ontology that construes natural bodies as compounds of
unqualified matter and a self-moving form-like principle (the logos) that accounts for the unity,
qualification, identity and motions of bodies. This theory could provide a coherent, corporealist
account of the metaphysics of natural bodies, and would be in concordance with the physical
and ethical theory.

However, as it becomes clear during the discussions of distinct problems of metaphysics
and natural philosophy in each chapter, there is just as much evidence for a diametrically
opposed theory that accounts for qualification, identity and even unity in a bottom-up way, by
taking three-dimensional, solid, material bodies as simple and metaphysically fundamental
entities. | conclude that the coexistence of these two accounts makes it impossible to offer a
coherent reconstruction of Stoic metaphysics and testifies to the Stoic disinterest in a unified

and theoretically homogeneous metaphysical theory.
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Introduction

The present dissertation deals with the metaphysical account of the constitution of natural
bodies in early Stoic philosophy. Natural bodies have a special status in Stoic philosophy: they
are individual unities that persist through time. This is not the case for other corporeal entities,
such as collectives and artefacts. Given that unity and identity are peculiar to natural bodies
and related to their metaphysical constitution, | aim to give an interpretation of the place of
natural bodies in the Stoic metaphysical framework by investigating how this unity and identity
are accounted for. The thesis of the dissertation is that for the Stoic theory to be coherent, the
qualification, unity, identity and individuation of natural bodies should be determined in a top-
down way, by analysing bodies into a mixture of matter and a form-like active principle that is
corporeal but not material.

However, the dissertation also argues that this conclusion was not incorporated into a
systematic theory of unity, individuation and identity. Firstly, our sources do not unanimously
support a top-down analysis. While there are entities (god, logos and tensional motion) in early
Stoic natural philosophy that fit the above description of an active principle and that are linked
to unity, identity and qualification, they are not clearly identified as the ultimate criteria of
unity and identity. Moreover, they are not explicitly identified with each other in our texts, and
there is little reason to believe that such an identification took place. Finally, there is also little

evidence of any discussion of something akin to the concept of “immaterial bodies”.
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Secondly, while the existence of a quasi-hylomorphic?® analysis of bodies is well-
documented in texts from various fields of early Stoic philosophy ranging from cosmogony to
epistemology, there is also considerable evidence for a literal corporealist metaphysical theory
that takes material bodies as the most basic principles of analysis. While the quasi-
hylomorphic analysis takes the active, motive, immaterial principle to be the ultimate principle
of qualification, unity and identity, literal corporealism accounts for qualification in terms of
material composition and mixture and does not offer an account of unity or identity that goes
beyond being constituted by a special kind of body — pneuma.

The dissertation establishes its final thesis in the following way: the first three chapters
focus on metaphysical and physical questions related to the problem of unity, individuation
and identity. The discussion of these issues is summarized by pointing to a possible solution
that can be constructed by making connections between different elements of the Stoic theory.
The last chapter examines the veracity of this interpretation, by surveying the textual evidence,
and the theoretical support for the existence of immaterial bodies. It concludes that while the
reconstruction is possible and plausible, the evidence in support of it is insufficient and
theoretically heterogeneous.

Chapter | presents the Chrysippean theory of identity and the difficulties that result from
positing a perceptible, qualitatively unique entity to be a criterion of both synchronic and
diachronic identity. Besides resolving the interpretative difficulties related to the roles fulfilled
by peculiar qualities, the chapter contains an investigation into what that metaphysical entity
would correspond to, as well as a discussion of contemporary interpretations of the theory. The

chapter concludes that in order to identify the criterion of synchronic and diachronic identity,

L1 use the term quasi-hylomorphic to describe a theory that analyses bodies into a form-like component that
accounts for unity, qualification and motion, and a matter-like component that serves as a substrate and provides
resistance to the form-like principle. I contrast this analysis with what | call ‘literal corporealism’ that takes
bodies to be simples and the most basic principles of explanation. This contrast was partly inspired by the two
construals of Stoic corporealism described in Vanessa de Harven, “The Resistance to Stoic Blending,” Rhizomata
6 (2018): 3-11.
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the relationship between unity, identity and belonging to a certain kind has to be investigated
in more detail.

Chapter 11 looks at the account of unity in early Stoic theory and its relationship to
qualification. It argues that unity was conceived of as a primarily physical issue, understood as
a matter of parts being held together, and accounted for by the tension inherent in pneuma.
While the emphasis on the physical aspect is undeniable, the chapter investigates evidence
about the metaphysical aspect of unity: an account of the relationship between parts and
wholes, qualities and unification, and unity as a basis for individuation.? The chapter concludes
that a metaphysical account of unity cannot be formulated in terms of qualification or the
relationship between pneumata. Unity is primarily a function of having a directive centre
(hégemonikon) that unifies the entity by making it one coordinated organism and by imparting
qualitative unity to it through maintaining its tension.

Chapter 11l investigates the problem of persistence through time and examines the
notions of logos and tension through a survey of early Stoic accounts of gestation, genetics,
ontogenesis and embryology. The working hypothesis of the chapter is that criteria of
persistence should be looked for amongst qualities that are present from conception to death in
individuals. The Stoic theory of ontogenesis is especially interesting because individuals
belong to different natural kinds throughout their development. Furthermore, a study of
theories about genetics, and especially the transmission of qualities, is relevant to the study of
identity because it is likely that a qualitatively unique property will be one that is related to

features inherited from parents. The chapter establishes that the generation of living beings is

2 The distinction between physical and metaphysical explanation is a distinction in terms of approach and focus.
By physical explanation | mean an account that focuses on issues traditionally attributed to physics and natural
philosophy, such as the description and analysis of bodies, their motions, lives and forces, etc. By metaphysical
explanation | mean an explanation that focuses on problems traditionally considered as metaphysical, such as
qualification, unity, identity, existence, etc. To use the example of unity, in this case, the physical analysis
focuses on what keeps parts of the body together as one, preventing the parts from falling apart. On the other
hand, the metaphysical analysis focuses on whether there is a quality, or some other entity shared by the parts of
the body, that explains the fact that the parts all belong to one unity.
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directed by the logos, which is an intelligent, motive force that can also be grasped as a ratio.
This logos determines the qualification of the entity through tension and manifests itself in
different ways as it is combined with different pneumatic substrates throughout the entity’s
development.® The chapter ends with the identification of the logos as an ultimate principle of
qualification, unity and identity.

Chapter IV investigates the status of logos by focusing on the contradiction between Stoic
corporealism and the idea that unity, individuation and identity cannot be accounted for by a
material principle. The first part of the chapter investigates the notion of corporeality and the
possibility of immaterial bodies and concludes that the existence of such entities is possible:
both god and tensional motion (identified with logos) could be construed as an immaterial
body. The second part of the chapter investigates whether the logos account of unity,
qualification and identity is not just a possible reconstruction but a theory that can actually be
attributed to the Stoics.

Given the lack of explicit evidence in favour of the theory and interpretative difficulties
surveyed in previous chapters, the dissertation concludes that the logos account was not
developed in detail and neither was any unified theory of the metaphysics of natural bodies.
While the early Stoic theory is characterised both by important general metaphysical
commitments and interesting metaphysical solutions to specific problems, these do not add up

to a coherent metaphysical theory.

3 By different pneumatic substrates | mean different kinds of pneuma (e.g. nature vs. soul) that serve as
substrates to different tensional motions (determined by different logoi).
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I. Peculiar Qualities and Identity

In this chapter | discuss the problem of identity and qualification by early Stoics, most
notably Chrysippus, who is credited with developing the theory of identity. | start the chapter
with a discussion of two general interpretative issues: the difficulties of reconstructing early
Stoic theories in general, and the conceptual debate regarding the existence of Stoic
metaphysics as a field of study. Next, | move on to the issue of identity in section 1.2, starting
with a presentation of the context in which the account of identity was developed, discussing
first the epistemological (1.2.2) and then the (meta)physical aspect of identity (1.2.3). Having
established that synchronic and diachronic identity are both a matter of perceptible qualitative
uniqueness, in the next sections | survey possible accounts of peculiar qualification, by first
looking at the ontological components of natural bodies in section 1.2.4, and then discussing

modern interpretations of the problem in section 1.2.5.

1.1. Stoic Metaphysics and the Early Stoic Corpus

Stoic “metaphysics” is a field of study that puzzled many commentators, modern and
ancient. Those who have approached this field of Stoic philosophy in a charitable manner often
had to go to great lengths to try and make sense of the tangled up, often contradictory set of
doctrines. There are several reasons why a coherent analysis of early Stoic metaphysics is so
hard to achieve. First, there is the lack of direct and cohesive evidence and the unreliability of

testimonies. Second, there is the issue of the fragmented metaphysical doctrines: discussions
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of issues that modern readers would label as metaphysical rarely form a coherent unity, but are
discussed in the context of logical, ethical or physical investigations.*

Before moving on to a discussion of the problem of identity, | will briefly survey these
two problems and their possible impact on providing a coherent reconstruction of the Stoic

doctrines considered as tackling metaphysical issues.

1.1.1. General Problems of Interpretation

Studying any field of early Stoic philosophy is a highly challenging endeavour. Not only
is the bulk of the evidence fragmentary, incomplete and indirect, but in a lot of cases a valid
and complete interpretation requires thorough acquaintance with each piece of textual
evidence, including ideological, historical and philological background information. Such
background information is often unavailable or is difficult to reconstruct. Given that research
has become highly specialised, such difficulties of interpretation are either disregarded, or
overcome by relying on interpretations produced by other scholars. While disregarding some
issues and focusing on others is indispensable for producing valuable results, reconstructing a
theory based on textual evidence that may or may not be reliable is like building a high-rise on
shaky foundations.

Thus, in this work | will proceed with caution. While | do not plan to consecrate much
of this dissertation to philological inquiry, and 1 do not aim to conduct an analysis that would
establish the absolute trustworthiness of the texts I am relying on, 1 will confine myself to using

texts that we have good reasons to consider reliable.

4 cf. Jacques Brunschwig, “Metaphysics,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics, ed. Brad Inwood
(Cambridge: CUP, 2003), 209, Katja Vogt, “Sons of the Earth: Are the Stoics Metaphysical Brutes,” Phronesis
54, (2009): 145.
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In what follows | briefly present my interpretative approach, starting with a discussion
of the main problems of interpretation. The first problem with our texts is that the compilations
of fragments that many scholars rely on are not completely trustworthy. They are neither
comprehensive nor without faults. They do not include all texts reporting on early Stoic ideas
and, more importantly, they often feature texts that report on doctrines that are not (entirely)
Stoic. When discussing approaches to a specific issue, some ancient authors do not clarify
whose view they are presenting, attributing the idea to some generic subject or to no one at all.
Nevertheless, since the ideas they describe or the terms they use show resemblance or a
connection to ideas, arguments and terms attributed to Stoics by a multiplicity of other sources,
such texts have been included in a number of compilations on early Stoic philosophy. Often
there is a complete correspondence in content between several fragments, which justifies the
inclusion of such texts in the corpus of Stoic fragments,®> however, in the case of some texts,
the connection to other Stoic doctrines is more tenuous. While such fragments often contain
important additional information on a certain Stoic doctrine, it is also often the case that they
describe ideas belonging to another school or to an eclectic thinker, influenced by Stoicism.®

Another weakness of compilations is that they consist of fragments.” While assembling

fragments relevant to a specific field of study from a wide variety of sources saves a lot of work

> As Gabor Betegh pointed out to me, it has to be kept in mind that complete concordance between texts may
also be a result of relying on a shared source that conveys incorrect information.

6 Fragments by Philo of Alexandria are a great example of an eclectic thinker showing Stoic influence, but
presenting ideas that are not entirely Stoic, thus misleading later commentators on the details and implications of
certain doctrines. Cf. Gretchen Reydams-Schils, “Philo of Alexandria on Stoic and Platonic Psycho-Physiology:
The Socratic Higher Ground,” and Anthony A. Long, “Philo On Stoic Physics,” in Philo of Alexandria and Post-
Aristotelian Philosophy, ed. Francesca Alesse (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 169-95 and 121-40, as well as my discussion
of the fragments on Stoic embryology and ontogenesis collected in the Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, in chapters
Il and I11). As to an example of the inclusion of a fragment describing possibly non-stoic doctrines, see Ricardo
Chiaradonna, “La teoria dell’individuo in Porfirio e I’idios poion stoico,” Elenchos 21 (2000): 303-331 and
Marwan Rashed, “Alexander of Aphrodisias on Particulars and the Stoic Criterion of Identity,” in “Particulars in
Greek Philosophy: The Seventh S.V. Keeling Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, ed. Robert W. Sharples (Leiden:
Brill, 2010), 157-179. These authors both discuss Dexippus’ On Aristotle’s Categories 30, 20-6. Chiaradonna
and, following him, Rashed suggest that Dexippus here presents Porphyry’s opinion rather than a Stoic one, as
Anthony A. Long and David N. Sedley have presumed, by including the text in their compilation (LS 28J).

" The texts included in compilations on Stoic philosophy are either fragments in the sense that only parts of the
original text survived, or in the sense that passages are truncated parts of works that have survived intact.
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for a student of that field, one has to keep in mind that not only is the choice of fragments
subjective, but also the choice concerning the length of each individual fragment. Fragments
are taken out of context, which often makes them hard to interpret or suggests an interpretation
that can easily be refuted by a reading of the integral text.®

A second problem concerns the untrustworthiness of the texts themselves. Since there
are only a few pieces of direct evidence, the fragments are often interpretations of Stoic
doctrine themselves. This is an especially serious problem because our sources are rarely well-
trained Stoics themselves. The authors who discuss Stoic philosophy in the greatest detail are
either enemies of the school (a good enough reason for a malicious interpretation or for a
distortion of ideas through reformulating them in a non-stoic conceptual scheme); are
philosophically unsophisticated, and thus unable to transmit certain nuances of Stoic thought
or just simply have their own agenda® for which they use Stoic concepts, arguments and
teachings as they see fit.

The third issue concerning the state of our evidence is that of authorship. While even in
its early period the Stoic school saw changes in its official doctrine under the leadership of
different thinkers — not to mention the ideas of thinkers who have strayed from orthodoxy —
our sources often do not clarify exactly whose ideas they report, attributing ideas to “the Stoics”
or “these people”. What is more, even if it is attributed to one of the scholarchs, there is room

to doubt the truthfulness of attribution: as Jaap Mansfeld points out, in various accounts, Zeno

8 Again, fragments from works of Philo of Alexandria illustrate well how a fragment may be interpreted in a
completely different way, if taken out of context. LS 47P (= SVF 11.458) is a passage from Philo’s Allegories of
the laws sections 2.22-3. The passage as it features in LS and as it is quoted by Anthony A. Long’s “Soul and
Body in Stoicism,” Phronesis 27 (1982): 34-57 and by Julia Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1994), 52, supports an interpretation completely different from the interpretation
suggested by a reading of the complete, original text. Not to mention that reading the integral text also makes it
clear that the thoughts presented there are not entirely Stoic. | discuss this passage in more detail in section 2.2.1.
% Here | am mostly thinking of religious thinkers such as Philo and Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius,
Nemesius etc. who use philosophical concepts for exegetic, theological or anthropological purposes.
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is identified as the author of a certain Stoic idea, however the attribution might have been made
just by virtue of him being the founder of the school.°

These shortcomings of the textual evidence make the task of the interpreter extremely
difficult. First, the authenticity and trustworthiness of fragments with unique and thus
interesting content is always of dubious value and requires to be examined. The textual context
has to be revisited, and the author’s motivations and philosophical preferences should be taken
into account. But this is a very complex and often impossible task. Given the scarcity of first-
hand accounts, there is not much that can serve as a standard of comparison to decide about
the authenticity of evidence.

Nevertheless, there are some ways by which we can establish the reliability of some texts
and dismiss others. First, there is a great number of texts that all report on the same doctrines,
although they might differ in some minor details. Based on such agreements, some doctrines
can be established as Stoic with great certainty. Further philological work can be done by taking
these reliable texts as a basis of speculation about authenticity. Following some rules of thumb
such as considering the reliability of some authors over others, based on their general
trustworthiness established considering their philosophical prowess, background and how they
report on other texts that we have more knowledge of, and taking into account what we know
about the motivation and preferences of our sources, we can dismiss some texts and keep
others. Finally, we can accept or reject evidence based on philosophical considerations. Based
on the theory reconstructed from evidence that we consider reliable, we can dismiss the texts
that we consider incongruent with our basic texts. However, this method can often be
misleading as it can result in putting the cart before the horse: that is cherry-picking the
evidence and interpreting it so that it matches our philosophical views and/or our idea of

coherence.

10 Jaap Mansfeld, “Sources,” in The Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy, 27.
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Here is where the problem of authorship comes into picture. When we decide to reject or
accept texts based on whether they are coherent with evidence that we have established to be
reliable, we are working with the hypothesis that the examined ideas and the ideas we use as a
basis of comparison should be parts of the same theory or conceptual scheme. However, that
is not necessarily the case. The fragments we consider reporting on “early Stoic doctrine” often
report on accounts given by a variety of individuals, and even accounts attributed to the same
philosopher can often show inconsistency. Thus, it is not always reasonable to expect them to

form a coherent theoretical unity, which adds a further layer of difficulty to interpretation.

1.1.2. Stoic “Metaphysics” and Physics

The other interpretative issue relevant to our investigation concerns the status of
metaphysical doctrines. As | have stressed, the supposition of theoretical coherence is an
important element of interpretation, however such coherence is especially difficult to establish
in the case of the texts that we can classify as metaphysical teachings, given the aforementioned
fragmented nature of our sources and the seeming lack of evidence of systematic metaphysical
discussions.

A possible explanation for the confusing and sometimes unrefined nature of metaphysical
doctrines is that providing a coherent metaphysical theory was not a priority for the Stoics. !*
Indeed “metaphysics” does not feature among the three major fields of study that Stoic
philosophers focused on (i.e. logic, physics and ethics) or even among the subdisciplines of
these fields. Metaphysical discussions are usually dealt with in a piecemeal way, as a means to

clarify issues pertaining to other fields of philosophy.

1 This idea has been discussed to a great extent by commentators, most prominently in Vogt “Sons of the
Earth,”143-4, who went as far as supposing that refusing to inquire into metaphysical questions was a conscious
philosophical decision, crucial to the Stoic philosophical enterprise. |1 do not agree with her conclusion fully,
although | do think that it is often useful to interpret problems of Stoic metaphysics from the point of view of
natural philosophy.

10
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However, this lack of focus and fragmentation does not necessarily mean that all
solutions to “metaphysical” issues in various contexts were ad hoc, and that reconstructions of
a coherent stoic metaphysical theory are but a waste of time. While what we have may not be
as coherent and as detailed as a theory developed with a specific focus on metaphysical
questions, it is reasonable to posit a set of general overarching metaphysical principles, which
provide an interpretative framework for discussions pertaining to issues addressed in a certain
subfield of philosophy. Moreover, it is worthwhile to uncover the considerations that underlie
the answers given to specific metaphysical problems.

As to the slightly different question whether it makes sense to talk about Stoic
metaphysics at all, the fact that the Stoic conceptual scheme lacks a label corresponding to
what we would term metaphysical does not mean, in my opinion, that a scholar from a later
age is not justified to identify certain discussions as metaphysical. While physical explanations
were preferred throughout the early period of the school, those explanations were used to
answer what are currently identified as metaphysical questions, and as such can be labelled as
metaphysics. Moreover, when such explanations would not do the job, the early Stoics would
look for answers that are closer in nature to metaphysical theories.*?

All in all, while talking about a well-organized, systematic metaphysical theory is
somewhat far-fetched in the case of early Stoicism, metaphysical issues were addressed and
accounted for, although in some cases the solutions provided to them were more physical than
metaphysical in nature. In addition, the Stoics had strong and unique opinions on a number of

metaphysical questions (e.g. existence and causation).

2 For an example, see the development of the theory of the four categories as discussed in detail in chapter |
section 1.2.4.

11
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1.2. Identity and Related Issues

Detailed discussions of the Stoic theory of identity have been rare in contemporary
literature, as the issue of identity is not a topic often discussed in the extant evidence. There
have been five articles consecrated exclusively to this subject: David Sedley’s “The Stoic
Criterion of Identity” (Phronesis 27 (1982): 255-275) and “Stoics and Their Critics on
Diachronic Identity” (Rhizomata V1.1 (2018): 24-39); Terence Irwin’s “Stoic Individuals”
(Nous 30, Supplement: Philosophical Perspectives 10, Metaphysics, (1996): 459-480); Eric
Lewis’ “The Stoics on Identity and Individuation” (Phronesis 40 (1995): 89-108) and Tamer
Nawar’s “The Stoics on Identity, Identification and Peculiar Qualities.” Proceedings of the
Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy 32 (2017): 113-60. Furthermore, the issue is
also discussed, along with a collection of supporting textual evidence in volume Il of Anthony
Long’s and David Sedley’s The Hellenistic Philosophers. While all of the above works give
different analyses concerning certain details of the Stoic theory of identity, they are all indebted
to the textual evidence curated by Sedley and his historical reconstruction of the development
of the doctrine. In what follows, | will also use Sedley’s developmental analysis as a starting
point; however, | will also consider other aspects of Stoic philosophy that have relevance for
our understanding of peculiar qualification and the Stoic theory of unity, individuation and
identity.

Before moving on to a detailed discussion of the Stoic account of identity, | will briefly
present the features specific to the Stoic treatment of the problem in relation to discussions of
the problematic of identity throughout the history of philosophy. The first important feature of
the Stoic account is that it concerns itself with the problem of numerical identity — even though
it actually does not distinguish between numerical and qualitative identity. Secondly,

diachronic and synchronic identity are treated as related issues, accounted for by the same

12
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principle. I will nevertheless distinguish between these two roles of the Stoic criterion of
identity in my discussion: | will refer to the principle of diachronic identity as the criterion of
identity and the principle of synchronic identity as principle of individuation. In the cases when
I do not wish to distinguish between the two issues, because the distinction is not necessary, |
use the term criterion of identity — the same term that I use to refer to the criterion of diachronic
identity. A third feature of the Stoic theory is the importance of the epistemological facet of
identity: distinguishability and recognisability through time. Finally, it is also important to
recognize that as opposed to other philosophical theories, the Stoic account does not distinguish
between personal identity and the identity of regular objects. While it is only some entities that

have identity, those entities are not limited to persons.

1.2.1. Peculiar Qualities

As David Sedley pointed out,'3 a theory of identity of individuals was worked out in
detail by Chrysippus, and later expanded on by other members of the school.** Chrysippus was
engaged in two debates with the sceptical Academy, which dealt with issues relevant to identity
and the way it is conceptualized by humans. In what follows, | will discuss these two debates
in detail, focusing on the Stoic responses elicited by the problems raised. The first debate that
| present focuses on the human perception of identity, in relation to the Stoic doctrine of
cognitive impressions and the infallibility of the sage. The second debate concerns the
persistence of bodies through changes in their matter. After presenting the Stoic position in
these debates | will move on to a discussion of the underlying (meta)physical considerations

about the composition of natural bodies and the relationship between these components.

13 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 255-67.

14 See Sedley, “Stoics and their Critics,”24-39 (esp. 33-34), for a historical reconstruction of the development of
the account of diachronic identity. According to Sedley, Chrysippus’ initial account was ambiguous due to his
use of idios poion both with reference to the peculiarly qualified individual (i.e. the composite of matter and
qualities) and the principle of diachronic identity, i.e. the peculiar quality. This ambiguity was amended by
Posidonius, who suggests that the relationship between the peculiarly qualified and matter is that of whole and
part (see T4 below).
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1.2.2. Recognizing and Telling Apart: The Epistemological Aspect of Peculiar

Qualification

The epistemological debate focused on the possibility of having cognitions, i.e. true
beliefs®® that, given their correspondence and causal relatedness to actual states of affairs, are
epistemically superior to fortuitously true opinions, and thus can be conducive to knowledge
as opposed to these latter.!® Establishing the possibility of cognizing is thus crucial to Stoic
epistemology: the very possibility of knowledge and the infallibility of the Stoic sage depend
on it. On the Stoic account, cognitions are possible because we can have “cognitive”
impressions (phantasiai kateléptikai). These impressions report “of what is” and are formed in
exact accordance with “what is”,!” provided that they were formed under ideal circumstances.
Cognitive impressions are by their very nature such that they secure the truth and the
trustworthiness of the beliefs that come to be by assenting to them (i.e. cognitions), since they
cannot arise from “what is not”.1®

However, as the Academics argued, in some cases, having cognitive impressions is just
insufficient to guarantee the truth of one's beliefs and thus the infallibility of the Stoic sage.
Even if one’s impression reproduced every minute detail of A when seeing it and of B when
encountering it, if A and B are exactly alike and there is no perceptible feature based on which

one could tell them apart (i.e. if A and B are qualitatively identical,® albeit numerically

B Although doxa can be translated as both opinion and belief, here | will translate doxa as opinion and use belief
as a notion encompassing knowledge, cognition and opinion (doxa).

16 . Michael Frede, “Stoic Epistemology,” in The Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy, 295-300.

' pLVIL469 (=LS 40C), Cicero Academica I11.77-8 (=LS 40D), Sextus Empiricus Against the professors 7.247-
52 (SVF I11.65, part = LS 40E).

18 Sextus Empiricus, M 7.247-52 (SVF 11.65, part = LS 40E), cf. DL VII.177 (SVF 1.625) and Athenaeus
Deipnosophistae 354E (SVF 1.624, part) (= LS 40F).

1% The terms of qualitative and numerical identity have to be used with some amendments in the Stoic context,
however. Since the Stoics are interested in the possibility of the existence of distinguishable and recognizable
entities, what they would like to prove is that there are no two individuals whose intrinsic, perceptible qualities
are identical. Thus, relational properties and properties that are true of an entity in virtue of its history are of no
interest to them because they do not qualify the entity in a perceptible way.
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distinct) then one could have an impression, brought about by an existing object,%in exact
concordance with how that object is, but still not be able to grasp which object is A and which
one is B.?! As they argued, such cases happen all the time, as there are plenty of objects out
there which are indistinguishable, from identical twins to eggs, bees, hairs, grains of wheat and
figs.?? This issue of identification also poses a problem in a diachronic context: cases when
someone cannot recognize an entity, or mistakenly identifies it as something or someone else
because it has undergone partial or complete transformation, also cast doubt on the possibility
of infallibility of the sage.

Clearly, if they wanted to maintain the truthfulness and reliability of cognitive
impressions, and thus the possibility of cognition and the infallibility of the stoic sage, the
Stoics had to make certain that such cases were excluded. One way for them to answer the
Academic challenge was to affirm that there were no cases of numerical distinctness that were
not reducible to qualitative distinctness, or in other words that each individual entity is
peculiarly qualified, 2 and based on that peculiar qualification they can be infallibly
recognized. Indeed, Chrysippus claimed that there were no identical twins or eggs or ears of
corn that were completely identical, and that with sufficient knowledge,?* these unique
qualities can be discerned and thus provide a basis for identification. Hence, peculiar qualities
had to be such unique features that guarantee distinctness and persistence over time, all this in
a recognizable way.

A further consequence of the possibility of infallible cognition would be that entities that

have undergone significant qualitative changes should also be identifiable. This issue is not

20 Whether “what is” (i.e. the entity represented by cognitive impressions) is an object or a fact is not clarified.
See Frede, “Stoic Epistemology,” 302-304.

21 Cf. Sextus Empiricus, M 7.402-10 (=LS 40H), Cicero Academica, 11.57 (= LS 401), id.

2.83-5 (=LS 40J).

22 plutarch, On Common Conceptions 1077C, Sextus Empiricus, M 7.402-10 (=LS 40H), Cicero Academica 11.26.
23 Cf. Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 90-91.

2 What "sufficient knowledge" consists in is discussed in more detail in section 1.2.4.

15



CEU eTD Collection

discussed by our source. However, it is of equal importance and of vital relevance for

understanding the nature of peculiar qualities.

1.2.3. The Growing Argument: The Metaphysical Aspect of Identity

The debate about the possibility of growth played a crucial role in the development of
the concept of peculiar qualification. Faced with the problem of individuals undergoing and
possibly surviving change, Chrysippus as well as later Stoics were challenged to provide both
an account of persistence through time and change, as well as of the relationship between an

individual, its matter and its predicates.

1.2.3.1. The Growing Argument and Persistence

In an attempt to undermine a process crucial to Stoic physics, 2 the Academics argued
that processes of growth and diminution are of illusory nature: there is nothing in the world of
which it can truly be said that it grows or diminishes. They supported their claim by employing
the so-called Growing Argument, according to which entities perish as soon as their
constitutive material changes, given that it is that very material constitution which defines their

identity. The argument is the following:

25 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 257, or as an ad hominem intellectual challenge as in Sedley, “Stoics and Their
Critics,”27.
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T1 Plutarch, On common conceptions, 1083B-1084C (=LS 28A part)

T0G &v pépel mhcag ovoiog pPelv kol @épecbor, Ta pev €5 avtdv pebicioag Ta
8¢ moBev EmdvTa TPOGIEXOUEVAC: OlC 88 TPOGEIGL Kol Smeloty aplOuoic fi T 0ect, TavTd
un dwapévery GAN’ Etepa yivesbo, taig gipnuévaig mpocddolg <koi apodolg> e&ailaynv
TG ovoilag AopPfovovong ovénoelg o6& kai @Bicelg ov katd Jdiknv VIO cuvnBeiog
gkvevikiioBot T petaforag tavtag Adyecbat, yevéoeig [6€] kol @Bopag paAlov avtog
ovopalesBor mpocijkov, 611 Tod kabeotdTog £ig ETepov EkPiPalovot: 10 & abéecbon kai TO

peodebot TGN cOUATOC EGTIV DTOKEUEVOD KOl OLOUEVOVTOG,

() All particular substances are in flux and motion, releasing some things from themselves
and receiving others which reach them from elsewhere;

(b) the numbers and quantities which these are added to or subtracted from do not remain
the same but become different as the aforementioned arrivals and departures cause the
substance to be transformed;

(c) the prevailing convention is wrong to call these processes of growth and decay: rather
they should be called generation and destruction, since they transform the thing from what
it is into something else, whereas growing and diminishing are affections of a body which

serves as a substrate and persists.?

The idea of the argument was borrowed by the Academics from a comedy by
Epicharmus: in its original formulation, the philosophical import of the argument is that
material entities are unstable, ever-changing objects whose identity and persistence is but an

illusion.?” The innovation of the Academic reformulation (presented in detail by Plutarch)

26 Translated by David Sedley.

2T In Epicharmus’ play the philosophical puzzle is presented in a comic setting. Aiming to get out of paying a
debt, a debtor claims to have become a different person since he had taken the loan, using the GA. However,
philosophizing only gets him into further trouble: his creditor punches him, and then he himself mockingly uses
the GA to avoid claiming responsibility for his deed. (cf. Jonathan Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers (London:
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consists in pointing out an idea that is only implicitly present in the Epicharmean version of
the argument: that processes of material change are not real, in the sense that they cannot be
truly attributed to any subject. Given that material entities are destroyed the very instant their
constitutive material changes, giving way to the existence of new entities, having a different
material constitution, they cannot be said to grow or diminish: because the subject growth or
diminution would have been predicated of has ceased to exist in the very instant it has "grown"
or "diminished". Thus, according to the argument, the processes we mistakenly perceive as
growth and diminution are actually the destruction of old objects and the generation of new
ones.

As it is apparent from Plutarch’s report, Chrysippus refuted the argument by pointing out
that identity is not a function of material constitution, but rather of being “peculiarly qualified”.
Each entity has two (actually, as Plutarch also points out, four) substrates (hupokeimena):?® a
material substrate (i.e. substance — ousia) and a qualitative substrate (i.e. the qualified — poion).
When matter is taken from and/or added to the material substrate, it is destroyed, just like the
argument states, however the qualitative substrate survives the material addition and/or
diminishment.?® The qualified is only affected by a qualitative change, and the peculiarly
qualified can only be destroyed by a change in peculiar qualities. A qualitative change of the
latter kind would also be fatal to the entity itself, since the identity of the whole entity is also a

matter of peculiar qualification. As long as an entity is peculiarly qualified in a certain way, it

Routledge, 1982), 106-7), cf. Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 255. For an in-depth discussion of both formulations
of the puzzle see John Bowin, “Chrysippus’ Puzzle About Identity,” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 24
(2003): 239-251.

28 These “substrates” or “subjects” — depending on which translation of hupokeimenon one chooses — correspond
to the Stoic “categories”: substance (ousia), qualified (poion), disposed in a certain way (pas ekhon), and relatively
disposed in a certain way (pros ti pas ekhon). The concept of the four categories and their role in Stoic philosophy
is something | will discuss in section 1.2.4. | do not think that the two latter categories are relevant for the present
discussion.

2 As David Sedley points out, Chrysippus’ solution is problematic because it states that it is the qualitative
substrate that grows, even though actually it is the peculiarly qualified individual, i.e. the composite of the material
and the qualitative substrate that actually grows. (“Stoics and their Critics,”29-30.)
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remains identical to itself and survives other changes. Thus, entities are not destroyed by
material changes, and so material changes can be rightfully predicated of them.*® All individual
bodies are peculiarly qualified, in virtue of having essential qualities that persist for a lifetime.

Chrysippus’ answer to the GA makes it clear that it is only peculiarly qualified
individuals that persist. Contrary to Terence Irwin’s interpretation, material aggregates that are
not peculiarly qualified do not have diachronic identity. Irwin proposes a dual theory of identity
for peculiarly qualified individuals and portions of matter. 3! He claims that portions of matter
could have some sort of identity, despite not being peculiarly qualified. Based on a text®? that
attributes to Mnesarchus the idea that an individual’s substance can precede and survive the
individual, Irwin suggests that bodies that were not peculiarly qualified (heaps and lumps of
matter in Irwin’s example, although as we shall later see, this category should also include
artefacts) are singled out and distinguished from each other and persist by virtue of being
spatiotemporally continuous.

However, there is not much evidence to support a dual, disjunctive theory of identity.
Besides the Mnesarchus passage quoted by Irwin, which is merely a possible interpretation or
reinterpretation of the Chrysippean theory, there is no textual evidence in support of it.
Furthermore, while spatiotemporal location might provide a basis for a weaker kind of
individuation (see the discussion below), this is not a possibility that Chrysippus considers.
This highlights a very important difference between matter and body that I will come back to

in chapter IV. Bodies can be individuals that persist, whereas mere portions of matter cannot

30 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 259-261.

31 |rwin, “Stoic Individuals,”464-6, 475-7.

32 To 8¢ pm etvor TodTd 16 TE KOATA 1O 1dimdg TOWV Kai 1O KoTd THY ovciav, dflov givai enowv 6 Mvicapyog:
avaykoiov yap toig antoig tantd cvpPepniévar. Ei yap 11g thdcag inmov, Adyov yaptv, cuvOrdceiev, Enetta Kova
TOMGElEy, EDAOYMC Gv Mudic id6vTag simelv, 611 TodT” 0Ok v Téhat, ViV & Eottv- HGO’ Etepov sivar 10 &mi ToD
To10D Aeyopevov T6de kol <td> &mi Tii¢ ovoiag. Kabdrov vopilety Todg avtodg Mpdc etvot Toic ovoiog anifavoy
sivan QoiveTal- TOALAKIC Yap cvpuPaivel THY P&V oVGiov DIAPYEWY TPO THE YEVESEMC, £1 TOYOL, THC ZWKPATOVE, TOV
8¢ Tokphtny undénm VIapYEW, Kol HETO TNV 100 Z®KPATOVS AVaipecty DITOUEVELY PEV TNV 0VGIoV, aOTOV 08
unKET slvat.

33 Stobaeus, Eclogae, 1.177, 21-179,17 (Including Posidonius fr.96) (= LS 28D).
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be individuated and do not persist. This is one reason why the notions of body and matter are
not interchangeable in the Stoic context.

Chrysippus’ criterion of identity is a metaphysical component of individual bodies that
is absolutely irreducible to material constitution. The GA’s claim that any change in material
constitution (stable flux, diminution or growth) is fatal to the individual body is not an obvious
one and only stands if one operates with a very strict, mereological essentialist version of
material identity that identifies lumps of matter based on their constituents. While diminution
or stable flux may result in the loss of some or all original constituents of the body, in growth
the original constituents are preserved; the addition of new constituents to the original
aggregates is only fatal if the aggregate’s identity is understood in terms of constituency. If all
Chrysippus cared about was maintaining that entities persist as they grow, then he need not
have evoked the notion of peculiar qualification. He could have just claimed that the body
persists as long as it contains its original constitutive matter. The fact that he chose to refute
the argument with appeal to peculiar qualification shows that he accepted the concept of
material constitution implied by the argument and thus accepted the conclusion of the GA
insofar as merely material aggregates are concerned. For something to persist it has to have an

immaterial constituent that defines its identity through time. 3

34 Sedley, commenting on Terence Irwin’s interpretation of the Mnesarchus passage and regarding the persistence
of merely material objects, remarks that the radical instability of material substance stated in the GA only applies
to the matter of living entities that regularly exchange their matter. “Stoics and Their Critics,”33. It is true that
plants and animals are the prime examples of entities with constantly changing matter, as their matter changes
with predictable regularity to the point where it can be completely replaced without the identity of the entity being
affected. Nevertheless, non-metabolizing objects are also affected by material changes. For example, crystals,
stalactites and other minerals can grow, rocks can erode, but in general any sort of natural solid can expand or
contract just as a result of changes in heat or humidity (which can be understood as the acquisition of portions of
fire or water in the Stoic framework). Moreover, in the framework of the Stoic worldview it cannot be excluded
that the matter of these entities is also under constant change. Given that constant change is a possibility for all
kinds of matter, it is correct to posit that matter and the material substrate are unstable and of fleeting identity.
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1.2.3.2. Peculiar Qualification and Synchronic Identity

While the debate about growth and diminution addressed the issue about persistence
through time, Chrysippus’ response to the GA also contains important information about his
views on the metaphysical aspect of synchronic identity. In two different texts discussing
Chrysippus’ account of persistence, we find the two following statements about synchronic

identity and the relationship between the peculiarly qualified and the substance:

(Sl1) There cannot be one peculiarly qualified entity in two different substances.®

(Sl2) There cannot be two peculiarly qualified entities in one substance.®®

Taken together, the two statements claim that each individual body has exactly one
peculiar quality®” and one substance. Insofar as synchronic identity is concerned, this could
either mean (11) that entities are individuated by being both peculiarly qualified and by having
a portion of matter unique to them; (12) that they are individuated by having a portion of matter
unique to them, which would somehow also account for the fact that they are peculiarly
qualified or (I3) that they are individuated by being peculiarly qualified, implying that a
peculiar quality delimits a portion of matter thus individuating the portion of matter
constituting the individual.

The interpretation of Sl is quite straightforward: no two entities can be identical in terms
of peculiar qualification. While it is not formulated in the way | have quoted it, it is implied in
Plutarch’s discussion as a metaphysical consideration about the qualitative uniqueness of each

individual entity. As to Sly, it is put forward in a book Chrysippus devoted to the problematic

35 pjutarch, On Common Conceptions 1077C (= LS 280, part).

36 philo of Alexandria, On the indestructibility of the world 48-49 (= SVF 11.397= LS 28P). The original quote is:
“[...] it is impossible for two peculiarly qualified individuals to occupy the same substance jointly.”

37 By “one peculiar quality” | mean either a single quality, or a single group of a unique combination of qualities.
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of the GA. The book has not survived, only a fragment quoted by Philo of Alexandria, which
describes an interesting thought experiment about the relationship between material substrate,

the peculiarly qualified, persistence, as well as individuation:

T2 Philo of Alexandria, On the indestructibility of the world 48-49 (= SVF 11.397= LS 28P)

XpOoummog yobv O dokymdtatog TV 7wap’ ovtoic év toig Ilepi av&avouévou
TEPOTEVETOL TL TOODTOV: WPOKOTACKEVOGAS Otl  ,,000 diwg mow &ml  Tig
avTiic  ovolag aupyavov ocvotijval’, onoiv: .Eot® Oswplag Eveka TOV  pév
Twva.  OAMOKANpov, TOV 8¢ yoplg EmvoeicOor Tod  €Tépov  m0dOC,  kaAglcOan
d¢ OV pev OMOKAmpov Alwvo, TOV 08¢ dted] Ofwvo, kdmerta dmotép- (5)
vecbor Alwvog tOv Etepov  Toiv modoiv:. (mtovpévov &N, motepog E@baprat,
OV Ofwvo  @ackel  oikeldtEpov  Eivol. todto 08 mopadoforoyodviog UOALOV
(49) éotiv 1| dAnbedovtog. mdg yop O pEV oLOEV  dkpwtnplocHeic  pépog, O
®énv, avipmaotol, O O dmokomelg TOV  mWOda  Alwv ooyl diéebapton;
H0EOVTOG  onoilv:  Lavadedpaunke yop O éktunbelg tov  mOda  Alwv  Emi
™V ated] 100 Ofwvog ovoiay, Kol dvo idimg mold mepi T0 avTd VIoKEiEVOV 00 duvat’
glval. Toryapolv OV TEY Alova pévewy avoykoiov, OV (5)

0¢ B¢wva depddpbor.

Chrysippus, the most distinguished member of their school, in his work On the Growing
[Argument], creates a freak of the following kind. (2) Having first established that it is
impossible for two peculiarly qualified individuals to occupy the same substance jointly,
(3) he says: ‘For the sake of argument, let one individual be thought of as whole-limbed
and the other one minus one foot. Let the whole limbed one be called Dion, the defective
one Theon. Then let one of Dion’s feet be amputated.” (4) The question arises which one
of them has perished, and his claim is that Theon is the stronger candidate. (5) These are

the words of a paradox-monger rather than a speaker of truth. For how can it be that Theon,
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who has had no part chopped off, has been snatched away, while Dion, whose foot has been
amputated has not perished? (6) ‘Necessarily’, says Chrysippus. ‘For Dion, the one whose
foot has been cut off has collapsed into the defective substance of Theon. And two
peculiarly qualified individuals cannot occupy the same substrate. Therefore, it is necessary

that Dion remains while Theon has perished.’®

As the text shows, Sl,, which is used as a principle to appeal to in order to show the
absurdity of the conclusion, is a principle that had been established at some prior point, by
arguments independent from those contained in the puzzle. Unfortunately, we do not have
access to that demonstration, so we have to rely on the passage quoted by Philo in order to
unearth something about the metaphysical import of Sl..

The thought experiment is rather obscure and has been interpreted in different ways.*
The most puzzling point is without doubt the one confusing Philo: why is it the case that it is
Theon who perishes instead of Dion. While the puzzle has been discussed extensively, there
are two interpretations that | have found helpful: that of Terence Irwin*® and that of David
Sedley.*! In what follows, | will briefly survey their interpretations.*?

Irwin’s and Sedley’s interpretation differ on two important points. First, Irwin thinks that

Dion and Theon are two spatially distinct individuals.** As opposed to this, Sedley believes

38 David Sedley’s translation. While Philo is not a reliable source in general, and his evidence should be for the
most part considered as supporting other evidence, here he is very explicitly talking about Chrysippus, about a
concrete text by him, and most importantly, he is actually quoting the passage. Taken together, these three factors
provide sufficient support for the reliability of this piece of evidence.

39 For ahistorical interpretations and solutions to the puzzle, see: Michael B. Burke, “Dion and Theon: An
Essentialist Solution to an Ancient Puzzle,” The Journal of Philosophy, 91 (1994): 129-139 and Jim Stone, “Why
Sortal Essentialism Cannot Solve Chrysippus’ Puzzle,” Analysis 62 (2002): 216-223.

40 Irwin, “Stoic Individuals,” 467-74.

1 sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 268.

21 have discussed these two interpretations in my master’s thesis (Magdolna Nyulaszi, “The Ontological
Foundations of the Stoic Theory of Identity and Individuation” (master’s thesis, Central European University,
2012) 30-5. However, since then, my interpretation (of the puzzle as well as the two analyses) has changed.

3 This idea predominated the literature before the appearance of Sedley’s article. E.g. Margaret Reesor “The Stoic
Concept of Quality,” American Journal of Philology 75 (1954): 40-58.
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that Theon is partially spatially coextensive with Dion: his matter is a part of Dion’s matter.
Second, Irwin argues that the puzzle is meant to show the incoherence of an understanding of
peculiar qualities as a unique group of qualities, which he calls the “sundrome view” such as
expressed in the evidence by Dexippus discussed in footnote 6).* As opposed to this, Sedley
believes it to be a reductio ad absurdum of the GA.

Irwin believes that in the thought experiment Chrysippus shows that the sundrome view
is flawed because it cannot account for persistence. Not only is it the case that a change in any
of the elements composing the group of the peculiar qualities could result in an entity’s
destruction, but so would a change in another entity’s qualities. As he argues, if entity e has
qualities (A, B) and entity f has qualities (C, D) if f becomes A, e will perish because A was its
peculiar quality. In the puzzle Theon perishes after Dion’s foot has been cut off because being
one-footed was his peculiar quality. Having no other peculiar quality to set him apart, he goes
out of existence. As opposed to him, Dion survives because he has other peculiar qualities that
have nothing to do with the number of his feet. Thus, he argues, the sundrome view gives a
very weak account of persistence because individuals can cease to persist as a result of a mere
Cambridge change. %

However, the account of identity that is criticized by Irwin’s interpretation is not the
sundrome view. The idea behind the sundrome view is that uniqueness derives from a particular
combination of qualities. To give an example, on the sundrome view (M, N) and (M, N, O)
would be two different groups of qualities each meant to individuate different entities, thus, if
an entity a characterized by the qualities (P, Q, R) would lose the quality R and acquire the
quality S instead that would not entail the destruction of an entity b solely characterized by S.

(P, Q, S) and (S) are two different groups and provide sufficient basis to individuate two

4 As I have pointed out earlier, there is good evidence for believing that Dexippus actually discusses a non-Stoic
theory of individuation.
45 Irwin, “Stoic Individuals,” 467.
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individuals. Entity a’s loss of R and acquisition of S could only be fatal to b if (1) a and b would
become qualitatively identical or (2) in a theoretical framework where the presence of other
qualities in an entity are irrelevant for its identity and each individual is characterized by a
peculiar quality (possibly be a combination of different qualities), which can easily be acquired
by other entities.

Irwin’s criticism targets the theory presented under (2). When presenting the sundrome
view, he describes a theory in which peculiar qualities are common qualities such as baldness,
beardedness, one-footedness etc. that can be had and acquired by all sorts of individuals. It is
important to note that, according to the theory, the peculiar qualities are baldness and
beardedness in a general sense, not peculiar patterns and amounts of facial and cranial hair,
characteristic of the individuals at a certain point of their lives. These qualities are peculiar to
an individual in the sense that they are only predicable of one individual at a certain time, as
per the restrictions of the theory. According to this account, if a person a’s peculiar quality is
their baldness, then as soon as there is another person who loses their hair to a sufficient extent,
person a will cease to be peculiarly qualified and perish, possibly merging with person b as Sly
would be violated.

Nevertheless, this theory is not identical to the sundrome view. Moreover, it is also a
terrible attempt at accounting for identity, and | do not see why it would be one that Chrysippus
saw even worth attacking. Finally, in either case, the mere fact that the two individuals end up
being qualitatively identical would not explain why it is one rather than the other that survives.
Sl1 only states that the existence of two identically qualified individuals is an impossibility, it
does not contain any specifications about what kind of entity could survive such a metaphysical
disaster. Another problem with this line of interpretation is that it requires that the absurdity of

the consequence of the premises should be demonstrated by appeal to Sl;. However, the puzzle
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appeals to Sl not SlI1.#® The absurd situation is not that we end up with two qualitatively
identical entities in two different substances, but rather that we end up with two peculiarly
qualified entities in one substance *’ because one individual “collapses” into the substance of
the other.*®

Despite these shortcomings, Irwin’s interpretation highlights an important point: if
Theon indeed exists and is not just posited for the sake of argument, then his death must be the
result of a Cambridge change. After all, he did not change in any way, so it does not make
sense that it is he who should die — unless he never really existed to begin with.

Sedley’s interpretation fits better with the text. First of all, his assumption that Dion and
Theon are related as whole and spatial part guarantees also that they are qualitatively identical
except for the difference in the number of feet they have. Second, the idea that the puzzle works
as a reductio of the GA explains the talk about substance and the appeal to Sl. If the identity
of all things is determined by their matter, then every part of an individual could be considered
as an individual in its own right. It is this absurd consequence of the premises of the GA that
the puzzle exploits and ridicules.

The puzzle starts with the supposition that a part of Dion is selected and declared to be
another individual, Theon. Then Dion’s foot is chopped off and he comes to be composed of
the exact same matter as his part, Theon. If we followed the GA’s reasoning, the chopping of
the foot would be the end of Dion. Since his material constitution is changed by the operation,
we would end up with Theon instead, the individual we have assigned to the footless portion

of Dion’s former body.

46 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 268.

47 The word used here is hupokeimenon, however, since both ousia and hupokeimenon are used with reference to
the material component (material substrate) of entities, | think it is safe to translate here both of them as substance
(as Sedley) does, with the meaning of material substrate. The way hupokeimenon and ousia are used in the text
makes it clear that they are to be understood as synonyms in this context.

“8 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 268.
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However, this is not what happens in Chrysippus’ scenario. On his account it is Dion
who survives because by losing his foot he has “collapsed” (dvadedpdunke) into*® the footless
substance of Theon. But this is not something that could have actually happened, for it is
impossible for two peculiarly qualified entities to occupy one substance. Thus, concludes
Chrysippus, it is necessary that it is Dion who should survive.

Nevertheless, it is not necessary, or at least it does not quite follow from the fact that Sl
would be violated by Dion and Theon coexisting that it is Dion who would survive. There has
to be a hidden recognisability that warrants that conclusion. Sedley’s suggestion is that Dion
and Theon did not just differ in their material composition, but they also were distinct to the
extent that they had a different history. One of them had a foot cut off, while the other one did
not. Thus, we can identify the survivor based on his history. If the survivor had his foot cut off,
he is identical with Dion, if he had not, he is identical with Theon. Given that our survivor’s
lower extremity is covered with bloody bandages, we can conclude that the survivor is Dion,
the amputee.>

If the proponents of the GA (or Chrysippus’ targeted audience) subscribe to the idea that
simultaneously predicable contradictory predicates (having an extremity amputated and not
having an extremity amputated) imply distinctness, then they have to accept that the idea that
matter could at all determine the identity of an individual has absurd consequences and as such
should be dismissed. If one considers the history of the portion of matter that has remained
after the amputation, two contradictory predicates can be applied to it: it can truly be said that
the individual singled out by the footless portion both had and did not have his foot cut off.
The absurdity of this consequence shows that arbitrary portions of matter cannot be identified

as individuals. Since material constitution is thus disqualified as a criterion of identity, there is

49| take “collapsed into” to mean that Dion came to occupy the same substance as Theon.

50 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 269. This explanation of the survival of Theon should not be interpreted as an
actual account of identity, but rather as an appeal to common sense. The actual reason for Theon’s survival will
be explained in chapters 11-1V.
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no reason for us to even suppose that Theon has ever existed as an individual distinct from
Dion — unless he was a distinct, peculiarly qualified individual, with his own peculiar quality.
So, there is not really any reason why it is him who should survive.>

While this interpretation makes sense of the outcome of the puzzle, the general message
of the puzzle regarding synchronic and diachronic identity still remains unclear. We do not
learn much about synchronic identity. Firstly, Sl is included as a premise in the reductio but
it is not elaborated on any further. Secondly, while Chrysippus’ reductio proves material
constitution to be unfit for individuating entities, the argument does not really clarify as to why
that is the case. Moreover, if the above interpretation is correct, then the argument is not very
convincing. Chrysippus’ appeal to the common-sense conviction that the history of an
individual could be helpful in identifying them begs the question: “lost a foot” is only
predicable of Dion if one believes that — contrary to the GA — Dion would survive losing a part
of his matter. According to the reasoning of the GA, no one would have lost a foot in the Dion-
Theon scenario, and the thought experiment, as we can reconstruct it based on the text, does
nothing to refute this consideration beyond pointing out its unintuitiveness.

Of course, this does not mean that Chrysippus’ theory of identity is unsound or that the
GA is irrefutable. The puzzle — as we can reconstruct it — is unconvincing insofar as it begs the
question, but Chrysippus is correct in assuming that it is Dion who survives. Among the two
supposed individuals in the puzzle, it is only Dion who can be peculiarly qualified because he
is the only organic unity.5? Clearly, the outcome of the puzzle would be different if part of

Dion’s body was a living entity different from him, such as a conjoined twin or a foetus.

51 For some reason, Chrysippus supposes that his opponents would agree with him, in that an individual’s history
is intuitively more relevant for its identity then its material constitution. | am not sure why he could have taken
this for granted, but the possible reception of the argument is not important for our purposes here.

52| offer a reconstruction of what it means to be a unity on the Stoic account in section 2.4. As per that
reconstruction something is a unity if it has a leading part. In the puzzle, Chrysippus happened to choose a part of
Dion that included a leading part, which is located in the heart. However, Theon does not have a leading part and
is not an organic entity insofar as he is an arbitrary portion of a body and not a living organism.
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Peculiar qualification is only reserved for natural bodies in the Stoic framework and is strongly
associated with being an organized whole. This physical aspect of the theory will be elaborated

in chapters 11-1V.

1.2.3.2.1. Material Substrate and Individuation

123211 Material Qualities

As to the interpretation of Sly and Sls, the thought experiment clearly supports the third
interpretation (13). Individuating entities based on their material constitution leads to absurd
consequences and as such is out of question. However, there is one important issue raised by
the absolute rejection of material constitution as a criterion of identity. If something cannot be
identified based on its material constitution, then how is it possible to talk about “one”
substance or a certain portion of matter and establish a one-to-one correspondence between
substance and the peculiarly qualified? Are these things individual and do they persist in a
limited sense? Or is it possible to point them out even if they lack individuality and identity?

A first answer to this question, in the vein of the third interpretation of Slyand S, is that
a portion of matter has derivative unity, individuality and identity. It is a substance or this
substance insofar as it serves as a substrate to a certain peculiarly qualified. In this sense, a
substance x is different from a substance y only insofar as it belongs to Callias instead of
Socrates — it has no unity, individuality or identity of its own. While this approach fares well
with the evidence discussed, it entails that SI; and Sl2 contain redundant information.

So, interpretation (1) should not be dismissed altogether. First of all, individuation and
persistence through time are different issues, and there have been metaphysical theories which
dealt with these problems in a different, unrelated way. This is David Sedley’s analysis of the
Stoic account in “The Stoic Criterion of Identity”. He suggests that while diachronic identity

is accounted for by peculiar qualification, co-specific individuals are “primarily” distinguished
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by their different substances.>® Moreover, as | explained above, the puzzle described by Philo
does not cover all details of the Stoic theory of identity. Philo himself points out that
Chrysippus wrote a whole treatise in response to the GA, and while we do not have access to
that text, there is evidence that suggests that the theory may not have been as clear-cut as it is
presented above, and that material substrate may play some role in individuation.

There are two possible ways in which the material substrate can play a role in
individuation: it can either individuate through qualities inherent in matter or in virtue of other
attributes such as the place occupied by the material substrate. Both of these options were
explored in the history of philosophy, and both options have been offered as interpretations of
Aristotle’s theory of individuation.> While the extent to which Aristotle’s works, especially
the esoteric works, could have influenced Stoic thought is a matter of debate,® there is
sufficient similarity between the Stoic and Peripatetic analysis of natural bodies into matter
and a formative, active principle for us to consider Peripatetic accounts as models of
interpretation.

To start with the first option, while there is no exhaustive list of common qualities that
could be attributed to the material substrate, testimonies do list primary qualities associated
with the elements composing the material substrate. The passive qualities that characterise the
passive elements (water and earth) that make up qualified matter are dryness and wetness.>®
One could speculate that further qualities of the material substrate could be explained in terms

of ratios of water and earth in matter.

53 Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 267.

5 See the work of Averroes, Avicenna and Thomas Aquinas. For a brief summary of mediaeval approaches to
individuation see Peter King, “The Problem of Individuation in the Middle Ages,” Theoria 66 (2000): 159-84.

55 For two extreme views on the Stoic reception of Aristotle see: David Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology,
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1977) and F. H. Sandbach, Aristotle and the Stoics, (Cambridge: Cambridge
Philological Society, 1985). For a more recent analysis see Thomas Bénatouil “Aristotle and the Stoa,” in Brill’s
Companion to the Reception of Aristotle in Antiquity, ed. Andrea Falcon (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 56-75.

%6 Galen, On Bodily Mass, 7.525, 9-14 (= SVF 11.418 = LS 45E)
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Another quality attributed to matter is colour. Zeno reportedly thought of colours as the
“first shapes in matter” or “first characteristics of matter”, °” as well as “surface colouration of
matter”.%® This evidence could be interpreted in two ways, depending on the translation one
chooses: (1) either colours are qualities that are to be accounted for by structural arrangements
of matter or (2) colours are considered as one of the first qualities that unqualified matter
receives when it is formed by god. Katerina lerodiakonou argues for the second interpretation.
She translates schématismos as ‘characteristic’, in light of how cognates of the term
(schématizein, aschématistos) are used by Plutarch® and Alexander of Aphrodisias® in
contexts that discuss the information of matter by the active principle in cosmology and
ontology. She concludes that the passage should be understood as referring to colours being
primary qualities of the elements on par with the properties of heat, cold, dryness and wetness.
She supports her interpretation with passages from Plutarch®® that describe fire as bright and
hot, while air as dark and cold. 2

Ierodiakonou’s interpretation resolves the seeming contradiction between attributing any
sort of qualification to matter and maintaining that all qualification is ultimately accounted for
by the active principle. While colours and other qualities can be accounted for in terms of the
ratios of the passive elements and the shapes arising in matter due to these different ratios,®
material composition and structural arrangement cannot account for qualification in matter by

itself. Qualification is only present in matter because the elements that constitute qualified

57 SVF 1.91 Aetius I, 15,6 Pseudo-Galen, History of Philosophy, 27.

%8 David Hahm’s translation in his “Early Hellenistic Theories of Vision and the Perception of Colour,” in Studies
in Perception: Interrelations in the History of Philosophy and Science, eds. Peter K. Machamer and Robert G.
Turnbull (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1978), 85.

%9 On Stoic Self-contradictions 1054B

80 On the Soul 3.28-4.4; Quaestiones 49.30-33; 52.21-23

81 The passages lerodiakonou quotes are On Stoic Self-contradictions 1053E and On the principle of cold 952C.

62 Katerina lerodiakonou, “Hellenistic Philosophers on the Phenomenon of Changing Colors,” in The Frontiers
of Ancient Science: Essays in Honor of Heinrich von Staden, eds. Brooke Holmes and Klaus-Dietrich Fischer
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), 240-2.

8 lerodiakonou, “Hellenistic Philosophers on the Phenomenon of Changing Colors,” 242.
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matter were first formed and qualified by the active principle. At the end of the day, all
qualification is to be traced back to the active principle.

Insofar as individuation and Sli and Sl. are concerned, this means that interpretations
(11) and (13) both remain viable depending on where the line is drawn between the qualitative
and material substrate of an individual body. Ultimately, individuation is determined by the
active principle, but it cannot be excluded that some qualities inherent in qualified matter could

have a role in individuation.

1.2.3.2.1.2 Place and individuation

Another idea to consider with respect to the role of the material substrate in individuation
is that the difference between entities occupying different substrates could be explained by the
simple fact that different portions of matter occupy different places. Place is mentioned as a
criterion for distinctness in texts that discuss the distinctness of parts and wholes.®* The notion
of parthood is central to Stoic natural philosophy. Natural bodies are all parts of another natural
body, the kosmos, as such they are both wholes and parts® and individuals within another
individual body.

This idea seems to go against Slo, and especially its use in the Dion-Theon thought
experiment. However, as will become clearer from the evidence discussed below, the tenet of
partial wholes does not really entail that there would be several peculiarly qualified entities
present in one substance. Individual natural bodies are not completely coextensive with the
kosmos, only partially. Their substances are only parts of the substance of the kosmos, and as

such are not identical to it.

84 Cf. Themistius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul I. 1. p.5 (= SVF 1. 824) and T4 below.
8 See Jonathan Barnes, “Bits and Pieces,” in Matter and Metaphysics. Fourth Symposium Hellenisticum, eds.
Jonathan Barnes and Mario Mignucci, (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1988), 226.
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The main idea of the Stoic conception of the part-whole relationship is that parts are
neither different from nor the same as the wholes that they are parts of. This view is presented

by Sextus Empiricus below, but it is also supported by other evidence.%®

T3 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Professors, 9.336.
01 8¢ otiKol ovTe £TEPOV TOD GAOL TO HEPOG 0VTE TO AVTO PUCLY DIAPYEWV” 1] YOP YEIP OVTE
1N oot 0 GvBpOT® £0Tiv, 00 Yap €oTv GvBpwmoc, obte £T€pa Tapd TOV AvOpwTOV, GOV

aTl) Yop 0 GvOpwmog voeitar GvOpwmoc.

The Stoics say that the part is neither different from the whole, nor the same as the whole.
For hand is not the same as man because a hand is not a man, but neither is it something

other than man because when one thinks of man, it is thought of together with hand.

Sextus here explains the nature of the relationship in terms of how the concept of one
entity relates to another. A person’s hand is not different from the person because the concept
of man would include the concept of hand. While the explanatory role of concepts in Stoic
metaphysics is open to question, Sextus’ account can be reformulated in terms of relationships
between qualities: the quality of being a human (whatever that may be) includes the quality of
possibly having a hand, and as such, the portion of matter that is qualified by the quality of
being a human, could include a portion of matter that is qualified by the quality of being a

hand.®” This analysis also helps to make sense of the idea of natural bodies being both

8 Cf. Seneca, Letters 113, 4-5 and the Stobaeus passage below.

57 As Istvan Bodnar pointed out to me, such speculations regarding what is contained in the quality of being a
human easily lend themselves to well-known criticisms of essentialism. For example, one could ask whether a
human would still be a human if they were to lose their hand. However, | would like to stress that while the
example used by Sextus is that of a common quality, peculiar qualities play a more important role in Stoic
physics, and it is not impossible that an entity’s peculiar quality contain specification regarding the future loss
or growth of limbs, especially if we consider the organic nature of the kosmos, and the causal interdependence
of the bodies within. Nevertheless, such reflections are beyond the scope of this dissertation.
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individuals and parts of a larger whole: entities can be considered as parts of the cosmos
because the peculiar quality of the cosmos includes the peculiar qualities of the multitude of
individual bodies that populate it.%®

Place is presented as an additional criterion of distinctness in an account describing part-
whole relationships. In a passage discussing the relationship of substance and the peculiarly
qualified natural body, Stobaeus states that substance is “all but the same” as the peculiar
natural body which it is a part of and is coextensive with. The passage also states that in order
for a thing a to be different from a thing b, they have to be separated in place and not be related

as part and whole.

T4 Stobaeus, Eclogae, 1.177, 21 — 179, 17 (including Posidonius fr.96 = LS 28D)
| eivar 88 TodTov 6 T oV idiwg Kai TV ovsiav [0] 4 g 6Tt TodTO, PR pévtot ye und’
grepov, GALL LOVOV 0D TODTOV S8 TO Kad uépog etvar Tijv ovoiay Kai TOV adTov Eméysty

oMoV, T & ETEPOL TIVAV AgYOUEVA SETV KOl TOT® kexmpicOon kal und’ év puépet Dempeichar.

The peculiarly qualified thing is not the same thing as its constituent substance. Nor on the
other hand is it different from it, but is all but the same, in that the substance both is a part
of it and occupies the same place as it whereas whatever is called different from something

must be separated from it [in place] and not be thought of as even a part of it.%

There are two things that should be noted regarding T4. Firstly, the text describes ideas
attributed to Posidonius, and as such it may contain ideas that diverge from the Chrysippean
approach to the role of material substrate with regards to identity. Secondly, the passage

discusses a different kind of parthood than T3. While T3 discusses the relationship between a

%The problematic relationship between the quality of a whole and the qualities of its parts is discussed in more
detail in section 2.2.2.3.
% Translated by David Sedley, with my additions.
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body and its spatial, material and qualitative subset, T4 discusses a relationship between bodies
that are spatially and materially coextensive. The material substrate is thoroughly blended and
thus spatially coextensive with the qualitative substrate and the mixture of these two constitute
the peculiarly qualified individual body, which is again, coextensive with both the qualitative
and the material substrate. This kind of part-whole relationship is very different from the one
discussed in T3 and it points to a very important aspect of the Stoic theory: parts do not need
to be spatially delimitable. This raises an interesting point with regards to the possible conflict
between the doctrine of partial wholes and Sl», as having peculiarly qualified non-spatial parts
would clearly contradict Sl2. Indeed, there is very little evidence of peculiarly qualified bodies
that are coextended. Whenever the controversial tenet of through and through blending (krasis
di’holou) is discussed, the blended bodies in the examples are not peculiarly qualified (or only
one of them is).

This all suggests that place does play some role in distinguishing entities. When it comes
to the coextension of bodies: peculiarly qualified individuals can be partially, but not
completely coextensive, and qualified bodies can be completely coextensive unless peculiarly
qualified.”® In other words, there cannot be two peculiarly qualified bodies in one place. So, it
seems that substance in Sl> might be understood as a portion of matter singled out by the place
it occupies, which suggests that we should seriously consider place as a possible principle of
individuation for material substances. This is obviously not possible if one opts for
interpretation (I13) or accepts (I11) but accounts for the individuality of portions of matter in
terms of material qualification. The advantage of allowing some sort of identity to portions of

matter is avoiding some of the complications a theory faces when both unity and distinctness

0 Sedley raises an important point regarding the individuative role of place. When Posidonius states that for two
individuals to be different, they need to be spatially distinct, he seems to reject the Stoic commitment to the
colocation of bodies, which Sedley identifies as a crucial tenet of Stoicism. (“Stoics and Their Critics”, 36-7). A
possible suggestion is that the Posidonius passage reflects on the differences between peculiarly qualified entities
and other kinds of bodies. Truly distinct entities would have to occupy distinct places because peculiarly qualified
entities cannot be coextensive. However, this does not apply to other bodies that are not peculiarly qualified.
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are accounted for by the same principles. These difficulties are discussed in more detail in
chapter 1.

Unfortunately, accounting for the distinctness of portions of matter in virtue of the place
they occupy has its disadvantages. It is not clear whether place itself can be individuated. First
of all, place is an incorporeal, and while there are good reasons to believe that incorporeals are
particulars, it is a further question whether a certain incorporeal can be individuated. There is
certainly no textual evidence on the matter. Secondly, the extant descriptions of the concept of
place identify place as that which is (fully)’* occupied by a body,”? which would suggest that
even if particular places had an identity that identity would be derived from the bodies
occupying them. This is really unfortunate given the advantages of the theory and raises some

difficulties when it comes to accounting for the distinctness of parts.

1.2.4. Layers of Analysis

Another way to understand the relationship between the peculiarly qualified and
substance, as well as the way peculiar qualification accounts for synchronic and diachronic
identity is to identify what the qualified and the substance are and how the theory of peculiar
qualification is related to the account of the physical and metaphysical constitution of the
kosmos and the objects populating it. In what follows, | will survey the different entities that
were identified as building blocks of the universe and the individual substances populating it
and try to situate the qualified and the material substrate with respect to them.

According to the early Stoic physical theory, individual bodies (which include the

kosmos, since it is itself a peculiarly qualified individual) are made up of a variety of different

et Keimpe Algra, Concepts of Space in Greek Thought, (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 264-7.
72 Sextus Empiricus, M, 10.3-4 (= SVF 11 505 = LS 49B)
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layers. On the most basic level of analysis, everything in the kosmos is made up of the two
principles: god and matter. ® These principles are themselves bodies. " Matter is an
unqualified, undefined mass, while god is quality and motion. Matter and god constitute the
world by being extended through each other, forming a through and through blend, thus
bringing about the variety of bodies that populate the world. God, being mixed with matter,
acts on it and qualifies different chunks of matter in different ways, thus bringing about distinct
entities.

The most basic bodies produced by the blending of god and matter are the four elements:
fire, air, water and earth. The elements constitute a second layer of analysis when it comes to
the composition of bodies, the characteristics of which are often explained by the ratio of their
composing elements.

Finally, individuals have two further components into which they can be analysed: matter
and pneuma. As opposed to artefacts, natural bodies are qualified and moved by the portion of
pneuma in them. In the case of animals, the dichotomy of pneuma and qualified matter is
further differentiated, as body and soul are again two qualitatively distinct corporeal
components that are opposed to each other.

Clearly, in the case of individual bodies, the pneuma plays a role similar to god. The
analogous functions in these two entities have prompted several commentators™ to conclude
that in Chrysippus’ thought, pneuma has taken over the role of god, and the two terms are used

interchangeably to refer to the same entity. Although we have some passages stating that god

3 DL VI11.134 (=SVF 11.300, part 11. 299= LS 44B) Sextus Empiricus, M 9.75-6 (=SVF 11.311= LS 44C) Calcidius,
Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 292 and 293 (=SVF 1.88, part = LS 44D and LS 44E, respectively), Alexander

of Aphrodisias, On Mixture, 224,14-17 (=SVF 11.442, part =LS 471).

"“pL VI11.134(=SVF 11.300, part 11. 299= LS 44B).

7> Michael Lapidge, “dpyai and oroysio: A Problem in Stoic Cosmology,” Phronesis 18 (1973): 276, and “Stoic
Cosmology,” in The Stoics, ed. John M. Rist, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1978), 170.
Richard Sorabji, Matter, Space and Motion: Theories in Antiquity and their Sequel, (London: Duckworth, 1988), 85,
Dirk Baltzly, “Stoicism” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, edited by Edward N. Zalta. Last modified April
10, 2018. http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/stoicism/.
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is a kind of pneuma,’® there are no passages that explicitly identify god with the pneuma.”’
Moreover, while their functions are similar, their nature is different, and they explain different
phenomena. First, as | will argue in more detail in chapter 1V, there are good reasons to believe
that god himself is not material: taken together with matter (his substance) he is, but not
considered without it. While he is identified with fieriness and called a creative fire,’® he is not
identical with the element fire, which he is a constituent of and prior to.”® As opposed to this,
the pneuma is a mixture of two elements,®® which are material bodies (composed of matter and
god). Moreover, the pneuma also differs from god in being subjected to significant changes
brought about by its relatively passive counterpart, qualified matter. As I will discuss in more
detail in chapters Il and I1l, the pneuma of a living being undergoes various transformations,
throughout the development of the entity, all of which are related to the pneuma being affected
by other bodies. Not to mention the case of sense perception, which also presupposes the
pneuma being acted on. The case of natural bodies also shows the extent to which the pneuma
is a biological explanatory principle, more suited to give an explanation that is in concordance

with directly observable biological phenomena than the more abstract god or creative fire.

76 Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Mixture, 224. 14-22, 32, and SVF 11.1027,1033, 1035, 1037, 1051, 1054.
7 Cf. Josiah Gould, The Philosophy of Chrysippus, (Albany: SUNY Press, 1970), 102.

78 Cicero ND 11.57(= SVF 1.171), Aetius, I, 7, 33 (= SVF 11. 1027), Pseudo-Galen, On Medical Definitions, 95 Vol
XIX, p. 371K (= SVF 11.1133), Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, V.14. p.708 (= SVF 11.1134).

9 cf. Lapidge, “dpyai and oroyeia,” 275-6.

80 Nemesius On the Nature of Man, 164,15-1 8(=SVF 11.418) = LS 47D, Galen, On Bodily Mass 7.525,9-1 4(=SVF
11.439, part = LS 47F), Plutarch, On Common Conceptions 1085C- D (=SVF Il. 444, Part= LS 47G). Richard
Sorabji has argued that the idea that the pneuma is a mixture of air and fire is just a speculation based on evidence
that says that pneuma has the substance of air and fire. On his account pneuma is air or fire disposed in a certain
way (pos ekhon). (Matter, Space and Motion, 85-9.) While there is evidence that pneuma is hot air disposed in a
certain way (cf. Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1037B (=SVF 11.128), Simplicius, On Aristotle's
Categories, 217,32-218,1 (= SVF 11.389 = LS 28L), Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1053F (=SVF 11.449))
to the extent that it has a certain tension and thus is not lax, | do not think that the fact that being tense is a
necessary element to being pneuma contradicts the idea that the pneuma is a mixture of air and fire, even if being
a mixture of air and fire is not a sufficient condition for calling something pneuma. Insofar as pneuma is hot air,
which is supported by a plethora of textual evidence, it is safe to assume that insofar as its component elements
are concerned, it is a through and through blend of fire and air. It has also been proposed that pneuma is aether
(John M. Rist, “On Greek Biology, Greek Cosmology and Some Sources of Theological Pneuma,” Prudentia
(1985):27-48). This is a more likely account; however, the majority of evidence is still in support of the
interpretation that pneuma is air and fire.
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Thus, explanations involving matter and pneuma do not correspond directly to talk about
the two principles. As to matter, in this explanatory framework, it is not an absolutely
undefined, unqualified body, although it is relatively qualityless compared to the qualifying
pneuma. Matter, contrasted with pneuma; is made of the denser “passive” elements, earth and
water so it has at least the qualities of these: wetness and dryness. There is also the evidence
that suggests that Zeno®! also considered some physical properties, such as colours to be “first
shapes” or “first characteristics of matter”.8? As discussed in section 1.2.3.2.1.1, the import of
that evidence depends on how we interpret it, however, is worth keeping it in mind that insofar
as pneuma is contrasted with qualified matter (made of earth and water) there might be some
basic qualities that are not pneumata.

A fourth kind of analysis peculiar to Stoic metaphysics is the theory of the four categories
or genera. The exact role of the four categories is not clarified by our sources; nevertheless, we
know that they were on the one hand used in the context of the problematic of identity and in
general in discussions of change and persistence. On the other hand, they were also evoked in
contexts where concepts are defined and in accounts concerning the nature of certain entities.

Besides substance — or substrate (ousia or hupokeimenon) — and qualified (poion), the
two further categories are disposed in a certain way (pos ekhon) and relatively disposed in a
certain way (pros ti pos ekhon). Stephen Menn has suggested that the theory of the four
categories was developed as a means of accounting for all possible predicates in a corporealist

framework. He takes the four genera to refer to aspects of individual objects, as characterized

81 Possibly in this context “Zeno” refers to the Stoics in general as it features in a compilation of the views of
different philosophers and philosophical schools. (Both Aetius’ and Pseudo-Galen’s text discuss philosophical
conceptions of colour and given the structural similarities of the two texts, it is likely that they rely on the same
source.)

82 (SVF 1.91 Aetius I, 15,6 Pseudo-Galen, History of Philosophy, 27) and footnote 57.
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by four different kinds of predications which differ in function of the nature of the facts that
make them true.

As Menn points out, the Stoic theory of predication is tightly knit to their theory of
causation: predicates come to be predicable of bodies in function of a causal relationship taking
place between them.®* In order for a predicate F to be truly predicable of an object a, there has
to be an object f that enters in a causal relationship with a, causing a to be F, thus bringing
about that F(a) is true. Predicates (katégorémata) themselves are a subtype of sayables (lekta),
and thus they are incorporeal, but the fact making the predication true is an interaction or some
sort of relationship between bodies, since on the Stoic conception causal relationships can
obtain only between bodies. 8 Thus, in the framework of the Stoic theory, the truth of all
predicates has to be accounted for by means of interactions between corporeal objects. As the
system of the four genera is a classificatory scheme for predicates, predicates are classified as
describing an entity under one genus or another in function of the nature of the fact that makes
the predicate in question true. Since such facts are causal relationships between corporeal
entities, the predicates are classified with respect to how the bodies are causally related to one
another.

In the case of predicates characterising objects viewed under the first and the second
genera (hupokeimenon (subject) and poion (qualified) respectively), this corporeal relationship
is that of immanence. Since entities are made up of a blend of matter and pneuma, entities are
a hupokeimenon and a poion in virtue of having these other bodily entities (ousia (matter) and
poioteés (quality) respectively) as parts in them. For example, it is true of Socrates that he exists

because there is matter in him, constituting him, and he is a human because he has the quality

8 Stephen Menn, “The Stoic Theory of Categories,” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 17 (1999):218-20.
84 -\
ibid, 219.
8 Cicero, Academica 1.39 (SVF 1.90 = LS 45A), Sextus Empiricus, M 8.263 (SVF 11.363 =LS 45B), Nemesius,
On the Nature of Man, 78,7-79,2 (SVF 1.518, part = LS 45C), Stobaeus, Eclogae | p. 138,23 (=SVF 11.336).
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of humanity in him. This quality is a portion of pneuma that is disposed in a certain way
immanent in Socrates and constituting him.2®

As for the third and the fourth category, the pos ekhon (disposition) and the pros ti pos
ekhon (relative disposition) respectively, there is no such immanent body in the subject that
could account for the truth of the predication. Objects are pros ti paos ekhonta in virtue of a
relation to an external body.®” For example someone is a father because he has a son. This
predicate is only true of him in virtue of the existence of the external body in question. If his
son were to die, he would cease to be a father.®

So, on Menn’s account, the subject/substrate (hupokeimenon) and the qualified (poion)
are things the object is in virtue of having matter (ousia) and of having qualities (poiotés). He
stresses that subject and substance and the qualified and the quality are different things, the
former ones refer to the entity itself, whereas ousia and poiotes refer to constituents of the
entity, which Menn identifies with the two principles constituting each entity. Interpreted in
this light, Sl: and Sl report on the relationship between the portion of matter (the passive
principle) constituting the individual and the individual qua qualified. Furthermore, peculiar
qualification is the result of the individual having a peculiar quality (idia poiotés), a specific
portion of the active principle as a corporeal constituent part.

I mostly agree with Menn’s analysis of the four categories. | think that his observation
that qualities are distinct from the qualified and are not bodies insofar as they are aspects of the
qualified body,? but are rather bodies in their own right that constitute the individual as

coextensive constitutive parts® is very important insofar as it is an unavoidable consequence

8 Menn, “The Stoic Theory of Categories” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 17 (1999):221-2.
87 Menn, ibid. 234-6.

8 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 166,15-29 (= SVF 11.403, part = LS 29C).

8 pace Sorabji, Matter, Space and Motion, 89-93.

% Matter and pneuma (or quality) are not spatial parts of the body but are spatially coextensive with each other
and with the body that they constitute.
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of Stoic corporealism. Given that all states of affairs are caused by bodies, the qualification of
bodies also has to be caused by a body that is not the same (ou tauton) as the individual.
Nevertheless, | have to note that this subtle distinction, while necessary for theoretical
coherence, is not always made in our texts: substance (ousia) and substrate (hupokeimenon)
are often used interchangeably, and (peculiarly) qualified is often used with reference to the
quality/ies®® of the individual,® although evidence on grammatical discussions and a passage
by Simplicius® support the distinction made by Menn.%*

Another problematic point about Menn’s interpretation is that he conflates the active
principle and pneuma, and thus presumes that the matter of individuals is completely
unqualified and that qualities are portions of god. However, | do not think that god and pneuma
are the same, and while god is often described as the principle responsible for qualification, in
discussions of the qualities and metaphysical constituents of individual entities, qualities are
for the most part defined as pneumata,® pneuma disposed in a certain way® or other
modifications of pneuma.®” While | do think that each entity is analysable into god and matter,
as well as into a mixture of the four elements, | believe that the qualitative and material
components of an entity relevant in the context of the four genera are its pneuma and qualified

matter.

1 am rephrasing Irwin here who talks about distinct subjects when talking about the four categories in “Stoic
Individuals.”

92 Cf. T1 and T4 Stobaeus, Eclogae 1.177, 21 — 179, 17 (including Posidonius fr.96 = LS 28D).

%3 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories, 214,24 (T5)

% Discussions on the references of parts of speech identify peculiar qualities and not the peculiarly qualified as
the references of proper nouns. We can speculate that it is the nominal phrase formed with the addition of a
determinant that would refer to the peculiarly qualified. cf. DL VI11.58 and Jacques Brunschwig, “The Theory of
the Proper Noun,” in Papers in Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge: CUP, 1994), 41.

% plutarch’s On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1053f-1054b, Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics (SVF
11.379), Pseudo-Galen, On incorporeal qualities 2 Vol xix p. 467 K.

% Cf. Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1037B (= SVF 11.128), Simplicius, On Aristotle's Categories,
217,32-218,1 (= SVF 11.389 = LS 28L), Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1053F (=SVF 11.449).

97 sSimplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 214,24 (= SVF 11.391, part = LS 28M).
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While the matter that is mixed with the pneuma is qualified, there are good reasons to
suppose that these qualities are not such that would determine peculiar qualification. On the
one hand, such material qualities might be subject to as much change as the matter they are
dependent on, and thus cannot possibly constitute a criterion of identity for bodies. Secondly,
these qualities, which are mostly the qualities of the elements, such as wetness and dryness are
not such that could in and of themselves account for unity, especially because most co-specific
entities would have the same material qualities, with slight variations in earth to water ratio.

Getting back to the problem of interpreting the theory of identity and individuation and
the implications of Sl and Sl,, we can establish the following things. (1) Peculiar qualification
accounts for perceptible qualitative uniqueness. (2) It also accounts for persistence through
time. Merely material entities do not persist. (3) While the matter of entities is qualified and
can be distinguished in a weaker sense, natural bodies are distinct in virtue of being peculiarly
qualified. (4) While natural bodies’ matter is qualified to some extent, peculiar qualification is
something determined by the portion of pneuma constituting the entity.

The difficulty (which I call the first interpretative puzzle) concerning this theory is that
criteria of identity have to account for both synchronic and diachronic identity, with respect to
both the metaphysical and epistemological aspect of identity.®® Given their multifarious roles,
criteria of identity have to be both persistent and qualitatively unique, while at the same time
accounting for objects' distinguishability and recognisability. This is problematic because
unique, perceptible features such as having luscious hair or a slender waist are typically features
of an individual that can change, and such a change is not really considered to affect the identity
of the individual. Provided the fact that criteria of identity persist, they have to be essential

properties, indispensable for the entity’s persistence. However, typical instances of essential

98 ¢f. Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 91 and Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On soul 217,36-218,2 (=SVF 11.395 =
LS 28l).

43



CEU eTD Collection

properties (e.g. belonging to a certain species) are usually not such that in and of themselves
they could account for the perceptible uniqueness of an entity. %

Thus, it seems that the requirements imposed on peculiar qualities are in contradiction
with each other. However, | believe that this apparent contradiction can be attenuated once we
get a better understanding of the contexts in which the theory of peculiar qualification was
shaped. There are two things to be considered concerning the supposed perceptible uniqueness
of peculiar qualities. The first thing is that the fact that the qualitative uniqueness of entities
has to be discernible does not mean that their peculiar qualities should be blatantly perceptible.
When the Academics tried to ridicule the Stoic claim that each entity is peculiarly qualified by
pointing to the vast number of cases of indiscernible entities, the Stoics pointed out that
seemingly indiscernible entities are not as a matter of fact indiscernible: if you know enough
about the "indiscernible” objects, or are sufficiently acquainted with them, then you will be
able to tell them apart. It is well known that identical twins are discernible by their parents, and
eggs are discernible by poultry farmers.*%° The Stoic consideration that knowledge affects the
formation of impressions is also reflected in their distinction of expert (technikos) and non-
expert impressions, which they explain by pointing out that experts perceive objects in their
range of expertise differently from non-experts.’®* What these considerations tell us about
peculiar qualification is that whatever grants the infallible recognisability of objects need not
be blatantly and immediately sensible. They may not be obvious at first sight, and certainly not
obvious to anyone: they may require inspection, investigation, reflection and extensive

knowledge about the object of perception.%?

9, Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 261, Irwin, “Stoic Individuals,”466-467, Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 93-
95 Tamer Nawar, “The Stoics on Identity,”137-8, and Nyulaszi, The Ontological Foundations, 9.

100 Cicero, Academica Il. 56-8.

01 pLvis1.

102 Erede, “Stoic Epistemology,” 307, 316.
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The second thing is that peculiar qualities themselves need not be qualitatively unique in
a perceptible way.'%® On the metaphysical level, 'peculiarly qualified' need not mean “being
qualitatively unique in a perceptible way.” This condition is only to be met for peculiarly
qualified objects on the epistemological level. Metaphysically, it is sufficient for the theory to
be able to account for the distinctness and the persistence of entities based on the same,
essential metaphysical principle. It is a further step, necessitated by the epistemological
requirements of distinguishability and recognisability, to make sure that this metaphysical
principle will cause the object to have qualitatively unique perceptible features.

Conversely, these unique perceptible features themselves, although necessary for
recognisability and distinguishability, need not be essential qualities of the entity themselves,
in the sense that they need not characterize the entity throughout its persistence.'* The
perceptible quality that makes for object A’s distinguishability from object B at a time to need
not be the same qualitative feature that makes for object A’s distinguishability from object C
at a time t1 or guarantee object A’s identifiability at times to and t1. Insofar as the perceptible
quality that object A has is a function of its peculiar qualification, there need not be a
correspondence between synchronic and diachronic identity criteria on the epistemological
level; it is sufficient if they are the same on a metaphysical level. To give an example, if
Socrates' peculiar quality is a quality D that can be manifested in being A in circumstances p at
time t1, and in being B under circumstances q at time to, then to someone who understands that
being A in circumstances p and being B under circumstances g are both indicative of having

the peculiar quality D Socrates will be infallibly recognizable.

103 sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 266.
104 ¢f. Eric Lewis’ criticism of Sedley's interpretation: Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,”93-94. Nyulészi
“Ontological Foundations,” 10.
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1.2.5. The account of Irwin and Lewis

The biggest challenge of an interpretation of the Stoic theory of identity is thus to
pinpoint a metaphysical entity that is necessary and sufficient for the individuals’ persistence
and numerical uniqueness, and it is either itself qualitatively unique in a perceptible way, or is
such that it can account for characteristics that are qualitatively unique and perceptible. The
two authors whose reconstruction of the Stoic account | would like to discuss, argue that the
soul of animals is such a kind of metaphysical entity: it is necessary and sufficient for the
entity’s persistence and individuation, and it is able to ensure their perceptible qualitative
uniqueness.

Lewis’ and Irwin’s accounts are based on the accurate, and formerly discussed
observation that peculiar qualification and hence individuation and identity must be in some
way accounted for by the pneumatic constituent of the individual, which in the case of animals
is the individual’s soul, in the case of humans their rational soul.

Pneuma, besides being the stuff of qualities, also has other functions. It has an innate
tension by which it holds natural bodies together, it is their principle of unity in a very physical
sense, it literally makes them one, by keeping them from falling apart. It is also a life principle
and the entity responsible for the functions and motions characteristic of different kinds of
beings.1%

Since unity and qualification are imparted to objects by their share of pneuma, it makes
sense to suppose that the identity and individuation of an object are accounted for by the
specific kind of pneuma permeating it. Saying this much, however, is hardly satisfactory. One
has to give reasons for identifying a quality that is a pneuma disposed in a certain way, with

the soul itself.

105 The function and composition of pneuma in different kinds of beings is discussed in more detail in chapter II.
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Lewis and Irwin acknowledge the existence of these problems. They note that there is no
extant text in which peculiar qualities would be identified with the soul in the case of animals,
and proceed to show that the identification is reasonable because both qualities and the soul
have been defined as portions of pneuma disposed in a certain way (pos ekhon).% Moreover,
they also explain their choice by suggesting that psychic qualities make a much better candidate
for criteria of diachronic identity than qualities of the body, given that these latter can hardly
be conceived as essential for individuals' identity through time.%” Finally, they both give
specific arguments as to why the soul is — in the case of animals — the pneumatic entity that is
best suited to account for identity, individuation, distinguishability and recognisability. In what
follows, I will start off with Irwin's arguments and then proceed to present those advanced by
Lewis.

Irwin’s argument for identifying peculiar qualities with the soul rests on two
considerations he attributes to the Stoics: (1) that peculiar qualities should be “unifying
qualities", that is, besides individuating and identifying entities, they should also account for
their unity, and (2) that these unifying qualities can only be qualities of belonging to a natural

kind.1%8 He supports his first assumption by the following passage by Simplicius:

T5 Simplicius On Aristotle’s Categories 214,24 (= SVF 11.391, part = LS 28M)

TOC YOp TOOTNTAC KT AEYOVTEG OVTOL €Ml TV NVOUEVOV HOVOV TO EKTH AmOAEITOVGLY,
gmi 8¢ TOV KaTd GUVAENY Olov VEMG Kai &mi TV Katd S1éoTacly 0lov GTpoTod
undév  elvon  €xtov  pndé  evpiokecOou  mvevpaticdy T Ev &0 adTtdV  undE

g&va. Aoyov &yov, ote €mi Tvo Vméotoowy MOtV dc E€emg. 1O 6€ MO0V

kol &v 10lg €Kk ovvamtopuévev Oeopeltor Kol €v Tolg €Kk JEcTOTOV: ©Og YOp

106 ¢f. Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 99, 106.
107 Irwin, “Stoic Individuals,” 471, Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 92-94.
108 | Aristotelian parlance, unifying qualities can only be substantial forms.
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glc ypoppoTIkOG &K mowlc AVOAMYE®S Kol Guyyvpveciog &updveg Exel KTl
dwpopdv, obtwg Kol 06 Yopdc €k Toldg peAETNG Eupdveoc  Eyel  katd  do-
(QOPAv. d10 TOLd HEV DTTAPYEL 01 TNV KOTATAEWY Kol TNV Tpog &V Epyov cuvepyiav, diya 6
To0TNTOC goTv oL g&ig yop &v TOVTOLG oK goTiv-
o0d¢ yap OAmG €v dleoTOdcUS OoVGiolg Kol pndepiov  €(0VGOIG GUUEVLT TPOGC

aAAog Evaciv Eoty modng 1 EE1C.

For they call qualities ‘havable’ (hekton), and allow what is havable to exist only in
the case of unified things; whereas in the case of things which exist by contact, like
a ship, or [whose constituents are separated], like an army, they rule out there being
anything havable, or there being found in their case any single thing consisting of
breath or possessing a single principle, such as to achieve a realization of a single
tenor. The qualified, however, is seen even in things whose constituents are in
contact or separated. For just as a single grammarian is enduringly differentiated as
a result of a qualified study and education, likewise the chorus is enduringly
differentiated as a result of a qualified training. So they are qualified on account of
their organization and their co-operation towards the fulfilment of a single function.
But they are qualified things which lack a quality. For there is no tenor (hexis) in
them, since a quality or tenor is never found in separated substances which have no
inherent union with each other. (Translated by David Sedley, with my

terminological clarifications)

Simplicius here discusses the Stoic differentiation between unified and non-unified

objects. On this account, it is only natural entities that form a real unity because they are
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permeated by a unifying portion of pneuma, a havable (hekton),%® which holds them together
physically in virtue of its inner tension. Artefacts, which are unified by contact, that is by the
touching of the parts, and groups and collections, whose separated constituents are part of a
collective unity, only form unities to a lesser extent. All of the entities listed here are qualified,
in the sense that they can be the subject of true qualitative predications. However, it is only
unified bodies held together by a hexis that are qualified because they have a quality in them
as a physical component of their body. In other words, it is only unified entities that really have
qualities in the sense that their qualities are ontologically constitutive of them.

From Simplicius' statements that qualities are hexeis and that hexeis are what unify
unified bodies, Irwin concludes that in the case of unified things it is the same things in respect
of which entities are qualified and unified: their hekton, which is a quality. He distinguishes
between unifying and non-unifying qualities, the former being hekta, the latter qualities that
can be predicated of both unified and non-unified entities. He also takes peculiar qualities to
be unifying qualities because he assumes that a unifying quality has to play a role in accounting
for the entity’s existence, individuation and persistence.!*® To support his point he draws a
parallel with Locke!!! attributing to the Stoics the view that “unity at a time is the basis of both
distinctness at a time and persistence through time”.**? Thus, as he puts it, peculiar qualities
should be “fundamentally principles of unity, and derivatively principles of distinctness and
principles of persistence”. 13

As to Irwin’s second consideration, when pondering what kind of quality could possibly

be a principle of unity, individuation and identity, he comes to the conclusion that such a quality

109 Simplicius uses in this passage two different, albeit related terms, hekton and hexis, for whatever it is in virtue
of which unified bodies are unified. David Sedley reflects this lexical difference by rendering hekton as “havable”
and hexis as “tenor”.

10 | rwin “Stoic Individuals,” 469.

1 1pig. 470.

112 1bid.469-70. Irwin quotes Locke’s An Essay Concerning Human Understanding 11. 27.5.

113 |big.
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could only be the individual’s very own common quality of belonging to a species.!'* To give
an example, on this analysis, Socrates’ peculiar quality would be his own token of humanity.
Combining this sortal essentialist take on identity with the consideration that qualities are
hexeis, Irwin draws his final conclusion that the peculiar qualities of animals are their souls.
He arrives at this conclusion by assuming that peculiar qualities correspond to an infima
species, and as such, they have to reflect the characteristics of the broader species to which
their subject belongs. Since he assumes that having a (rational) soul is the species-specific
feature of humans, as well as their unifying hexis, 1*° Irwin concludes that human beings are
peculiarly qualified by their individual rational souls.

Lewis comes to the same conclusion as Irwin through different arguments. His first
argument is that the soul has individuative powers, and his second one is that the soul is a
necessary and sufficient condition for the animal's existence. As for his first argument, he notes
that although no extant texts explicitly attribute individuative powers to the soul, several texts
attest to the pneuma'’s unifying and qualifying powers, which according to him amounts to
saying that the pneuma of each life-form is responsible for its individuation and identity. 116
He provides additional support for this claim by devising an ingenious account of the soul's
qualitative uniqueness. He derives the soul's individuality from the qualitative uniqueness of
the mental contents the individual has. As he argues, given the Stoic theory of perception, it

just cannot be possible that two individuals ever have the same mental contents. On the Stoic

4 1pid. Irwin supports this statement with a Diogenes Laertius passage: “The species (eidos) is what is included
in the genus, as man is included in animal. The most generic is the thing that being a genus has no genus, such as
being. The most specific is the thing that being a species has no species, such as Socrates.” (DL VII. 61, Irwin’s
translation) Peculiar qualities are not mentioned here. Irwin most probably identifies peculiar qualities and “a
species that has no species” with DL V11.58 in mind, which states that (proper) names refer to “a quality peculiar
to an individual”.

115 |pid. 470-471.

116 | ewis, “The Stoics on Identity,”99.
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view impressions (phantasiai) are physical imprints!*’ on the soul. As no two entities can ever
occupy the same spatial position at the same time, no two animate beings can ever have the
exact same impressions. Their corporeal souls, altered in different ways, will be structured
differently and thus they will be qualitatively unique.t*®

It has to be noted at this point that this argument cannot be taken into consideration as it
cannot be incorporated in an all-encompassing account of identity. If our reason for believing
that the soul is the best candidate for individuating ensouled entities is that each soul's unique
mental contents (and unique physical shape) make it qualitatively unique and thus a perfect
independent principle of individuation, then we are stating that the soul (and the rational soul)
has some qualities that other modifications of pneuma (hexis and phusis) do not have, and it is
in virtue of these qualities that it can be a principle of individuation. This line of reasoning
would force us to conclude either that other modifications of pneuma cannot function as
principles of individuation or that they fulfil this role in virtue of some other properties they
have.

The first possibility is unacceptable because it would entail that inanimate natural bodies
and plants cannot be individuated and identified, an impossible consequence for the Stoic
theory. If we consider the epistemological motivations for establishing their theory of identity,
it is clear that the Stoics wanted to maintain that all kinds of natural entities, whether ensouled

or not, have to be distinguishable and re-identifiable.''® The indistinguishability of unensouled

entities poses a problem just as serious for the possibility of cognition as the indistinguishability

170r on the Chrysippean account, alterations (heteroiosis) cf. Sextus Empiricus, M 7.230 = SVF 1.58, 7. 227-30,
7.372-3 = SVF 11.56. (cf. Robert J. Hankinson “Stoic Epistemology,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics,
62.

118 | ewis, “The Stoics on Identity,”107-108. This argument is criticized by Nawar, who points out that this
account has the same shortcomings as the sundrome account attributed to Dexippus. “The Stoics on Identity,”143.
119 ¢f. Sedley, “The Stoic Criterion,” 262.
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of ensouled ones.'?° This is apparent from the examples of indistinguishable non-animals
featuring in the Stoic-Academic debate about the possibility of cognition, such as grains of
wheat and figs.*?* Another reason why the Stoics had to ensure the identity of all sorts of
entities is tied to their belief in the eternal recurrence of events and individuals. They believed
that the world is periodically destroyed by conflagration and then is born again from its ashes.
122 Because they believed that in each cycle the world will be the same as it previously was —
populated by the same individuals, who will then participate in the same events — it is vital that
the identity of all individuals is fixed, not just the identity of those with a soul, especially
because of the causal interactions that take place between entities.*?®

As to the second possibility, 1 do not think that there is an alternative way of accounting
for the individuative and identifying power of the hexis and nature. However, | do not think
that such an alternative account is necessary, if an all-encompassing general theory of identity
can be formulated.

Lewis’ second argument, which focuses on diachronic identity, states that the soul is a
necessary condition for the persistence of animals. He argues that animals come to exist when
their soul comes to be and cease to exist when their soul is dissolved.*®* As Lewis points out,

according to the Stoic doctrine, death is the soul’s separation from the body, the soul of the

120 This point has been brought to my attention by G&bor Betegh. It has to be noted however, that the Stoic theory
cannot account for the infallible distinguishability and recognizability of artefacts and collectives. These things
cannot be peculiarly qualified, as they do not have qualities, given that they lack a unifying pneuma. Thus, the
identification of wax pomegranates, ships and armies will still present a problem to the supposedly infallible wise
man.

121 pjytarch On Common Conceptions 1077C.

122 actantius, Divine institutes (SVF 11.623=LS 52B), Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 309,5-311,2 (SVF 11.625
= LS 55C), Eusebius, Evangelical preparation 15.19.1-2 (SVF 11.599 = LS 55D).

123 Marwan Rashed suggested an interesting account of the identity and individuation of souls that would preclude
the problem raised here. He suggests that souls are individuated and identified in the same way in subsequent
worlds in virtue of the position of the stars at their birth. Cf. his “Alexander of Aphrodisias on Particulars,” 168-
172.

124 ewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 97-99.
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virtuous surviving the separation, and living on in a disembodied state.'?® When the soul
dissolves, either at death or later, the individual ceases to exist. Furthermore, as he argues,
animals do not exist prior to having a soul. According to a tenet of the Stoic theory of
ontogenesis, animal embryos exist as plant-like life-forms and only develop a soul upon
birth.1?6 He interprets this idea as implying that individual animals’ existence only starts from
the moment of birth, as he puts it: “Prior to being ensouled no individual animal exists, since
no animal exists at all.”*?’

All in all, I agree with the conclusion of the two authors' analysis that humans are
individuated and identified in virtue of some feature of their rational soul.}?® However, | also
believe that despite the correctness of their conclusion, neither Irwin nor Lewis present an
accurate reconstruction of the whole of the Stoic theory of identity, and this inaccuracy is
visibly manifest in the unsoundness and insufficiency of their arguments. Their arguments
operate with unexamined presuppositions about Stoic metaphysics, biology and psychology,
which are often unfounded.

Their reasoning for identifying peculiar qualities with the soul rests on two assumptions
(a) that entities are unified, individuated and identified in virtue of the same metaphysical
principle, the essence of the individual, which is a numerically distinct token of their natural

kind, and (b) that this principle is the soul.

125 sextus Empiricus M 7.234 (= LS 53F), Calcidius Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 220 (= LS 53G),

Nemesius On the Nature of Man, 78,7-79,2(= LS 45D), quoted by Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 97. For the

idea that the soul of the virtuous survive death see Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, 15.20.6 (=SVF 11.809 =

LS 53W)

126 Hierocles, Elements of Ethics, 1.5-33, 4.38-53 (=LS 53B), Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1052F.
Tertullian, On the Soul 25 (=SVF 11.805), and Philo of Alexandria On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to
Moses, 67, 5-12. (=SVF 11.745).

1271 ewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 99.

128 The difference between my proposed account and Lewis’ and Irwin’s account is that they believe that the
principle of identity is the rational soul itself, why | argue that the rational soul is only a principle of identity in
virtue of being constituted by logos. This account is elaborated in chapters 11-111.
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As to the first consideration, Lewis and Irwin attribute to the Stoics a theory of identity
according to which peculiar qualities are distinct'?® instances of common qualities. On this
theory, entities are unified by being an instance of a natural kind, since in order to delimit an
individual object and to pick it out as a unity, we have to be able to identify it as some thing,
i.e. as an instance of a kind.'® Unity is presupposed by individuation and identity because in
order to identify two things as one at the same time or at a different time, we also have to
identify them as some thing. On this account, something is identical to itself both at a time and
at different times insofar as it has its own instance of a species-defining common quality. This
claim seems acceptable in the context of diachronic identity. The vast majority of philosophers
agree that belonging to the same natural kind is essential for an entity's persistence. Accounting
for identity at a time seems to be a more problematic issue in this theoretical framework,
however. It is not clear how can two entities belonging to the same natural kind be individuated
with respect to belonging to said natural kind. Most proponents of this theory suggest that the
numerical distinctness of co-specific entities is secured by the numerical distinctness of their
species-quality. 3!

Whether the above theory corresponds to the Stoic one in all respects is open to
question.’® In the next two chapters | will have a closer look at the account of unity and
diachronic identity, and the role of pneuma with respect to these two issues and investigate in
detail whether peculiar qualities are what Irwin understands by “unifying qualities”. In chapter

I, 1 will look at the relationship between unity, individuation and identity in the Stoic

129 They are numerically distinct according to Irwin and qualitatively distinct according to Lewis. For the sake of
simplicity, | will ignore this difference between their account.

130 ¢, pavid Wiggins, Sameness and Substance Renewed, (Cambridge: CUP 2001),7, E.J. Lowe, The Possibility
of Metaphysics (Oxford: Clarendon, 1998), 60-63, 201 (Lowe refers to what I call a “principle of unity” as a
“principle of individuation” and he refers to what | call “principle of individuation™ as a criterion of identity.)
Also, cf. A.C. Lloyd, “Aristotle's Principle of Individuation,” Mind, 79 (1970): 519 and Michael Frede,
"Individuals in Aristotle,”" In Essays in Ancient Philosophy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987),
63-71.

131 £ g. Michael Frede, ibid.

132For one thing, it is doubtful whether the early Stoic theory stipulated that principles of identity also have to be
principles of unity. Cf. Nawar, “The Stoics on Identity,”139 and Nyulaszi, “The Ontological Foundations,”16.
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framework, and evaluate whether the evidence on that relationship supports the idea that the
early Stoics were sortal essentialists. In chapter I1, I will look at sortal essentialism, from the
point of view of identity through time in order to establish whether belonging to a certain kind
would be considered as essential for persistence by early Stoics.

As to the second consideration, the question we should ask first is whether by saying that
animals are identified by their soul Irwin and Lewis mean that animals are identified by the
portion of pneuma that is specific to them, implying that animals’ identity is a case of a general
theory of identity according to which natural bodies are identified and individuated by their
pneuma; or whether they mean that animals are identified and individuated by their soul
because it is the kind of pneuma that is the best suited for their identification. I believe that
Irwin and Lewis endorse the second interpretation. While claiming that entities are
individuated and identified by their portion of pneuma is undoubtedly true, it is also a platitude:
of course entities will be peculiarly qualified by their qualifying principle. An interesting
interpretation of the Stoic theory of identity and individuation has to go beyond this claim and
point out what it is about the pneuma of natural bodies that accounts for their identity and
individuation.

Lewis and Irwin identify the peculiar qualities of animals with their soul because they
have a certain theory of identity and individuation, and also because they believe that psychic
qualities fit perfectly the requirements that peculiar qualities have to meet. As they argue,
psychic qualities such as virtues are better suited for the role of peculiar qualities than bodily
ones because there are good reasons to consider them as essential and unique dispositional
properties that are manifest in recognizable and distinguishable acts and behaviour.*** As
opposed to psychic qualities, qualities of the body can be considered perceptibly unique, but

by no means essential. The loss of one’s feet or one’s fingers do not result in a loss of identity,

133 |rwin, “Stoic Individuals,”471, Lewis, “The Stoics on Identity,” 92-94.
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whereas the loss of some psychic qualities such as memories or psychic dispositions might (at
least according to some accounts of identity).!3

The problems with this line of argumentation have been pointed out before. Claiming
that psychic qualities are better suited than qualities of the body to account for identity and
individuation, makes one wonder how the identity and individuation of unensouled entities
would be accounted for — they only have bodily qualities that were found to be unsuited to
account for identity. Nevertheless, let us now ignore this part of the problem and focus on
whether Irwin’s and Lewis’ arguments can provide sufficient support for their claim that
animals’ principle of individuation and criterion of identity is their soul.

The statement that the principle of individuation is the soul is argued for in detail by
Irwin. The argument is based on the idea that peculiar qualities have unifying roles. Irwin
understands the Simplicius text he quotes to support his position as saying that all qualities
have a unifying role. From this he infers that peculiar qualities also have a unifying role, which
means that besides principles of individuation and identity they are also principles of unity. His
next step consists in claiming, in conformity with assumption (a), that the unifying,
individuating and identifying quality must be a species-specific property. Which, according to
him, is the soul (cf. assumption (b)).

| see several problems with this argument. To begin with, none of Irwin's statements
follow from the Simplicius text he is quoting. First, Simplicius does not state that the soul is
the principle of unity of animals. He mentions a unifying hexis — this may or may not be
identified with soul in the case of animals. Second, he does not state that that hexis is the
peculiar quality of the animal. The text does not even mention peculiar qualities. All that is
said is that unified entities are unified by hexeis, that qualities are hexeis, and that for something

to have a quality it has to be unified by a hexis.

134 |rwin, ibid.474, Lewis, ibid.94.
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For Irwin's interpretation to apply, two conditions have to be met. First, it has to be the
case that the unifying hexis of animals is their soul. Second, it has to be the case that the soul,
as a hexis, is characterised by only one quality, viz. the entity’s peculiar quality. If both these
conditions obtain, then we can legitimately conclude that an entity's soul is both its principle
of unity and individuation. However, there are reasons to doubt both that it is the soul of
animals that is their principle of unity and also that souls are characterized only by peculiar
qualities. | will investigate these questions in more detail in chapter I1.

As to the idea that the soul is the criterion of diachronic identity, Lewis is right in pointing
out that the soul is sufficient for the persistence of humans, since there are several texts™*® that
claim that humans (as opposed to non-rational animals) continue to exist as souls after death
(defined by Stoic thinkers as the separation of the body from the soul).3® They persist as long
as their soul persists. However, | am not convinced about the correctness of his other deduction,
according to which the soul is necessary for persistence. As it will be discussed in detail in
chapters 1l and Ill, and as it is also brought up by Lewis, complex natural bodies such as
animals and humans change kinds during their natural development. While Lewis believes that
this entails that the existence of the individual animal or human only starts when they reach
their animal or human status, | believe that it is a much more natural interpretation to suppose
that individuals survive changes in their pneuma and the consequent changes in their natural

kind.

135 e.g. Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, 15.20.6 (SVF 11.809 = LS 53W)
136 gextus Empiricus, M 7.234 = LS 53E.
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1.3. Conclusion

This chapter looked at the problem of the early Stoic account of qualification and the
composition of natural bodies by focusing on a problem that is central to the ontology of natural
entities. It presented the difficulties related to interpreting the evidence regarding the account
of synchronic and diachronic identity and laid the foundation for the issues discussed in
chapters I1-1V.

The conclusion of the chapter is that prima facie the problem of identity is insoluble. In
order to resolve the interpretative difficulties regarding the evidence on accounts of identity,
one has to investigate the specificities of early Stoic accounts of biology, cosmology and
metaphysics. An accurate reconstruction of the doctrine of peculiar qualification requires an
understanding of the relationship between qualification and unity, qualification and identity
through time, as well as an analysis of the nature of entities responsible for peculiar

qualification. These issues will be discussed in detail in chapters 11 to V.
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1I.  Unity

As we have seen, the idea that principles of individuation and identity should also be
principles of unity has an important role in Irwin’s argument for identifying the peculiar quality
of animate beings with their soul. In this chapter | will examine how this idea is present in Stoic
thought and whether it indeed supports Irwin’s conclusion. While the chapter starts with
examining the relationship between unity and individuation brought up in chapter I, it moves
on to a general discussion of the unity of natural bodies, discussing the unity and the unifying
role of the pneuma, the relationship between unity and qualification and the possibility of a
metaphysical account of unity. The chapter discusses first aspects of unity in general (11.1); then
moves on to an investigation of the homogeneity of pneuma (l1.11); continues with the early
Stoic views on the relationship between qualification and unity (11.111) and finally offers a
solution according to which unity is primarily a physical (biological) matter determined by the

presence of the hégemonikon. (11.1V)

2.1.  Unity — Preliminary Considerations

Unity has been central to discussions of existence and identity since antiquity. As
discussed in chapter I, many philosophers claim that unity is a prerequisite for individuation
and identity, to the extent that they believe that a principle of individuation and identity also
has to be a principle of unity. Furthermore, in many metaphysical theories, substantiality and
existence are also dependent on unity. Given that it is such a key issue, philosophers have often
reflected on what accounts for the fact that something can be conceived as a unity, especially

if the entity in question is in some respect divisible into a plurality of ingredients.
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The answer presented by Irwin, espoused by numerous philosophers, is that a unity is
something that is a single instance of an indivisible species property, a substantial form in
Avristotelian parlance.®®’ Such a principle of unity explains the fact that a multiplicity of entities
form a unity or that an entity can be considered as a unity distinct from other entities, in terms
of countability and predication. An entity is one, if a species property can be truly predicated
of it and if it counts as one instance of the species in question. On this account, unity is a
prerequisite for individuality and identity to the extent that it delimits and picks out the entity
that needs to be individualized and identified.'*

Irwin’s analysis applies to the Stoic case to the extent that, as described by SI1 and SI2,
a peculiar quality is a principle of unity in the sense of countability: we can count bodies by
counting peculiar qualities. However, the fact that the number of peculiar qualities in the world
is equal to the number of peculiarly qualified substances does not necessarily mean that
peculiar qualities need to be principles of unity. It only shows that there is a strong relation
between unity and individuation. Moreover, the fact that peculiarly qualified entities are also
unities gives us no reason to infer that peculiar qualities should be species qualities of some
kind, unless we have independent reasons to suppose that species qualities had a unifying role
in early Stoic theory.

In the Stoic context, explicit discussions of unity take a predominantly physical point of
view. As discussed in chapter I, natural bodies are unified (henomena) in virtue of having
pneuma as a constituent that holds them together, due to its tensional motion (foniké kinésis),

which explains its binding power. Such bodies are called unified (hénomena) bodies,

137 Irwin, “Stoic Individuals,” 470-1.
138 Cf. A.C. Lloyd, “Aristotle's Principle of Individuation,” 519, and Jennifer Whiting, “Form and Individuation
in Aristotle.” History of Philosophy Quarterly 3 (1986): 359-362.
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distinguished from artefacts that are only conjoined but not unified, and collectives, which are
described as disjoined or separated bodies.**

While the terms used to describe unity are for the most part physical, the theory
undoubtedly has a metaphysical aspect as well. Pneuma does not only hold entities together
because it is the strongest glue to be found in nature. Our texts make it clear that the pneuma
also has a biological and metaphysical role, and that these roles play an important part in
accounting for the fact that bodies permeated by pneuma are the truest unities. Pneuma is a life
principle and a soul for more evolved beings, as well as a principle of motion and qualification.
Pneumata bring about different qualities in different bodies in virtue of their different tension
(or their tensional motion). Thus, a strong relationship between unity and qualification (and
thus peculiar qualification) can clearly be established: both metaphysical roles are fulfilled by
the pneuma.

Moreover, we have seen that qualification is a prerequisite for unity, to the extent that
reality is structured by qualification. Given that the cosmos is a continuous mass of gunky
matter, it is shaped and divided up into individual entities by nothing but qualitative
differences. The fact that different bodies must be different qualitatively implies that there has
to be an aspect of unity that is related to being qualified in a certain way, besides physical unity.

However, as | have explained previously, the fact that it is the pneumata of individual
bodies that account for their unity, qualification, individuation and identity does not necessarily
entail that these functions are fulfilled by the soul. The pneuma is a multifarious, qualitatively
heterogeneous entity. There are a lot of things that are pneumata or pertain to pneuma. First of

all, there are its two component parts, fire and air; second, there are different modifications of

it, such as soul, nature, tenor; third there are different parts of the soul (the leading part, five

139 (Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 214, 24-37 (= SVF 11.391 part = LS 28M)), Sextus Empiricus, M 9.
78-80. Plutarch, Advice to Bride and Groom 34, 142e12-143a2 (= SVF 11.366) id. The Obsolescence of Oracles
426a5-11 (= SVF 11.368), Achilles Tatius, Introduction 14, 13-22 (= SVF 11.367), cf. SVF 11.1013.
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senses, the reproductive organs and voice); and finally there are differently disposed pneumata:
qualities, virtues, knowledge. The soul might not be the one aspect of pneuma that explains
why the entity permeated by pneuma is one, and it might not be animals’ peculiar quality either.

In order to investigate this issue, I will first examine the extent to which pneuma is
homogeneous and the relationship between its different modifications, and secondly, | will
look at the early Stoic theory of unity, focusing especially on the relationship between unity

and qualification.

2.2. Homogeneity of pneuma

The Stoics espoused a doctrine according to which different kinds of natural bodies have
different pneumata, which are themselves characterized and which characterize the natural
body in question with different powers. Tenor characterizes stones and logs, nature
characterizes plants, the soul characterizes animals, and the rational soul characterizes humans.
The different pneumata are distinct on several accounts. They are described as having different
functions: (a) hexis sustains (sunechei), (b) nature is responsible for growth (auxesis) and
nourishment (trophé), (c) the soul is characterized by impression (phantasia) and impulse
(horme), and is described by most sources as being composed of eight parts: the hégemonikon,
the five senses, the reproductive part, and voice,40 (d) as to the rational soul, it is characterized
by having common notions'#* and by the ability of rational assent and judgment, as well as the

ability to produce meaningful and articulated utterances. 142

140 DL VI1.110, 157 (= SVF 11.828), Porphyry, in Stobaeus Eclogae 1.p.369,5. (= SVF 11.830) lamblichus in
Stobaeus Eclogae 1.p.3695 (= SVF 11.831), Philo Questions and Answers on Genesis 1.75. (= SVF 11.832), Aetius
IV.21.1-4 (= SVF 11.836 = LS 53H).

141 SVF 1.149.

142 sextus Empiricus M 8.275-6 (= SVF 11.223, part = LS 53T) DL VI1.55-57 (SVF 11.183 = LS 33G, and SVF
I11. 20 = LS 33A), Galen PHP V.2.49, V.3.1. (SVF 11.481, part = LS 53V).
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The difference between these pneumata and the difference between the kind of beings
they characterize is a well attested Stoic tenet. The Stoics are clearly identified as people who
would have at least agreed with this division of beings: (1) the doctrine features in book VII of
Diogenes Laertius' Lives of Eminent Philosophers; 143 (2) it is presented by Plutarch in his On
Moral Virtue, as a doctrine that is both obvious, and is also accepted by his opponents (the aim
and the context of the whole treatise clearly suggest that these are the Stoics); (3) it is also

144 and finally

discussed by Alexander of Aphrodisias in a context of polemic against the Stoics
(4) the Stoics are explicitly mentioned by Pseudo-Galen, as the philosophers introducing the
concept of hexis.!#°

As to whether this idea is exclusively Stoic, the author of the Medical Introduction
suggests that it is in its exact formulation, i.e. with the inclusion of stones and logs as a different
category, characterized by a further pneuma besides the psychic and the natural. On the other
hand, he remarks that the distinction between soul and nature dates back to the "ancients",
moreover the idea is presented as "obvious" by Plutarch.'#® Both formulations suggest that the
idea was not exclusive to Stoic thinkers in its entirety. Nevertheless, while the distinction
between different classes of beings with reference to fundamental differences between their
qualifying principle4” or the distinction between different kinds of pneumatal*® may not be

exclusively Stoic, the idea that minerals and logs are natural bodies that have their own kind

of unifying principle is indeed one that is mostly found in Stoic contexts.

143 ¢f. DL VI1.86. (T12 below).

144 Alexander of Aphrodisias, Supplement to on the Soul, 140.27.

145 pseudo-Galen’s Medical Introduction XIV.697. 6-8 (SVF 11.716). mvedpota 88 katd Todg mokatodg 360 0T,
TO T€ YOYIKOV KOl TO PUOIKOV. 01 8¢ LTwikol Kol Tpitov glodyovot 10 £KTikOV, O kaiodotv EEwv.

146 pytarch, On Moral Virtue 451B-D

147 A classification of beings based on the kind of soul they have can also be found in Aristotle. e.g. DA 11.2-3. Physics
8. Cf. Brad Inwood’s discussion of these passages in Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, (Oxford: OUP,
1985),18.

148 Erasistratus and later Galen distinguished between a vital (zatikon) and a psychic pneuma. (Galen PHP p.164,
281K. Cf. Julia Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, 25.

63



CEU eTD Collection

The different pneumata have different physical characteristics too: superior pneumata

149

are finer’* and drier'® than inferior ones. Moreover, different kinds of pneumata bestow

different motive powers on the entities they characterize, as this text by Origen illustrates:

T6 Origen, On Principles 3.1.2-3 (= SVF 11.988, = LS 53A)

Tdv Kvovpévav o pév Tva €v €0vtolg Exel TV TG Kiviioemg aitiav, &tepa 8¢ EEwBev
novov kveitat. EEmdev pév odv udvov Kiveitar té popntd, olov EVAa kai Aot koi mdoa 1
V10 £EemG LOVNG ovveyopévn VAN. [...] év éavtoic 8¢ £xel v aitiav Tod KiveloBat {da Kol
PUTH Kol amalomAdg doa VIO UoEmg Kol Woyfic cuvéyetol: &€ OV @acty eival Kol Td
UETAAND, TPOC O TOVTOIG Kol TO TP adTOKIivNTOV €0TL, TAYa O Kal ai Tyal. TV 08 &v
gaTtoic v aitiay tod KiveicBar Exdvimv ta PEv pacty €& Eavtdv Kveicbot, ta 6& ap’
EQVTAV- €5 EaVTAV PEV T Gyvuya, A’ £0VTAV 0& Ta EPYLYa. Kol G’ £0VTMY KIVETTOL TO
ELyoya eovTociog &yyvougvng Opuny TpokKoAoVUEVNG. [...] TO pévtotl Aoykov {Hov Kol
AOyov Eyel mpOg T QOVTIOOTIK]] QUGEL, TOV Kpivovia TOg QOVINciog Kol Tvog eV

amodokiudlovta, Tvag 08 Tapadexouevoy, va dyntat 1o {dov Kot’ adTag.

Of moving things, some have the cause of movement in themselves, while others are moved
only from outside. The latter comprise things which are transportable, like logs and stones
and every material thing which is sustained by tenor alone... Animals and plants have the
cause of movement in themselves, and so, quite simply does everything sustained by
physique or soul, which they say also includes metals, [and besides these also fire is self-
moved, and perhaps also water-springs]. Some things of this kind, they say, are moved 'out
of' themselves, and others 'by themselves": the former comprise soulless things, the latter
ones which are ensouled. Ensouled things are moved 'by themselves' when an impression

occurs within them which calls forth an impulse... A rational animal, however, in addition

149 Hierocles, Elements of Ethics, 1.15-30, Plutarch On Stoic Self-contradictions 41, 1052f-1053a (= SVF 11.806).
150 Galen, Commentary on book 6 of Hippocrates' Epidemies ed. Bas. V 510 K. XVII B. 250. (= SVF 11.715).
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to its impressionistic nature, has reason which passes judgment on impressions, rejecting
some and accepting others in order that the animal may be guided accordingly. (Translated

by Anthony Long, with my additions)

So, inanimate natural bodies are moved from outside (exathen), plants are moved “out of
themselves” (ex heauton) and animals are moved by themselves (aph’ heauton), as to rational
animals, they are not mentioned here as a separate group, but Origen has a similar enumeration
of classes of beings and their ways of motion in his On Prayer VI.1. (SVF Il. 989), where he
describes rational beings as moving 'through themselves' (di’ heauton).15t

A crucial question concerning the issue of homogeneity of pneuma is whether entities
belonging to the three upper classes of natural bodies have only one kind of pneuma, or several
kinds at the same time. This question can also be formulated in terms of the functions of the
different pneumata. Do superior pneumata also have the functions of inferior pneumata besides
their peculiar functions, or are the peculiar functions of a certain kind of pneuma the sole kind
of functions it has? To give an example, in the case of an animal, would the soul of the animal
also perform the roles of sustenance, nutrition and growth besides having impression and

impulse or would an animal have a tenor and a nature too in addition to its soul?

151 The two texts by Origen, as well as a passage from Simplicius' Commentary on Aristotle's Categories 306.
19-27 (=SVF 11.499) have been discussed in Brad Inwood, Ethics and Human Action, 19, 24-5 and “Walking and
Talking: Reflections on Divisions of Soul in Stoicism,” in Partitioning the Soul. Debates from Plato to Leibniz,
eds. Klaus Corcilius and Dominik Perler (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter, 2014), 64-5, David Hahm, “Self-Motion
in Stoic Philosophy,” in Self-Motion from Aristotle to Newton, eds. Mary Louise Gill and James G. Lennox
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton UP, 1994), 175-225, as well as Thomas Bénatouil, “Echelle de la nature et
division des mouvements chez Aristote et les stoiciens,” Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale 28 (2005): 537-
556. Furthermore, the difference between kinds of entities based on their source of motion is also discussed by
Clement of Alexandria Stromata 11.20 (= SVF 11.714)
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Commentators disagree on this question, even though the issue is rarely problematized.
Brad Inwood, 2 Julia Annas,*® Terence Irwin, 54 David Hahm% and Ricardo Salles!®®
suggest that more developed entities have only one kind of pneuma, which subsumes the
functions of inferior pneumata (I will call this the subsumption view), whereas Bernard
Besnier, > Eric Lewis, 8 Hendrik Lorenz,'* Suzanne Bobzien,'® Anthony Long6! and
Anna Eunyoung Ju'®? support the interpretation according to which developed entities are

permeated by more than one kind of pneuma, each kind of pneuma fulfilling its suitable

function (1 will call this the addition view). 163

2.2.1. Textual Evidence

In what follows, | will take a closer look at the texts describing the different kinds of
pneuma. As there are many passages reporting on this Stoic tenet, | will only examine those

describing the doctrine in greatest detail as well as those featuring the most prominently in the

152 |nwood, Ethics and Human Action, 19, 24-5.

153 Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, 50-3. She actually wavers between the two interpretations.

154 Irwin "Stoic Individuals,"470-1.

155 David Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology,163-4.

156 Ricardo Salles, “Why is the Cosmos Intelligent (1),” Rhizomata 6 (2018):58. Salles claims that pneumata can
have different powers, due to the difference between their tensions. E.g. nature has a different tension than hexis
and therefore can account for cohesion, as well as nutrition and growth. In another paper (“Phaedo 85E-86D and
Stoic Pneumatic Theory,” in Rereading Ancient Philosophy: Old Chestnuts and Sacred Cows, eds. Verity Harte
and Raphael Woolf, (Cambridge: CUP, 2017), 230) Salles suggests that the pneuma permeating an individual
body is different in different parts of the body, it is hexis in some parts, phusis in others, etc. This view is closer
to the addition interpretation, although Salles sees these pneumata more as variations than parts.

57 Bernard Besnier, “La conception stoicienne de la matiére,” Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale 1 (2003):

53.
158 Lewis, "The Stoics on Identity," 99.

159 Hendrik Lorenz, “Ancient Theories of Soul,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Edward N.
Zalta. last modified April 22, 2009. http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2009/entries/ancient-soul.

180 5zanne Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998),17.

161 | ong, “Soul and Body," 34-57, and his “Stoic Psychology,” in The Cambridge History of Hellenistic
Philosophy, 560-584, and LS 320.

162 ju, Anna Eunyoung, “Chrysippus on Nature and Soul in Animals,” The Classical Quarterly 57 (2007): 97-
108.

163 The terms “subsumption” and “addition view” are also used by Brad Inwood in his “Walking and
Talking,”66.
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literature, cited as evidence for either the addition or the subsumption view. I will begin with
the texts that give a general overview and try to see whether they support either of the two

interpretations.

T7 Philo of Alexandria, Allegories of the Laws 11 22-23 (SVF 11.458 = LS 47P)

TOVTOL TPOEIPTUEVOL KAKEIVO AekTéoV, OTL O YOUVOG KOl GVEVIETOC CMOUOTL VOUG—
nEPL YOp TOD UNTI® EVOESEUEVOD 0TIV O AOYOG—TOAAAG ExEl SUVALELS, EKTIKTV QUTIKTV
YOYIKTV AOYIKTV SlavonTikhy, dAlog popiag katd te €idn Kol yévn. 1 uév €E1c Kot Kol
6V aydyov doti MOov kol EvAmv, TI¢ uetéyel kai T &v Huiv éoucdta (5) AiBoic dotéa. 1
0 QVo1g drateivel kal ml T0 UTA- Kal &v NUTV 06 0TV €01kOTAL PUTOIC, OVLYEG TE Kol
Tpixec: €otL 08 N EVo1g EEIC 10N KvovuéEVT. yoyn 8¢ £6TL PVOIE TPOGEIANPLIL POVTAGINY
Kol Oppv: adTn Ko kol TdV GAOY®mV £0Tiv: £xel O€ Kol O NUETEPOG VoS AvaloyodV Tt
GAOYOVL YuyT]. TAAY 1} StovonTikn dvvaulg idio ToD vod £€oTt, Kol 1) AOYIKT) KO UEV Taya

Kol T®V Bel0Tépmv pvoewy, idia 8¢ mg &v Bvntoig avBpmmov:

[That having been explained, it also has to be said that] intelligence, [being naked and not
bound up with the body — for the account is about that which is not bound yet —] has many
powers, the tenor kind, the physical, the psychic, the rational, the calculative [and countless
others in species and in genus]. Tenor is shared by lifeless [soulless] things, stones and
logs, and our bones, which resemble stones, also participate in it. Physique [nature] also
extends to plants, and in us there are things like plants — nails and hair. Physique [nature]
is tenor in actual motion. Soul is physique [nature] which has also acquired impression and
impulse. This is also shared by irrational animals. [Our intelligence also has something
analogous to irrational soul, and indeed the calculative power is peculiar to intelligence,
and while the rational power may be also common with more divine natures, amongst

mortals it is peculiar to man.] (Translated by Anthony Long, with my additions).
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T8 Philo of Alexandria, Ged’s Immutability, 35, 37,41, 44, 46 (SVF 11.458 = LS 47Q)

TOV YOp COUATOV TO PV Evednoato £EeL, Ta 6& QUGEL, T 38 Wuyi], T0 O& AoYiKi] Wuyi.
MOV pév ovv kol EdAmv, & &f Tic cvpeviac dmécmactal, SEGUdV KpoToLOTATOV EELV
elpyadeto- 1M 6¢ €0t mvedpa AvaoTPEEOV £’ EAVTO [...] TNV 08 UGV ATEVELLE TOIG PUTOIG
KEPAGAUEVOG ATV €K TAEIGTOV SuVALE®V, OPEMTIKTG TE KOl HETOPANTIKHG Kol aOENTIKTG.
[...] yoxmv 0& pucemg Tpiol StuAAdTToVGaY O TODY £moiel, aicOnoel poviacig, Opuf-td
LEV YOp QUTO AOpUNTA, APAVTOoTH, 0icOfcemg apétoya, T@V 6¢ (dov Ekactov aBpdwV
peTéyel T®V eipnuévay. [...] douev o0& tivi @V dAlov (dov repPiéPAnkey dvOpmmog.
gEaipetov 0T0C TotvVV Yépag EAoye Stévotav, fj TG AmdvTmV PUGELS COUATOV TE OpOD Kol
npaypdtov elode katahauPavew. [...] todto Tiig wuyfic 0 £ld0oc 0bK €k THV TV
otoyeiov, &€ OV o SAA0 dmetedeito, diemhdcOn, kabapwtépag 88 kai dueivovog Eloye Tiig
ovoiog, &€ N ai Ogion @voelg Ednuovpyodvro: mopd Kai pOvov T@V &v Nuiv elkdTog

8pBaptov Edokev elvar Siévota.

He (God) bound some of the bodies by tenor, others by physique [nature], others by soul,
and others by rational soul. In stones, and logs which have been severed from their physical
connection, he created tenor, which is the strongest bond, this is breath which turns back
towards itself. [...] And to plants he assigned nature, which he has mixed from a vast
number of powers: the nutritive, the changeable and that of growth. [...] And the maker
made the soul different from nature in three respects: in respect of perception, impression
and impulse. For while plants do not have impulse, impression or perception, each of the
animals participate in the aforementioned completely. [...] Let us see in which way man
surpasses the other animals. He has been allotted this extraordinary gift, thought,
accustomed to grasp the nature of all bodies and things all at once. [...] This species of soul
is not completed from the same elements as of which the other species of souls were: it has

been allotted the purest and the most unmixed substance of which divine natures were
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made. Wherefore, the only thing in us, which seems likely to be immortal is thought.

(Translated by Anthony Long, with my additions.)

T9 Clement of Alexandria Stromata 11.20 (= SVF 11.714)

Tav yap kivovpuévov ta peV kab’ opunVv kol eavtaciov Kiveital, og T (da, To 6¢ KoTd
petabecty, dg ta yoya. KiveloBon 8¢ Kol T®V AYdyov T0 LTA HETURUTIKDG QUCLY €ig
abEnety, € TI¢ anToic Ayvya slvat cuYX®PNRGEL T8 PUTE. EEmG P&V 0vV o1 AiBot, p¥cENC 88
T8 PUTE, OpuUAC 62 Kol pavTaciog TV T& o SVETV TV TPOEPNUEVOV Kol T& SOy HETEYEL

Coa.

For of objects that are moved, some are moved by impulse and appearance, as animals; and
some by transposition, as inanimate objects. And of things without soul, plants, they say,
are moved by transposition in order to grow, if we will concede to them that plants are
without soul. To stones, then, belongs a [tenor]. Plants have a nature; and the irrational
animals possess impulse and perception, and likewise the two characteristics already
specified. (Translated by William Wilson, with my modifications for the sake of

terminological consistency)

T10 Plutarch, On Moral Virtue, 451B-D

Kaforov d¢ tdv Svtav adtol € pact kai dTihov Eotiv 6T T0 PV EEEL S1o1KeTTON TO 08 PUOEL
0 & GAOY® Woxdi To 8¢ Kai Adyov &yovom kai didvotay, GV Opod TL TEvimv 6 EvOpmmog
UETEGYNKE KOl YEYOVEV &V TACOIG TOIG ElpnUEvag dtopopaic: Kai yap EEel cuvéyeTon Kol

@UoeL TpEPeTal Kol AOy®m ypTitar Kai dtovoid.
And in general, both as my opponents themselves admit and as is quite obvious, in this
world some things are governed by [tenor], others by a nature, some by an irrational soul,

others by a rational and intellectual one; and in practically all these things man participates
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and he is subject to all the differences | have mentioned. For he is [sustained] by his [tenor],
nurtured by his nature, and makes use of reason and intellect. (Translated by W. C.
Helmbold, with slight modifications on my part for the sake of terminological

consistency)64

If we consider the sole evidence provided by T7-T8, we get an ambiguous picture. T7
seems to support the subsumption view, as it suggests that in the case of rational animals the
functions of sustainment, growth and nutrition are fulfilled by powers (dunameis) of the
intellect (nous (intelligence in Long’s translation)). However, we have to keep in mind that
Philo here talks about the intellect as being not yet bound with the body.®® This raises a
question about whether the views transmitted here are genuinely and exclusively Stoic.

First, the idea that the intellect exists separately from the body before ensoulment is
definitely not Stoic. Second, the text does not describe how things like sustainment (of the
body),2% nutrition and growth take place in the body. As such, it does not necessarily contradict
the addition interpretation: it cannot be excluded that while the intellect does have functions
analogous to tenor, nature and (irrational) soul, these pneumata still coexist with the intellect
and it is these latter pneumata that fulfil their characteristic functions in the body of the rational
animal. This is also confirmed by the passages that follow T7 in the Allegories of the Laws,
where Philo discusses that after the creation of intelligence, God creates the faculty of
perception (aisthésis), and then points out that these two are distinct faculties. Intelligence is

immaterial, and immortal, created in the image of god and placed in man from outside

164 plytarch, On Moral Virtue, 451B- D, the end of the passage is omitted in Df. 472.

165 ¢, Harry A. Wolfson, Philo — Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity and Islam,
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1947), 362-363.

166 | assume that the function of the hexis is the sustainment of the body, which might be different from the self-
sustainment of the soul.
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(thurathen)167 whereas perception is a material, earthly, and mortal soul.*®® This distinction is
also apparent from T8, where thought (dianoia) is said to be fundamentally different from all
other species of soul, in virtue of its pure, unmixed and divine substance.

Moreover, it has to be added that while Philo's texts contain important information on
the Stoic doctrine, they should not be taken as completely adequate descriptions of it. Philo is
not a doxographer, but rather an eclectic thinker, with many influences. He takes bits of
Platonic, Peripatetic and Stoic tenets and uses them in his own way, for his own purposes.
Furthermore, Philo's thought is not always characterized by philosophical and terminological
rigour. All in all, I do not think we should take him to be a reliable source, and we should avoid
using his texts, his usage of terms, and understanding of Stoic concepts as the sole basis of
interpretation. Evidence from him should be used only in support of other, more reliable
testimony unless he is directly quoting Stoic sources. Thus, we can accept the evidence
provided by Philo on the kinds of pneuma and the differences between them, as this kind of
evidence is also described in other texts, but we should not read much into his specifications
concerning the relation between them: his testimony should not be taken as decisive evidence
for or against the addition or the subsumption view. 169

As to T9 and T10, both seem to be supportive of the addition view. Clement suggests
that irrational animals partake in impression and impulse as well as the aforementioned hexis
and phusis, and similarly, Origen (in T6) suggests that rational animals have reason (logos) in
addition to (pros) a soul that only has sensual impressions. However, although the way Clement
and Origen formulate their point suggests that logos, as well as impression and impulse are

additional to inferior states, and thus seems to confirm the addition hypothesis, their testimony

167 phjlo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses 67. Besides the obvious biblical
elements, Philo’s account is also inspired by Aristotelian material (GA 2.3, 736b27-29).

168 Allegories of the Laws 1.32-33. On the difference between perception and mind see also Wolfson, "Philo,"
387-8

169 ¢f. Inwood, "Ethics and Human Action," 23-4.
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could equally be interpreted in the framework of the subsumption view. What is added in both
texts is not a further kind of pneuma, but rather a further function, or capacity (impulse and
impression in Clement, and logos in Origen). Thus, T6 and T9 should rather be considered to
convey an ambiguous message than as definite textual support for the addition view.

T10, on the other hand, seems to make a clear case for the addition view. Plutarch states
quite clearly that humans do not only have rational soul, but they partake in all kinds of
pneumata. What is more, he also states it clearly that the functions of sustenance and that of
nature and growth are fulfilled by tenor and nature respectively. Unless we suppose that
Plutarch is misinterpreting the Stoic doctrine here, in T10 we have evidence that definitely
supports the addition view.

All in all, based on the evidence of T7-T9 we have an ambiguous picture, T7 is best
considered unreliable, T8 is neutral, T6 and T9 can be interpreted in both ways, and finally the
sole T10 supports the addition view unambiguously. Nevertheless, there are other, less often
quoted texts that can be brought up in support of either view. Upholders of the addition view

cite the following passages in support of their interpretation:

T11 Pseudo-Galen, Medical Introduction X1V. 726 7-10 (SVF I1. 716)

70D 8¢ &UPVTOVL TVEDIATOC SITTOV £100G. TO HEV PUGIKOV, TO 88 YuyIKOV. £ici 82 01 Kai Tpitov
globyovot, 1O EKTIKOV. EKTIKOV HEV 0LV £6TL TveDpa, TO GuVE OV Tovg AMOoVS. PLGIKOV &8
TO TPEPOV T0, (DO Kol TO QUTAE. YUYIKOV O& TO £ TV LYYV aicONTIKd, TE To10DV T (DO
Kod Kivodpevo ooy kivnoty. [...] TO PV odV Yuxtkdv &v Ti] KEQUAT KoTOKIoTAL TO 08

QLOIKOV €V Kapdig. TO & EKTIKOV &V TAVTL T COUOTL.
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There are two kinds of innate pneuma, the natural kind and the psychic kind. Some people
[the Stoics]'’ also posit a third, the tenor kind; the pneuma, which sustains stones is the
tenor kind, that which nurtures both animals and plants is of the natural kind, and that
which, in ensouled beings makes animals capable of sensation and of moving in every way
is of the psychic kind. ... [The psychic one is settled in the head, the natural one in the heart
and hexis throughout the whole body.] (Translated by Anna Eunyoung Ju, with my
additions (the last sentence that does not feature in the text quoted by Ju) and modifications

for the sake of terminological consistency.)

T12 Galen, Against Julianus, XVIIIA, 266K. (SVF 11.718)

Gmov Pev yop uTov VO POGEWMC dtotkeiTal, dv 08 {Hov VIO PVGEDC T€ Ao Kol Wyoyhg, €1
ve oM v pév tod Tpépechai te kol angavestot kai T@V To100TOV EpYnV aitiav ovoudlopey
drovteg dvOpomol edotv, TV O Ti¢ aictnoedc e kol thg <ép> &&fig avTi KIvNoemg

Yoxnv.

For all plants are governed by nature, and all animals by both nature and soul at the same
time, if, as all men do, we call the cause of nurture, growth and other similar functions
nature, and the cause of perception and of the resulting motion soul. (My translation,

following Richard Dufour's)*"

T13 Diogenes Laertius VI1.86 (=SVF 111.178 = LS 57A)
000&V T8, Quoi, SMALaEey 1 VOIS €ml TV QUTAV Kal &ntl TV (v, OTL YoPIg OpuTic Kol
aioBnocemg KAKEIVO 0lkOVOUET Kal €0’ MUAY TV PUTOEWMG YiveTal. €K TEPITTOD 08 TH|g

OpuAc toic {MOIG EMIYEVOUEVIC, T| GUYYPOUEVO TOPEVETOL TPOG TOL OIKETD, TOVTOIS HEV TO

170 ¢f, pseudo-Galen’s Medical Introduction XIV.697. 6-8 (SVF 11.716)

11 Anna Eunyoung Ju translates the passage the following way: doctrine: 'For every plant is governed by the
agency of nature and every animal by the agency of nature and at the same time of soul if, at any rate, we all name
the cause of nutrition, growth and such activities "nature”, and that of sensation and motion out of itself "soul".
“Chrysippus on Nature and Soul.”98.
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npootaciayv dedopévov, 0 Kot Aoyov (v 0pBdg yiveoBor <tov> 101G KOTA QUGLV:

TEYVITNG Yap 0VTOC EmtyiveTan Thig Opufg

And nature, they say, made no difference originally between plants and animals, for she
regulates the life of plants too, in their case without impulse and sensation, just as also
certain processes go on of a vegetative kind in us. But when in the case of animals impulse
has been superadded, whereby they are enabled to go in quest of their proper aliment, for
them, say the Stoics, nature's rule is to follow the direction of impulse. But when reason by
way of a more perfect leadership has been bestowed on the beings we call rational, for them
life according to reason rightly becomes the natural life. For reason supervenes to shape

impulse in an expert and artful way. (Translated by R.D Hicks, with my modifications)

As opposed to Ju, who quotes these passages in her "Chrysippus on Nature and Soul in
Animals,” | am not convinced that these passages indeed support the addition view. To start
with Diogenes, he does not talk about the soul being "superadded” (epigenomene) to nature,
but about the superaddition of impression and impulse, that is the superaddition of faculties to
the natural pneuma. He uses the same formulation in the case of the acquisition of rationality,
it is not a rational soul that is superadded to the soul, but it is reason "supervening" (epigignetai)
on impulse. In both cases, if there is a process of addition, it is the addition of further faculties,
not further pneuma. Moreover, the usage of epigignomai suggests the supposition of a
relationship of ontological dependence between the pre-existing pneuma and the added faculty.

As to the idea that nature "regulates™ (oikonomei) both the life of plants and animals, |
am not sure whether nature should be taken here to refer to a kind of pneuma. In paragraph

85, Diogenes also talks about how nature shapes the animal's constitution, and there, nature is
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understood in the sense of a general regulative principle which defines the characteristics and

the aims of natural bodies

T 14 Diogenes Laertius VI1.85 (=SVF 111.178 = LS 57A)

Trv 8¢ mpdTv Opufv @act o {Hov ioxew €mi 10 TPelv Eatd, oikelobong avtd Tiig
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ALOTPIDGOL £1KOC TV 0TO <adT@> TO {HOoV, 0VTE ToMoasay avTd, PRt GALOTPIBGOL T’
oikeldoaL. AmoAeimetal Toivuv AEYEY GUGTNOAUEVTV ADTO OIKEIDGOL TPOG E0VTO: OVT® YApP

14 1€ PAamTOVTO S1mbgiton Kol T oikelo TpooicTa.

An animal's first impulse, say the Stoics, is to self-preservation because nature from the
outset endears it to itself, as Chrysippus affirms in the first book of his work On Ends : his
words are, "The dearest thing to every animal is its own constitution and its consciousness
thereof" ; for it was not likely that nature should estrange the living thing from itself or that
she should leave the creature she has made without either estrangement from or affection
for its own constitution. We are forced then to conclude that nature in constituting the
animal made it near and dear to itself; for so it comes to repel all that is injurious and give

free access to all that is serviceable or akin to it. (Translated by R.D Hicks)

On all accounts, I am not sure whether there is really that much that can be culled from
T13 in support of the addition view.

On to T11-12, at first blush these passages seem to provide much better support for the
addition view. However, although it is clearly stated that animals are both governed by nature
and soul, I am not sure whether the view transmitted here is really Stoic. We know that Galen,

following Erasistratus, himself distinguished between a vital (z6tikor) and a psychic pneuma,
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172 59 the view

and supposed that animals have both and that both fulfil distinct functions,
expressed here, may very well be his own. Ju recognizes this difficulty and points out that while
Galen may not be relying on a Stoic source in T12, the qualifying conditional, in which Galen
explains why he uses here the terms nature and soul, suggests that he is expressing a Stoic view
here.!”® Again, | do not find Ju's argument convincing. | think that it is equally possible that
Galen is stating his own view here, albeit using Stoic terms, the meaning of which he then later
explains in the qualifying conditional.

Finally, T11 seems to present evidence for the addition view, stating that animals and
plants are both nurtured by natural pneuma, and to convey Stoic material, since it mentions
tenor, the introduction of which is in the very same work attributed to the Stoics (here left
unnamed). However, if we keep reading the text beyond the passage quoted by Ju, a few lines
later we will read that the three kinds of pneuma are located in different parts of the body. "The
psychic one is settled in the head, the natural one in the heart and the hectic one throughout the
whole body." This indication of spatial location is definitely not Stoic. The view concerning
three different locations is not attested by other Stoic sources. Moreover, the idea that the
psychic pneuma would be located in the head goes clearly against the Stoic view, according to
which the soul originates from the heart. The model presented here shows Platonic influences
and is much closer to that of the aforementioned Erasistratus (followed by Galen), who
suggested that vital pneuma is produced in the heart whereas the psychic one is manufactured
in the brain. 1"* Thus, we can safely assume that the view presented here is not Stoic. At best,
it is some sort of combination of a Stoic and a Platonic account. Based on this inconsistency

with the Stoic teaching we can conclude that even if the passage does feature some Stoic

elements, the trustworthiness of its account might be questioned.

172 ¢ 4. PHP p.444-446 608-609K

173 g, “Chrysippus on Nature and Soul,”98.
174 pseudo-Galen, Medical Introduction XI1V.697. 6-8 (SVF 11.716).
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In conclusion, these additional passages brought up by Ju (and also referred to by Long)
do not provide decisive evidence for the addition view. Although they certainly allow for a
reading supportive of the addition interpretation, other readings cannot be excluded.

This means that we cannot decide whether the early Stoics endorsed the subsumption or
the addition view merely on the basis of the direct evidence on the pneumata of more evolved
natural bodies. Besides the sole passage of T10 there are no texts which could be taken to
support either view unambiguously. Since | do not think that one passage is sufficient evidence
to bolster an interpretation, | suggest relying on philosophical considerations and concordance

with other doctrines of early Stoic thought to decide for the validity of either interpretation.

2.2.2. Physics

There are two main arguments for the addition view. First, proponents of the addition
view stress that (with one exception) 1" the soul is not described by our texts as taking on the
functions of nature (nourishment and growth), and can hardly be considered to fulfil these
functions given that it is only described by our sources as characterized by impulse and
impression. 1% Nutrition and growth do not feature among the parts of the soul in the
aforementioned eightfold division. Moreover, there is evidence that nature was not considered
as a part of the soul, but definitely as something distinct from it. A passage that discusses that
one of Panaetius’ innovations was to make the reproductive faculty a part of nature instead of
soul, shows that the two pneumata must have been considered as distinct both by Panaetius

and his predecessors.1’’

75 calcidius, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 220 (=SVF 11.879, part = LS 53G). This passage is analysed in
detail in Ju's "Chrysippus on Nature and Soul."97-108).

17613 1.320, and Long, “Soul and Body,” 44. This consideration is also the basic idea behind Ju's “Chrysippus
on Nature and Soul.”

177 Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 212,6-9 (Panaetius fr. 86 = LS 53l). It has to be noted that elsewhere
Nemesius attributes a division of soul parts to Panaetius that does not correspond completely to the Chrysippean
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The second line of argument, discussed at length by Anthony Long, relies on the idea
that body and soul should have two distinct unifying and formative principles in Stoic the
framework. This conclusion of his is based on the idea that the soul and the body are two
distinct and active bodies, which together form the composite animal by being completely
mixed.1® In this model, the relationship of soul and body is not that of form and matter, or to
give a Stoic example, a relationship comparable to the one between the two principles. While
matter and god are both bodies, and as such are both capable of participating in causal
interaction, their relationship is different from that of soul and body in two important respects.
First, matter is extremely passive and is acted upon by the extremely active god.”® As opposed
to this, body and soul are almost equally active and passive and acting on each other by means
of touching.*® This tactile interaction is a central premise for arguments for the corporeality of
the soul and it also plays an important role in explaining oikeiosis, the self-awareness and
awareness of body, which is a necessary condition for animals to fulfil their end: self-

preservation and living in accordance with nature.8!

model of hexis-phusis-psuché. (Psuche, phusis, zoé instead). See Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 26, cf.
Francesca Alesse, Panezio di Rodei: Testimonianze, (Bibliopolis: Naples, 1997), 261-2.

178 The relationship of the soul and the body is given as a prime example of 'through and through blending’
(krasis di'holou) by the Stoics (see Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Mixture, 217.32)

179 gextus M 9.11, =SVF 11.301, 75-6 (= SVF 11.311 = LS 44C), Theodoret of Cyrus, Cure of the Greek Maladies
IV.13 (=Df. 312). While | agree with Vanessa de Harven that reducing the Stoic principles to matter and form is
mistaken, insofar as they are both bodies, and thus both have some causal power and resistance, | think it is fair
to say that matter is the most passive body. While god is acted upon by matter insofar as matter offers some
resistance to the machinations of god, this simple interaction between god and matter is not the same as the much
more diversified interaction between body and soul, when events and processes in the body bring about events
and processes in the soul and vice versa. See de Harven, “Resistance” 7-12.

180 Long, “Soul and Body,” 50.

181 Another important issue related to the doctrine of oikeiosis and the interaction of soul and body is brought up
by Reier Helle in his “Hierocles and the Stoic Theory of Blending,” Phronesis 63 (2018): 89-98. Helle points out
that the idea that the soul and body are completely coextensive and entangled in a through and through blend
contradicts the idea that the soul and body are separate subjects that affect each other. One important characteristic
of through and through blending is that even the smallest parts of the mixture are mixture, so not even the tiniest
part can be pointed out as one of the composing elements. As Helle observes, if the components are not separated,
then they cannot act on each other. His suggestion is to attribute an innovative account of through and through
blending to Hierocles that is closer to the understanding of juxtaposition than the Chrysippean account. Helle
reveals a crucial contradiction at the very heart of the Stoic account of the relationship between soul and body,
that has been somehow overlooked by commentators. His discovery has far-reaching consequences for the study
of early Stoic physics. While discussing the consequences of Helle’s findings is beyond the scope of this
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A second difference is that as opposed to god and matter® soul and body can be
separated from each other. After death, defined as the soul’s separation from the body,*8® the
soul of humans persists on its own, without the body. 8 Furthermore, Long believes that the
body can also exist in separation from the soul. Animals only become ensouled upon birth, the
foetus and the embryo are plantlike life-forms, directed and organized by nature (and possibly
by hexis).'® Supposing that the fully developed plantlike foetus is nothing but the new-born
animal without the soul, Long equates the foetus and the animal body, and thus interprets this
tenet as evidence for the idea that the body and soul are distinct, unified bodies. Thus, the
relationship of soul and body is a blending of two distinct bodies, each having their own
"substrate” and qualifying principle. Since in the Stoic framework a unifying formative
principle has to be a pneuma, the body has to have its own kind of pneuma, different from the
soul.

Long also believes that there are other reasons why soul and body should be considered
as having each their own formative principles. Body and soul seem to be distinct subjects
insofar as there are certain properties (e.g. virtues) that belong to the soul and then other ones
which belong to the body.18¢ Since a body has properties in virtue of having a certain pneuma,
insofar as we want to distinguish a bodily subject to which the bodily qualities pertain, we also

have to attribute a distinct qualifying pneuma to the body.

dissertation, the inconsistency that he points out lends further support to my final conclusion, regarding the
conflict between two concepts of corporealism.

182 The two principles are described as inseparable. (Calcidius, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus 293(= LS 44E)
and 294 (= 1G 65), SVF Il. 306, SVF 11.318,1054, Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus 81e (=SVF 11.307),
126 b 297 (=SVF 11.1042), 299 ¢ (=SVF 11.307).

183 Sextus Empiricus M 7.234 (= LS 53F), Calcidius, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 220 (= LS 53G),
Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 78,7-79,2(= LS 45D).

184 Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, 15.20.6 (SVF 11.809 = LS 53W), Aetius IV, 7, 3 (=SVF 11.810),
Theodoret of Cyrus, Cure of the Greek Maladies V, 23 (= Df.815), DL VI11.157 (=SVF 11.811), Lactantius, Divine
Institutes V11.20 (=SVF 11.813), Cicero Tusculan Disputations 1.31. (= SVF 11.822).

185 Long seems to think that phusis and soul are additional to hexis, but he recognizes that the logike psuche is
not an addition but a qualitative difference "Soul and Body," 38, 40 and 49-53. To this extent, | read his paper
differently from Inwood, who takes Long to apply the addition analysis only to the relationship of nature and
soul. (“Walking and Talking,” 66).

186 |_ong, "Soul and Body," 35, 41. cf. Sextus Empiricus, M 7.235.
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While the tactile interaction and the implied distinctness of soul and body is an
indubitable fact, proponents of the subsumption view also have several Stoic doctrines in
support of their analysis. First of all, the relationship between pneumata is not additional at
each level. While it is not clear whether in plants nature subsumes hexis, as there is no textual
evidence on the pneumatic organization of plants, Long himself admits that there is certainly
no addition of pneuma on the topmost level. Having a rational soul is not described in terms of
having additional capacities besides natural and psychic ones, but rather in terms of the
rationalization of psychic capacities.’®” Thus if Long's account were correct, then the Stoic
account of the pneumata of natural bodies would be asymmetrical, the lower levels would
differ from each other in the number of pneumata they have, whereas the two upper levels
would differ qualitatively.

Secondly, positing several pneumata in one body without being able to explain how these
different pneumata constitute one pneuma or how they are all parts of the individual (the
unified soul-body composite) raises an issue about unity. If chunks of matter are differentiated,
qualified and delimited by pneumata, then there is no reason why a mixture of matter, hexis,
phusis and soul would give us one body instead of three. While we have seen that it is possible
for bodies to be coextensive, we have not explored the metaphysical account that explains how
different bodies form a unified entity that is not distinct from them but also not identical to
them. The merely physical account of unity presented above cannot explain how natural bodies
are unities, if they have simultaneously several different coextensive pneumata. Thus, unless
the Stoics thought that animate natural bodies are not real unities — which we know was not the
case — they had to be able to account for the fact that they are unities despite being constituted

by several pneumata.

187 s Long points out, logos supervenes on psychic capacities, such as impulse and impression, as well as
sunkathatesis. He quotes DL VI1.51, 86 and Stobaeus, Eclogae 11.86.17 and 88.1 (=SVF 111.169 and 171
respectively) in support of his point. Moreover, it has to be noted that the language of rationalization is not
used for physical functions, there is no talk of rational growth and nourishment.
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Finally, the role of the hexis and phusis as formative principles of an animal body is also
open to question. One could ask how a principle that is only suited to guarantee cohesion and
one that could only account for growth and nutrition could differentiate, form and unify a body
characterized by a structure suited to carry out functions characteristic of the soul, such as self-
motion and perception.

The arguments for both interpretations are powerful and are firmly rooted in textual
evidence. Not only is it hard to decide between the two interpretations, but the conflict between
them suggests the lack of a coherent theory on the role of pneumata and the soul-body
relationship. It seems that maintaining an account of the unity of animals means giving up on
the distinctness of soul and body, and vice versa.

Long’s solution to the apparent contradiction between the above tenets is to distinguish
between a narrower and broader meaning of "soul", following a passage in Sextus Empiricus’
Against the Physicists.!® In the narrower usage, “soul” refers only to the hégemonikon,
whereas in the broader usage, it refers to the whole portion of pneuma permeating the animal
body. Sextus also observes that in death it is only the leading part (i.e. the soul in the narrow
sense) that is separated from the body, and it is the leading part that is understood by soul when
the Stoics talk about the soul in opposition to the body. As Long concludes, by this distinction
between a “generic” and a “specific” sense of “soul” we can solve puzzles of unity and
qualification. Even if the body is unified and organized by hexis and phusis, as opposed to the
soul in the specific sense, the whole entity (i.e. the soul-body complex) is unified and organized
by a soul, insofar as it is held together by the soul in the generic sense, that is, the whole portion

of pneuma, containing soul, phusis and hexis.

188 "paot yap yoynv AéyecBor drydg, TO 1€ GLUVEXOV TNV OANV GUYKPLoY kol Kot” 6o TO 1yepovikov. dtav yap

ginopey cuvestaval 1OV GvOponov £k Yoy Kai 6opatog, i Tov 0avatov etvat yopiopdy Yuyiig Grd cOUaTOG,
idiwg kadodpey 10 yspovikov.” M VI1.234-5. (= LS 53F).
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However, this distinction does not solve the contradiction. It is not clear that if nature
and soul are indeed two different pneumatic bodies that are qualitatively and tonically distinct,
then how can the pneuma that Sextus calls soul “in the generic sense” be one thing instead of
being just a juxtaposition of distinct pneumata.*®® On the other hand, if nature and soul are not
different pneumata, but nature is just a power or function of the soul (in the generic sense, soul
in the specific sense being just another power of this former), then the problem of explaining
the distinctness of the soul and body and the ensuing causal interaction between them still
holds. Moreover, while the distinction makes it clear what “soul in the specific sense” refers
to, the reference to “soul in the generic sense” is more ambiguous: it can refer to the other parts
of soul: the senses, the reproductive organs and the voice, or to pneumata such as nature and
hexis. 1%

In what follows, | aim to give an account that can coherently account for both the unity
of animals and the distinctness of the soul and body. In order to do so, I will examine Long’s
claims that the ensouled body is governed by several pneumata and the related supposition that
the body of an animal can persist as a qualified unity in separation from the soul. I will do that
by looking at different stages of existence in animals’ career in which soul and body are
supposed to exist independently: before birth and after death. I will examine whether the
transition from the life-form of a plant to an animal life-form consists in an addition of pneuma
or rather a transformation of pneuma from phusis to soul. Then, I will move on to a discussion
of the supposed persistence of body after death. I will examine whether we have any reason to

suppose that a corpse is unified and qualified by hexis and phusis. Based on careful examination

189 The relationship between parts of pneuma and the whole pneuma brings to mind the problem of the relationship
between individual bodies and the cosmos. While the two issues are analogous, there are several important
differences. First, pneumata are not peculiarly qualified. The second difference is closely related to the first one:
as opposed to individual bodies and the cosmos, pneumata such as hexis, phusis and soul are not related to each
other as wholes and parts, and are spatially coextended, at least according to the Chrysippean account of mixture
(cf. Helle, “Hierocles and the Stoic Theory of Blending.” 89-98. Thirdly, the pneuma is itself a supposed principle
of unity, so guaranteeing its unity is especially important.

190 | have to thank Istvan Bodnér for pointing this out to me.
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of the textual evidence, | will conclude that we have no reason to suppose that the hexis and
phusis persist after death as principles unifying and qualifying the whole body and that the

principle unifying and qualifying the body departs upon death.

2.2.2.1. Ontogenesis

If Long's account is accurate, then the evidence should state that the development of the
animal consists in either developing or acquiring new pneumata. However, there is not much
to unambiguously support this reading. In what follows, | will present the Stoic account of
ontogenesis by looking at the passages that discuss the doctrine in its most explicit form. I will
focus on whether the transmitted accounts of pneumatic development are described in terms of
the addition of a new portion of pneuma, and on indications of whether hexis and nature persist
in animals.

On the Stoic account, individuals belonging to the “upper classes” of the hierarchy of
beings develop from individuals belonging to “lower classes”. Plants develop from seeds,'®!
animals develop from plants, and finally, humans develop from animals. Animals and plants
both develop from a seed (sperma), that is a portion of pneuma contained in some material

vehicle (water in the case of animals and possibly earth in the case of plants).'®? The seed,

upon falling in an environment that is favourable for its development — the ground for most

Bl 19 my knowledge there is no text that would explicitly state that the seeds from which animate beings develop
belong to the category of inanimates, i.e. natural substances held together by a hexis. However, this is a logical
inference considering how the development of individuals is described on the upper levels of the hierarchy, and
some texts (Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 6-15, = LS 53B = Df. 744a, Tertullian, On the Soul 25 = SVF 11.805,
Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses, 67, 5-12 = SVF 11.745, Eusebius’
Evangelical Preparation= SVF 1.128) on Stoic embryology also suggest that the sperm is held together by a hexis,
inasmuch as it does not move of its own accord until it has “fallen” in the womb, where it will be set into motion,
being received in a suitable environment, which most possibly affects its pneuma. (Cf. David Hahm, “Self-
motion,” 218-9.) This inference is slightly undermined by Philo’s report according to which both plants and the
sperm have nature. (On the Indestructability of the World 75, 7-10 = SVF II. 459).

1920ur sources are inconsistent in respect of identifying the seed with the mixture of the carrying matter and the

pneuma, (e.g. Pseudo-Galen, Medical Definitions XIX, 439 = SVF 11.742) or just the pneuma qualifying the

ejaculate (e.g. DL VI11.158 = SVF Il 741, Pseudo-Galen, Medical Definitions XIX, 370, 14-371,3 = SVF 11.742).
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plants and the mother’s womb for animals — starts getting into motion: its pneuma becomes a
nature, and as such begins to take charge of the growth and nutrition of the embryo. The most
comprehensive descriptions'®® of this process can be found in two texts on conception and

foetal development:

T15 Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, 15.20.1 = SVF 1.128

To 8¢ oméppa enotv 6 Zavov sivar & puedinov dvlpmmog Tvedua ped’ Hypod, yoxfc Hépog
<KOi> ATOGTAGLO Kol TOD GTEPLOTOG TOD TV TPOYOVAOV KEPOOLLOL KO (YO TV THG YOTiG
UEP@V GUVEANALOOS: ExoV YO TOVG AGYOVLE TA OA® TOLE adTOVG TOUTO, OTOV AEedT] €ig TV
unTpaY, GUAANPOEY VT GAAOL TVELLOTOG UEPOC WOYTG TG ToD BMAeoc kol GLUPLEG
yevOUEVOV KPLEOEY TE POEL KivodpevoV Kol avappurilopevoy v’ Ekeivov, Tpociapfdavov

ael €ig 10 Vypov Kai av&dpevov €€ Eavtod.”

The seed, says Zeno, which man emits is breath combined with moisture, a portion and
fragment of soul, and a blending of the parents' seed, and a composite mixture of the various
parts of the soul. For this, having the same ratios (logoi) as the whole (i.e. the soul of the
parent), when emitted into the womb is caught up by another breath, a portion of the
female's soul, and grows into one with it, and being there stirred and kindled by it grows in
secret, continually receiving additions to the moisture and increasing of itself. (Translated

by E.H. Gifford, with some emendations on my part)

193 | gss comprehensive (and possibly less accurate) descriptions can be found in Tertullian, On the Soul 25( =
SVF 11.805), and Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses, 67, 5-12. (=SVF
11.745).
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T16 Hierocles Elements of Ethics 1.5-15

ToO toivuv omépuo Katamecov €l VoTépay &v Te Kap®L TAL TPOSHKOVTL Kol Guo O’
EPPOUEVOL TOD Gryyeiov GVAANPOEY OVKETL NpEPET, KaBdmep TEWC, AAL’ dvakivynBgv dpyetat
@V idlov Epynv, Tapd T€ TOD KVOEOPODVTOS CAOUATOG EMCTOUEVOV TIV VANV S1omAdTTEL
10 EuPpuov Katd Tvag dmapaPatong ThEElS, Encmep 0O TPOG TEAOC GpikNToL Kol TPOC
anotev e0Tpenss dmepydonttol T dnpovpynua. Todtov pévtot Thvta tov xpovov (Aéyw
8€ TOV GO LA YEMG PEYPL ATOTEEEMC) SlaUEVEL PVOIG, TODT  E0TL TTvEDU, HETABEPANKOG

8K oTEPUOTOG Kol 08M1 Kevovpevoy &’ dpyfig eig téhog- 1%

Thus, the seed that drops into the uterus at the right moment and at the same time is received
by a healthy womb no longer stays inert as it was until then but rather, now set in motion,
begins its proper activities and, drawing to itself the matter of the body that bears it,'*
forms the embryo in accord with certain arrangements that cannot be transgressed, until it
arrives at the limit and has rendered the creature ready for birth. However, during all this
time | mean that which goes from conception to birth it remains as a nature [@¥o1c], that is
a pneuma (breath), transformed from the status of a seed and proceeding from the beginning

to the end in a preestablished order (Translated by David Konstan).

1%The reconstructed version of the text by Ilaria Ramelli is as follows: “T0 totvov oéppa KoTamesdV €ig VoTEPAV
&v 1€ Koup® T® TPOCSTKOVTL Kol Ao V1T EppmpEVon Tod dyyeiov cLAANEOEY 0DKETL pepel KabBanep TE®S, AAA’
avakinbgv dapyetot TV diov Epyov, Topd T€ TOD KLOPOPOVVTOG CAOUATOC EMICTMOUEVOV TIV DANV SIOTAGTTEL TO
Euppvov katd Tvag amopofdrovg théelc, Emomep oD mPOC TENOG AQiknTol Kol mPOC AmOTEEWV €VTPEMEG
amepydontat o dnpovpynua. Todtov pévrol Tavta TovV ¥povov—AEY® dE TOV GO GCLAMWE®MG HEXPL AmoTéEEEC—
drapével pvoig, 10010 6° ot Tvedua, eTaBeBANKOg ék omépprotog kol 08¢ kewvoduevov [15] dm’ dpyfg eig téhog.”
(Text reconstructed and edited by Illaria Ramelli) Hierocles the Stoic, Elements of Ethics. Fragments and Excerpts,
tr. David Konstan. Ed. llaria Ramelli, (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2009),2.

195 |stvan Bodnar suggested an alternate translation to this clause: “[...]Jdrawing to itself matter from the
childbearing bodyf...]”.
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As to the Stoic doctrine that animals develop from plants, it is a core tenet of Stoic
embryology that embryos are plants and not animals,* they acquire a soul at birth, upon their

first inhalation of the outer air. This process is also described by Hierocles:

T17 Hierocles Elements of Ethics 1.15-30

N 0& KoTd pEV TG TP®TA TOD YPOVOL TAYVTEPOV TMG €0TL TVEDUA 1| QUGIS Kol HOKPOV
apeoTNKLIL Yoyiic, KATOTY 0& TOVT®V KATEWAV GYEdOV Nkl TS Gmotééems, AmolenthveTaL
PUTILopEVT TOIG GUVEYECLY E..... KO .. TO TOYXOV £GTL Yoyt 10 o1 Kol BVupale yopnoaca ikovodton
T TEPIEXOVTL, DOTE 010V GTOPMOETGO TPOC oM TOD PETAPOUAETY £iC Woyhv. Kaddmep Yap TO &V TOig
AMBoig mvedpo Toémg VIO TANYTG EkTupobTon St TV TPOS TANTNV TNV UETAPOATNV ETolndTNTa,
TOV aOTOV TPOTOV Kol QUGLS EUPPHoL TETOVOG 1on YeEYyovoTog o0 Ppadvvel TO petadiiev gig

Yuymy Umecodoo. T TEPIEYOVTL. TAVTNL 8 TV TO 8kmecdV Votépag eVdéng Eoti (atov [...] %7

Now, in the first phases of this period of time the “nature” is a kind of particularly dense pneuma
and far removed from soul; following this, however, and once it has nearly arrived at birth, it
thins out, buffeted as it is by continuous doings, and, in respect to quantity, it is soul. Thus, once
it arrives at the exit, it is adapted to the environment, so that, toughened, so to speak, by this, it
changes into soul. For, just as the pneuma that is in stones bursts into flame as a result of a blow
of its disposition to this alteration, in the same way, too, the nature of the embryo, when it has

become mature, is not slow to change to soul, when it comes out into the surrounding

196 cf. The Hierocles passage quoted below, as well as Tertullian, On the Soul, 25 = SVF 11.805, Philo of

Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos according to Moses, 67 = SVF 11.745) Pseudo-Galen, Medical

Definitions. X1X 452. = SVF 11.757, Plutarch, On Stoic Self- contradictions 41, 1052f-1053a = SVF 11.806.

197 The reconstructed version of the text by Ilaria Ramelli is as follows: “fién & katd pév o TpdTA TOD YPOVOL
TayOTEPOV TMG £0TL TVEDUA 1) PVOIG KO HOKPAY APECTNKLIO, YOYTIC, KOTOTY 0& TOVT®V KATEWAY GYedOV TiKT| TTiC
armotéewc, aroientivetan putilopévn toig cuveyEoty Epyol Kol kot 0 Tocov 6t yoyn: [20] 610 61 kai 00pale
yopricaco ikavodtal Td meptéyovtl, HGote olov oTopwdeicn Tpdg aTod peTaBdAlety gic WuyRv. Kaddamep yop T
v 101G AiBo1g mvedpa Tayémg VO TANYNG EKTVPOVTOL S10 TV TPOS TAVTIV TNV ULETAPOANY ETOOTNTA, TOV ODTOV
tpémov [25] kai @voig EuPpvov mEmovog 118N yeyovotog ob PBpadvvel TO petaPoleilv gig yoynyv éunecodoa @
TEPEYOVTL. 10T 6€ AV 1O EkmecOV VoTEPaG eV0Emg €oti {Pov [...] Hierocles the Stoic, Elements of Ethics.
Fragments and Excerpts, 2.
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environment. For this reason, everything that comes out of the uterus is immediately an animal

[...] (Translated by David Konstan)

As it is apparent from Hierocles’ evidence, ensoulment coincides with birth because this
event entails a change of environment. Upon being born, the embryo inhales its first breath of
outside air. Thus, nature, the warm inborn pneuma is tempered (stomotheisa) by the colder
outer air, and, as a consequence, changes its physical constitution (rarefies according to most
accounts).'® As we might expect, this change in constitution entails a qualitative change:
rarefication leads to a change of the kind of the pneuma, it changes from denser nature to a
subtler soul.

The final case of the development of an "upper class" entity from a "lower class" one is
the case of irrational animals turning into rational humans. According to the Stoic belief,
children below the age of fourteen!®® are irrational, animal-like creatures. They become rational
adults by acquiring common concepts (koinai ennoiai). Common concepts are acquired
gradually, through the synthesis of memories left by impressions. Impressions are individual
physical imprints (tupoi) or other structural modifications?® of the soul, acquired mostly
through the physical imprinting of sensory objects on the pneumatic matter.2°? The imprinting
of the sense-object leaves a mark — this is what a memory of an individual object is —, the
accumulation of these marks leads to experience, and experience leads to the development of

common concepts.?%2

198 ¢f. T17, as well as Plotinus, Enneads IV.7.11, (= SVF 11.804), Tertullian On the Soul, 25 (=SVF 11.805), 8.
Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1052f, 1053d, On the Principle of Cold, 946 C.

199 SVF 1.149 cf. Hankinson, “Stoic Epistemology,” 62.

200 | ewis, "The Stoics on Identity,”107-108.

201 Al kind of sense perception was conceived as taking place by means of touching by the Stoics. Cf. ch IV.
202 petius IV.11.1- 4 = SVF 11.83 = LS 39E, Aetius V, 12, 3 = SVF 11.753,
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In all cases of pneumatic development, the new kind of pneuma emerges as a result of
the effects of the external environment. The seed starts getting in motion upon falling into the
uterus and being seized by the maternal pneuma,?® the phusis rarefies by being tempered or
struck by the cold air, and the soul changes by virtue of accumulating imprints, leading to
experiences. A further common feature is that the change in kind of pneuma is a qualitative
change: the seed is set into motion, the nature rarefies, and the soul becomes rational. Finally,
we can also observe that both in the case of nature's transformation to soul and soul's
transformation to rational soul, the change can be explained in terms of a change in the physical
structure of the pneuma: by rarefication and imprinting respectively. Moreover, as | have
already noted, with respect to T13, if there is anything that is added to a pneuma, it is not a
further pneuma, but a capacity.

All in all, the textual evidence does not suggest an addition of pneuma in any case, but
rather a comprehensive qualitative transformation of the previous pneuma. While in the case
of the seed it could be argued that it acquires the mother’s pneuma, first, as | have remarked,
the role of maternal pneuma in generation is unclear and second, the seed is described as
acquiring motion upon being seized by maternal pneuma, not as acquiring pneuma. While it
could also be suggested that the soul is the inhaled outside air that is added to the inborn

physical pneuma, this idea is not very plausible either. The textual evidence is unanimous in

203 The textual evidence disagrees on the question whether the seed of females participated in generation.
Diogenes Laertius (DL V11.158) reports that Sphaerus thought the female seed to be infertile due to its lack of
tension, "wateriness" and "scantiness", and Galen says that the Stoics thought that the female only contributes
by feeding the embryo, which develops from the pneuma and the carrying matter of the male seed. Galen, On
the Formation of the Foetus IV, 699, 3-18. = SVF 11.743 and Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos
according to Moses, 67 = SVF 11.745. The idea that on the Stoic account the embryo develops merely from the
male seed, fashioned by its pneuma, using its wet vehicle as a substance is argued for at length by John M. Rist
in his “On Greek Biology, Greek Cosmology,” 42-4. As opposed to this, Aetius (V.11.3= SVF 11.749) reports
that both parents contribute with their seed to the generation of the offspring and the pneuma of the mother also
seems to play a role in the Eusebius (T15) and the Hierocles passage (T16). According to David Hahm (“Self-
motion,” 218), by discrediting the female seed's capacities, the Stoics merely meant that it cannot generate on its
own, without the contribution of the father. According to Inwood, the disagreement might reflect a doctrinal
disagreement amongst Stoic thinkers. (“Walking and Talking,” 68).
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describing the process of ensoulment as the tempering and thus rarefication of physical
pneuma, moreover, the soul is identified as connate pneuma by both Chrysippus?®* and Zeno.?%®
A further idea could be that in each case the qualitative transformation is only partial and there
remains a part of pneuma that is denser, colder, wetter, or more inert than the other parts. This
possibility cannot be excluded, although there is not much textual evidence to support it,
furthermore it is open to question how some parts of pneuma could remain unaffected by the
physical transformation of the whole.

It could also be argued that the soul can fulfil functions of nourishment and growth based
on the Eusebius passage (T15), in which the maternal soul is described as attending to the
growth and nutrition of the foetus. However, it should be noted that the evidence on the role of
female soul in the Stoic theory of gestation seems to be contradictory. While some passages
suggest that both the male and the female soul contribute to the development of the embryo,
others suggest that the female body just serves as an incubator (that also provides food) during
pregnancy. Moreover, it should be noted, that using the distinction of Sextus, we could claim
that the female soul mentioned here is the soul in the general sense, so the embryo is actually
nourished by the nature of the mother instead of her soul (taken in the specific sense).?%

A last point that | would like to address concerns Long's idea that the body should be
organized and unified by nature because it is nature that has shaped and organized it prior to
ensoulment. It is true that the fact that the foetus (that is a fully formed and functional although
yet unborn baby) has been formed merely by nature suggests that on the Stoic account, it is
possible that a non-animal pneuma is capable to bring about and run a body that is equipped

for psychic functions. However, this mere fact does not exclude that upon birth the functions

204 Galen PHP 111.1 (112) (= SVF 11.885)
205 Tertullian, On the Soul, 5. (=SVF 1.137)
206 The early Stoic theory of ontogenesis will be discussed in more detail in chapter I1I.
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of unification, organization, and growth and nourishment of the animal body are taken over by

the soul.

2.2.2.2. Death

The other aspect of early Stoic biology that should be investigated for an understanding
of the relationship of soul and body is death. Long argues that the fact that the soul persists for
some time after death and that the body can exist as a unified living being before ensoulment
provides sufficient proof for the possibility of their independent existence. If Long's claim were
true, then the body, existing independently of the soul, would vegetate, i.e. grow, be nurtured
and held together. While this is true about the body that exists before ensoulment, i.e. the foetus,
it is by no means true of the body left behind after the departure of the soul, i.e. the corpse.
While the corpse does not become a pile of mud (i.e. earth and water) right upon the departure
of the soul, it does start its gradual decomposition from the moment of death: after a while it
will dissolve and assimilate to the wet ground. There is no evidence that any Stoic thinker
would have conceived of a corpse as of a vegetating body in a coma, instead of a lifeless entity
that is slowly disintegrating once its soul has departed. No processes of nourishment and
growth can possibly be observed in a dead body, taken as an organic whole,?%’ thus there is no
reason to suppose that a corpse would be governed by nature, which strongly suggests that
body and soul are not governed by distinct principles, or if so then both these principles leave
the body upon death.

While there is no evidence that would directly report on what happens to the body after
death, there are some passages, based on which we could get an idea of the extent to which

corpses were still permeated by nature and hexis. A passage by Diogenes Laertius, which is

207 There are some parts of the body, such as nails and hair that can be thought of as undergoing nourishment and
growth. I discuss this idea in more detail below.
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used by Long to support his thesis that animals have both hexis and soul, attributes hexis only
to certain parts of the animal body, namely the bones.?%® What Diogenes says here is that divine
nous permeates different parts of the human body to a different extent: it permeates bones and
sinews as hexis and the hégemonikon as nous. This passage is very similar to Philo's testimony
in the Allegories of the Laws 1l 22-23,2%° where the nous is said to have different powers, a
hexis-like one penetrating bones and a phusis-like one accounting for the growth and nutrition
of nails and hair.?!° The idea presented here is that if there is hexis and phusis present in animal
bodies, that hexis and that phusis would not bind and keep alive the whole animal body, but
only some parts of it.?!!

These parts were certainly not chosen at random. It is common knowledge that in animal
bodies it is the bones that survive the longest, remaining intact for decades or centuries after
the rest of the body has decomposed. Moreover, it is also commonly (although, as Brad Inwood
pointed out to me, mistakenly)?'? thought that the nails and the hair keep growing even after
death. These observations might have suggested to some Stoics that these body-parts were run
by something independent from the soul, since their coherence and growth continued after the
soul's separation of the body.

What this passage (T7) shows is that if there is indeed a hexis and a phusis in an animal

body, besides the soul, then such pneumata should continue fulfilling their function after death,

208 Ty o1 koopov doikeiobal kotd voiv kal Tpdvotay, kabd enot Xpoomndg T° &v 1@ néumte Iepl npovoiug
kai IToceddviog €v 10 tprokadekdre Hept Oedv, &ig dnav avtod uépog Suikovog o vod, kabdnep £¢” HudV
TG woyfig: AL’ 110m 61 OV pgv pdike Aov, St v 8& fRrtov. U GV &V yap ¢ EEIG Kex®PNKEY, MG S18 TOV OTAY
Kol TV veupov- S v 88 d¢ vodg, mg St tod fyyepovikod. DL VII. 138-9

209 T7 Philo of Alexandria, Allegories of the Laws Il 22-23 (SVF 11.458 = LS 47P).

210 rejected Philo's evidence as unreliable earlier. However, while it might not constitute evidence reliable

enough to decide between the addition and subsumption views, it might contain some nuggets of information on

Stoic tenets.

211 Again, a note should be made about the inclusion of this piece of evidence by Philo. | have already discussed

this passage and concluded that the ideas presented within are not purely Stoic, but rather are inspired by both

Platonic and Stoic elements. It might be the case that the idea that nails and hair are governed by phusis is not a

Stoic idea, however it is a logical complementation and a reasonable further development of the view presented

in Diogenes Laertius that some body parts are governed exclusively by hexis.

212 |t has been recognized that the nails and hair of corpses only appear to have grown after death because the skin
of the dead body shrinks, and thus retracting exposes previously covered portions of hair and nails.
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since the departure of the soul should not affect them. However, the fact that we observe
continued functioning in only some parts of the body, suggests that whatever has accounted for
the overall cohesion and the growth and nurture of the body has departed, along with the soul.

This interpretation makes good sense of most of the evidence and attributes a more
plausible account of death to Stoic thinkers. However, it is not quite compatible with the
information transmitted by Sextus in Against the Professors 7.234. What should we make of
Sextus' distinction between the two meanings of the soul and his statement that it is only the
hégemonikon that is separated from the body upon death, if the almost complete decomposition
of animal bodies suggests that all of their hectic and physical powers also leave them upon
death?

| believe we can make sense of Sextus' words and reconcile them with the idea that
whatever unifies and qualifies animal bodies also leaves them upon death, if we understand his
statement about only the hégemonikon leaving the body as meaning that it is only the
hégemonikon that survives the separation from the body. If we were to suppose that the
hégemonikon is tenser than other parts of the soul, then we can easily account for this fact:
while the whole of the soul leaves the body, it is only the ~égemonikon that is sufficiently tense
to stay tied together, while the other parts of the soul dissolve and disperse. 212 This
interpretation can also be supported by both the idea that it is only the soul of rational animals
that survives after death?* and that the souls of the virtuous survive longer than those of
fools.?!> Both virtue and rationality are associated with a tense character of the soul,?® thus it
would make sense that in both of these cases and in the case of the hégemonikon, persistence

was related to tension.

213 cf. Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, 68.

214 Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, 15.20.6(SVF 11.809 = LS 53W).

215 ibid.

216 stobaeus, Eclogae Il. 74, 16 (=SVF 111.112 = LS 41H), Plutarch, On Moral Virtue 440E-441D (= LS 61B),
Galen, PHP 4.6.2-3 (= LS 65T) cf. Baltzly, “Stoicism”.
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A second problem with supposing that the body has isolated parts governed by hexis and
phusis independent from the unifying pneuma is that such a supposition is at odds with my
former conclusion that upon ensoulment and the development of rationality, there is a general
qualitative transformation of the whole of the pneuma. If the whole of the pneuma undergoes
qualitative transformation, then how can some parts of it retain their prior state? If the pneuma
of bones, nails and hair can retain their respective hexis-like and phusis-like nature then why
could other parts of pneuma not do so? We could speculate that these isolated pneumata have
been tucked away and as such are not affected by the overall qualitative change in the pneuma,
or consider that they are genuinely different pneumata, however, in that case we should be able
to account for the fact that they are still parts of the unified animal body.

There are several ways to deal with this issue. First, it could be argued that the bones,
nail and hair are special parts of the body, which are less connected to the whole body than
other parts and seem to have an independent life.?!” At least hair and nails seem to be less
unified with the body to the extent that the sympathy between them and the other body parts is
less strong. While cutting a finger affects the whole body,?'8 cutting a hair or a nail does not
hurt at all, although ripping them out would certainly register as painful. While they are in
contact at their roots with the pneuma unifying the whole body and responsible for sense-
perception, it seems that they are not permeated by the pneuma responsible for perception. |
am not sure whether the same argument could be made about bones, since they cannot really
be examined in isolation from the living body in the same way that nails and hair can.?'°

Finally, there are two remaining difficulties concerning the account of death that have to

be explained. The first issue concerns the fact that the decomposition of bodies is gradual. It is

217 | am thankful to Istvan Bodnar for a discussion of the status of hair, nails and bones in relation to the whole
of the body.

218 Sextus Empiricus, M, 9.80
219 In contemporary biology, hair and nails are considered as dead portions of matter, bones, on the other hand,
are very much alive. Even the hard, mineralized parts are constantly regenerating.
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hard to see how the fact that bodies and body parts stay together and keep some characteristic
qualities for at least some time, such as their colour, texture, size, can be explained in a
framework in which unity and qualification is only possible in virtue of the presence of a
pneuma. In such a framework, the temporary persistence of the unity and qualities of bodies
could only be explained by supposing that there is a pneuma that remains in the body, but
gradually “evaporates” after death. However, there is not much evidence to support this
reading, and furthermore it is hard to see what reason could be given to explain why the
unifying and qualifying pneuma of bodies would leave the corpse in small portions. | believe
that the temporary unification and qualification of the corpse can be better understood in light
of a closer investigation of the Stoic account of unity and qualification that I will carry out in
section 2.3.

The second issue concerns the distinctness of soul, nature and hexis. The fact that the
disruption of the overall cohesion of the body and the cessation of its vegetative functions
coincide with the departure of the soul does not necessarily entail that hexis, phusis and soul
are not distinct. It is equally possible that while they are distinct, there is a very strong
relationship between them. This could also explain why it is the case that the departure of the
soul entails the departure of nature and hexis or results in their dissolution. While the fact that
transitions between life-forms are described as qualitative transformations in pneuma strongly
suggests that the functions of hexis and nature are taken over by the soul, the lack of mention
of growth and nutrition along with other soul parts suggest that there might be a reason for us
to suppose that soul, nature and hexis are, after all, closely connected, but distinct principles.
This is also supported by the case of bones, hair and nails, as well as by Nemesius’ evidence,
reporting on Panaetius,??® which clearly distinguishes between soul and nature. | believe that

in order to get a better understanding of the relationship between hexis, nature and soul, we

220 Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 212,6-9 (Panaetius fr. 86 = LS 53l.

94



CEU eTD Collection

have to first understand the aforementioned multifarious nature of the animal soul, which I will
discuss in more detail in the next sub-section.

So, the evidence from ontogenesis clearly suggests that the unifying and qualifying
pneuma undergoes qualitative transformation upon transitioning from one life-form to another.
That does not exclude that some parts of pneuma maintain a former state; however, there is
strong, although not conclusive evidence that the overall nature of the pneuma changes. On the
other hand, the evidence from accounts of death suggests that the unifying and qualifying
principle of the natural body leaves the body upon death. However, whether that unifying and

qualifying principle is the soul should be subject to further investigation.

2.2.2.3. Parts and powers

Since descriptions of pneuma in biological and psychological contexts are not decisive
concerning the homogeneity of the pneuma of animals, | suggest taking a closer look at
descriptions of pneumata in metaphysical and logical contexts and try to interpret them in light
of the Stoic theory of parthood, mixture and colocation.

We have seen that in order for the theory to be coherent, the following conditions need
to be met: (1) the cohesion and qualification of the body cannot be accounted for by a principle
identical to the soul; (2) both the unity of the unifying pneuma and the whole composite have
to be accounted for and (3) we also have to explain why it is the case that the departure of the
soul coincides with the dissolution and loss of qualification of the body. The solution that |
propose is that the soul and the unifying and qualifying principle(s) of the body are different
but one at the same time, in the sense that the unifying and qualifying principle is inherent in
the soul, but not identical to it. In what follows, | will look at accounts of parthood, mixture

and colocation to see how that is possible.
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In his discussion of the pneumata of animals, Brad Inwood distinguishes between parts
and powers of the soul. Relying on a passage by lamblichus,??! he suggests that the entities
described as parts of the soul (the hégemonikon, the five senses, the reproductive and the vocal
faculties) are referred to as parts of soul because they are spatially distinct portions of pneuma,
their spatial distinctness being based on the spatial distinctness of the organs they correspond
t0.222 Powers of the soul, on the other hand, cannot be identified as spatially distinct portions
of pneuma. Powers are functions of pneuma. There is no one to one correspondence between
a power and a portion of pneuma: a portion of pneuma can have different powers at the same
time. To use the example given by lamblichus, assent, impulse and reason are powers of the
hégemonikon part. They are not spatially distinct bits of pneuma in the heart but instead are
“differentiated by a peculiarity of quality (idiotés poiotétos) in regard to the same substrate.”
lamblichus compares these powers to the qualities of a substrate: they can be spatiotemporally
co-present just like sweetness and fragrance in an apple. Thus, on Inwood’s interpretation,
hexis and nature are not parts of the soul, but their functions (coherence, nutrition and growth)
are powers of some unnamed part of the soul. Their “substrate” is not specified and they
themselves as functions are not enumerated with the other powers of the soul because they are
not peculiar to the animal soul, as they are functions also shared by the pneumata of other
natural bodies.?%

This interpretation raises two questions. First of all, it is not clear what lamblichus means
by a difference in the “peculiarity of the quality” in the same substrate.??* While there is no
extant account explaining how qualities would be differentiated from each other in the Stoic

framework, the word idios and its derivatives were used in discussions of distinctness for a

221 On the Soul, labelled “On the Powers of the Soul,” in Stobaeus Eclogae 1.49,33-34. Inwood, “Walking and
Talking”, 72-3.

222 stobaeus Eclogae 1.49.33.

223 |nwood, “Walking and Talking,” 73.

224 | am relying on the translation of Anthony A. Long in LS I.
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variety of entities besides natural bodies. Given that qualities, virtues and other mental
“powers” such as knowledge or impressions are defined by the evidence as pneuma, soul or
the hégemonikon disposed in a certain way (pos ekhonta), | think that the mental functions
mentioned by lamblichus should also be considered as such modifications of pneuma, the
“peculiarity” of which consists in distinctness with respect to the third category. On Inwood’s
reading this would mean that cohesion, nutrition and growth are structures or motions in
pneuma (just like perception and impulse). This actually corresponds to the descriptions of
these pneumatic functions: cohesion is a function of tensional motion (toniké kinésis); growth
and nutrition are also motions (kinéseis); impressions are structural changes in the pneuma;
and impulses are defined as the first motions of the soul.??® Finally, as | have already noted,
rationality is a result of a structural change as well: the formation of common notions.

The other question regarding this interpretation is that Inwood’s and lamblichus’
conception of a part of pneuma relies on the idea that the body is a differentiated entity. This
is problematic because either it entails that the body has an organizing principle different from
the soul, which Inwood denies, or else it entails that the structure of the soul is defined by the
structure of the body, although this relation of determination and differentiation should work
the opposite way. If it is the soul that differentiates, unifies and qualifies bodies, then the body,
if it were left without a soul, would just be a pile of earth and water, just as Long points it
out.?® But if that is the case, then the body, being an amorphous blob of mud, cannot account
for setting apart parts of the soul as spatially distinct. If soul parts cannot be distinguished based
on the spatial distinctness of their corresponding organs, then their distinctness should be

accounted for based on the distinctness in pneuma.

225 philo of Alexandria, God’s Immutability, 35 (=SVF II. 458).
226 Long, “Soul and Body,” 40.
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The distinctness of pneumatic parts needs to be accounted for in terms of qualification,
as the role of place in distinguishing between portions of matter is problematic and is not
clarified by the evidence. This still leaves us two options, depending on how we interpret
qualitative differences in pneuma: in terms of the elemental composition of pneumata (i.e. the
air to fire ratio, and the ensuing humidity, density and tension) or with reference to the
differences in pneumatic tensions’ structures. Unfortunately, both options are problematic and
raise issues with respect to the unity of pneuma.

Accounting for the distinctness of pneumatic parts in terms of the elemental composition
of portions of pneuma is problematic on two counts. First, there is the issue of unity. If | want
to explain qualification (including tension) in terms of elemental composition but allow that a
chunk of pneuma is composed of parts that are each characterised by different air to fire ratios,
then I have to somehow account for how part A and B with ratios x:y and z:v belong to a larger
chunk C that is characterised by a ratio g:p. In this situation, the unity of C needs to be explained
with reference to a principle that is distinct from the qualitative unity that results from C being
characterised by ratio g:p. In order to state that C is characterised by a ratio g:p, | first have to
identify and delimit C in some way. Thus, there is no satisfying explanation for the unity of
heterogeneous pneumata available at the level of elemental composition.

Conversely, elemental composition is also insufficient to account for the unity and thus
distinctness of a part of the pneuma. If a portion of pneuma is made up of smaller portions of
pneuma that are composed of air and fire mixed in various different ratios, then again, in order
to point out part A as a part characterised by a ratio x:y, | would have to first delimit and
distinguish it from other parts of pneuma. In order to do so, I have to establish the unity of part
A with reference to an additional principle.

As to the approach distinguishing between pneumatic parts based on differences in

tension and structure, the first problem with this account concerns the spatiotemporal
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coextension of tensions and structural qualifications. This is a general problem with the Stoic
account of differentiation among pneumata in terms of tension, motion and structure, and it
had been often brought up in the context of impressions, memories and knowledge. It is hard
to see how a portion of pneuma can be structured in different ways at the same time or how it
can have different tensions at the same time. Moreover, it is also hard to see how entities can
be picked out in a portion of pneuma, if the structures and tensions that are supposed to account
for their differentiation overlap.

The second issue related to this account again concerns the unity of the pneuma. If
pneumata are qualified by their tension and their structural properties, then all parts of pneuma
should be differentiated by different tensions and structures. However, as a uniformly qualified
entity, say nature or soul, the pneuma also has to have its own, uniform and homogeneous
qualifying tension, one that is different from the tensional and structural characteristics of the
other pneumata constituting it, and which defines it as a soul, nature or hexis. Somehow, we
have to account for the fact that the structurally and tonically diverse pneumata belong to one
structurally and tonically homogeneous pneuma. So, we are back to the original problem of the
simultaneous unity and diversity of pneumata.

There are two considerations that can attenuate the difficulties related to the coextension
and delimitation of pneumatic parts. On the one hand we could suppose that the relationship
between pneumata and their parts is similar to the relationship between the kosmos and the
individuals that are part of it as discussed in section 1.2.3.2.1.2. In that case, we should suppose
that the quality characterising a portion of pneuma would contain the qualities of its parts.??’

On the other hand, we should also consider that the colocation and ensuing unity of
distinct bodies and their characterising qualities is a possible and completely normal

phenomenon in early Stoic philosophy. Bodies mixed in a through and through blend can be

227 The analogy has its limitations.
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spatiotemporally coextensive, while retaining their original qualities and ousia. In such a
mixture the constituting bodies are so well blended that there is no spatial part of the blend that
could be pointed out as either of the composing bodies, however the substance and the
determining qualities of the constituents remain the same. As a result, they preserve their
identity and can be separated in their entirety from the blend at any time.??® If we take
coextensive qualities as coextensive pneumatic bodies, each characterised by a different
tension or a structure, instead of picturing different structures and tensions superimposed on a
single substrate, then we can make sense of their coextension in this framework. Moreover, by
appeal to the theory of through and through blending, we can also give an account of the
relationship between hexis, nature and the soul in the specific sense. We can just think of these
pneumata as completely blended constitutive parts of the soul in the generic sense.

By employing the concept of through and through blending, we can make sense of
formerly problematic points concerning the nature of pneuma. First, we can explain the
descriptions of qualitative change in pneuma through ontogenesis in terms of through and
through blending, by assuming that only some parts of pneuma change their qualities. Since in
a through and through blend, the qualities of the individual components affect the quality of
the blend, a change in these parts influences the overall quality of the mixture (that is the whole
pneuma of the natural body, “the soul in the generic sense”), thus changing the nature of the
unifying pneuma and, as a consequence, that of the natural body. However, even though the
blend as a whole changes, it is possible that some portions of it remain unchanged qua parts: if
they were isolated from the blend, they would still have their original qualities.

While a lot of difficulties concerning pneuma can be explained by reliance on the notion

of through and through blending, the issue of unity — our main concern — still remains

228 f. Alexander of Aphrodisias, On mixture 216, 14-218,6 (=SVF 2.473= LS 48C), Stobaeus Eclogae 1.155.5-
11 (=SVF 11.471)

100



CEU eTD Collection

problematic. The tenet of through and through blending suggests that it is sufficient for entities
to be spatiotemporally coextensive in order to constitute a unity.??® This in itself is problematic,
as it again supposes that place plays some sort of metaphysical role, now not only serving as a
principle of distinctness but also of unity. However, as it has been pointed out previously, there
is little reason to believe that a systematic metaphysical account of unity and distinctness
involving place was ever worked out. Furthermore, since the qualities of the ingredients all
play a role in determining the qualification of the blend, the complex body that is the end result
of the blending does not seem to be qualitatively unified in the sense of having a single
overarching quality that applies to the whole of the pneuma. Instead, the pneumatic body’s
qualification is determined in a bottom-up way, i.e. by the ingredients of the body, instead of a
top-down one, i.e. by having a single quality, tension or motion. This goes against what has
been established in this chapter regarding unity and in chapter | regarding the account of
identity and individuation.

A further issue with the above solution based on through and through blending is that it
operates within a framework that takes pneumatic bodies as metaphysically prior to the
qualities and tensions qualifying these bodies. The idea that coextensive pneumata should be
construed as a blend of bodies, the unity of which is a brute fact rather than something to be
accounted for in terms of their qualification, is in blatant contradiction with the analysis of
natural bodies presented in chapter 1. This is a general difficulty brought up by the doctrine of
krasis di’holou which posits bodies as the most basic metaphysical entities and thus goes
against the quasi-hylomorphic analysis of natural bodies described in some of our texts.

At this point, we should seriously consider the possibility that unity taken in a
metaphysical sense, determined by qualification, was not a central issue for early Stoic

thinkers. The bulk of the surviving evidence points in the same direction: unity was considered

229 By unity, here | mean a unity in which the components are not destroyed but preserved.
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a physical matter, which can be sufficiently explained by positing a physical force holding
natural bodies together. The fact that spatiotemporally coextensive but distinct and
qualitatively disparate bodies can be considered as constituting a unity suggests that qualitative
and structural heterogeneity may not have been important for unity for the Stoics. As long as a
body has one pneuma, which seems to be taken to be a basic, unexplained fact by them, it can
be considered as one body.

Nevertheless, | will make one final attempt at unearthing a metaphysical theory of unity,
by looking at passages discussing the differences between unified and non-unified bodies and
the way these are qualified. | will investigate whether unified bodies have a quality that could

be identified as a principle of unity.

2.3. Unity and Qualification

In this section, | examine the relationship between unity and qualification in order to see
whether unity is determined by having a certain “unifying” quality, that is a single quality
characterising the whole and delimiting it as a single entity. | will also investigate whether
qualities characterising complex bodies as unities are species qualities — as Irwin suggests. |
conclude that while there is mention of qualities characterising a unifying pneuma, these
qualities do not seem to play a central role in accounting for unity. As to the nature of these
qualities, they are not classic species qualities nor are they qualities that could be exclusively

reserved to a species, or even such that could be solely predicated of unified bodies.
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2.3.1. Unified and non-unified bodies

As a starting point for this discussion | am returning to the Stoic distinction between
unified, conjoined and disjoined bodies.?*° This distinction between bodies is a distinction
between levels of unity. While only one among the three groups are actually called unified, it
is not unreasonable to consider conjoined and disjoined bodies as lesser forms of unity. Unified
bodies are unified because they have a single tenor (hexis) constitutive of them that holds their
parts together. This category covers natural bodies, such as minerals, plants and animals.
Conjoined bodies are not unities, because their constituent parts are not held together by a
single pneuma, they are held together by other physical means, such as glue and nails.
Examples of conjoined bodies include artefacts, such as a ship or a house. Finally, disjoined
bodies’ constituents are not united by one hexis, and are not united physically in any way. An
example of a disjoined body would be a collection of bodies such as a chorus or an army.

The way the differences between the three groups are explicated again makes clear that
unity is very much a physical matter and is defined by the kind (or the absence) of conjunction
holding together the parts of a body. This essentially physical nature of unity is also confirmed
by Sextus Empiricus’ testimony, according to which one important characteristic of a unified
body is that there is a sympathy between the constitutive parts. If there is a change in any of

the parts, both the whole and the other parts will be affected by it:!

230 ¢f, The brief discussion of this tenet in 1.2.5, with respect to T5. Different authors use different terms for
these different kinds of bodies (Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 214, 24-37 (SVF 11.391 part =LS 28M)),
Sextus Empiricus, M 9.78-80. Plutarch, Advice to Bride and Groom 34, 142e12-143a2 = SVF 11.366 =, id. The
Obsolescence of Oracles 426a5-11 = SVF 11.368, Achilles Tatius, Introduction 14, 13-22 = SVF 11.367, cf. SVF
11.1013

231 While this understanding of unity explains the role of pneuma in unification, it raises a question about the
unity of inanimate natural bodies. It is not clear what sympathy amounts to in the case of a completely inert,
lifeless body.
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T18 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Professors 1X.79-80
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Since, then, the world too is a body, it is either a unified body or from things fastened
together or from things standing apart. But it is not from things fastened together or from
things standing apart as we show from the affinities present in it. [...] For in the case of
those from things fastened together or things standing apart, the parts do not have an affinity
with one another — in an army, for example, when everyone has been wiped out, the
survivor does not appear to suffer anything by way of an influence, but in the case of unified
bodies there is an affinity — if a finger is cut the whole body is affected. (Richard Bett’s

translation)

However, while Stoic thinkers seem to conceive of unity as a primarily physical and
biological relation between parts, 22 one might expect that there are also metaphysical
characteristics that entities belonging to these different groups of bodies share. Most
importantly, we might expect that the presence of a single unifying pneuma is manifested
metaphysically in being qualified in a certain way or in identity and individuality criteria
different from those of non-unified bodies. In T5 Simplicius discusses the relationship between

qualification and unifying tenors. He says that unifying tenors are similar to a breath or to

232 Natural bodies are one physically in the sense that their parts constitute one entity by virtue of being held
together by a unifying force that prevents the entity from falling apart and disintegrating into parts. On the other
hand, they are also one biologically, in the sense that the parts are part of one organism, that moves and functions
together as a whole, the parts all synchronized and controlled by one directive centre (the hégemonikon).
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having a single principle (logos), which would suggest that having a single governing tenor
entails being characterized by a single quality. Furthermore, the text also states that unified
bodies also differ from conjoined and disjoined ones in terms of the metaphysical grounds for
the predicability of quality-predicates. One of the main metaphysical consequences of having
a single tenor governing the body is that the body in question is qualified in virtue of having a
quality as a (meta)physical constituent. While this is an important difference concerning
metaphysical constitution, it is not very helpful in assessing the relationship between unity and
qualification. Qualities are pneumata, more precisely, pneuma disposed in a certain way (pos
ekhon), so it comes as no surprise that having pneuma is a prerequisite of qualification. What
is interesting (and possibly helpful), for our inquiry about the relationship between
qualification and unity and the existence of the so-called “unifying qualities” is not so much
the fact that unities are qualified in virtue of having pneumata pos ekhonta, but rather that non-
unified bodies can be qualified in virtue of a different metaphysical structure. A closer analysis
of the possible difference between these two types of qualification might possibly bring us
closer to an understanding of the relationship of unity and qualification.

The first thing to be cleared up about the qualification of non-unified bodies, is that it is
not qualification in the strictest sense. This is the main message of T5, although it is not evident
if we read it outside the context of the whole work. Just a couple of pages before this passage,

Simplicius explains that the Stoics distinguished between three meanings of qualified:

T19 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 212,12-213,1 (SVF 11.390, part = LS 28N)
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Some Stoics give a threefold definition of ‘qualified’, and say that two of the meanings are
broader than quality, but that one, or part of one, matches it. For they say that on one
meaning everything differentiated is qualified, whether its condition be a process or a state,
and difficult or easy to destroy. In this sense not only the prudent individual, and the
individual sticking his fist out, but also the individual running, are qualified individuals.
There is a second sense, in which they no longer include processes, but only states, and
which they also defined as ‘in a differentiated state’: for example, the prudent individual
and the individual with his guard up. The third and most specific sense of qualified which

they introduced is one in which they no longer include those in non-enduring states, and in
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which the individual sticking his fist out and the individual with his guard up did not count
as qualified individuals.

Even of these, the ones ‘in an enduring state’, some are of this kind in a way which
matches the expression and notion of them, others in a way which does not match; and the
latter they excluded, but the former, those ‘matching and in an enduring differentiated
state’, they set down as qualified individuals.

By ‘matching the expression’, they meant those commensurate with the
corresponding quality, like the grammarian and the prudent individual; for each of these is
neither broader nor narrower than the corresponding quality. Similarly the gourmet and the
wine-lover; whereas those who combine these properties with the corresponding activities,
such as the glutton and the tippler, are so called if they have their bodily parts in a suitable
condition for indulging themselves. So if someone is a glutton, he is necessarily a gourmet
too. But if he is a gourmet, he is not necessarily a glutton too; for when the bodily parts
through which he practices gluttony become defective, he is free of his gluttony, but has
not lost the tenor of a gourmet. Thus ‘qualified’ has three senses, and it is in the last sense
of qualified that the quality matches the qualified. Consequently, when they define quality
as ‘the state of the qualified thing’, we must understand the definition as if the third sense
of qualified were being adopted. For ‘quality’ has a single sense, according to the Stoics

themselves, while ‘qualified’ has three. (David Sedley’s translation)

T20 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 222, 30-3 (= SVF 11.378 = LS 28H)
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The Stoics say that what is common to the quality which pertains to bodies is to be that which
differentiates substance, not separable per se, but delimited by a concept and a peculiarity, and not
specified by its duration or strength but by the intrinsic ‘suchness’ in accordance with which the

qualified thing is generated. (David Sedley’s translation)

T19, discussing the three meanings of the qualified (poion), features prominently in
Stephen Menn’s aforementioned historical reconstruction of the doctrine of the four categories.
He believes that Simplicius’ discussion here reflects the diachronic process of the separation
of the third category (pos ekhon) from the second category (poion).23® What is described here
as qualified in the strictest sense is what became the category of poion and what is referred to
as qualified in a looser sense covers both the category of the poion and the category of the paos
ekhon.z*

So, non-unified bodies, which, according to this passage, would be qualified in a loose
sense, are actually “qualified” inasmuch as they are pos ekhonta. While they are not a unified
body that has taken up a certain state or structure, the qualities that are predicated of them are
true in virtue of a certain structure in which their parts have been arranged or in virtue of a
shared state between parts. For example, a ship is fast, or a hammer works well because it has
certain components arranged in a certain structure; a chorus is harmonious and an army fights
well because it has certain members and the members are in a certain state or are in a certain
relational structure. Thus, these entities are “qualified” in the loose sense of the word.

This analysis allows for several conclusions. First of all, it clarifies that being arranged
in a structure conducive to the achievement of a purpose is not sufficient for unity in its truest
sense. Furthermore, the distinction between the different meanings of qualified suggests that

not all properties commonly considered as qualities might be considered so by early Stoics,

233 Menn, “The Stoic Theory,” 232-4.
234 Menn, “The Stoic Theory,” 223.
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which means that some “qualities” may not be pneumata. However, Simplicius’ description of
what is qualified in the strictest sense does not make it very clear how predicates predicable in
virtue of a pneumatic constituent are different from “qualities” that are predicable by virtue of
the relationships between parts of an artefact or a collection. In T19 he suggests that one
important difference is whether the predicate in question refers to an enduring state, whereas
in T20, he says that duration or strength does not matter, but instead qualities should
correspond to some “intrinsic suchness” of the “peculiarity”” and the “concept” “in accordance
with which the qualified thing is generated.”

While the “intrinsic suchness” is not very helpful in determining what a quality is, “in
accordance with which the qualified thing is generated” strongly suggests that qualities are
indeed species properties. Clearly, something is generated in accordance with a property that
best expresses what it is or what it should ideally be, which, according to most thinkers, is the
property of belonging to a certain species.

However, if we look at examples of qualities given by these texts, they are not classic
species qualities such as “horseness”, “humanity”, “sunflowerness.” Instead, the examples are
such non-species-qualities that could characterise a host of different kinds of entities and are
not necessarily exclusive to a species. In T19 the examples of qualities are virtues, such as
prudence (which are indeed specific to humans). Other examples are behavioural dispositions
such as gourmand and wine-lover, which might be applied to animals with some exaggeration.
In another passage,?® in which Simplicius talks about tenors (hexeis), which he describes as
having a “peculiarity and mark”,?*® the generic quality of wine and almonds (these may or may
not be unified bodies according to early Stoics) is identified as sweetness. The text also implies

that dogs have some quality (unspecified here) which the Maltese and Molossian kinds lack.?%

235 Simplicius On Aristotle’s Categories 237,25-238, 20 (SVF 11.393, part = LS 47S part)
236 David Sedley’s translation (LS I).
237 simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories, 237,25-238,20 (=SVF 11.293 part = LS 47S, part).
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This kind of description of the qualities that are inherent in unifying tenors is not only
found in the evidence provided by Simplicius. Plutarch gives similar examples when
paraphrasing how Chrysippus himself discusses the role tenors play in qualification and

unification in his book On tenors.

T21 Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1053F-1054B (LS 47M)
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In his book On tenors, he [Chrysippus] again says that tenors are nothing but currents of
air: “It is by these that bodies are sustained. The sustaining air is responsible for the quality
of each of the bodies which are sustained by tenor; in iron this quality?® is called hardness,

in stone density, and in silver whiteness.” (David Sedley’s translation)

Here too the examples of qualities described as “the quality of each” are such that could
characterize other kinds of bodies as well, hardness, density and whiteness are all qualities that
could be shared by other metals, minerals, but also by plants, animals and humans. None of the
qualities mentioned here are classic examples of species qualities. These observations allow
for the following conclusions concerning qualification: (1) natural bodies have a single,
unifying pneuma; (2) this pneuma imparts some quality to the whole unified body; (3) this

imparted quality is a characteristic central to what the unified body is; (4) this quality is not

238 As Istvan Bodnar pointed it out to me, strictly speaking what is called “hardness,” “density,” and “whiteness”
in the text is the portion of air, which in turn is a quality of these entities.
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necessarily a species-specific quality, although it is described as characterising one kind or
species.

These results are rather confusing. They suggest that there is a certain relationship
between being unified and being qualified and that qualification might also be characteristic of
the entire species. However, these characterising qualities are not species-specific in the sense
that while they might be essential qualities of the members of a certain species, they are not
exclusive to a single species (e.g. sweetness is a shared quality of wine and almonds).
Moreover, the nature of the characterizing quality itself seems to be a lot less important than
the fact that the quality in question is the modification of a unifying pneuma. Which again,
confirms what has been stated before: unity is above all a physical issue for Stoic thinkers.

Before proceeding, | have to remark on an important discovery that the discussion of the
qualification and unity of non-unified bodies allowed for: not all qualification is due to having
some pneuma. This realization can help us making sense of the seeming unity and qualification
of corpses. | suggest that we take corpses to be artefacts. They are unified to the extent that
their parts are physically connected to each other and qualified insofar as the arrangement of
their parts allows for the predication of an apparent quality. Due to natural processes affecting
the material of the parts, corpses decay over time: the drying out of the corpse (i.e. the loss of
parts of water from the body) results in the weakening of the physical ties between the portions

of matter forming the corpse, leading to its eventual dissolution.

2.4. The Hegemonikon as a Principle of Unity

So far, | have made the following observations concerning the relationship of unity,
qualification and individuation. The problem of unity is primarily a physical problem for the
Stoics: a principle of unity is a force that guarantees that an object made of several parts does

not fall apart. That force is inherent in pneuma; thus it is the pneuma of an entity that is its
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principle of unity. However, the metaphysical aspect of this account of unity is far from clear.
The pneuma of bodies is a qualitatively heterogeneous entity, and while it is a principle of
unity, it is hard to see how it itself is unified and one. The evidence on the qualification of
unified objects suggests that unification by pneuma entails qualitative unification, but the
examples and explanations do not really clarify how a portion of pneuma is one and what

unification looks like on the level of qualification.

In order to deal with these issues, | suggest giving up on investigating the issue from a
metaphysical point of view and instead try and understand the unifying nature of pneuma as a
phenomenon of natural philosophy. In doing so, we can understand the account of unity, the
relationship between pneumata, as well as the strong relationship between unity and peculiar
qualification. We should pose the question of unity by asking about the unity, life and
coordinated functioning of natural bodies, and thus we will find that all these matters are
determined by the hégemonikon or hégemonikon-like directive centres of natural bodies.?%

The hegemonikon is a biological directive centre that regulates life-processes and also
plays a role in defining the metaphysical characteristics of the body. It is a centre that is found
in all living natural bodies: it is the centre from which pneuma flows to the other parts of the
body,?4? it is where consciousness is located in conscious entities, it is the directive centre that
regulates all life processes as well as the directive centre that orchestrates the course of

evolution throughout embryonic development.?*! It is the part of the animal, of the embryo,

and of the seed, which has made the animal what it is. This is clearly illustrated by the fact that

239 Of course, this account does not work for lifeless natural bodies, since they do not have a hegemonikon.
However, it is safe to assume that since their pneuma is homogeneous and uniform, it is not in need of a unifying
directive centre.

240 Cf. Teun Tieleman, "Zeno and Psychological Monism: Some Observations on the Textual Evidence," in The
Philosophy of Zeno, eds. Theodore Scaltsas and Andrew S. Mason, The Municipality of Larnaca. n/a. 190.

241 cf, Galen's On the Formation of the Foetus 4.698,2-9 (= SVF 11.761, part = LS 53D).
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the Stoics stated that the first body part that is formed is the heart (i.e. the organ where the
hégemonikon is located) because it is this organ that helps forming the other body parts.?4?

As the general directive centre, from which the pneuma flows, the hégemonikon accounts
for the body’s unity and qualification at the same time. Since pneuma flows from the
hégemonikon, this centre is also involved in peculiar qualification, which explains the
relationship between unity and peculiar qualification. Moreover, the hegemonikon provides a
simple metaphysical principle of unity: being a unity consists in having a hegemonikon and
being characterized by the tension and the ensuing qualities flowing from it.*> As to how the
hégemonikon is involved in peculiar qualification, and how it relates to the tensions and
structures present in pneuma, these issues are discussed in detail in the next chapter.

Finally, identifying the principle of unity with the entity’s hégemonikon also solves the
issues concerning the relation between pneumata as well as the problems concerning death.
Since it is the hégemonikon that determines the tension of the whole pneuma (i.e. the soul in
the generic sense), if the hégemonikon leaves the body, the tension is disrupted, and the body
falls apart. All pneumata leave the body, but only the tensest hégemonikon survives this
departure. Irrational soul, phusis and hexis simply dissolve because they are not tense enough.
This interpretation is compatible with both the addition and the subsumption view, and it
reveals that the conflict between the two views is part of a larger problem regarding the unity
of the qualitatively and structurally multifarious pneuma. Hexis, nature and the soul are all one
insofar as they are unified physically and qualitatively by the hégemonikon, and they all are
distinct insofar as they have their own characteristic motions, structures and qualities. In this

respect they are not different from any other modification of the pneuma. As to the question

242 |bid. Cf. Nathan Powers, “The Stoic Argument for the Rationality of the Cosmos,” Oxford Studies in Ancient
Philosophy 43, (2012): 258.

243 For a similar view see Salles, “Why is the Cosmos Intelligent,”54. Salles also claims that in addition to being
a principle of cohesion, the hegemonikon is also a cause of differentiation, responsible for the distinct tensions
and ensuing qualities within a body (ibid. 56-60), thus resolving the problem of the unity and diversity of
pneumata.
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whether they can be considered as distinct bodies that depends on the level of analysis and the

concept of corporealism that one chooses.

2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter | examined the account of unity of natural bodies, and the relationship
between unity, qualification and identity. Since the unity of natural bodies is attributed to
cohesion by pneuma, | looked at the characteristics and constitution of pneuma to identify what
it is about pneuma that accounts for the unity of natural bodies, and concluded that the pneuma
is one in virtue of having a hégemonikon that imparts a physical, biological and qualitative
unity to the body, by maintaining its tension and directing it as one living being. This unity is
above all physical and biological. While the hegemonikon imparts a qualitative unity, this
qualification does not have a special metaphysical status.

With regards to the unity and distinctness of soul and body, as well as pneumatic parts, |
have concluded that the pneuma is a qualitatively and structurally multifarious entity that can
be analysed into many parts, but is nevertheless unified insofar as it has one hégemonikon.
Pneumata such as hexis, nature and soul can be isolated and distinguished from one another,

however they can also be considered as one.
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I11. Identity through Time and the Stoic Theory of Ontogenesis

In this chapter, | look at the Stoic account of persistence through time, from the
perspective of the uniquely Stoic view of the pneumatic development of living beings. As |
have discussed in section 2.2, early Stoic thinkers divided natural bodies into four kinds
depending on the kind of pneuma those bodies had. They also believed that different
developmental phases corresponded to different kinds, in function of the development of the
pneuma characterizing them. In this chapter | offer an account of persistence through time for
natural bodies by looking at this uniquely Stoic doctrine. | argue that natural bodies persist as
the same entity from conception to death (and beyond death in the case of humans), and that
this persistence is guaranteed by the logos present in the pneuma. | argue that the logos is a
truly multifaceted entity: it is an intelligent, planning and desiderative divine being, a self-
moving motion that is the source of the body’s motions, which can be also understood as a

ratio, determining the qualification of the body and accounting for its metaphysical unity.

3.1. Problems of Genetics and Ontogenesis

It is clear from the accounts describing changes in pneumatic constitution throughout
ontogenesis, (T15-17) that change in the kind of pneuma was a phenomenon that took place
on all levels.?** What has to be investigated for our purposes is whether Stoic thinkers thought
that such changes were substantial, and as such resulted in the destruction of individuals and
the creation of new ones. As far as | know, there is no available textual evidence that explicitly
tackles this issue. None of the texts make explicit statements as to whether individuals persist
through such pneumatic changes or whether they are destroyed by them. Nonetheless, the

sources discussing Stoic embryology and ontogenesis give several important clues for the

244 At all levels, with the exception of the lowest level, where the change only occurred upwards and the topmost
level, where the change only occurred downwards.
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interpretation of the relationship between diachronic identity and changes from one kind of
pneuma to another.

A first thing to consider is the way our sources describe the Stoic account of the
development of animals and humans. The accounts describe changes from one life-form to
another one as changes that are predicated of the individual as a persisting underlying subject.
This might be just a matter of careless wording, however, combined with the fact that none of
our sources make explicit mention of the destruction of individuals in such kinds of changes,
this might suggest that the Stoic consensus was that individuals survived changing from one
life-form to another.

A second point of interest is the transformation of soul into rational pneuma. If the Stoics
maintained that a change in the kind of pneuma is a substantial one, then in this case they would
have had to claim that growing up results in the destruction of an individual (the child) and in
the generation of a new individual (the adult). On this account, Socrates the baby would be a
different individual from Socrates the young adult, upon the generation of whom he would die
and leave his body, for it to be occupied by this latter’s rational soul.

One would think that such a striking and counterintuitive view would be mentioned and
subsequently ridiculed by the usually hostile Galen, Plutarch, Plotinus or Alexander of
Aphrodisias. Or it would have been pointed out by them as the absurd consequence of Stoic
(meta)physics. However, there is not one word on the matter. The complete lack of evidence
on such a counterintuitive metaphysical claim strongly suggests that the Stoics never
entertained such a view, which gives us a good reason to think that they did not associate
identity with having a certain kind of pneuma.

Nevertheless, arguments from silence seldom constitute decisive proof in interpretations
of ancient philosophy. This is even truer in the case of Stoic studies: we have to rely mostly on

interpretations and reformulations, which may or may not have missed the point of the Stoic
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doctrine. The lack of mention of the metaphysical consequence of coming of age might be but
an oversight on the part of rival authors. It may very well be the case that the Stoics professed
such an outrageous idea, the fact that our sources are completely silent on this issue is
suspicious, but it does not prove in and of itself that Stoic thinkers accepted that individuals
persist through the acquisition of rationality.

Given the lack of decisive textual evidence on the matter, the issue should be approached
in a more indirect way, by examining whether natural bodies have any constituents that can be
thought of as persisting through what is reasonably considered the lifetime of an individual,
including pneumatic changes, and then investigate the possible role that persisting thing can
play in accounting for the individual animal’s diachronic identity. If there are metaphysical
features that persist through pneumatic changes, and these features are also such that they can
account for the diachronic identity of individuals, then we can kill two birds with one stone:
we can both establish that the kind of pneuma a natural body has is not relevant for its identity
and pinpoint a criterion of persistence through time.

Given that on the Stoic account, identity through time is a function of qualification, we
should focus our investigation on qualities, and try to find out whether there are any of them
that persist through pneumatic changes. The evidence on Stoic genetics suggests that there are
such qualities: the specific and individual bodily and psychological characteristics shared by
parents and offsprings. While Stoic thinkers — similarly to a number of contemporaries —
believed that the characteristics of an individual can be influenced by both nurture
(environmental factors present from conception to death) and nature (the combination of
properties passed on by parents in the seed), 2*° they agreed on the idea that children inherit
their species and some of their individual characteristics from their parents, and that these traits

are passed on to them in the seeds of the parents.?*® This is clear from the fact that they define

25 Aetius V, 12, 3 (= SVF 11.753).
246 See footnote 203 on the role of female seed in ontogenesis.
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the seed as something that is capable of reproducing something similar to what it has been
issued from, 27 from their idea that the children take after the parent whose seed
predominates,*® and from the fact that they think of the seed as a fragment(apospasma) of the
parent's soul (or a fragment of pneuma according to other sources),?*® carried in water/wet
substance, which contains the same ratio (logos) of the soul's parts as the parent's soul,?° or
the ratio of parts characteristic of the genus and species of the parent,?®! or again, just the same
logos as the parents.>?

On this account both the species of the animal and its resemblance to the parents or to
other members of the family are already determined in the seed. The soul that is contained in
the seed is similar to the souls of the parents, and the ensuing mixture of the detached parts of
the soul of the parents will as a result have the same logos that is characteristic of the species
and of the parental soul. Since these characteristics will also be found in the individual when it
lives as an animal or as a human, it is a reasonable supposition that they will persist in the seed,
the embryo and through childhood (at least in the case of humans).

While this theory offers a plausible account of species and family resemblance, in order
for it to be coherent, it also has to explain how these qualities can persist through pneumatic
changes. To begin with, the statement that the seed is a fragment of the soul needs clarification.

First, it needs to be clarified whether the seed is a soul itself, insofar as it is a fragment

of the parents’ soul. If that were the case then the animal sperm would be ensouled but would

247 DL VI1.158, Pseudo-Galen, Medical Definitions, X1X, 370, 14-371,3.

248 Aetius V 11, 3-4 = SVF 11.749, Origen, Commentary on the Gospel of John XX, 5, 35, 1-37,1. = SVF |l. 747.
Origen even offers an explanation of cases when the child takes after more distant relatives, by pointing out that
the father will have all of his progenitors’ rational principles (logoi) and that he will transmit these rational
principles to the offspring.

249 ¢f. The passages included under SVF 1.128: Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation, quoted above, Theodoret of
Cyrus, Cure of the Greek Maladies V 25., Plutarch, On the Control of Anger, ch.15, 462f, Aetius, V 4,1, Pseudo-
Galen, Medical Definitions, X1X.370.14-371.3, DL VI11.158.

20 DL VI1.158 =SVF 11.741.

21 pseudo-Galen, Medical Definitions XX, 370, 14-371,3 = SVF 11.742.

22 Qrigen, Commentary on the Gospel of John XX, 5, 35, 1-37,1 = SVF Il. 747 and XX, 2, 3, 2-7. = SVF 11.746.

118



CEU eTD Collection

become unensouled upon conception and would keep on vegetating as an embryo, until it was
again ensouled at birth, coincidentally with a soul that had the same species and individual
characteristics as the souls of the parents had.

This theory is not only awkward, but it is also at odds with the descriptions of the
transformation of seed into embryo, and the whole idea that natural bodies develop in function
of their pneuma gradually evolving in complexity. Our sources?? describe the transformation
of seed into embryo as a change in the motivity and the activities of the pneuma. The seed that
has been relatively immobile previously, starts getting into motion upon falling into the womb,
and thank to this increased motivity becomes an embryo that is governed by nature. Now, if
the pneuma of the seed becomes a nature because it becomes more motive and active, then the
pneuma of the seed state must be less motive than a nature, which means that it cannot be a
soul, given that one of the characteristics of the soul kind of pneumata is that they are more
motive than natural pneumata. Furthermore, if the seed was (or had) a soul, it must have had
impression and impulse, which, again, would have disappeared upon conception, only for it to
reappear at birth. But this again is in contradiction with the evidence, which does not describe
the seed as a perceptive, desiderative entity. The pneuma of the seed cannot be a soul.

One way to approach this problem is to point out the distinctness between the seed and
the soul that is implied by the fact that the seed is just a fragment of the generative part of the
soul, one among the soul’s eight parts.?®* As | have shown in section 1.2.3.2.1.2, if an entity is
a part of another, then they are neither quite identical nor quite distinct from each other. As a
part of the soul, the seed is not identical with the soul, although it is not different from it either.
The seed has a relationship to the whole of the soul that is analogous to the one that individual

natural bodies bear to the kosmos. They are partial wholes that mirror the ontological structure

23 Cf. T15-17.
254 Aetius 4.21.1-4 (= SVF 11.836, part = LS 53H), DL VI11.110 and 157 = SVF I1. 828), also cf. Nemesius, On the
Nature of Man, 212,6-9 (Panaetius fr. 86) (= LS 53 | = IG 85).
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of the whole, but they are qualified differently from the soul. Moreover, the seed and the soul
are not spatially coextensive, as the seed is only a fragment of one of the soul’s parts, and as
such, it does not have all eight parts of the soul — at least not in their fully-fledged form, as 1
will discuss later on. Finally, and most importantly, the seed is not a soul because it does not
contain parts that are responsible for functions specific to the soul such as sense-perception and
impulse.

The soul is not the only thing that would disappear in the seminal and embryonic stage
after being present in the parent only to show up again in the developed animal. A number of
very important qualities that are most certainly inherited from parents are also not observable
or predicable of the seed or the embryo. This is an especially serious problem in the case of
species and kind-specific properties — including psychological traits which presuppose that the
entity has a soul. To give an example, if the qualities transmitted were fully present in the seed
and the embryo, then, the seed of a lazy horse would itself be a lazy horse. But this is clearly
not the case, the seed and the embryo do not have a soul, so laziness can hardly be predicated
of them, and neither can be horseness because neither the semen nor the embryo is a horse,
given that one of them is inanimate and the other one is a plant.?®®

In order to maintain that some properties are determined by an entity’s genetic makeup
and as such are passed down from parents to children through the seed, the early Stoic theory
has to account for the presence of these non-predicable properties. Our texts suggest that
according to the early Stoic theory, future qualities — and almost all qualities — are determined

by a natural body’s logos. In the texts on genetics discussed above, it is the logos of soul parts

25 The difficulty with respect to the transmission of psychic qualities is also noted in Jean-Baptiste Gourinat,
“L'embryon végétatif et la formation de I'dme selon les stoiciens,” in L'embryon: formation et animation. Antiquité
grecque et latine, tradition hébraique, chrétienne et islamique, ed. Luc Brisson, Marie-Héléne Congourdeau and
Jean-Luc Solére (Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008), 73-77. Gourinat suggests that this difficulty was
already pointed out by Plutarch in his On Stoic Self-contradictions, ch. 41, 1053c7-e1. The question is especially
hard to answer because the Aristotelian notions of potentiality and actuality cannot be used to solve the puzzle.
Cf. Alan Code’s interpretation of a similar question in the framework of Aristotelian genetics. “Soul as Efficient
Cause in Aristotle's Embryology.” Philosophical Topics 15 (1987): 51-9.
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that is identified as accounting for the qualitatively identical properties of members of the same
family and species. The logos in the sperm is also the active, motivating entity that forms and
shapes the embryo and dictates the order of the evolution of the animal.

In early Stoic natural philosophy logos is a term to describe the active principle, also
identified as god, Zeus and fire. The active principle organizes and regulates everything, and
determines the diachronic development of the universe from conflagration to conflagration,

much like an inherent plan thought out and set up by an intelligent entity. 2>

It regulates
individual bodies in a similar way, defining both their structure and qualities at a given moment
in time as well as the course of their natural development, and thus their structure and qualities
at future moments of their life. In individual bodies these portions of logos are called spermatic
logoi. This is what Hierocles means by "certain arrangements that cannot be transgressed"” and
by "preestablished order".?’

So logos, as the active principle, is both the motive force behind ontogenesis and the
“preestablished order” that defines the goal and the course of natural evolution. While its role
as a motive force is relatively easily explained in the framework of the Stoic theory — logos is
the ultimate cause, an active, fiery force and the sperm itself is pneuma, a pulsating, moving
material — its role in transmitting qualities that are yet to be developed is less apparent.
“Encoding”, “plan” or even “software” or “algorithm” are popular terms used to explain the
mechanism of inheritance and natural development in both modern and ancient contexts. This
agentive account of natural development fits perfectly in the context of Stoic physics. The
active principle is after all an intelligent being, often personalized and identified with Zeus

himself. So, the spermatic logos is tied to the omnipresence of the all-pervading rational

principle, god. God and matter are mixed in a through and through blend, god is a rational

2% Cf. Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1050B, 1056C (IG 93), Aulus Gellius 7.2.1-15 (IG 7.2.1-15), DL
V11.88
257 Dufour also identifies tis aparabatos taxis with the spermatic logos. Df. 186, note 117.
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agent that is shaping and forming matter in accordance with his rational divine plan, his
logos.?>® On this account, the logos is a plan that is realized through the actions of god. This
explains how the logos can transmit qualities that are not "fully present™: as a craftsman acting
in the matter, god brings about the qualities that have theretofore only existed as his thoughts.?>®

Nevertheless, the agentive, theological aspect of the Stoic account of qualification and
natural development does not exclude that there is also a physical, non-theistic aspect at work.
While qualification, action and in general processes of change and causation are often
accounted for by divine actions in our texts, a great number of sources also offer mechanistic

260 of these processes. Since causation and corporeality are strongly linked in the Stoic

accounts
theory, entities, facts and events are always described in terms of bodies impacting each other.
To give some examples: qualities are defined as a result of motion in pneuma or pneuma
disposed in a certain way,?®* and perception is defined as a physical impact on pneuma.?%?

The texts reporting on ontogenesis and genetics also contain evidence of a mechanistic

account of the inheritance of properties and their presence in the seed and the foetus. The term

2% Cf. John Cooper's interpretation of the divine logos “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,” and Jean-Baptiste
Gourinat, “The Stoics on Matter and Prime Matter: Corporealism and the Imprint of Plato’s Timaeus,” in God
and Cosmos in Stoicism, ed. Ricardo Salles, (Oxford: OUP, 2009),102-3 and 50 respectively.

29 ¢f. Cooper “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,” 102-3. With positing an immanent, rational and personalized
entity that is both the motive force behind generation and the plan (or end) of the generative process, the Stoics
manage to avoid some difficulties that Aristotle’s account of genetics and natural generation faces.

260 | uyse the term mechanistic in contrast to agentive explanations. Both kinds of explanations are physical
explanations, as they are both part of the Stoic physical theory. Moreover, all kinds of physical explanations are
corporealist explanations, given that in the Stoic framework only bodies can participate in causal relations.

261 This definition can be found in Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1053F-1054B, Galen, On incorporeal
qualities 2 Vol xix p. 467 K (=SVF 11.384). An isomorphic definition in which qualities are dispositions of matter
can be found in Plotinus, Enneads VI.1.29. (=SVF 11.376), Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics 1V
p.181 Ald. P. 360,9 Wal (=SVF 11.379), Plutarch On Common Conceptions 1085E (=SVF 11.380). This definition
is true to the extent that the matter of objects (as opposed to matter as a principle) is also qualified, insofar as it is
made of earth and water. However, although the matter of objects has these qualities (earthiness and wateriness,
which imply passivity (cf. Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 164,15-8 (=SVF 11.418 =LS 47D)), the qualities
definitive of objects (i.e. those that make them what they are, unify them, make for their persistence and set them
apart from other objects) are dispositions of the pneuma. This is why, broadly speaking, the qualities are
dispositions of the pneuma. Cf. Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1037B (= SVF 11.128), Simplicius, On
Aristotle's Categories, 217,32-218,1 (= SVF 11.389 = LS 28L), Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions, 1053F
(=SVF 11.449).

262 Aetius 1V 20,2. (=SVF 11.387)
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logos carries a multitude of meanings, rendered by different terms in translation. Besides the
meanings account, reason and formula, it is also used with the meaning of ratio.?®3

When logos is used in the context of embryonic development and in accounts of
inheritance of properties, it is used with multiple meanings. It is divine rationality, the formula
present in the thoughts of this divine rational entity, and as such it refers also to the ratio of
parts in the pneuma. The resemblance between Socrates and his son or the shared human-
specific characteristics of Dion and Theon are due to the fact that their pneuma parts have a
similar ratio to each other. As such, the logos defines both the specific and the individual
constitution of the animal, ensuring that it is of the same species as the parents and shares some
of their individual characteristics.

Still, while logos used with the meaning of formula and reasoning inherent in the divine
mind can explain the presence of properties that are not predicable of the entity in its current
state, it is not quite clear how understanding logos as a ratio can help making sense of the
transmission of such qualities. In order to elucidate this aspect of Stoic physics, I shall follow
with a general analysis of the mechanistic corporealist account of qualification. | will argue
that on the Stoic account qualities are determined by a disposition brought about by structures
and motions in a pneumatic substrate. On this account, qualities that are transmitted, but not
perceptible throughout different stages of ontogenesis, are present as tensions and motions of
pneuma, and may manifest themselves differently or even not in a perceptible way, depending

on the kind of pneumatic substrate they are present in. In this framework logos as a ratio is to

be understood as a ratio of motions and structures.

263The idea of interpreting logos as ratio in determining qualification is also mentioned by Paul Scade, “Music
and the Soul in Stoicism,” in Selfhood and the Soul: Essays on Ancient Thought and Literature in Honour of
Christopher Gill, eds. Richard Seaford, John Wilkins, and Matthew Wright, (Oxford: OUP, 2017), 205-210.
Marwan Rashed attributes similar theory of qualification to Posidonius in ‘“Posidonius on Matter, Body and
Surface,” in Archiv fir Begriffsgeschichte, Sonderheft 13, eds. Thomas Buchheim, David Meif3ner, Nora
Wachsmann (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 2016), 330-4.
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3.1.1 Tonos, kingésis, pos ekhon and logos

In this section, | give a brief overview of the mechanistic corporealist account of
qualification. I look at two uniquely Stoic notions that play a central role in this account:
disposition and tensional motion. | discuss the relationship between these two notions and
qualification, and by doing so clarify how logos understood as ratio can account for the
presence of individual and species-specific qualities in early developmental stages of complex
natural bodies.

The idea that the qualification and the ensuing identity of a natural body is determined
by a ratio fits well in the framework of physicalist explanations of metaphysics in Stoic
philosophy. We have seen in chapter Il that virtues or other properties of natural bodies are
often explained in terms of basic physical properties of pneuma such as humidity, density,
temperature and tension. Establishing such a correspondence between basic and complex or
physical and psychic qualities was commonplace in contemporary thought, however, the early
Stoic conceptual apparatus allows for the development of more complex and sophisticated
ways to account for the qualitative diversity of living bodies in terms of simple mechanical
principles of explanation.

In order to explain how logos understood as ratio can determine qualification and account
for the inheritance of qualities and the development of an individual, I will examine the Stoic
concept of quality and qualification from a mechanistic point of view. The first notion that |
will examine is that of disposition (pos ekhon), then | will move on to discuss the role of
motion, in particular tensional motion, in qualification. With the help of these two notions, the
connection between logos and qualification and ontogenesis can be accounted for in a strictly

mechanical framework.
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3.1.1.1 Pos ekhon, structure, tonos and kinésis

Qualities (including peculiar qualities) are defined as pneuma disposed or pneuma
mechanically affected in some other way. This means that qualities are not simple bodies, but
they are further analysable into a portion of pneuma and a disposition. As discussed in chapter
I, I follow Stephen Menn’s analysis of the pos ekhon and interpret it as a concept that describes
bodies in a certain state — having a certain structural arrangement or moving in a certain way.

In the case of the pneuma, the structural arrangement is that of tension. Natural bodies,
including the cosmos, are held together by tonos, a tension in their pneuma. Tonos is the result
of tensional motion, a simultaneous outwards and inwards motion caused by the expansion of
hot fire and the contraction of cold air. 24 Tensional motion holds the entity together and
unifies it?®® by means of the tension that it brings about in the pneuma by its contemporaneous
inward and outward motion. It can be conceived as a force?®® that guarantees the cohesion of a
body by offering resistance to external impact, thus maintaining the unity of the body and its
distinctness from other bodies. Much like surface energy in contemporary physics, tension is
an active principle that is invested in maintaining stability, rest,®’ unity, and distinctness from
other bodies. Nevertheless, the role of tensional motion is not limited to maintaining the
physical unity of natural bodies, but it also plays a role in accounting for a body’s qualification.
As Nemesius points out, tensional motion has a dual role of imparting unity and differentiation

to the body:

264 Galen, On natural faculties 106, 13-17 (SVF 11.406= LS 47E), Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Mixture, 224, 14-17,
23-6 (SVF 11.442, part = LS 471) and Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 70,6-71,4 (=LS 47J).

265 Nemesius, ibid, Alexander, ibid, 223,25-36 (=SVF 11.441, part = LS 47L),

266 Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias pointing out that tensional motion cannot be categorized as any of the types of
motions recognised in the Peripatetic tradition. On Mixture 224.24-7.

267 Galen, On muscular movement I, 7-8 (= SVF 11.450) and 1V.402,12- 403, 10 (SVF 11.450, part = LS 47K) Cf.
Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics, 31-2.
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T 22 Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, 70,6-71,4 = LS 47J

€l Totvov odud EoTv 1} Yoyt 0lovONTOTE, €1 KOl AETTOUEPESTOTOV, TL TAMY £GTL TO GLVEXOV
gxetvny; €0giyOn yop miv odpa deicbor 100 cuvéyovtog kal obtwg gig dmepov, Emg av
KOTAVINOOUEY ¢ aoduatov. i 88 Aéyotev, kabdmep ol Ttoikoi, TOVIKAYV Tva. £ivol
kivnow mepl Ta copata gic 10 elom dua kol gig To EEm Ktvovuévny, Kol Ty Uev &ig 10 £
LeYED@®Y Kol TOOTAT®V BMOTEAESTIKNY &ivol, THV 82 &ig 10 elow &vdoemg kai odoiag,
EPMTNTEOV ODTOVG, EMEDN TAGO KIvNolg Amd TIvog £0TL SuVANE®S, Tic 1 SOVOULG obTn Kol

&v tivi ovcilotor;

Now if the soul is a body of any kind at all, even if it is of the rarest consistency, what is it
that sustains it? For it has been proved that every body needs something to sustain it, which
is an endless regress until we reach something incorporeal. If they should say, as the Stoics
do, that there exists in bodies a kind of tensile movement which moves simultaneously
inwards and outwards, the outward movement producing quantities and qualities and the
inward one unity and substance, we must ask them (since every movement issues from
some power), what this power is and in what substance it consists. (Translated by Anthony

Long)

Tensional motion’s above-described role in qualification is confirmed by other sources,
besides Nemesius. Plutarch identifies qualities as “aeriform tensions”,?%® and qualities are often
described by our sources as air or pneuma, affected mechanically or kinetically. Moreover, in
his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, Simplicius reports that the Stoics posited that all kinds
of changes (kinéseis) were reducible to local motion.?®® We can interpret this passage as
entailing that qualitative changes can also be traced back to local motions, and thus supporting

the idea that qualities are ultimately defined by local motion. Thus, we can conclude that

268 plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1054a-b.
269 Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics p. 1320,19 Diels. (=SVF 11.496). This is also confirmed by Stobaeus, who suggests
that the most basic kineseis are the straight and the curved. Stobaeus, Eclogae | p. 165,15 (=SVF 11.492)
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according to the mechanistic corporealist theory, the qualification of natural bodies can be
understood as reducible to the tension maintained by the tensional motion in their cohesive
pneuma.

The connection between tensional motion and qualification is more complicated in the
case of qualitatively heterogeneous, complex bodies or bodies that undergo changes through
time — that is most natural bodies. One thing to consider in the cases of such bodies is whether
the tensional motion qualifying the body is itself complex, composed of motions that would
correspond to the multitude of qualities that qualify the body or rather the tensional motion of
each body is simple and qualitatively unique. In the first case a given motion would be manifest
as a given quality, and similar motions would yield similar observable qualities in different
individual bodies. In the second case, there would be no one-to-one correspondence between
motions and qualities and thus no structural underpinning for the observable similarities
between bodies.?”°

While there is not much direct evidence on how tensional motion and tension account for
the qualification of bodies, evidence from general discussions of qualification and
considerations of the relation between the physical properties of pneuma and the characteristics
imparted to natural bodies point in the direction of the first interpretation. The evidence
strongly suggests that there is a correlation between physical states of pneuma and certain
common qualities. The simplicity of this account is appealing, and it is easy to understand how
differences in mechanical properties correspond to a difference in qualification, especially in

the case of simple bodies and stuffs that are qualitatively homogeneous.

270 To return to parallels with contemporary science, the question is whether we should think of tensional motion
as we think of the DNA: as a complex chain that can be analysed into units that are responsible for simple (or
even small complexes of) properties, where the units of the DNA responsible for a simple property are the
instances of the same unit in different individuals. If Socrates and Diogenes both have hairy ears, the reason why
they share this property is because their Y-chromosome both contains the gene responsible for auricular
hypertrichosis. (Note: Hairy ears were considered for a long time as a Y- linked trait in humans. Recent research
has challenged this view. Currently the issue is under debate. See Lee, A.C, Kamalam, A., Adams S.M., Jobling
M.A., “Molecular evidence for absence of Y-linkage of the Hairy Ears trait.” European Journal of Human
Genetics. 12 (2004): 1077-9.)
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3.1.1.2. Logos and qualification

As for the relationship between ratio and qualification, the link between the two concepts
is tensional motion. Tensional motion is a result of the natural motions of air and fire: cold air
pulls the pneuma inward, while hot fire expands it. The level of tension is thus a function of
the ratio of air and fire, and their respective inward and outward motions. The predominance
of cold air makes for a laxer pneuma, while a fierier pneuma is tauter. So, tension can always
be described as a ratio, and thus ratio can be used as a principle of explanation in a mechanistic
account of qualification.?™

While the most basic analysis of tension in the soul can be formulated in terms of the
ratio of air and fire in the pneuma — or, if we would like to maintain our focus on motion, in
terms of the ratio of contracting and expanding motions — the correspondence between ratio
and qualification can also be established on higher levels of explanation. As | have shown
above, we have good reasons to posit a correspondence between certain generic qualities and
certain pneumatic tensions. This correspondence is clearly attested in accounts of the
differences between different kinds of pneuma by our texts.?’? Insofar as portions of pneuma
are qualified the way they are because they are held together by a certain tension, and that
tension is a function of the ratio of the simultaneous expansive and contracting motions of the
elemental constituents, the logos (understood as ratio) of the whole pneuma could be
understood as a ratio of the tensional motions present in the whole of the pneuma, and is itself
a tensional motion that can be characterised by the ratio of the total of outwards and inwards

motions in the pneuma.

271 Cf. Scade, “Music and the Soul in Stoicism.” 208-210.
272 gee chapter 11, section 2.2.
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While this mathematical-mechanistic interpretation of logos may seem far-fetched and is

not attested directly by sources reporting on orthodox Stoic doctrines,?’®

it is a perfectly viable
interpretation that follows logically from other Stoic tenets. A number of contemporary
commentators have identified the same connection between qualification, ontogenesis and the
logos understood as ratio. Anthony Long and Paul Scade both understand logos in the pneuma
as the ratio of inward and outward motions, and Scade describes the logos in the seed
referenced in discussions of Stoic genetics as a “blueprint of tensional ratios.”?’* Furthermore,
Marwan Rashed attributes a similar theory to Posidonius, describing Zeus as an “arithmetical
law” ordering and sustaining the universe?’® that qualifies and diversifies the chaotic and inert
matter.

Moreover, Nathan Powers and Tad Brennan both offer a reconstruction that is centred
around the concept of structure and the relationship between the constituents of a natural body.
These authors both discuss the use of “constitution”?’® in Seneca’s Letter 121277, and argue that
the qualification and ensuing identity of a natural body is to be conceived as its organization,
i.e. the relative placement and arrangement of the soul and the body and their parts.?’® Although
this interpretation does not attribute a key role to tensional motion, it makes use of notions akin
to disposition and ratio. On the one hand, the Seneca excerpt that both authors draw on uses a

Latin expression reminiscent of the Greek phrase for disposition, although the exact

formulation refers to the fourth category of relative disposition instead of the third category.?”®

213 Except maybe in Plutarch, On Common Conceptions 1077B as quoted in Paul Scade, “Music and the
Soul,”:208-9

274 Scade, “Music and the Soul,” 208-9. Anthony A Long, Stoic Studies, (Cambridge: CUP, 1996), 204-9.

275 Rashed, “Posidonius on Matter, Body and Surface,” 333.

276 The Latin term used by Seneca is constitutio, a translation of the Greek sustasis.

217 | etters 121.10.

278 Tad Brennan, "Stoic Souls in Stoic Corpses,” in Body and Soul in Ancient Philosophy, eds. Dorothea Frede
and Burkhard Reis (Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2009), 401-7, and Powers, “The Stoic Argument for
the Rationality of the Cosmaos,” 262.

279 Constitutio [...]est[...] principale animi quodam modo se habens erga corpus. “Constitution [...] is [...] the
leading part of the soul disposed in a certain way in relation to the body.” Inwood’s translation is slightly different:
“[...] in a certain disposition relative to the body.” Cf. Brad Inwood, Seneca, Selected Philosophical Letters
(Oxford: Clarendon, 2007), 86, 335-7.

129


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=Constitutio&la=la&can=constitutio0
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=est&la=la&can=est0&prior=inquit
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=principale&la=la&can=principale0&prior=dicitis
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=animi&la=la&can=animi0&prior=principale
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=quodam&la=la&can=quodam0&prior=animi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=modo&la=la&can=modo0&prior=quodam
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=se&la=la&can=se0&prior=modo
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=habens&la=la&can=habens0&prior=se
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=erga&la=la&can=erga0&prior=habens
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=corpus&la=la&can=corpus0&prior=erga

CEU eTD Collection

Moreover, the constitution of a body can be retraced to a structure inherent in the bodily
substrate that accounts for the organization of the body parts, and the constitution of a body
can also be analysed as a ratio of the parts of the body. So the notion of sustasis employed here
by Seneca is very closely related to the central notions of logos and disposition. Finally, the
mathematicising interpretation of qualification, that attributes a key role to ratios, is very much
in line with the account of the cosmogonical and cosmological model presented in Plato’s
Timaeus, which has been recognized as a major influence for Stoic natural philosophy,

including metaphysical tenets.

3.1.1.3. Logos and the pos ekhon

Nevertheless, the account of qualification via pneumatic ratios presented above is only
sufficient to explain the resemblance between a parent and a fully developed offspring. It does
not help with elucidating how qualification is passed down, and how the cause of qualification
is present in those stages of development when there is no observable similarity between parent
and offspring. In order to account for the transmission of qualities that are latent through some
phases of development we need to use another quintessentially Stoic concept, that of the paos
ekhon.

As we have seen, dispositions are a category of things that are best grasped as bodies, or
parts of a unified body exhibiting a certain physical relationship to one another.?8® The
disposed body is thus both defined by the structural arrangement of the disposition and by its
substrate, the body. To use the common example, a fist is a hand disposed in a certain way: on
the one hand, it is defined by the specific structure achieved by the clenching of the digits, on

the other hand by the fact that the clenched structure is taken on by a hand. If the same structure

280 For an interpretation of the concept of pas ekhon, see Menn, "The Stoic Theory," 242-243.
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had been taken on by a foot, it would not be a fist, but some other thing — one that does not
have a distinctive name in English. It is a crucial feature of the pos ekhon that the predicate that
can be predicated of the disposed body as a result of the presence of a disposition in the body
will depend both on the nature of the pos ekhon and the nature of the body. Whether the
presence of the pas ekhon in the body will result in a meaningful predication, depends on the
extent to which the presence of the pas ekhon is observable and whether there exists a concept
corresponding to the presence of pos ekhon F in a subject a.28!

The above explanations should make clear the role of pas ekhon in the transmission of
properties that are only present in more advanced stages of development: the logos (understood
as ratio) that is present in the seed and that is qualitatively identical to the logos of the
pneumatic parts of the parent is present as a pas ekhon in the seed. As the pneuma and the body
of the individual animal undergo changes throughout evolution, this pas ekhon is applied to
different subjects, resulting in the predicability of different predicates. Once this disposition is
present in a psychic or species-specific pneuma, the body that that pneuma qualifies will be
characterized by the species-specific and psychic qualities that were handed down to the entity
by its parents.

This explanation gains further support from the fact that tension and tensional motion,
the entities determining the qualification of a body, both fall in the category of pos ekhon, being
a bodily structure and a motion respectively. What is more, the connection between pas ekhon
and qualification is quite explicitly confirmed by the definition of quality as pneuma pés
ekhon.?®2 On this account, psychic and species-specific qualities should be understood as
composites of a pos ekhon determined by the logos, and a psychic or species-specific substrate.

The pas ekhonta are fully present and remain unchanged from conception to death as structures

281 Cf. Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 222-30-3. (=SVF 11.378, part = LS 28H).
282 plytarch, On Stoic self-contradictions, 1053F-1054B, Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics (SVF
11.379), Galen, On incorporeal qualities 2 Vol xix p. 467 K. (SVF 11.384).
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or motions, but manifest themselves as different qualities throughout stages of ontogenesis,
depending on the nature of the substrate that they are present in.

The most interesting aspect of the account of the inheritance of psychic and species-
specific qualities is that these qualities are analysed as complexes of a structure or motion and
a qualified substrate. I will argue that this analysis is not peculiar to these qualities, but it applies
to all qualities. Since qualities are defined as pneumata pas ekhonta, they are all composites of
a pneumatic substrate and a pas ekhon. While it could be posited that the qualitative diversity
of the cosmos is accounted for solely by the distinctness of tensional motions in pneuma, the
account of genetics and ontogenesis suggests otherwise: qualities are combinations of tensional
motion and qualified pneuma, and the heterogeneity of bodies and their qualities is a result of
combinations of tensions and pneumatic substrates.

Nevertheless, when explaining the presence of qualities by providing a quasi-

283 analysis, one should keep in mind that ultimately, each individual being in the

hylomorphic
Stoic universe can be analysed into god and matter, and matter on that analysis is absolutely
devoid of qualities and motion. When we talk about the combination of a paos ekhon and a
qualified substrate, we are talking about the combination of two (or more) pos ekhonta, both

applying to the same unqualified substrate. Ultimately, the qualitative diversity of the cosmos

is a result of an infinite variety of combinations of a finite variety of tensional motions.?3

283 While | agree with de Harven, (“Resistance,” 1-6) that most Stoic bodies should not be conceived of as
hylomorphic complexes of an immaterial active and a material passive principle, | do think that the principles as
well as the first two categories show a remarkable likeness to Aristotelian form and matter insofar as their
functions are concerned. Moreover, while | agree that the earliest form of orthodox Stoic corporealism is
fundamentally incompatible with the standard hylomorphic analysis, | am also convinced that the introduction of
the third category by Chrysippus meant the incorporation of an explanatory model of a material, corporeal
substrate and an immaterial (and possibly corporeal) structure that is very close to peripatetic hylomorphism.

284 A similar analysis of qualification in the context of Aristotelian genetics can be found in Tom Vinci and Jason
Scott Robert, “Aristotle and Modern Genetics,” Journal of the History of Ideas 66 (2005): 210-5. Based on DC
268h26-269a2, the authors argue that the motions of complex substances can be understood in terms of vector
summation. The natural motions of the elements composing the matter of a complex substance add up to a new,
different motion, just like the addition of vector AB and vector BC, creates a vector AC that is a directed straight
segment connecting points A and C. On their account of hylomorphic analysis, the substantial form is a “limit”
or “ratio” that keeps the matter together, as the oppositely directed motions of cold and hot elements would
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This account of qualification by recourse to a layering of motions or tensions is
concordant with the Stoic notion of krasis i’ holou and the colocation of bodies and is also
attested by textual evidence. In Porphyry’s Ad Gaurum, we find a very similar analysis of the

Stoic account of qualification.

T 23 Porphyry Ad Gaurum 14.1-3

Noai, oaciv, &\’ @donep ddoviov Exel  AOyov 1O oOmépua, ODC  UETA
mv & @divov mpoodov mpoPdAdlel, kol ®G vyevelov ye Kol OWEPUOTOC Kol
Kotopnviov, obTtmol o0& kol Opufig kol @avtaciog Koi oicfncewg Adyov Evov-
(2) tov ai mpoPorai upetd TV kOmowv. Ot &’ ol TodTa Aéyovieg €Kk MEV TG
évapyeiag 000&v  Swpépovct PlooTiK®DG, OTOXOCUOVG O& Kol €ikOTo, KAK TOD
<ei> un év(ed)n, und’ av peta tadto yevécbor vopilew mpddnAov:  dyvoodot
8¢ Vmo  @uotiog omep(ua)tikny  mowobvieg TNV wuynv kol kp(g)itTova
(3) amopaivovteg ™V QUTIKNV Tig avTtoKvnTov Wuyds. I Gpa On tadTa TOV
Ytow@v  dyvonuoto ol katmbev dve  Eotpappévol Amo  TOV  xepoévev  ETOA-
unoav yewdv T Kpeitto, 1O pév elvar kol TRV ovciav micw 8k tfig AN
dOVTEG, YEVVILO € TTO10DVTEG EEEMG LEV TNV POGLY, PVGEMS O€ TNV aicOnTiKNY

1€ Kol OpunTicny  yoyfyv, To0TOV & ab méAv TRV Aoylknv Kai TG AOyloTl
kflg TOv vodv, kwnoewv Owpopais kol mpooOnikolg kKatwbev dveo mavia yev-
vévtee déov  Gvobev kdto kol Gmd Ttod Kpeittovog mpodysw TO MTTOV, OTL
mav 10 yevwdv Tl avTod ovoig yelpov Eowtod TEPLUKE YeVVAV, OV KPEIT-

TOoV":

otherwise result in the substance falling apart. Forms are also motions. Ontogenesis is thus an interaction between
the potential form in the seed, the motions in menstrual blood, and the motions present in the environment.
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Yes, they say, but just as the seed has the form principle for teeth which [the offspring]
develops after its delivery, and similarly for beards and seed and menses, so too are there
form principles of impulse, representation and sensation in [the seed], though their
development [takes place] only after birth. (2) It is obvious that those who say these things
do not produce anything compelling based on clear evidence but rather conjectures and
probabilities based on their belief that unless [these form principles] were present in [the
seed], [these features] would not subsequently arise. But their ambition blinds them to the
fact that they are making the soul seminal and proclaiming the vegetative [power] better
than the self-moving soul. (3) But these are the ignorant views of the Stoics who have
turned things upside-down and dared to generate the better from the worse: they grant being
and substance to all things from matter, and they make nature the offspring of tenor (hexis),
and the soul responsible for sensation and impulse the offspring of nature, and again the
rational [soul] the offspring of these, and intellect the offspring of the reasoning [soul].
While they generate everything from the bottom up through different kinds of and
accumulations of motions, one ought to proceed from the top down and advance from the
better to the lesser because every generator is by its own substance naturally disposed to
generate something worse than itself and not something better. (Translated by James

Wilberding, my emphasis)

While Porphyry’s argument’s primary target here is the Stoic account of ontogenesis,
and the evolution of pneuma (and thus the composite natural body) by the acquisition of
additional motions, his criticism also applies to the synchronic analysis of qualification in
the framework of metaphysics. Before talking about how the Stoics “generate everything” by
recourse to different motions and the addition of these different motions, he also notes that they

“grant being and substance to all things from matter”, presumably by the addition of different

285 See T15-16.
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motions to the unqualified, inert material substrate. Porphyry’s wording echoes an argument
against the Stoic metaphysical theory of the synchronic analysis of natural bodies found in
Plotinus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 8 who both criticise the Stoics for generating
everything from matter. As Plotinus’ argues,?®’ the main issue with a bottom-up analysis is that
structural changes do not amount to substantial changes. Motion and structure in unqualified
matter will not bring about a substance that is different from the lump of matter that structure
or motion was applied to.

Regardless of whether we accept this criticism of mechanistic corporealism, this line of
argumentation, and especially the account ascribed to Stoic thinkers by Porphyry, provides
significant support to the analysis of qualities and motions into complexes of structures and
motions. This analysis solves the question of the transmission of qualities that are not
predicable of an entity throughout the entirety of their lifetime: such qualities are generated
from the combination of the motion defining the quality specific to the parent and the motion

characterising the pneumatic substrate.

3.2. The Logos as a Principle of Identity through Time

So, species-characteristic and individual qualities can persist through the development of
animals by being determined by the logos, which sets both the course of the development of
the living body and determines a set of distinctive qualities that qualify the entity at each stage
of development. Now, we have to decide whether the persistence of the logos is necessary and

sufficient for the animal’s persistence.

286 Plotinus Enneads, 1V.7.4.11-21, V1.1.26, 29 and Alexander of Aphrodisias, On the soul,17.15-18.10, also On
Mixture 221.3-15.
287 plotinus Enneads, 1V.7.4.11-21.
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| think we have just as much reason to claim that the logos is sufficient for persistence as
we have for suggesting that the soul is. First, the logos is a sufficient condition for persistence.
It persists just as long as the soul does, it also persists after death, as the soul does, so no matter
where we place the beginning of an entity’s life, it is present from the start until the end.
Second, it is a necessary condition for persistence. No matter what kind of quality we
eventually identify as the peculiar quality of entities, it will at least partially be determined by
the logos, given that it is the ultimate principle of qualification. If we choose a quality that was
present before ensoulment, i.e. an inherited individual or a species-specific quality, then we
have even more reason to pick the logos over the soul because those qualities are determined
primarily by the logos. Moreover, it is the logos that determines those very qualities that Irwin
and Lewis linked to peculiar qualification: species-qualities and psychic qualities.?®

In addition, identifying the logos with tensional motion explains how qualities can be
principles of identity through time, despite being material bodies (i.e. chunks of pneuma). As
discussed in chapter I, one important observation of the Growing Argument was that bodies
cannot persist through time, because their constitutive material is constantly changing over
time. The success of Chrysippus’ answer — that bodies persist not in function of having a certain
material constitution but in function of being qualified in a certain way — largely depends on
whether the qualities that are supposed to account for bodies’ persistence through time are
themselves entities that would be immune to the Growing Argument. If we conceive of
qualities as portions of pneuma, i.e. bodies made up of fire and air, then it is not clear how our
principles of identity through time would themselves resist the challenge of the Growing
Argument.?®® However, if qualities are what they are not because of their material constitution,

but because of having a certain tensional motion inherent in them, the identity of which is

288 For another account that identifies peculiar qualities with spermatic logoi and pneumata see Giorgio Armato,
“Stoics on Bodies, Identity and “idicg moidg,” Classica et Mediaevalia Revue Danoise de philologie et d histoire
56 (2005):9-12.

289 Cf. Nawar, “The Stoics on Identity.” 148, Nyulaszi, The Ontological Foundations,47-8.
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independent of and irreducible to their material constitution, then the persistence of these
qualities themselves will not be affected by changes in their material constitution. Thus,
identifying logos with tensional motion can also explain how qualities, which are themselves
material bodies, can fulfil the role of criterion of identity for bodies.

All in all, the logos is a better candidate for being both a principle of individuation and a
criterion of identity than the soul. First, it accounts for individuation by means of qualitative
distinction, as the variation of the different ratios of motions can account for a large variety of
qualification. This suits better the Stoic account of identity, which is fundamentally qualitative
in its nature. It is clear from the Stoic standpoint taken in the epistemological debate with the
Academics that they want to account for numerical uniqueness in terms of qualitative
uniqueness. This qualitative distinctness can be much better accounted for by qualities defined
by a variety of proportions and movements, than by merely numerically distinct instances of
the same species-quality.

Second, the logos corresponds in every way to the description of peculiar qualities that |
have given in chapter I. It is a unique and persistent metaphysical principle that qualifies the
entity in such a way that it can guarantee its distinguishability and recognisability. It allows for
change in entities' perceptible qualification through time, but it also accounts for the fact that
those changes do not affect the entity’s recognisability to a knowing eye, because they are
defined by the same, unchanging disposition.?®

Third, the logos is also a better principle of identity and individuation because it is
something that each natural body has. By supposing that identity and individuation are not tied
to having a certain kind of pneuma, but to having a certain logos, we can give a unified account

of identity and individuation for all natural bodies.

2% David Sedley in his "The Stoic Criterion," 266, suggested that peculiar qualities should be similar to the DNA
manifest in the fingerprints. Insofar as the logos is the Stoic version of the DNA, my interpretation comes very
close to his suggestion.
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3.3. The Logos and the Héegemonikon

Having established that it is the logos that is the ultimate principle of individuation and
identity, we are now in a better position for treating the relationship between the different
pneumata that unify the body — discussed in chapter 1l. At the end of chapter II, | concluded
that the Stoic account of unity is primarily physical and biological. The highest form of unity
is reserved for natural bodies, which are one because the tension of their pneuma holds their
parts together. They are one insofar as they are parts of one organism, that is held together and
permeated by one portion of pneuma. Once the pneuma leaves the body, the body ceases to be
one, and starts disintegration. As to what concerns the enumerative aspect of unity, natural
bodies are one insofar as they have one hegemonikon, which is the directive centre of the body
that regulates the body as an organism and is also the centre where the pneuma flows from.
Counting natural bodies is counting their leading parts.

By establishing a connection between the hégemonikon and the logos, the physical and
biological account of unity provided in chapter 1l can be complemented with a metaphysical
and qualitative account of identity, individuation and unity. By identifying the logos as a
principle inherent in and emanating from the hegemonikon, we can identify a principle of
qualification, unity and identity that also plays a role in regulating the actions and passions of
an entity, as well as its evolution as a life-form.?%

First, if the ratio of the soul's?®? parts (and thus the species of the animal) is set by
something inherent in or related to the hégemonikon, then we can explain what it is that makes

the natural body a metaphysical unity: it is being defined in its qualification by a single logos.

291 This is Salles’ view, applied to the case of the kosmos in “Why is the Cosmos Intelligent?”, 56-7. According
to his account the tension of the kosmos, including the different tensions and powers of the pneumata of all living
beings in the kosmos are caused, determined and regulated by the hégemonikon of the kosmos.

292 | take soul here in the general sense.
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This logos is at the same time a rational, desiderative entity that contains the entity’s
development as a plan; a physical entity that determines the motions that characterise the
entity’s qualification and development; as well as a ratio of pneumatic parts, specifying the
natural body’s species and individual qualities. This kind of unity by logos through the
hégemonikon does not entail that the different pneumata are parts of the ~égemonikon, it simply
means that they are unified in terms of the logos that flows from the hégemonikon.?*®

Second, by establishing a relationship between the logos and the hégemonikon, we can
explain why nature and hexis also leave the body upon death. If the logos is connected to the
hégemonikon, then the tensional motion of the whole portion of pneuma is imparted from the
hégemonikon, transmitted through the pneuma that flows from the ségemonikon to the other
parts of the soul. Thus, if the hegemonikon leaves the body, the tension is disrupted, and the
body falls apart. At death all pneumata?® that held the body together and accounted for its
unified functions leave the body, but only the rational soul (what Sextus means by the
hégemonikon) survives the separation from the body because it is the tensest among them. The
irrational soul, phusis and hexis simply dissolve because they are not tense enough.

Besides the above benefits of positing a relationship between the logos and the
hégemonikon, the relationship between these two entities is clearly demonstrated by the
evidence on ontogenesis, anatomy and psychology. All natural bodies have a leading part, and
it is from this part that the whole of the pneuma flows, and it is also this that sets the path of
their development as an individual token of a species.?®® The hégemonikon is the part of the

animal and the embryo and the active entity in the seed, which has made the animal what it is.

2% For a similar analysis, see Brennan's "Stoic Souls in Stoic Corpses,” 401-7, and Powers, “The Stoic Argument
for the Rationality of the Cosmos,” 262.

2% That is, all pneumata that hold the animal together and account for its physical and psychological function.
Portions of pneuma that hold material parts of the animal together or account for the posthumous growth of some
of its material parts (i.e. nails and hair) remain. (I have to thank Istvan Bodnér for bringing this to my attention).
2% ¢f, Galen's On the Formation of the Foetus 4.698,2-9 = SVF 11.761, part = LS 53D.
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This is clearly stated by the evidence, which attributes a central role to the hégemonikon in the

formation of the individual 2%

3.3.1 Limitations and Shortcomings

While our texts make the involvement and importance of both the logos and the
hégemonikon in the development, the qualification and the unity of natural bodies obvious, the
exact relationship of these two entities remains obscure. This is mostly due to the obscurity of
the nature of the logos itself, and the difficulty of establishing its place in the framework of
Stoic natural philosophy, interpreted as a purely mechanistic physical theory. The hégemonikon
is clearly a body — as a part of the soul, it is itself pneuma with a certain tension. Being a
corporeal entity, its nature and its possible interactions and relationships with other bodies are
clear and well-described by the evidence. On the other hand, the metaphysical status of logos,
and especially the metaphysical status of logos understood as ratio are harder to interpret in the
framework of Stoic ontology. While logos, when used synonymously with the active principle,
god, is clearly a corporeal entity, the status of logos as a ratio or a “preestablished order” is less
transparent.

When discussing the role attributed to the logos in qualification and ontogenesis, | have
stated that the logos is at the same time the motive force behind development and the order or
blueprint in accordance with which the natural body is modelled. However, in a strictly
mechanistic framework, it is not quite clear how the logos, understood as a ratio is not only the
plan for qualification and development, but also the motive force that ignites and maintains
development. As far as | can see, identifying the logos as a ratio with the cause of development

poses two problems. Firstly, as the motor of development, the logos is in a causal role, bringing

29 Cf. chapter I, section 2.4.
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about a chain of events (developmental stages of the entity) and accounting for the development
and existence of the qualities that characterize the entity. But, as a cause, it should be a body,
according to the Stoic account of causation. However, it is hard to see how a ratio could be a
body. Secondly, regardless of whether they are corporeal or not, ratios are typically not causes,
or at least they are not sufficient in and of themselves to bring about something.

Concerning the first issue, one possible solution is to suppose that the logos carries out
its work through the hégemonikon that serves as a corporeal vessel to it. While in cosmogonical
texts the source of development and qualification is clearly identified as logos, the texts
describing the generation of living beings are not clear in naming this entity. There is clearly
an entity in the seed, the embryo and the animal that forms and moves the animal body in
accordance with a preestablished order. If we do not insist that the plan and the cause of its
realization are the exact same thing, we can separate these two functions that belong to one
entity in the case of god. Instead we can conclude that the logos is a ratio of tensions in the
portion of pneuma that is the hégemonikon.?’ This way, the logos would qualify the
hégemonikon and since the pneuma of the whole body flows from the hegemonikon, determine
the qualification of the whole body. Thus, the logos would be concentrated in and directed
from the heart but pervade all of the body. Moreover, the logos would also qualify each of the
different pneumata because they all developed in accordance with the spermatic logoi specified
in the seed.?%®

Still this suggestion is not quite perfect. Positing that the logos acts through the

hégemonikon as through a corporeal vessel does not solve the problem of accounting for the

297 Thus, | disagree with Nathan Powers (“The Stoic Argument for the Rationality of the Cosmos,” 257) who,
quoting Seneca’s aforementioned Letter 121, equates the constitution (i.e., sustasis) of the natural body with the
hégemonikon. The hégemonikon is a portion of pneuma, not a structure. It is a part of the body that is separable
from the body, and able to persist on its own. It is not reducible to the body’s constitution. Instead the hégemonikon
is involved in determining the sustasis of the body insofar as the pneuma that flows from it has a tensional motion
that qualifies the pneuma in a way that brings about a certain structure in the pneuma and consequently in the
body.

2% Cf. Salles' “Why is the Cosmos Intelligent?” 54, 56-60.
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causal role the logos, it just defers it. If we are to attribute any sort of causal role to the logos,
which we are, if we are making it the ultimate principle of qualification and unity, then we
cannot avoid accounting for its corporeality.

As to the second issue, the idea of explaining qualification and ontogenesis with
reference to a ratio is also problematic because ratios, by their very notion, are not typically
fundamental entities, but rather entities that are determined by the quantities that they are the
ratios of. Clearly, this poses a problem for making the logos understood as a ratio a criterion
of identity, and more generally, for identifying it as an ultimate principle of qualification, unity
and ontogenesis.

The logos of an individual entity may be unique to it, provided that we suppose that it is
possible for each entity to have a singular combination of tensional motions, yielding a distinct
ratio of motions. However, as a ratio, it is not what accounts for the entity’s uniqueness, it is
just a manifestation of it. If a ratio is unigue to an entity, it is because the entity is made up of
a unique combination of constituents.?®® If an entity acquires more of constituent a or loses
some chunks of constituent b, then the ratio characterising it will change. In the case of the
pneuma, acquiring and losing portions of fire or air could change the ratio of these components,
and the ratio of inwards and outwards movements. This clearly goes against the idea that each
natural body has a unique principle independent of the body’s material constitution that
accounts for its persistence and uniqueness. As was demonstrated in chapter I, the principle of
persistence cannot be something that is a function of the entity’s material constitution, thus the
logos cannot be a criterion of diachronic identity if it is reducible to the material constitution

of the entity.

2% Ricardo Salles accounts for pneumatic tension and the ensuing qualification in terms of the material
constitution of pneuma. It is important to point out that for Salles the body of living beings is also made of pneuma.
“Phaedo 85E-86D and Stoic Pneumatic Theory,” 227- 232, 237-9.
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A possible way to approach this second problem is to point out that most difficulties
around explaining unity and qualification in terms of a ratio can be alleviated by emphasizing
that the logos is a motive force, itself a motion, accounting for the tension characterising the
portion of pneuma that in turn unifies and qualifies the natural body. The nature of this tensional
motion can be described by the ratio of the inwards and the outwards motions of air and fire
constituting a portion of pneuma. Thus, ratio does have an explanatory role insofar as it
describes the nature of the tensional motion which accounts for the unity and qualification of
a portion of pneuma and ultimately the natural body. However, it is not itself the cause of unity
and qualification.

Motion plays a central role in early Stoic thought: tensional motion and tension are
clearly tied to qualification by our texts, and motion is omnipresent in texts on ontogenesis as
illustrated by T15-T17. Moreover, as opposed to ratio, tensional motion is a dynamic entity,
and as a such it is intuitively much better suited to be a causally active principle. Furthermore,
it could be argued that motion is a suitable candidate for an ultimate principle of explanation
insofar as it can be identified as a causally active entity that is not causally dependent on and
is not reducible to any further entities. These two issues will be investigated in chapter 1V,
where | consider the possible corporeality of tensional motion and its irreducibility to other
entities.

Still, it could be argued that the above reformulation of the theory does not help the logos
account, as it invites the same criticisms as the construal of logos as ratio. If the tension of a
portion of pneuma can be described as a ratio of inwards and outwards motions, then it could
still be argued that tension is ultimately determined by the elemental composition of pneuma,
meaning that it is neither a fundamental principle of explanation, nor is it irreducible to matter.
This of course would mean that tensional motion cannot be a principle of unity, qualification

and identity. Moreover, it would also entail that no coherent theory of qualification,
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individuation and identity can be construed, as ultimately all seemingly immaterial principles
of explanation are reducible to material constitution.

Nevertheless, we do not have to accept the above criticism of the logos account. While
there are good reasons for construing the logos as something determined by the pneuma’s
elemental constitution, there are equally strong considerations in favour of a reverse
interpretation. One could argue that it is not the elemental composition of pneuma that
determines its tension, but rather it is its tension that determines its elemental composition.
Given that the elements are not simples but are instead analysable into the passive and the
active principle, the nature of the elements could be construed as a result of their characteristic
motions. Thus, it can be inferred that the motions characterizing these elements are just parts
of the tensional motion characterizing the entity, determining its material composition and
defining what portions of elements it can take on as it nourishes itself and grows. On this
account, logos is a principle that determines material constitution both as a ratio and as a
motion.

The equal plausibility of two diametrically opposed approaches echoes the issues
discussed at the end of chapter 11 (sections 2.4 and 2.5), and casts doubt on the correctness of
the logos analysis. While it is possible to construe an account in which the logos and tensional
motion are ultimate principles of unity and qualification, it is equally possible to interpret the
evidence as suggesting that both these entities are reducible to material constitution. Of course,
this latter possibility would contradict what has been established in chapter I, and entail that
neither the logos nor tensional motion are suitable principles of qualification and identity.

In addition to theoretical difficulties, the logos account also lacks explicit textual
support. While there is robust textual evidence to support the idea that tensional motion,
tension, ratio and constitution (sustasis) have a key role in qualification and species

development, there is no detailed discussion of a purely mechanistic account. There are no
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extant texts describing the status of these entities, their relationship to each other or to other
physical entities. Moreover, while the above entities are all identified by our texts as principles
of qualification (or at least as having an influence on an entity’s qualities), in texts focusing on
the ontology of individual bodies, or identity and individuation, qualities are treated as the
ultimate principles of individuation and identity that are not to be analysed further. While there
are many texts that point in the direction of a metaphysical theory that is based on principles
such as mathematicised structure and motion interacting with matter, there is no evidence that

the theory ever went beyond vague allusions to mathematical and mechanical concepts.

3.4. Conclusion

In this chapter | have argued that natural bodies are unified, individuated and identified
by their logos, which is also their principle of development. Logos is an entity that is at the
same time the motive force behind ontogenesis and the plan according to which development
is carried out. Besides being a principle of development, the logos is also what accounts for the
qualification of an individual on a synchronic level: it determines an entity’s qualities at any
given time. Logos refers on the one hand to the active principle god, and on the other hand to
a mathematical-mechanic principle that can be understood as a ratio and as a motion. As a ratio
the logos determines the entity’s species and individual qualification by defining the ratio of
pneumatic parts and structures, and as a motion it guides the entity through species and
individual development. On this latter interpretation, logos can be equated with tension and
tensional motion.

Concerning Irwin's and Lewis' account | have managed to establish the following things.
The soul taken as a certain kind of pneuma is not a principle of identity, individuation and
unity, neither is it a species-specific quality. As to the mystery of peculiar qualification, |

cannot assuredly state whether peculiar qualities are species-specific or not, or whether they
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are psychic or bodily characteristics. The logos of individuals predetermines several qualities,
any of them could be a peculiar quality.

Finally, concerning the theory of qualification in general, | have offered an interpretation
according to which qualities are pneuma moving or structured in a certain way, and that the
qualitative variety of entities in the kosmos is a result of an infinite combination of a finite set
of tensional motions and ratios. This analysis of qualification also has the benefit of accounting

for the inheritance of qualities from parents and other ancestors.
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IV. Immaterial Bodies

As discussed in chapter I, our texts attribute the unity, the diachronic identity and the
individuation of natural bodies to their peculiar qualities. In sections 4.1-4.2, | argue that the
ultimate principle of unity, individuation and identity should be an immaterial body, as follows
from the theory put forward in chapters I-11l. In section 4.3, | examine the possibility of such
an entity in the framework of early Stoic physics and conclude that the supposition of
immaterial bodies is in concordance with the evidence. Having established a possible and
logically coherent interpretation of early Stoic metaphysics | move on to an assessment of the

evidence for the existence of such a theory.

4.1 An Immaterial Principle

As has been pointed out in previous chapters, one important characteristic of the principle
of individuation and identity is that it has to be an entity that is radically different from and
irreducible to matter. On the one hand, the evidence reporting on individuation and identity
through time makes it clear that peculiar qualities cannot be material entities. As discussed in
section 1.2.3.1 of chapter I, the Stoics believed that a merely material entity cannot persist,
from which it follows that such an entity could not answer for an object’s persistence. Thus,
the principle of diachronic identity has to be immaterial itself or it has to be defined by
something immaterial.

Furthermore, given the way they conceived of matter and the kosmos, the Stoics also had
to ensure unity and individuation by means of a strictly immaterial principle. The kosmos is a

body full of matter, with no void separating chunks of matter from each other. *° Moreover,

300 | would like to thank Gabor Betegh for pointing this out to me.
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the matter that makes up the kosmos is an infinitely divisible continuum,3%

not having any
ultimate constitutive parts.®%? In order to account for the multiple individual bodies that
populate the kosmos, the early Stoics had to identify a principle that articulates matter and
accounts for the qualitative diversity of individual bodies. Such a principle had to be immaterial
because of the aforementioned gunky nature of matter. A chunk of gunky matter cannot be
individuated based on its constitution, it can only be differentiated from other parts of matter
based on something external to it, which does not have the same gunky nature. So, the entities
which, imposed on a chunk of gunky matter, delimit it and hold it together while at the same
time making it numerically different from other material objects cannot be themselves material
or reducible to matter. Material entities by themselves are insufficient to account for unity
because something that is itself infinitely divisible cannot unify another infinitely divisible
object.3%® Moreover, they cannot account for individuation, because they themselves cannot be
individuated either, if they do not form a clearly delimited unity.3%*

These considerations provide further proof for the statement that qualities, or any

pneumata for that matter, cannot serve as principles of unity, individuation and identity over

time. Qualities are themselves material and they are only non-reducible in their identity to the

301 Stobaeus, Eclogae, 1.142,2-6 (=SVF 11.482, part =LS 50A), DL VI1.150-1 (=SVF 11.482, part = LS 28B),
Sextus Empiricus, M, 2.121-126, 139-142 (=LS 50F).

302 Bodies are infinitely divisible not in the sense that they are composed of an infinite number of infinitesimal
parts, but that they do not have ultimate parts because the division of parts goes on ad infinitum. (cf. DL VII.
150: “Chrysippus says that the division is not ad infinitum, but itself infinite; for there is nothing infinitely small
to which the division can extend. But nevertheless the division goes on without ceasing.” It has to be noted, that
ouk eis apeiron is a supplement by Von Arnim. Cf. Robert B. Todd, “Chrysippus on Infinite Divisibility,”
Apeiron 7, (1973): 21, and Daniel Nolan “Stoic Gunk,” Phronesis 51 (2006): 166-7.) For a more detailed
discussion of the gunky and continuous nature of Stoic matter see Anna Marmodoro Everything in Everything:
Anaxagoras’s Metaphysics (Oxford: OUP, 2017) 156-185 and “Stoic Blends,” Proceedings of the Boston Area
Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy 32 (2017):1-24.

303 ¢f. Galen, On incorporeal qualities, 10. Vol. X1X p.483 K. (=SVF I1. 381) who reports that the Stoics, despite
affirming that all qualities were bodies (and that bodies were infinitely divisible) maintained that qualities were
not infinitely divisible. This testimony is suggestive of the fact that the Stoics conceived of qualities as unified
entities, inherently different from mere material aggregates.

3%4Thus, I disagree with de Harven, (“Resistance,” 6.) who claims that infinitely divisible continuous masses
have intrinsic unity and individuality and support the more traditional view (e.g. Jennifer Whiting, “Form and
Individuation in Aristotle,” 362) that such masses need a principle of unity.
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material aggregates they qualify to the extent that they are made of pneuma, a principle that is
distinct from the object’s matter. Nevertheless, although the pneuma as the qualifying
constituent of material objects is different from and not reducible to natural bodies’ material
component, it is itself a material entity. The pneuma and the matter constitutive of material
objects are material objects themselves because they are both composed of the four elements —
air and fire and earth and water respectively®® — and these elements are all composed of the
two principles (i.e. matter and god), which means that they both have matter in them.3%

Thus the pneuma itself is an infinitely divisible entity, and its diachronic identity is not
stable either insofar as it is under constant flux.2°” Although it is described by many of our texts
as the immediate qualifying principle of concrete material objects, it is not identical to the
ultimate qualifying principle god and it is not devoid of matter.> Its status as an active,
qualifying principle is not a function of it being an entity that is radically different in its kind
from the constitutive matter of objects, but rather the function of it being qualified in a different

way than the constitutive matter of objects, due to the structures and motions that are inherent

in it. 3%

305 Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Mixture, 224.14 (=SVF 11.442), Plutarch On Common Conceptions, 1085C
(=SVF 11.444).

306 DL VI11.136, cf. Cooper, “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,” 99-102, and Gourinat, “The Stoics on Matter
and Prime Matter,”64-66.

307 Cf. Plutarch, On Common Conceptions, 1084F-1085B.

308 It has been a matter of contention, whether the pneuma is identical with god in Chrysippus’ philosophy.
Although we have some passages stating that god is a kind of pneuma, (e.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias, On
Mixture, 224.32., and SVF 11.1027,1033, 1035, 1037, 1051, 1054) there are no passages that explicitly identify
God and the pneuma. Cf. Josiah Gould, The Philosophy of Chrysippus, 102. Hence, here | assume that god and
pneuma are different, pace Michael Lapidge, who argues that in Chrysippus’ philosophy the pneuma took over
the role of god, in his “dpyas and oroiyeia,”276.

309 For a similar consideration regarding the materiality of pneuma see, Nyulaszi, “The Ontological Foundations,”
44-50 and Nawar, “The Stoics on Identity.” 148. For an analysis that identifies qualities as made of matter that
has “special constitution” i.e. pneuma, see Armato, “Stoics on Bodies, Identity and “idiwg motde.”,” 132.
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4. 2 Candidates for Immaterial Principles: Tension, Motion and Structure

So, whatever is the principle of identity and individuation of bodies, it cannot be pneuma
and it cannot be anything material. Luckily, we have already established for reasons
independent from these considerations that the real principles of qualification, unity and
identity are not pneumata themselves, but motions and structures of pneuma. While this
distinction is helpful, it does not provide a full explanation of the status of these entities and
their relationship to the (pneumatic) bodies that they structure or are motions of. In order to
understand how they can function as ultimate principles of unity and qualification, we have to
understand the nature of these entities and their place in the early Stoic theory.

A first point to clarify is whether tension, motion and structure satisfy the criterion of
irreducibility to matter. While these entities may not be pneumata and as such may not be
material themselves and are identified by several of our texts as principles accounting for unity
and qualification, it is hard to see them as independent, causally active entities. The reason for
this is that none of these entities are traditionally conceived of as existing independently from
the body they are structures and motions of. As discussed in chapter 111 section 3.3.1, a ratio is
not thought of as something that exists independently from the entities it is the ratio of, and
similarly, motion and structure do not exist independently of the body. Instead the very
existence and essence of these entities is determined by the body or the bodies they are the
ratios, tensions, motions and structures of.

From an ontological point of view, tensional motion, tension and pneumatic structures
fall under the third genus, that of disposition. As discussed, disposition is just a temporary
structure of a body, its existence and its properties are dependent on the disposed body. On
Stephen Menn’s account presented in chapter I, one of the main differences between the

categories of qualified and disposed in a certain way is that the disposed body does not have
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anything in addition to (para) the body undisposed.®!® At the end of the day the disposed body
is identical and thus reducible to the body that is structured or moved in accordance with the
disposition.

What | want to argue here, is that — pace Menn — disposed bodies do have something in
addition to the body that is the subject of the disposition. The body disposed is more than the
body without the disposition. While the structure or the motion of a body may not be a portion
of pneuma present in it, it is a principle independent of and irreducible to the body. A body
disposed can be analysed into a substrate and a disposition, and at least conceptually, the
disposition can be separated from the body, considered by itself, and can be in principle applied
to another subject.

However, conceptual separability is not sufficient to establish independence and
certainly not sufficient to establish existence in a context where existence is tied to causal
efficacy, and causal efficacy is linked to corporeality. It is quite clear from the evidence that
motions and structures do have a causal role. They are identified as responsible for the unity
and qualification of entities: their existence is a necessary condition for the existence of natural
bodies and for the predicability of the qualities that qualify them. Since according to the Stoic
theory predications can only be made true by facts that consist of a causal relationship between
bodies,®'! if pos ekhonta are defined by a principle that is external to their substrate, then that
external principle has to be a corporeal one. Nevertheless, as stated above, in addition, this
external principle also has to be immaterial, which seems to be in contradiction with
corporeality.

This apparent contradiction is another manifestation of the theoretical conflict described
in chapters 11 and I11. It highlights the coexistence of two accounts of the ontological structure

of the world that reflect two distinct understandings of corporealism. On the one hand the texts

310 This is also reiterated by Salles, “Why is the Cosmos Intelligent,”60-61.
811 ¢f. Stobaeus, Eclogae, 1.138,14W. (Arius Didymus. Fr. 18 p.457, Diels = SVF 1.89)

151



CEU eTD Collection

that describe tension, tensional motion and ratio as principles of qualification and unity suggest
a quasi-hylomorphic construal of the structure of reality, where entities can be analysed into a
substrate and something that shapes and moves that substrate. On the other hand, texts that
focus on the tenet of the corporeality of all existent and causally efficacious entities, point
towards a much more literal corporealist interpretation of the world where entities are to be
understood as made up of extended chunks of matter as building blocks.3?

The strong conflict between the two accounts is manifest in the difficulties surrounding
the status of dispositions as principles of explanation. Supposing that the structural
arrangement of a portion of matter or a material object could be another body that is somehow
crammed in it is extremely counterintuitive. Moreover, it could also be argued that something
that is in a certain way not in virtue of being disposed towards itself or its parts, but in virtue
of having a causal relationship to a body that is different from itself should belong to the first,
the second or the fourth genus, not the third one.®!3 Furthermore, even if it was possible for
there to be a corporeal principle that accounts for the dispositions of matter, how could such a
principle possibly be immaterial?

These are serious objections that have to be answered if we want to maintain the
coherence of the Stoic account. If there is no unifying, individuating and identifying principle
that is irreducible to matter, then as Plotinus suggests, everything will be derivative of
matter.3'* The unity, the identity, and the individuation of qualities and peculiarly qualified

entities will not be accounted for, and the whole edifice of Stoic ontology would have to

collapse, since on this account there would not be anything besides matter.3*>

312 Cf. “Resistance,”3-11. As opposed to de Harven, | believe that the two approaches were both present in early
Stoic thought. What she identifies as a misconstrual of Stoic corporealism is a theoretical approach actually
endorsed by early Stoics and is robustly present in the evidence.

313 Cf. Stephen Menn’s account as presented in section 1.2.4

314 Plotinus, Enneads, V1.1.29.

315 ¢f. Plotinus Enneads, 1V.7.4.11-21.
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In order for the theory to be coherent, there should be an explanation as to how these two
interpretations can coexist. The possibility that 1 am going to explore is that while Stoic
corporealism was based on a traditional concept of body, explaining phenomena of the world
in terms of touching between extended, solid bodies, it also allowed for the existence of less
traditional bodies, more akin to matterless forms. Such entities would have causal efficacy but

would be radically different from other bodies to the extent that they are not made of matter.

4.2.1 Causation versus Materiality: The Second Puzzle of Peculiar Qualification

It is a basic tenet of Stoic metaphysics that only bodies exist because only bodies have
the capacity to act and/or be acted upon. This corporealism does not consist in claiming that
nothing exists besides entities that are traditionally considered as three-dimensional, material
objects. Instead, the Stoics attribute genuine existence to a host of entities that are traditionally
considered to be immaterial (e.g. god, the soul, virtues, qualities), but at the same time they
stipulate that these entities are corporeal.3!® This inflationist corporealism seems to be
problematic on several counts, if by "body" the Stoics mean material objects. This is why some
commentators have suggested that the Stoics had a revisionist concept of corporeality,
according to which not only material objects could be considered to be bodies.3’

One reason why Stoic corporealism was seen as a contentious issue by various
commentators, is because their inflationist corporealism entails the colocation of several

bodies. This is seen as an impossibility by many contemporaries, 38 as denying the

316 ¢f, Jacques Brunschwig’s distinction between “reductionist” and “inflationist somatology”, “The Stoic
Theory of the Supreme Genus and Platonic Ontology,” in Papers in Hellenistic Philosophy, (Cambridge: CUP,
1994), 123.

817 E.g. Cooper, “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,”97-99, Gourinat, “The Stoics on Matter and Prime Matter,”
58, Margaret Reesor, “The Stoic Concept of Quality,” 42-3, Andrea Falcon, Aristotle and the Science of Nature
— Unity without Uniformity, (Cambridge: CUP, 2005), 52, and Vogt, “Sons of the Earth,” 142-3.

318 E.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias, Supplement to On the soul, p.116, 13 (= SVF 11.797, part), Galen, Incorporeal
qualities 4 Vol X1IX p. 473 K. (= SVF 11.386) both argue that if the qualities of a body are also bodies then the
body and its qualities should occupy more place together than the place occupied by the body.
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spatiotemporal colocation of bodies (of the same kind)®!® has been a central premise of
philosophy and science. However, | do not think that the colocation of bodies is indeed a
problem in the framework of Stoic natural philosophy. Through and through blending, made
possible by the infinite divisibility of bodies, allows for making sense of the colocation of
bodies that are not peculiarly qualified.®?° Thus, 1 do not consider the colocation of bodies an
unwelcome consequence of Stoic corporealism, but rather a crucial characteristic of their
physical system, and | do not think it warrants to suppose that the early Stoics conceived of
bodies in a radically distinct way than what is currently considered the common-sense notion
of body.??

The real issue with the materialist interpretation of Stoic corporealism is instead the one
discussed above: there are central principles of explanation in cosmology and metaphysics that
are attributed a causal role but have to be immaterial.3?? Besides tensional motion, the active
principle, god is also such a principle. Corporealism entails that all states of affairs are
explained with reference to bodies. With the exception of the four canonical incorporeals (time,

place, void and lekta), there are no entities that can feature in explanations that are not bodies.3?®

319 Metaphysical discussions from the 20" and 21% century often focus on the issue of colocation of bodies that
belong to different kinds or sorts, such as the constitutive matter of a body versus the body itself. The puzzle of
Statue and Lump discussed by many contemporaries is an example of tackling this problem. See also Gabor
Betegh, “Colocation,” in 2QMA4 Korperkonzepte und korperliche Existenz in der antiken Philosophie und
Literatur, eds. Thomas Buchheim, David Meil3ner, Nora Wachsmann, (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 2016,)
394.

320 \While none of our sources explain why Chrysippus forbids the colocation of peculiarly qualified bodies,
such bodies are unified by tense pneumata, and thus are resistant to interpenetration to a higher extent than other
bodies. As to other bodies, such bodies can easily penetrate and be penetrated, and they can mingle with each
other completely. Since all of their constituents are infinitely divisible, they can be mixed in such a way that all
constituents are completely present in all parts, and that there is not one continuous portion of the mixture that
would not contain all of the constituents. (Cf. Nolan, “Stoic Gunk,” 171-2.)

321 The Stoic conception of body is the same as ours in the sense that both conceptions take everyday, three-
dimensional, solid, material bodies as paradigmatic examples of corporeality. However, it has to be noted that the
Stoic continuum-theory of matter makes their conception of body significantly different from ours, with respect
to the properties and powers bodies can have.

322 Bethia Currie proposed similar ideas in her dissertation, God and Matter in Early Stoic Physics (1971) New
School for Social Research, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 34, 45-6,

323 While incorporeals are not causally efficacious and are not affected causally either, they are entities that are
invoked in descriptions and explanations, along with bodies. For an in-depth discussion of the role of incorporeals
and their relationship to bodies see Marcelo D. Boeri, “The Stoics on Bodies and Incorporeals.” The Review of
Metaphysics 54 (2001): 723-752.
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Whatever is the case, it has been caused by something, and on the Stoic account only bodies
can be causally efficacious or causally affected. If bodies are material objects, then all kinds of
causal explanations should involve material objects.

However, there are several reasons why the ultimate cause of everything, god, cannot be
material.®?* First of all, it is not stated anywhere in the evidence that god is derivative of or
reducible to matter.3?® Moreover, the dualist cosmological model strongly suggests that the
Stoics did not want to be material monists: they wanted to posit another principle besides
matter.32® While matter has some causal power insofar as it offers resistance to god, it is by
definition inert, undefined and unqualified. It cannot account for the multifarious nature of the
world on its own. In order for the world to be more than a blob of matter, another principle
needs to be posited accounting for diversity, motion and life. This principle is god. God and
matter are inseparable: neither pure unqualified matter nor immaterial qualities can exist by
themselves.®?” However, they are also radically different and mutually irreducible: qualities
can never add up to form a material body without matter, and material constitution can never
account for qualification. God is quality, definition, and motion itself, it is the principle which
completes passive matter, so that together they can bring about the complex bodies populating

the world. 328

324 Anna Marmodoro propounds similar arguments for the immateriality of pneuma (Everything is in Everything,
169). As clarified above, | disagree with this statement, given that the pneuma is described by the evidence as
composed of material elements, which in turn are composed by a blend of god and matter.

325 Matter and god have existed together from the beginning, (Epiphanius, Against Heresies, 1,5. DDG p.588,
(=SVF 1.87)) whereas the other bodies, starting with the four elements, have been derived from the blending of
matter and god. DL VII. 134-7, 142, Sextus Empiricus M 9.75-6 (=SVF 11.311 = LS 44C).

326 E.g. Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses, 8 (=SVF 11.302), Seneca,
Letters 65.2 9 (=SVF 11.303) Origen, On Principles 2.1.78 (=SVF 11.304)

327 Pace de Harven (“Resistance,” 7), describing the principles as fundamentally active and passive does not mean
that the principles are treated as mere analytical tools or “aspects” of bodies. In all cases, the two principles are
the two most basic ingredients of all bodies, themselves bodies, the through and through blending of which
constitutes the whole kosmos and the individual bodies within it. The fact that the principles are both bodies does
not entail that they are not radically different from each other, embodying different facets of corporeality.

328 Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses, 8 (=SVF 11.302), Origen, On
Principles 2.1.78 (=SVF 11.304), Sextus M 9.75-6 (=SVF 11.311= LS 44C)
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Tensional motion is a principle that fulfils a similar role to god, although at a different
level of explanation. As discussed in section 1.2.4. of chapter I, in the early Stoic theory, natural
bodies were described and explained in many different ways. Some of these explanations build
on each other, while others complement each other. Tensional motion is a principle of
qualification, unity and ontogenesis on the pneumatic level, in a purely mechanistic framework.
Its corporeality is not as unambiguous as that of god, however, there is ample indirect evidence
in support of it.

First, there is some direct textual evidence. Diogenes Laertius states that tension and
sympathy are bodies according to the Stoics,*?® and Galen makes the same claim about motion.
330 secondly, neither tension, nor motion — both of which play a central role in the early Stoic
system — are listed among the four canonical incorporeals. Finally, and most importantly,
tensional motion is clearly a causally efficacious entity. As seen in chapter Ill, it defines the
tension (tonos) of a portion of pneuma, making it pneuma disposed in a certain way (pos
ekhon), and thus brings about the qualities that characterize the body permeated by pneuma.3!

As to tensional motion’s immateriality, first of all, it is extremely counterintuitive to
suggest that motion is an entity made up of matter. Nevertheless, early Stoic thinkers are
notorious for proposing ideas that may seem unacceptable to us and were also shocking to their
contemporaries, so we cannot rely on common sense alone, if we aim to provide an accurate
reconstruction. However, there is no evidence that states that motion is material, and there is
not even a material element that would be commonly associated to it. Furthermore, just like
god, tensional motion has to be immaterial for the reasons discussed above (as well as in section

4.1). If it were material it could not play a role in identity and individuation.

329 DL VI1.139.

330 Galen, On incorporeal qualities, 4. Vol. XIX p.473 K. (=SVF 11.385).

331 One definition of qualities is "pneuma disposed in a certain way" Plutarch, On Stoic self-contradictions,
1053F-1054B, Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics (SVF 11.379), Galen, On incorporeal qualities
Vol. xix p. 467 K. (=SVF 11.384).
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4.3 Stoic Conceptions of Body

Thus, it seems that the Stoic notion of body has to be such that allows for the existence
of entities that are corporeal but not material, otherwise Stoic cosmology and ontology will be
incoherent. In order to see whether the Stoics indeed had a conception of corporeality allowing
for immaterial bodies, | shall begin with a survey of the extant direct evidence on the
conception of corporeality. There are three extant Stoic accounts of body. First, there is (Ca)
“Something is a body if it can act and/or be acted upon.”®*? Second, we have the varieties of
(C2) “A body is something that has three dimensions.””**3 This formula can be found on its own
in Arius Didymus, whereas in other versions, it is added that a body should also have solidity3**
or resistance (antitupia).>* And there is also (C3) “A body is something that takes up place.”%
These three accounts, although informative, do not settle the matter on how "body" should be
understood in Stoic context. First of all, none of these accounts is a definition of body. None
of them is formulated in the way a definition should be formulated according to Stoic
standards.®3” Furthermore, it is open to question whether these formulae are all genuinely Stoic,
and whether any of them (or even all of them taken together) spell out the necessary and

sufficient conditions of corporeality.

332 This conception of body can be found in a negative version in Cicero, Academica 1.39 (SVF 1.90 = LS 45A),
Sextus Empiricus, M 8.263 (SVF 11.363 =LS 45B) and Plutarch, On Common Conceptions 1073E.

333 Arius Didymus Epit.Phys fr. 19 Diels (= SVF 11.357), without mentioning resistance or solidness.

334 DL VI1.137 and Philo of Alexandria, On the Creation of the Cosmos, According to Moses, § 36 (= SVF
11.358).

33%5 Galen, On Incorporeal Qualities, (= SVF 11.381). Also, both three-dimensionality and resistance are
mentioned in Plotinus’s Enneads V1. 1.26. This conception of body has been attributed to Epicurus by Sextus
Empiricus in M 1 and M 11.226. Cf. Gabor Betegh, “Body,” in Sextus Empiricus and Ancient Physics, eds.
Keimpe Algra and Katerina lerodiakonou, (Cambridge: CUP, 2015) 140.

336 Sextus Empiricus M 10.7.( = SVF 11.501) and VII1.263 (SVF 11263 = LS 45B), Plutarch, On Common
Conceptions 1073E The converse of this formula was used in the Stoic descriptions of the concept of place: e.g.
Stobaeus 1.161,8-26 (=SVF 11.503 part= LS 49A), Sextus, M,10.3-4 (=SVF 11.505 part = LS 49B).

337 Betegh, “Body,” 136, Brittain, Charles “Common sense: concepts, definition and meaning in and out of the
Stoa,” in Philosophy of Language in the Hellenistic Age, edited by Dorothea Frede and Brad Inwood, 186-191.
Cambridge: CUP, 2008.

Sorabji, Matter Space and Motion,186-196.

157



CEU eTD Collection

C2 and Cgz both describe bodies as extended in three dimensions; place is also described
by the Stoics as something that is extended in three dimensions, thus Cs gives a similar account
of corporeality as Co, to the extent that they both describe bodies as three-dimensional extended
entities. However, as the concept of place also shows, three-dimensional extension in itself is
certainly not a sufficient criterion of corporeality in the Stoic context, as it is not a feature
unique to bodies. Besides place, void, another canonical incorporeal, is also described as
extended in three dimensions by the Stoics.3*® This is why resistance needs to be added to Ca,
since it differentiates bodies from non-resistant entities like void and place.®3 In Cs, resistance
is already included in the formula as something that takes up place must have resistance. Some
commentators have argued that the addition of resistance implies materiality, since resistance
implies perceptibility, and perceptibility has been linked to materiality in the thought of
predecessors and contemporaries.*° Others have suggested that adding antitupia is equivalent
to incorporating C; into the formula since resistance refers to causal efficacy both here and in
the Epicurean context.3*! On this interpretation, resistance is understood as the capability to
react to being affected by another body and affecting that body in turn.34?

Some commentators have questioned whether the addition of "resistance” (antitupia) in

C, is a genuinely Stoic amendment. The formula of C: is also attributed to the Epicureans,*?

338 Galen, On incorporeal qualities, 19.464, 10-14 (=SVF 11.502 = LS 49E), Stobaeus, Eclogae, | 1422 W (=
SVF 11.482).

33% According to John Cooper, the addition of resistance is necessary to distinguish physical bodies from
geometrical objects. | agree that the addition of resistance adds an element of distinction, however, | believe that
the focus is not on geometricals. Cooper, “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,” 97-8 (cf. de Harven “Resistance,”
4 and Betegh, “Body,” 141 and “Colocation,”399.).

340 Martin Skipper, “Stoic Unformed Substance and Old Academic Ontology,” 2009, (PhD dissertation,
University College London,) 80-82, 104. The relation between materiality and perceptibility is explicit in both
Plato and Avristotle, e.g. the description of bodies as tangible and visible in the Timaeus (e.g. 28b) and Aristotle's
distinction between perceptible and intelligible matter in Metaphysics Z 1036a9-12 and 1036b32-1037a5.

341 Géabor Betegh suggested this to me.

342 Betegh, “Colocation,”400-401. John Cooper gives a similar definition of resistance: “Because both god and
matter occupy the same space, however, and are not, like geometrical figures, simply spread through it, each has
something it must confront and engage with in mutually occupying the same space. That—nothing more—is
how we must interpret the notion of ‘resistance’ here.” “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,”98.

343 Cf. Sextus M 1.21.
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and the term antitupia is relatively novel and does not seem to be widely used until 1% century
BCE.3* Marwan Rashed pointed out that C, was rejected by some Stoics, although it may have
been used by others, and he has also suggested that the formula was introduced by Posidonius
drawing on Epicurean sources.>*® Furthermore, this formulation of the conception of body is
only attested by one source. Thus, | will be cautious with relying too much on C,, however, |
will note that while the exact formulation using antitupia may have been a later emendation
and borrowed from the Epicureans, the notion of resistance may have been included in the
conception of the body, either implicitly or under some other formulation that has not
survived.3%

As to Cy, it is a genuinely Stoic formula, and it also provides a demarcation criterion of
corporeality. Various passages state or imply that according to the Stoics only bodies have the
capacity to act and be acted upon, thus the capacity to act and be acted upon can certainly be
taken as a sufficient criterion of corporeality. It is also a necessary criterion of corporeality: if
something cannot act and/or be acted upon, it is not considered a body by the Stoics. For
example, the incorporeality of void and place is derived from the fact that they are causally
inert.**” Based on these considerations, some modern commentators * have suggested that the
Stoic conception of body should be understood as a revisionary one, defined by nothing else

but the capacity to act and/or be acted upon.

344 As Gabor Betegh points out, antitupia is first attested in Aristophanes of Byzantium in the Epitome of
Aristotle’s Historia Animalium, and then there are no datable attestations until the term is again used by
Philodemus. (“Colocation,”399.)

345 Rashed, “Posidonius on Matter, Body and Surface,” 325-6.

346 My reason for including resistance in the Stoic concept of body is not merely speculative. As | discuss below,
resistance to touch should be considered a crucial characteristic of bodies. Moreover, the key passage of Plato’s
Sophist (246a-b) that has been identified as a major influence for Stoic corporealism describes the criterion of
existence of the “Sons of the Earth” in a very similar way, although not using the term antitupia.

347¢.g. Cleomedes, On the circular motion of celestial bodies, 8, 10-14 (SVF 11.541 = LS 49C) cf. Sedley,
“Hellenistic Physics and Metaphysics,” Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy, 383-4.

348Margaret Reesor, “The Stoic Concept of Quality,” 42-3. Andrea Falcon, Aristotle and the Science of Nature,
52, Katja Vogt “Sons of the Earth,”142-3. Gourinat, “The Stoics on Matter and Prime Matter,” 58.
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Although I agree with the idea that the Stoic concept of body is defined by Ci, I am not
sure about the extent to which the Stoic notion of body is revisionary. | believe that although
their conception of corporeality is focused on causal efficacy, they still considered material
objects to be paradigmatic examples of bodies. Otherwise, it is not clear why they called
causally efficacious entities "bodies"” and not something else. If all they wanted to say was that
only causally efficacious beings can exist, and they did not want to imply that such entities
have to be sensible, solid, three-dimensional bodies, then they could have used a different,
more neutral term to refer to whatever entities they considered to be capable of action and/or
suffering. However, they must have had a reason to insist that all existents have to be bodies,
and not some other kind of thing. It is much more plausible that the Stoics limited existence to
bodies not because they called entities capable of action and passion "bodies", but rather
because they accepted the capability of acting and being acted upon as a criterion of
existence,®* and concluded that based on this criterion, only bodies can be existents because
there is something about bodies that makes them the only kind of things that have that
property.3%° On these grounds | conclude that C; cannot be taken as a defining criterion of
corporeality, unless the meaning of “to act and/or be acted upon” is further specified, possibly

by including C2 and Cs as criteria of corporeality in the formulation.

4.3.1 The Graft of Corporeality Arguments

In order to get a better understanding of the Stoic notion of corporeality and its
relationship to Ci.3, | suggest looking at examples of non-traditional bodies, and see which
properties of such entities were identified as necessary or sufficient conditions for their

corporeality by the Stoics. In what follows | will discuss arguments that were used to establish

349 As Jacques Brunschwig famously argues, the Stoics developed their criterion of existence based on a “critical
reflection” on Plato’s Sophist, where this criterion of existence features first. “The Supreme Genus,”116.
30 For a similar analysis, although put in a slightly different way, see LS I, 273.
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the corporeality of entities that were not traditionally considered to be bodies. These arguments
were called "graft of corporeality” arguments by Jacques Brunschwig.®*! They were employed
by the Stoics to prove the corporeality of sound, soul, virtues and god.

These arguments can be classified in two groups: those that are along the lines of (A1)
“Only a body can be in contact with a body; a is in contact with b; b is a body; so a is a body.”*%2
And arguments such as (Az) “That which has a corporeal substrate is itself corporeal; a has b
as a substrate; b is a body; so a is a body.”** In both cases b, the body that a is in contact with
or which is the substrate, is a material object. In the case of (A1) the soul is in contact with an
animal body, in the case of (A>) the substrate of the soul is pneuma, that of sound is air, and
that of qualities is pneuma (or matter).

David Hahm also lists god as an example of an entity whose corporeality can be proven
by the fact that it has a corporeal substrate. Nevertheless, two of the three passages he quotes
just state that god is a body because he is identical to fire,3** one of them inferring from this
fact that god is a body.>*® The third passage by Clement states that god is a body, and that his
substance is pneuma. However, Clement does not infer one statement from the other.3®

Arguments of type A1 show that the ability to be in contact with a material body is a
sufficient condition for corporeality, whereas arguments of type Az show that having a material
substrate is also a sufficient condition for corporeality. | will discuss the implications of the

two arguments separately. | will start with a discussion of arguments of type A1, which | believe

351 “The Supreme Genus," 133.

32 SVF 11.790, 791; cf. 792. Cf. Hahm in his The Origins of Stoic Cosmology, 3.

353 (SVF 1.137; 11.773, 111.305 and cf. 11.793) in the case of the soul, (SVF 111.305), in the case of the virtues, (SVF
11.139, 141) in the case of voice, (11.1031, 1032, 1035) in the case of god and (cf. SVF 11.376, 379, 380) in the
case of qualities, all quoted by Hahm in The Origins of Stoic Cosmology,4.

354 Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation (= SVF 11.1032). “According to the Stoics, who say that the hégemonikon
of the kosmos is a fiery and hot substance, and that god is a body and that the demiurge himself is not different
from the power/potency(dunamis) of fire [...]”.”

355 servius, Commentary on the Aeneid, (=SVF 11.1031) “Aut certe secundum eos locutus est, qui dicunt deum
corporalem esse et eum ita definiunt pur noeron, id est ignem sensualem. Quod si verum est, corpus est.”

356 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, V.14,89,2. (= SVF 11.1035) “@aoi yap cdpa sivar tov 0oV oi Ztoikol kol
nvedpa Kot ovoiav, domep ApéLeL kol TV yoyny.”
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can help us in establishing the correct interpretation of C1 and then move on to the discussion
of arguments of type A2, which can help us get an insight into the nature of bodies such as god

and motion.

4.3.2 Corporeality and touch

Arguments of type A: show that the ability to touch (or be in contact) is a sufficient
condition for corporeality. If something can touch a body or can be touched by a body, then it
can safely be established that it is a body. The formulation that ties bodyhood to the capability
of being the subject or the object of an action is reminiscent of Ci. This structural parallelism
IS not a mere coincidence: arguments of type A; operate with the criterion of corporeality
formulated in C1. As Jacques Brunschwig pointed out, the capacity of action and/or passion in
C1 should be understood as touching,®” which is a form of local motion, implying contact
between two resistant, (and in most cases extended and material) bodies.®® If an entity can
affect a body in such a way, then it is safe to suppose that it itself is a body.

There are several reasons to think that the paradigmatic case of causation for the Stoics
is touching. First of all, the passage in Plato’s Sophist that describes the approach of the Sons

of the Earth to existence itself uses touching as a criterion of existence:

357 Anthony Long and David Sedley also consider that action and passion can only take place through contact.
In the Stoic framework. LS 273.

358 Brunschwig draws this conclusion from, SVF 11.497, and 492. “The Supreme Genus,” 132-3. | would like to
add in support of this analysis that according to Simplicius, the Stoics retraced all change (kinésis) to locomotion
(topike kineésis), Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics, 1320,19 Diels. (=SVF 11.496).
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T24 Plato, The Sophist, 246a-b

ol p&v &ic yiv €& odpavod kai 1ol dopdtov Tavta EAKOVGL, TOIG YEPOLV ATEXVMG TETPAG KO
Spd¢ mepLaUPAVOVTEC. TV YOp TO0VTMV EQaTTOUEVOL TAVTOVY Sucyvpilovton Todto sivar
povov O TopExel TPOSPOATY Kol Ema@iV Tva, TOVTOV Gdpa Kol o0cioy opilopevol, Tdv 8¢
MV €l Tic TL YioEL P odpa Exov lval, KaTappovodvieg TO Tapdmay kol 00dey £08MovTeg

GALO dxovewy.

Some of them try to drag down everything from the heavens and the unseen, simply
grasping ‘rock and oak’ in their hands. Clasping everything like that to them they insist that
what is is constituted exclusively by what offers resistance to touch in some way, treating
body and being as the same thing; if anyone claims that anything else is and it doesn’t have
a body, they totally despise him and won’t listen to another word. (Translated by

Christopher Rowe)®?°

The Stoic theory of perception explains our acquiring sensory impressions through
touching, even in the case of sense-modalities where direct contact between the perceiver and
the perceived object is not evident. Both in the case of seeing and hearing the Stoics explained
the act of perception in terms of physical impact.>® In the case of vision, the optic pneuma
flows out from the pupil, transforms the surrounding air, which becomes tenser, and thus a
cone is formed between the visual object and the pupil.®* This cone functions like a “walking

stick”:%%2 it transmits information acquired by touching through impact to the optic pneuma

39 Plato, Theaetetus and Sophist (ed. Christopher Rowe) Cambridge: CUP (2015).

360 For a thorough and succinct overview of the Stoic account of sense perception see Havard Lakke, “The Stoics
on Sense Perception,” in Theories of Perception in Medieval and Early Modern Philosophy, eds.Simo Knuuttila
and Pekka Karkkéinen, (Dordrecht: Springer, 2008,) 35-46.

361 DL VII.157 (SVF 11.867= LS 53N), Aetius 1V.15.3. and Calcidius, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 237
(=SVF 11.863)

362 DL VI1.157, Galen PHP VI1.7.20
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which is transmitted to the commanding faculty. In the case of hearing, the air between the
sonant object and the faculty of hearing (i.e. the pneuma extended from the commanding
faculty to the ears)®®? is struck in the shape of a sphere, and again, the impulse is transmitted to
the commanding faculty through the auditory pneuma by means of impact.3¢*

What is more, it is generally true about Stoic epistemology and philosophy of soul
(including action theory and theory of perception) that it employs accounts and explanations
that operate with terms related to motion and touching. Impressions are imprinted on the soul
due to the impact of sensory pneuma, impulse and passions are motions of the soul, and
oikeiosis 1s a result of the soul touching the body and the body touching the soul.

Finally, a further argument for interpreting the capacity to act on or be acted upon as
touching can be devised based on the Stoic account of the causal effects of lekta. Lekton is
translated as "sayable" by Anthony Long and David Sedley®® and could be understood roughly
as the meaning of propositions and verbal predicates. What is interesting about them for our
purpose is that they were considered incorporeals by the Stoics, even though their effect on
human minds is a commonly observed phenomenon.

The Stoics distinguished between corporeal and incorporeal aspects of linguistic
utterances. The utterance as a sound is an extended, resistant, material object that impresses
itself on the mind, like a signet ring on wax.3%® However, the sound itself is not identical to the
propositional content it carries. That latter is an additional entity irreducible to the acoustic
body. Whereas the utterance can be perceived by everyone whose acoustic organs are intact,

the meaning can only be grasped by those who understand the language.®®’

363 Aetius 4.21.1-4 (=SVF 11.836, part = LS 53H).

364 DL VI11.158.

3651 S1195-202.

366 Aetius 4.20.2 (=SVF 11.387).

367 DL VI1.57 (=LS 33A = SVF IIl Diogenes 20, part) Sextus Empiricus, M, 8.11-2 (=SVF 11.166 part = LS 33B)
and 8.70 (=SVF 11.187, part =LS 33C).
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However, the Stoics did not fail to observe that it is the lekta that affect our minds.
Whenever we are brought to tears by a speech or convinced by an argument, we are affected
by the propositional content of what was said, not the corporeal sounds constituting the
utterance. Otherwise understanding the language in which the utterance was delivered would
not be a prerequisite for emotional effect.

Since lekta are causally efficacious, they should be considered bodies if the criterion of
corporeality was indeed Ci1. However, lekta are incorporeals, precisely because they do not
affect the mind by touching it, as the utterance does. Indeed, the Stoics go through a lot of pain
to explain how these incorporeals affect the mind. They acknowledge that there is a change in
the commanding faculty which can be retraced to the effect of lekta, but they claim that this

change was not brought about by (hupo) lekta, but in relation to (epi) lekta.3%

T 25 Sextus Empiricus, Against the professors, 8.409 (=SVF 11. 85, part = LS 27E)

domep yap, eociv, 6 TadotpiPng Kai omhoudyoc €60’ 6te pev Aapouevog 1@V xeP®dV 100
Toudog puOpilel kol Sddokel Tvag KiveioBar kwvioelg, €60’ &t 6¢ Gmwbev €oTAC
Kol TOg Kvovuevog €v pulud mapéyel avtov €keive mpog piunowy, obtm kol tdv
QovTOoTAV EVia PV olovel yaovta Kol Otyydvovto tobd 1yepovikod moteital Ty &V TouT®
TOTOOV, OTOTOV £GTL TO AEVKOV Kol LEAAY Kol KOV®G TO GMLL0, EVia O€ TOLO TNV EYEL PVOLY,
TOD MyEUOVIKOD €1” a)TOIC POVTAGIOVUEVOD KOl OV VT aT@®dV, O0id £6TL TO ACMULTO,

AeKTOA.

For they (the Stoics) say, just as the trainer or drill-sergeant sometimes takes hold of the
boy’s hands to drill him and teach him to make certain motions, but sometimes stands at a

distance and moves to a certain drill, to provide himself as a model for the boy — so too

368 Sextus Empiricus, M, 8.409-10 (=SVF 11.85, part = LS 27E)
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some impressors touch, as it were, and make contact with the commanding faculty to make
their printing in it, as do white and black and body in general, whereas others have a nature
like that of the incorporeal sayables (lekta) and the commanding faculty is impressed in

relation to them, not by them. (Translated by David Sedley)

| think that the case of lekta makes it clear that the capacity of acting/being acted upon
as an unqualified criterion is not sufficient to demarcate corporeality. Not everything that can
affect or suffer is a body, but only those entities that can do so by touching a material body or
being touched by a material body. Lekta themselves do not have a physical impact on the
hégemonikon the way portions of air do, so they cannot be bodies.

On all these accounts, | conclude that C: should be understood as describing corporeality
as the capacity to act and/or be acted upon by means of touching. I also conclude that since C1
was employed by the Stoics as a necessary and sufficient condition of corporeality, this
modified version of Cy can also be considered as a necessary and sufficient condition of

corporeality.

4.3.3 Substrate and Form — Stoic Hylomorphism

Such an account of corporeality seems to be in concordance with other evidence
concerning the Stoic notion of causation and also explains why the Stoics would associate
causal efficacy (and hence existence) with corporeality — the ability to act through touching is
a property that only bodies can have. However, this reformulation of C1 does not clear up all
the questions I raised concerning the Stoic notion of body: it does not help in deciding whether
bodies should be taken to be material objects or not.

Before proceeding to examining the possibility of immaterial bodies, let me stop and

clarify what | take material to mean in the early Stoic framework. First and foremost: anything
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that contains matter is material. So, anything that is known to be constituted by the passive
principle is material. Since we know that the elements are made up of the through and through
blending of the two principles, anything that is made up of the elements is material.
Additionally, an important characteristic of matter is that it is infinitely divisible and has no
intrinsic unity and identity.

Most of the non-traditional bodies (qualities, soul, etc.) featuring in arguments of type
A are about entities that are defined as x disposed in a certain way (pas ekhon), qualities and

the soul are described as pneuma disposed in a certain way,3°

virtues as the hégemonikon
disposed in a certain way,*"° sound as air disposed in a certain way.3"* Such entities are not
independently existing material bodies, their matter is the matter of the body that they are the
dispositions of.3"?> These objects are themselves material because their material substrate is
constitutive of them, that is, they are defined both by their constitutive substrate®” and
structure. Thus, these objects, although different from their bodily substrate to the extent that
they have a structure besides the structure characterizing their material substrate,®’* are still
identical to the body that they are the dispositions of, insofar as they do not have a peculiar
quality of their own. Moreover, they are dependent on the body that serves as their substrate
both for their existence and their specific nature. For example, the fact that the soul is defined
as pneuma disposed in a certain way, does not only entail that the soul is defined by the kind
of structure specific to souls, but also that soul is a kind of pneuma.

However, arguments of type Az leave open the possibility that there are also bodies that

have matter, in the sense that they have a material substrate, but they are not material, because

369 P|otinus, Enneads 1V.7.4.11-4.

370 Seneca, Letters, 113.

371 Scholia Arati V. 1 (= SVF 11. 139), Gellius, Attic Nights V. 15 (= SVF 11.141). God is an exception to this as
he is not defined as anything disposed in a certain way.

372 Cf. Menn, “The Stoic Theory,” 239.

373 What | call constitutive substrate here is not substrate in the absolute sense, that is unqualified matter, but the
qualified material body that serves as a subject or substrate for a disposition.

374 ibid.
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they are not compounds of a material substrate and a structure. God is an example of such an

entity. While he does have a material substrate, matter (although the substrate is also identified

375 376

sometimes as fire,%’® sometimes as the pneuma,®’® and sometimes as the kosmos itself),>’” he
is not constituted by that substrate and his nature is only determined by that substrate to the
extent that he could not exist without it. God is radically different from matter, his properties
and nature are not determined by his material substrate, and he is not reducible to matter.
Obijects like god need to have matter or a material object as a substrate, but that matter does
not constitute them.%"®

Stating that god’s substrate is fire or pneuma may seem to be in contradiction with my
previous claim that god is an immaterial entity, that is radically different from and irreducible
to matter. This apparent contradiction can easily be resolved. First of all, as attested by the
evidence presented in chapters I-111, early Stoics (and those reporting on their philosophy)
tended to be somewhat cavalier about the metaphysical status of entities, depending on the
focus of their discussion. One will often find that the same thing is described in different, often
contradictory terms, and such discrepancies cannot be fully blamed on the unreliability of
textual evidence. In addition, we have also seen that descriptions and accounts are often multi-
layered and multifaceted. It is an indubitable fact that god was identified with both fire and
pneuma. This is a statement confirmed by a multitude of sources. However, stating that god is
fire or pneuma or that his substrate is fire or pneuma is just one of the many descriptions of

god. He is also identified with intellect, logos, the hégemonikon of the world and is often

personified and identified with Zeus as well as other gods of Greek mythology.

375 Servius, Commentary on the Aeneid, VI, 727. (= SVF II. 1031 = Df 1039), Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation,
111, 9,9, 2-4 (= SVF 11.1032 = Df. 1040).

376 Tertullian, Apology, 47, 6-7 (= SVF 11.1034 = Df 1041), Clement of Alexandria Stromata, V, 14, 89, 2 1-3, 2
= SVF 1. 1035 = Df. 1042), Theophilus of Antiochia, To Autolycus, 11, 4, 7, (= Df. 1041)

377 DL VI11.148 (= SVF 11.1022)

378 It has to be noted that my analysis of the Stoic concept of immaterial body shows some similarities to
Aristotle’s account of form. Cf. the case of the soul in De Anima 414a20-2. “The soul cannot be without a body,
while it cannot be a body; it is not body but something relative to a body.”
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In addition to god, tensional motion is also such an immaterial entity, since it also
conforms to the above description. Neither tensional motion nor god can exist without a
material substrate: god cannot exist in separation from matter®”® and tensional motion cannot
exist in separation from pneuma. However, neither of them is defined by their material
substrate or identical to it in any way. Tensional motion needs a material substrate, pneuma,
for its existence, but it is different from pneuma and is not defined by the nature of pneuma.
Quite the opposite, different kinds of pneuma, and the qualities inherent in a portion of pneuma
are defined by the tensional motion inherent in them. As to god, although he is inseparable
from matter, he is also completely different from it, since he is all activity whereas matter is all
passivity. He is not defined by its material substrate, as it is he that structures matter.3°

Whether we agree with the statement that tensional motion and god are not defined by
their material substrate depends on whether we attribute a top-down or bottom-up metaphysical
theory to the Stoics. In a top-down framework, tensional motion would be the principle
determining the qualification of the pneuma, including the ratio of air and fire in it. In a bottom-
up framework, the nature of the tensional motion would be determined by the ratio of the active
elements, and as such it would be very much dependent on the material constitution of the
pneuma. Similarly, the relationship between god and the kosmos can also be construed as a
bottom-up one, instead of the traditional top-down interpretation. As opposed to being the
ultimate cause of the structure of the world and the motions within, god, as the peculiar quality

of the kosmos, could be grasped as an entity whose existence and nature is a result of the way

individual entities constitute the world.

379 Calcidius Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus 293(= LS 44E) and 294 (= IG 65), SVF I1. 306, SVF 11.318, 1054,
Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus 81e (=SVF 11.307), 126 b 297 (=SVF 11.1042), 299 c¢ (=SVF 11.307);
Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides, IV (col. 921.13 Cousin, not in SVF), Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus,
8le (=SVF 11.307), 126 b (not in SVF), 297 (=SVF 11.1042), 299 c¢ (=SVF 11.307); Commentary on Plato’s
Parmenides IV (col. 921.13 Cousin, not in SVF) SVF 11.308 quoted by Lapidge, “dpyai and ororyeia,” 245.

380 Sextus Empiricus, M 9.75 (=SVF 11.311= LS 44C), M 10.312 (=SVF 11.309), DL VI1.136, Simplicius, On
Aristotle’s Categories, 302 29-35 (=SVF 11.342) Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides, V p.74 (=SVF
11.343).
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If we are to go with the top-down analysis, which is the traditional way of understanding
the relation between the active and the passive principle as well as the resulting blending of the
two i.e. the kosmos, we need to conceive of god as an immaterial body. There are several
reasons why we should consider god and tensional motion to be both immaterial and corporeal.

381 and are

On the one hand, they are immaterial because they do not have any matter (in) them,
completely irreducible to matter. On the other hand, they are bodies according to the evidence,
given that they are causally efficacious, existent beings, they do not feature in the list of the
four canonical incorporeals, and the reasoning of argument A also attests to their corporeality.

Nevertheless, while the evidence suggests corporeality, showing that god and tensional
motion are bodies, as described by the reformulated version of Cy, is a rather daunting task. It
is really hard to conceive of an immaterial entity as something capable of “touching” or “being
touched”. While there are ways in which a tactile interaction between these entities and their
substrate could be pictured, the evidence supporting the idea that god and tensional motion act
through touching is scarce and can be considered purely allegorical: in some passages, god is
personalized and pictured as a craftsman, he is depicted as moving and shaping the matter,
turning it into various objects.3®?

As to tensional motion, it could be argued that its relationship to pneuma is analogous to
the relationship between god and matter, and there is a similar act of moving and shaping.
Tensional motion structures the body and pneuma throughout embryonic development,
bringing about the structure of the body and the pneuma as well as entities such as qualities
and virtues. Furthermore, it could be argued that tensional motion makes the pneuma taut or
lax by pushing out or pulling together the chunks of air and fire that constitute pneuma and

arranges pneuma in different structures, making pneuma disposed in a certain way. Finally, the

fact that god is thoroughly mixed with matter and that tensional motion is inherent in pneuma

381 cf. Cooper, “Chrysippus on Physical Elements,” 100.
382 DL VI1.134 (=LS 44 B), Sextus Empiricus, M 9.75 (=SVF 11.311= LS 44C), SVF 11.342,343.
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is in itself sufficient proof that there is some level of physical interaction between substrate and

motion.

4.4 The Theory of Immaterial Bodies: Objections and Limitations

The above theory fits well with a large percentage of the surviving evidence and helps to
make sense of contradictions and difficulties at the very heart of the early Stoic metaphysical
theory. However, it is not without faults, and most importantly, it cannot be considered as a
truthful reconstruction of the early Stoic metaphysical theory. While I maintain that immaterial
bodies are entities that could have and should have existed in the framework of early Stoic
metaphysics and natural philosophy, |1 am also confident that this notion was never actually
introduced by Zeno, Cleanthes, Chrysippus or their followers. Identifying immaterial bodies
as principles of qualification, unity and identity would have been the logical conclusion of the
theory, especially after the introduction of notions such as pneuma, tensional motion and
dispositions, however, this identification never took place.

The inclusion of pneuma in Stoic physics muddled the clear distinction between the
active immaterial principle and the passive material principle. The immateriality of god was
already somewhat problematic, as he was identified with the element fire, and was infinitely
divisible himself, insofar as he was thoroughly blended with matter. However, in the
framework distinguishing between god, a creative and intelligent fire, distinct from the element
fire, and matter, there was a clear distinction between the active principle and entities made up
of the “ordinary” four elements. In this framework, the active principle was not explicitly
identified as material insofar as he did not have matter in him, as he was not made up of
elements that were themselves derived from the blending of god and matter.

In the framework that also contained pneuma, god and matter remained to be the ultimate

principles of explanation, but the qualification, unity, motions and life of natural bodies was
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accounted for with reference to the pneuma, an active, but material principle. While this

383 account of the nature of living

account allows for a more realistic and scientifically accurate
bodies, and helps to bring metaphysics closer to physics, the lack of an immaterial principle
causes problems on the metaphysical level. These metaphysical problems are especially
concerning in light of the theory of peculiar qualification and the theory of unity.

What our texts show is that these issues were at least partially recognized. First of all, the
evidence reports on metaphysical entities inherent in pneuma (logos and spermatic logoi) that
have all the characteristics of the immaterial active principles described in section 4.3.3, even
though they are not explicitly identified as immaterial principles. Moreover, our texts also
support the idea that the pneuma is not an ultimate principle of explanation, insofar as it is not
a simple, and it is itself qualified, unified and moved by a further principle, tensional motion.

While it is thus tempting to identify tensional motion and logos as immaterial principles
of explanation on the level of pneuma, again the connection is not made by our texts. While
tensional motion clearly fulfils a role analogous to god on the microcosmic level, in a biological
framework, it is never explicitly linked to god and does not appear in discussions that have an
explicit metaphysical focus either. It is not mentioned in texts discussing the four genera — it is
neither linked to peculiar qualification, individuation or identity by our texts, nor is it
mentioned with relation to the third category, even though there is a clear conceptual link
between tensional motion and dispositions in pneuma which both account for qualification.
Tensional motion is treated exclusively as a biological and physical entity, and while some
texts describe it as a principle of qualification, the only metaphysical contexts it features in are
discussions on unity.

The failure of making a connection between clearly analogous principles of explanation,

and the simultaneous use of a variety of explanatory tools (cf. section 1.2.4) confirms what has

383 Accounting for the life, motion and thought of natural bodies in terms of pneuma as an explanatory principle
was in concordance with medical and anatomical theories of the time.
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been stated in the opening remarks of chapter I (section 1.1.2) with regard to the notion of Stoic
metaphysics. While it makes sense to talk about a Stoic metaphysical theory, as there are some
overarching metaphysical considerations present in the whole of the Stoic corpus, it would be
a mistake to treat metaphysical concepts and explanations as part of a coherent, unified system.
While there is a good amount of evidence that points in a certain direction, and there are
definitely shared tendencies between different notions and explanations (i.e. tension, tensional
motion and dispositions; tensional motion and god and tensional motion and peculiar
qualification), there is no evidence of an effort to build a unified, structured and streamlined
system that is philosophically coherent. It was simply not a project that the early Stoics
prioritized or pursued.

Similar considerations apply to the reconstruction of the inheritance of qualities
presented in chapter I11. All the premises of the theory are true, and there is definitely potential
in the Stoic theory to provide a coherent answer to such a difficult question. However, besides
the Porphyry passage quoted in chapter 111,34 there is not much direct evidence to support the
theory. Although it is clearly stated that qualities are pneuma disposed in a certain way, and
the disposed bodies can be analysed into a motion and a substrate, and it is also attested that
the pneumatic substrate changes through ontogenesis, while some structures and ratios remain
the same in the pneuma, there are no reports on any inferences drawn from these premises.
Thus, the textual evidence is insufficient to assuredly state that there was a fully developed
coherent theory that accounted for the inheritance of species and individual properties in terms
of motions, and for the realization of those properties in terms of a combination of motion and
pneumatic substrate. All in all, there is not enough evidence that the reconstruction is not just

coherent and possible, but also an accurate representation of the early Stoic doctrines.

384 Ad Gaurum 14.1-3.
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These two issues are minor inconsistencies present only at a certain level of explanation.
As stated previously, ultimately everything can be accounted for in terms of the blend of god
and matter. Nevertheless, these issues highlight very serious theoretical conflicts at the heart
of the Stoic metaphysical theory that have already manifested themselves in previous chapters.
The difficulties around identity, unity, ontogenesis and corporeality can all be retraced to the
simultaneous use of theories that do not just contradict each other but are in diametrical
opposition.

These conflicting explanations were already touched upon in previous chapters, however,
| believe that they should be discussed in more depth in this final part of the dissertation, as I
conclude my examination of the account of natural bodies. The early Stoic metaphysical
account is characterised by a hesitation between a top-down and a bottom-up account of the
ontology of the kosmos and other natural bodies, as well as between a literal and a hylomorphic
understanding of corporealism.38®

By a top-down account | mean an account in which explanations of the unity, identity,
qualification, development and behaviour of entities is explained by one principle that
prescribes and determines the nature of the components of the individual entity and the possible
development, organization and interaction of these components. By a bottom-up account, |
mean an account in which explanations of qualification, unity, development and activities are
derived from the constituents and parts of an entity and the relationship between these
constituents and parts.

As to the interpretation of corporealism, by hylomorphic corporealism | understand a
construal of corporealism according to which individual bodies are analysable into a passive,
matterlike principle and a structuring, qualifying principle that is also responsible for unity,

identity, development and possible activities. The active principle is construed as a body in

385 My understanding of literal corporealism overlaps significantly with de Harven’s reconstruction of Stoic
corporealism in “Resistance”, 7-12.
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hylomorphic corporealism, as it is causally efficacious and interacts mechanically with its
corporeal substrate, which is a material body.

By literal corporealism | understand an analysis according to which bodies are three-
dimensional, solid masses, made up of infinitely divisible, gunky matter. On this analysis,
bodies are qualified in virtue of the different stuffs that they are made of; ultimately the analysis
is in term of the four elements — which are also described by some evidence as having
developed from each other3®® and acting on each other.®’ It is not so much qualities and
motions that define a body, but the qualities and the motions are a result of the combination
and interaction of elemental bodies that make up a complex body.

While some metaphysical and physical analyses suggest a top-down approach, other
issues are clearly solved in a bottom-up way. The theory of unity and qualification, the four
genera, as well as diachronic identity and individuation, strongly suggest that entities are
unified and individuated in a top-down way. This account pairs well with a hylomorphic
understanding of corporealism that accounts for all sorts of qualification, unity and activity in
terms of the presence of an indivisible active principle in matter. As opposed to this, the account
of epistemic individuation and the analysis of bodies and their properties in terms of elemental
components, the account of inheritance in terms of the layering of motions, as well as the
understanding of identity and qualification in terms of ratio and elemental constitution seem to
suggest a bottom-up analysis. This approach meshes well with the literal understanding of
corporealism although in some cases the bottom-up analysis can be also combined with the
hylomorphic approach (the account of inheritance presented in chapter Il is a good example
of that).

| believe that the coexistence of these conflicting approaches is the main reason for the

interpretative difficulties that commentators face when attempting to give a coherent

386 Stobaeus, Eclogae, 1.129,2 -130,13 (= SVF 11.413 = LS 47A)
37 Galen, On Bloodletting, Df. 432
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reconstruction of the early Stoic metaphysical theory. The theory is not only difficult to
reconstruct because the evidence is patchy and often untrustworthy, but because the
metaphysical accounts are not coherent and are not integrated in a unified theoretical
framework. As stated in chapter I, the early Stoics had some overarching theoretical
considerations, such as the commitment to corporealism, their theory of causation, and the
theory of cyclical cosmogony. However, these are just isolated metaphysical statements, that
serve as signposts or dogmata that guide and limit the philosopher when pondering a particular
question of metaphysics or natural philosophy. These metaphysical considerations do not form
a logically and epistemologically coherent system, which is why solutions to metaphysical
problems can be governed by contradictory metaphysical considerations.

Nevertheless, this grave metaphysical inconsistency does not mean that we should
dismiss the Stoics as “metaphysical brutes.” It is not the case that they failed to notice
fundamental contradictions in their metaphysical theory. They were just not working on “a”
theory, and their answers to metaphysical problems were not necessarily based on an
underlying metaphysical theory, as much as other philosophical considerations. This disinterest
in metaphysics is not unique to the early Stoics. They were not the first or the last people that
aimed to give a comprehensive account of the world, without grounding and framing that

account in a well-thought-out, unified and sleek metaphysical theory.

4.5 Conclusion
In this chapter 1 examined the Stoic notion of body, focusing on the possibility of
immaterial bodies in the early Stoic framework. | argued that for the sake of the coherence of

the Stoic metaphysical theory, it is necessary that immaterial bodies exist, otherwise both the
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account of unity and identity and the tenet of the two principles would be inconsistent. |
established that while the Stoic notion of body itself is not completely revisionary and is
primarily inspired by the concept of “ordinary,” three-dimensional, material solid bodies, it
allows for the existence of bodies that do not contain matter in themselves. The gist of the Stoic
notion of body is that an entity is corporeal if it is able to touch another body. Such a conception
of body allows for the existence of immaterial corporeals, as long as such entities can have
tactile interaction with “regular” bodies.

In section 4.3.3 | argued that both god and tensional motion satisfy the above criterion
of corporeality: by being immanent to their respective substrates and by shaping and moving
their material substrates they are touching a body. As to their immateriality, | argued that
insofar as they do not contain matter, they are distinct from their substrates and qualify the
substrate that is absolutely (in the case of matter) or relatively (in the case of pneuma)
unqualified. Thus, I have concluded that the Stoic conception of body allows for the existence
of immaterial bodies and there are good arguments for supposing that god and tensional motion
are such bodies. This supposition resolves the conflict around the nature of the principle of
unity, qualification, identity and individuation and as such allows for a coherent theory of
qualification, unity, identity and individuation.

In section 4.4, | took a critical look at the conclusions of this chapter, and examined
whether they were not only sound, but also historically accurate. | concluded that while the
reconstruction presented in section 4.3.3 may be a logical and coherent reconstruction of the
Stoic notion of body, in light of the issues | had discussed in previous chapters, there is little
reason to believe that the solution I have presented was actually espoused by the Stoics. Instead,
the incoherencies between the account of corporeality and causation and the theory of
qualification highlight the existence of theoretical contradictions that are omnipresent in Stoic

metaphysical teachings.
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| concluded that the theory is fundamentally inconsistent due to these underlying
contradictions, and that a coherent metaphysical theory should thus not be pursued by
commentators, just like it was not pursued by the early Stoic philosophers themselves. The
evidence clearly shows that the early Stoics had the theoretical tools and the philosophical
finesse to develop a coherent and unified metaphysical theory. However, instead of committing
to one theoretical approach and developing an account of natural philosophy within a unified
metaphysical framework, they were happy with a piecemeal theory that may have provided
satisfactory answers to particular philosophical problems, but was rife with theoretical

contradictions on a global level.
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Conclusion

In this dissertation | gave a reconstruction of the early Stoic account of the ontology of
natural bodies. | worked with the hypothesis that early Stoic metaphysics is not reducible to
physics and is governed by a strong commitment to certain metaphysical doctrines. My aim
was to examine whether there is a unified metaphysical theory that could be attributed to the
early Stoics and to reconstruct this theory along the lines of classical philosophical problems
related to the ontology of natural bodies.

| started my investigation by presenting the problem of identity and individuation in
chapter I. This issue is at the centre of many considerations relevant for understanding the
metaphysics of individual natural bodies, such as qualification, unity, material constitution,
and the different levels of analysis of the ontology of natural bodies. The evidence states that
persistence and individuation are accounted for by peculiar qualification, however it is never
clarified what peculiar qualification consist in. I concluded that identifying peculiar qualities
is an extremely difficult task, as these entities need to be both persistent and qualitatively
unique.

In chapter I, I looked at the metaphysical account of unity, focusing on the relationship
between qualification and unity, considering that entities accounting for unity have often been
identified as related to identity. The Stoic account of the unity of natural bodies is a primarily
physical account, explaining unity in terms of bodies being held together by the tension
inherent in pneuma. | hypothesized that in addition to physical unity due to tension, there would
also be a metaphysical aspect of unity, and | was hoping to establish a connection between
identity and unity. Having looked at the relationship between portions of pneuma, qualities

and the body’s material substrate I concluded that there is nothing more to unity than being
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part of one living organism, bound by one tension. Natural bodies®® are unified insofar as they
have one hégemonikon, which unifies their portion of pneuma through regulating and
maintaining pneumatic tension and making them one living organism. Besides having this
specific part of pneuma I could not identify any other entity responsible for unity.

Chapter 11l focused on persistence through time. | considered whether there are any
constituents or characteristics of a natural body that survive throughout its life. I examined this
question in the context of the Stoic theory of ontogenesis, which famously states that natural
bodies belong to different natural kinds at different developmental stages. | hypothesized that
a characteristic that persists throughout the individual’s life is most probably akin to properties
inherited from parents because such properties also last a lifetime and often are relatively
unique to the individual.

Based on a study of texts reporting on Stoic ontogenesis, | inferred that the resemblance
between parents and children are often accounted for by a similarity of pneumatic logoi. The
qualities of individual bodies are defined by the ratio of expanding and contracting motions in
their pneuma. A certain motion or structure can manifest itself differently depending on the
characteristics of the pneumatic substrate they are combined with. Since the characteristics of
the pneumatic substrates themselves are defined by a ratio of motions, qualities are ultimately
analysable into a layering of pneumatic structures and motions. This account also helps to make
sense of the inheritance of species- and individual-specific properties that are only manifested
in fully developed adult individuals. Such properties are present in previous life-stages as
motions or structures, which become fully fledged once combined with the proper pneumatic
substrate.

Combining the results of chapters I-111, I concluded that a coherent reconstruction of the

early Stoic metaphysical theory is possible by identifying pneumatic motions and structures as

388 Inanimate natural bodies may not have a leading part, however, it is safe to suppose that they are unified by
one simple pneumatic tension, given their pneumatic homogeneity. See fn. 239.
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the most fundamental principles of analysis. I also recognized that in order for that analysis to
be viable, pneumatic motions and structures need to have causal efficacy, which in the Stoic
framework means that they have to be corporeal entities. On the other hand, | also noted that
the most fundamental principle of explanation has to be an immaterial entity in the Stoic
framework. Thus, pneumatic motions and structures need to be immaterial and corporeal, if
they are to be the ultimate principles of analysis.

Chapter IV focused on the possibility of immaterial bodies. It examined the Stoic notion
of corporeality and the relationship between corporeality and causation. The chapter concluded
that immaterial bodies are a possibility, but only insofar as such entities are able to engage in
a tactile interaction with material bodies.

However, the chapter also stated that while such entities are possible within the Stoic
framework, and they should have been posited for the sake of a coherent metaphysical theory,
there is no evidence in support of their presence in Stoicism. Not only is there no mention of
such entities, but there is nothing to suggest that the issue was even recognized by the school.
Similarly, although there is a good number of texts that point into a direction of a theory that
identifies form-like entities as the ultimate principles of explanation, the ideas and arguments
found in these texts never add up to a unified theory. There is no connection made between the
various form-like entities that are identified as principles of unity, qualification and identity,
such as disposition, tensional motion, ratio, logos, and there are virtually no reports that
explicitly identify any of these entities as the most basic principles of explanation.

This lack of coherence and terminological unity, and the interpretative difficulties
encountered in all four chapters are the result of serious internal tensions within the
metaphysical theory and a complete disinterest in resolving this tension. First, there is a deep
contrast between accounts that work with a quasi-hylomorphic interpretation of corporealism

and those that rely on a more literal, materialist understanding of the notion of body. Secondly
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there is the issue of the coexistence of top-down and bottom up accounts in solutions to closely
related metaphysical problems. The simultaneous usage of these mutually exclusive theoretical
approaches is the main reason why early Stoic metaphysics resists philosophical interpretation.
It is impossible to provide a theoretically coherent reconstruction based on the surviving textual
evidence.

Having examined the early Stoic answer to interpretative problems in the realm of the
ontology of natural bodies, | concluded that there is no such thing as a detailed, elaborated and
unified early Stoic ontological theory. The overarching metaphysical considerations that |
postulated do exist, and many of them are unique and unusual to contemporaries. Nevertheless,
these considerations are just dogmata to abide by; they delimit and govern the development of
philosophical accounts of particular problems, but they do not form a theoretical whole and
they did not encourage early Stoic thinkers to develop a logically coherent theory. While |
disagree with interpretations that claim that early Stoic metaphysics is non-existent or reducible
to physics, | concur that compared to other sub-disciplines of philosophy, metaphysics was not
a priority to Stoic philosophers — at least in the sense that they had no real interest in developing
a unified and coherent metaphysical theory. While they had strong views on some metaphysical
questions and sought out and developed metaphysical accounts when purely physical
explanations failed or when under pressure from philosophical rivals, metaphysics always
came after physics. Instead of putting metaphysics first, developing a theory and then in light
of the preestablished theoretical considerations providing an explanation to the more specific
questions raised by physics, ethics or logic, the early Stoics moved backwards from the

concrete towards the generic, at least in the case of metaphysics.
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