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Abstract

FREZDON AND RESPONSIBILITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL IN
EPICTETUS' DISCOURSES, A thesis submitted to

Durham University for the degree of MNaster of Letters,
March 1971, by L.J.ROSS, B.A.

The thesis examines the philosophic basis and
validity of the Stoic freedom expréssed in Epictetus®

Discourses# The concept of prohairesis, which he

introduces into Stoic thought, is central to Epictetus'
doctrine and indicates an advance in ancient theory

on will.

Aristotle's definition of prohairesis in

discussing voluntary action, and its part in phronesis
and akresia, provides a basis for considering the
co-ordination of reason and desire, which is important

in Epictetus. Plato's Republic, Philebus and Laws also

show the involvement of non-rational factors in right
conduct. The strict rational system of the Stoics led
them to examine free will. Voluntariness was confined

to sugkatathesis - the assent to logical conclusions -

controlled by the hegemonikon. Two influences in

Stoicism from Posidonius to Seneca weakened the strict

rational dogmatism: first, an éppreciation of the total



Abstract (2)

personality of man involving conscience and feelings»
as well as reaon ; second, a spiritualising tendency 1
towards a religious interpretation of the rational

gystem.

Epictetus adheres to the Stoics' concept of
reason, through which alone his freedom‘is possible.
The relation of human reason to cosmic reason as
apospasma eaées the apparent lack of freedom in the
'live according to nature rule. The notion of false

phantasiai reveals a subjective element in the initial
data of reason, marking a significant intrusion of the

non-rational into Epictetus' basically rational position.’

The orientation of the subjective phantagial is
controlled by different capacities (dynameis) and
characteristics of persoﬁality. Each man has a
responsibility of maintaining the inner virtue of
gelf-respect, and applying knowledge, aided by a proper
understanding of oneself, and possibly by religion.

Both the rational and personal aspects of man contribute

to andunderstanding of prohairesis, which is the

reciprocation between choice in each decision and the
free character, each influencing the other, thus

combining the aspects of hegemonikon and sugkatathesis
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of the Stoa into é'single idea of will. Prohairesis

embraces three stages of freedom: freedom of choice,

freedom from anxiety, and freedom for rational existence.

Considered in relation to modern thought on freedom,
Epictetus' theories are notable because they are
contained in the Stoic rational monism. His concept of

prohairesis exhibits some essential qualities of the

'will', and isolates the aspects of a person which
contribute to his free self—identity; Provided that the
full benefits of the free personality, as profifered by &
Epictetus, are appreciated in the term Stoic freedom,
rather than just 'resignation to nature;, the self-
centredness of the Stoic freedom, criticised by Berlin,

is valid both philosophically and in practical conduct.

The association of Epictetus' writings with

Christian thought is examined in an Epilogue.
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A NOTE ON THE TRANSCRIPTION OF GREEK TERMS

In order to avoid an abundance of hand-written

Greek, I have transcribed the following Greek terms:

&8 dopa
18Ws

-3 /
XK P“O‘l ok
XToomas pok
5
KoKV OIS
Saip v
St')va,.us

c /
ryepoviKov
Xéyog

2 ’
OIKEIWE 1§
Wpoo&’lpeo‘cs
wpoAnis

¢¢v-r¢a-foc

adiaphora

aidos

akrasia

apospasma

askesis

daimon

dynamis, dynameis (pl)
heéemonikon

logos

oikeiosis

prohéiresis* prohaireseis (pl)
prolepsis, prolepseis (pl)

phantasia, phantasiai (pl)

¥In chapter seven, I have retained this word in

Greek script, when referring to the term itself,



_ CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUGTION
1. Purpose of the Thesis,.

The purpose of this inquiry is to provide an ipterpretation
of Epictetus' Discourses which is phiibéphicallj useful. In
doing so, I éhall,ndg‘belledd_to examine a diversify of
teachings on differentbsubjects since‘the Discourses are
outstanding for their singleness of theme and intent: thé
message of freedom, and dependent directly on it, the limits
of man's moral résponsibility. | | |

Freedom had been an inportant aspect in Stoic ethidé
from:the beginning of the movement, but in Epictetus it becoﬁes
the essence.and éne absolute aim of moral conduct. My task is
'to fina whether the Stoiec- freedom as contained in Epictetus’
work, which is its final andzgifﬁ§§)gevelopment}and presenta-
tion, is based on firm philosophical principles and is valid
as a moral goal, or whether this 'call to freedom' is an
empty cry, the last hope that man.has to preserve himself from
the trouﬁles of the world,

Freedom, (e’z\e‘u‘@e,ofo( , libertas) was known to the ancient

world in two aspects: first as political and social freedom,
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ThisAis the freedom commended by Pericles and Thucydides.
It entails the freedom of one state from béingfpuled by
another,1 and the lack of coercion within the:city—state,
where each citizen knows his functibh in the stéte and
fulfils it in a free spirit. Those without political
freedom were the servile class, and the notion of freedon .
includes the social distinction between free-born aﬁd slaves.
The secondlaspect of freedom is inner freedom. This concept
puts freédom within reach of everyone, since the freedom is
contained within the thought and will of the individual.
Itvié the freedom of the 'unconquerable soul'.-2

Today, a greater numﬁer of meapihgs is éovered by our
word 'freedom';, Particularly we may note a mid-way aspect
betweén politicél and inner freedom, namely freedom of
action., We can have a notion of freedom or lack of freedom
in performing our everyday actions. Modern thinkers,
especially those concerned with the philosophy of action,
regard this as a fundamental freedom. This mid-way use of
'freedom' emerges partly from the struggle between free-
Qill and.determinism in the philosophy of the Christian Era,
but which in the ancient world was only just = beginning
to be a problem in the Stoic period. This freedom of the
will in action should not be confused with the freedom of

the will as the inner man. Freedom from passions affecting



our will is also an area of freedom not immediately
translatable by éheubeplx . It is true that inmer freedom
embraced freedom from the passions, but this is only derived
from its essential.quality of having its authority within
itself.
That e’)\euéepfoc was not applied to such notions is
no sign that the Greeks did not recognise freedom o6f action
or freedom from passions,j'but they did not think of these
as é)\eueepfo‘. as notions resembling political'fr'eedom.
For the use of é/\eué’e:pf« for political and social freedom
was prior to its application to inner freedom, which was
adoptéd,by the Stoics, perhaps first as a metaphor; as we
say, using the converse, a man is 'a slave to his passions',
Why did the Stoics adopt this_term from political
freedom for their inner freedom? The idea common to both
is that of feeling free, enjoying freedom not necessarily
from anything or for anything, but in existence, either as
a state, or as an individual playing a part in a community,
and in the case of inner freedom, the feeling of freedom
enjoyed when the individual feels master of everything that
is properly his own; and if this has to be reduced to his
'unconquerable soul',u it need not necessarily diminish the

sense of freedom.



It has often been remarked that the notion of inner
freedom became more intense as political and social freedom

5

became eclipsed, This 4is true only in part. The gdoPtion
vbf the word é)\é U&Gf?o( for inner freedom at the beginning’
of the Stoic school, did coincide with the breakdown of the
city-state ideal under the Macedonian Empire, and continued
with greater intensity under the Roman Empire, which in
certain periods displayed keen oppressibn, destroying
political freedom as an ideal.6 Accordingly the ideal
contained in é)\GUGEPI/ot shifted to the inner freedom where
it could be maintained as an ideal., To this extent the
adoption of the term e’:)\eugelm’ac by the philosophers reflects
;n age of autocratic oppression, |

But the concept of inner freedom, though not démoted by
é)\eu@e,o { , had already emerged in the fifth and fourth
7

centuries B.C,' with the Socratic teaching that virtue is
knowledge, and the Platonic dvualism of body and soul, where
moral perfection consists in possessing a soul unfettered by
earthly associates, and Aristotle's vision of happiness as the
contemplative activity of the soul. Thus the emergence of the
concept of the inner man and inner responsibility (which is

very near to a concept of inner freedom) coincides not so much

with a breakdown of political ideals, but with the recognition,
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ciearly reflected in the fifth century sophists and dramapists,
that the accepted foundations of morality, the State religion
and the traditional moral code (of vopoll ), were infirm, It
was not the catastrophes themselves, for these were nothing
new, but the intellectual awakening to the causes of catastrophe
that led the fifth century Athenians to re-think their ethics,
or rather to think them for the first time, and to discover
that the true basis for a man's responsibility is within himself.

The Stoics could develop their concept of freedom readily
from their philosophical background of fourth centuryvAthens.
It was a natural intelleetual step that their teaching should
deveIOp from an inner based concept of moral responsibility,
irrespective of the loss of political freedom. Similarly in
the comperatively liberal age of the late-nineteenth and
twentieth centuries the interest in inner freedom by the
existentialist school is due to an intellectual awekening to
the limitations, not in this instance of the traditional
chzoa, but of the thorough rationalism of the philosophy of
the previous age.

It cannot be denied that the Hellenistic era was dogged
with philosophies of retreat, not primarily though by the
Cynics, but by the Epicureans and Stoics. And where the inner

freedom is proclaimed as an adjunct of the Stoic way of life,
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thét ié of the purely rational life, we may discern the spirit
of escapism, and fail to find a useful philosophical concept.
But in the later development of Stoicism, when the rational
dogmatism is beginning to wéaken very slightly and freedom is
ﬁade the eésence of moral life, its exponents had need to
analyse this concept more closely, and have recourse to their
roqts in the fourth century Greek philéSophy'of Plato and
Aristotle, and depend less on their éﬁowed certainty in the
rational monism of Zeno.

Stoic freedom is never concerned with the political and
social freedom. The second aspect, inner freedom, is
Epictetus' sole concern,8 and for the réasons I have shown,
must not be considered unimportant at least to Ancient
philosophy. This same aspect of freedom is commonplace in
many ethical and religious creeds, and in popular morality,.
In its outward appearance as "I resign myself tolFate", and
Mfhatever circumstances demand, that is my will", it may
seem, and doubtless was to many of its followérs, a form of
escapism from responsibility and anxiety; but in its inner
feeling of a sense of freedom, of feeling responsible fo;
one's moral existence, in 'the service which is perfect

freedom', in the "mea virtute me involvo!, rather than the
9

is it enough to dismiss it as Isaiah

"reaigno quae dedit",



Berlin does as ''sour grapes",lo or might there not be‘here
something philosophically significant in the concept of
freedom and responsibility? This freedom is the centre'of
Eéictetus' teaéﬁing and he bases it on a consistent
philosophy of nature and mind, and és such the Diécpurses
deserve-study. |

In the examination of Epictetus' teaching on freéedom,
two other important ideas emerge: the concept of Qill, and
the Stoic rationalism. The notion of liberfj;is-thé nore
interesting in Epictetus because his doctrines are Saséd on
the material determinisg demanded by the Stoic rationalism.
The concept of will becomes first significant in the Stoic
period because the dilemma between free-will and determinism
lay exposed in their rational system; this is particularly
true of the Middle Stoa. Pohlenz correctly observes that
the probiém of free-will did not exist for'Epictetusllvéince
he took freedom of choice for granted, observing choice or will
to be meaningless unless it was free. But theléoncept of will
.and its key position in moral behaviour is very prominent in
his teacﬁing on liberty, and against the background‘éf
determinism, it is cast in strong relief.

Butiagain, Epictetus is using and developing what was

already implicit in earlier Greek thought. The will, and the



struggle of will against reason, of passion'against knowledge,
was a vital source of Greek traged‘y.l2  In Plato-a concept of
will is seen behind the desire for the Gop@ and the orientétioﬁ .
of the soul in the Symposium and Republic; and Aristotle refdfns
to the question particular;y in his study of akrasia, and in
the part played by will in acquiring knowledge. ‘The spontanéous
will; which is here cohceived of by the Gré;ks_as something
uﬁcagsed, proceeding from the man himself, is to become a
formulated concept in Epictetus, and it'is an aim of thié
thesis to see ‘how far and how adequately'he develops this
concept.

"Phe gods being no more and Ch:ist being not yet, there
was between Cicero and Marcus Aurélius a‘unique mo@ent in which
man stood alone'', So states Flaubertﬁ,‘13 in criticism of
Lucretius' physics aS'beipg too positive. He might equally
have said'it of Stoic ethics for the same reason, In the
pléce of religious'belief and faith man takes refuge in the
certainty of rationalism. for-the Gréeks, the atheistic period
extended from theée time of Euripides,lh fut fdr fifty years,
because of the keen sensitivity of the Athenians, and because
of the interest in the Mystery religions, the Greeks hovered
before plunging into the thorough rationalism of Zeno or

Epicurus. If God does not rule, man can choose between a
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beliéf,.oftén-in spite of the facts, in a life'qpntrolled.byr
reason, wéll-ordered and systematiec, or in an irrational
existence where some events remain unexplained. The first
choice offers seéurity through the certainty of understanding
the world, and leads to an idealism centred on thought; the
second is more faithful to the phenomena of human feeling and
suffering, and.offers realism, and with it the hazards that
occur through a fulness of existence,

In thé-thought of Plato and Aristotle, desire and
spontaneous will have their place, and the combination of
desire and reason working together is frequently found. The
systems of the Hellenislic period were not so compromising, and
everything was to be éxplained or controlled by reason. But
because in Epictetus the concépts of will and freédom are so
essential to his“teaching, the irrational again demands a
place. 'Accordingiy we can expect to find Epictetus on the
brink of the 'rationalist dissolution'15 and need show no
surprise that_apart from Marcus Aurelius, he is the lagt of
the exponents of Stoicism. It is an aim of this thesis to
see how far Epicté%us can contort the rationaiism on which
his teaching is based, to embrace the irrational factors that
are inherent in his theory of will and freedom.

In Epictetus' Discourses, therefore, I look for evidence
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on threé questions of philosophical significance:

1. The validity of the Stoic freedom.
2. The extent of the development of the notion of will.
3. The weaknesses of a rational system as a basis for

practical ethics,

It is not my inteqtion to discover, from my study, the
originality of Epictetus, and his personal contribution to
Stoicisﬁ. I treaé his writings as the final stage of a
movement in philosophy, and do not attempt to discerh in detail
the innovations he made upon his immediate. predecessors.
Becéﬁse of the nature of his writings, any énch task would
present i;mense difficulties, His extant wrifings-show the
marks of well-warn reiterated doctrine, as one would expect
of any 1ecture;:pom téaqhing. Throughout this thesis there
will be mention of Epicteéetus' originality on spegific’points,
but nowﬁere cén;thenékbq_ceffainty. I wish to study the
import;nce of %he‘Dié;oursés:to philosophy as a whole and
particularly to Greek philﬁsophy. and in so doing it ie
sufficient to,reéogﬁise that in the development of Stoicism
the basic principles remain constant, whi;e the‘emphasis and
orientation of the teaching changes: there is a gradual

development from the teaching being less concerned with nature,
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more concerned with humanity; less concern§& with reason,
more concerned with will and moral respomsibility. Epictetus
stands at the end of this development.

2. Method of the Inquiry.

In interpreting the doctrine of freedom in the Discourses,

I have extracted a key, namely prohairesis, the faculty of
choice, and based the study on an examination of this, The
concept is a useful key for three reasons: first, man's

freedom is contained in prohairesis alone, and depends on

nothing outside it; second, it is the outstanding original
contribution of Epictetus, as the formulation of a concept

which probably existed before in Stoicism, but had not been
expressed by a single term. Thus the study of tﬁé tern would
ref;ect’the important developments in later Stoicism; third

the coﬁdeﬁ% is used so frequently in the Discourses that
although little is provided in the form of analytical
definition, in the course of the work it becomes a comparatively
‘flear concgpt amidst a rather vague psychological and philoso~
jhical vocabulary. |

On account of this lack of definition in the niécourses,

and because as we have seen sbove, there is in the concept of
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the iﬁée:.man,'a conﬁection with Plato and Arietotle, and a
coqtiﬁﬂéﬁiqn of the teaching of the Stoic movement, knowledge
of certain aspects of.tﬁese philosophies is indispensable to
the present study. Accordingly, I have devoted ébodf”oné
third of tﬁe thesis to the background chapters on Aristotle
and Plato, The Stoics, and Seneca. Most of the termipoiogy
of the Discourses, especially in the psychology, is that of
the Stoic schooi, where it is dealt with more defimitively
than by Epictetus. A gfeat amount of his teaching-is also
identical with their rationalistic concepts of khowle&ge.and
reason, I have said though, that the_emphasis changes, and
that fgtionalism is stretched to its limits. 1In understanding
the difficulties and ténsion involved in this change of
emphasis, the work of Plato and Aristotle on the coordination
of reason and desire is instructive.

It was however, the particular concept of prohairesis

itself which first lead me to consider the Athenian phiiésophers
i@ cdhﬁectibn with Epictetus, since this term is adopted by
Aristotle in his discussion on voluntary and in#oiuﬁtary
actions in the Ethics, and certain areas of the meaning of
this term recur markedly in Epictetus.

I have included the chapter on Seneca as represeﬁting

Epictetus' immediate predecessor whose work is extant, and



the period in Whiéh,the change of emphasis, so marked in
Epiététus.rbegins to be established.

Again I do not iﬁtend to state what Epictetus derived
from earlier philosophies as direct borrowings. The impoffance
of the backéround chapters is to provide material from the
compréhensivé and analytical treatment of the Athenian
philosophers and the Stoic school, in the light of which faéets
of Epiotetus' f;aching may become clearer. I cannot demonstrate
that he was consciously aware that he was substantially follow=-

ing, in aspects of his theory, Platoc or Aristotle.

There is little in Epictetus' writing that does not

contribute to the central notion of prohairesis. Consequently

an investigation of his psychological and philosophical

doctrines is necessary before a full consideration of prohairesis
can be given, Chapters five and six; on the concept of mind,
and the concept of man provide an account of this general

- teaching, in order to reach a definition of prohairesis in

Chapter seven, upon which the doctrine of freedom and
responsibility is immediately dependent. The philosophical

sigﬁificance of the doetrine is discussed in the conclusion.
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3. Eﬁictetus' work, character and writings.

Born about 50 AD, a slave, at Hieropolis in.Phrygia,
Epictetus spent his formative years in Rome in the service of
Epapﬁroditus, a freedman in Nero's secretariat., Still a .
slave and now crippled, possiblyAthfough illétreatmeh§ at the
hands of his master,l6 he was educated at Rome by the Stoic
teacher and Roman knight, Musonius Rufus, and'cont;nued a
pupil of his after he had gained his freedom. He himself
enjoyed the reputation of a philosopher and teacher sufficient
to warrant his bgniahment under Domitian-in about 90 AD.,
when he settled in Nicopolis (Actium) in W. Greece. There
he founded an educational establishment, and until his death
in about 120 AD. he devoted himself to the formel teaching of
the Stoic philosophy.

For the main-stream Stoic teaching, Epictetus was
dependent upon Musonius Rufus. Substantial fragments of
Musoniﬁs' teaching remain. These stress that moral progress
is withiﬁ reach.of,and should be undertaken by_everyone.l7
Practical ethics seem to be given considerable prominence in
Musonius, following Panaetius:}8 and the notioné of 'W}O“th
and o()l Scbo; s S0 common in Epictetus, and the a‘skesié

programme, are probably inherited from hi‘in.l9 Evidernce that
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Muéonius géve spécial attention to inner freedom is lacking,
and he seems to be nearer Seneca than Epictetus in his
gene:al orientation. This mey be due to his Roman nationality '
demanding greater;sqcial conscience,20 but we cannot assume
that the fragments in any way represent the totality of his
tegching. Pliny and Tacitus speak of him with high admiration,
and the latter als¢ describes his missionary spifit in the
a.rmy.21 His genuine concern and practical devotion stand in
contrast to Seneca, and were transferred to Epictetus, who
himself admires the assiduous attention of his teaéher.22
He is noted bj De Vogel as being more a man of character than
Seneca.23
There are three aspects of Epictetus! charactér which
should be mentioned as particularly relevént to the study
of his teaching. First is the prdphétic natu;e of his message
of freedom, and the missionary zeal with which hé prqpounds'it,
He himself compares the philosopher's task to an interpreter
of oracles%4 He regards his work aé practical rather than
theoretical. In the day to day teaching of his school he
emphasises the need to progress from distinguishing the false
and the true in 1oéic, to understandiﬁg the good and ﬁad in

practical moral conduct.25 His lecture room was a hospital;26

his aim, moral conversion.
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Second, commentators have been quick to notice a religious
sense in Epictetus’ Writings.27 A sense of submiésion and
gratitude to God ié apparent, and much of his.Stoic teaching
is couched in religious terms. How‘far this is a natﬁral
result of his ﬁissionary zeal, to fix a message with certainty
in his hearers' conscience by adopting religious formulae
almost as a rhétorical device, and how far it reflects a‘
profound religious feeling in his philosophy,is a problem
that'may never be solved. I have comsidered this development
in Stoicism in Chapter four, and Epictetus' position in this
respect in Qhapter 8ix, and will refer to ﬁhe’bearing thise
aspect of his character has on his theory of freedom, in the
conclusion,

Third, Epictetus' teaching is marked by a éincerity and
genuine devotion to the cause he preaches. Philosophy is not

> /
the babbling (A«ACUT! ) of lofty maxims (T ‘<°I~“a"°‘).28

but the actual wrestling with real situations.29

The only
advantage in settiﬁg, forth principles is the knowledge that
they will work in practice, and Epictetus despised those who
acted the part of Stoics without applying the teaching they
propounded.30 Similarly he despised the pseudo philosophérs.-
who believed that a rough cloak and long hair would engage

31

the attention of their audience, Epictetus, preaching a

’
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meééagg‘ﬁﬁiéh waé;his own personal conviction and devotion,
;s&w ﬂiﬁééif:as sfénding out from the number-of such pseudo
intellectuals.which thronged the large cities.
'The;wd%k=bf.Epictetus comes to us through the notes made
by his de#oted‘pupil Flavius Arrian. Comparison of the
Discogrses with the style of the rest of Arrian's writings
show beyondadispute that the Discourses written by Arrian
are a fefﬁatim version of Epictetus!' original-e:?pbsitions.32
There weré,eight books of Discourséé, féur of which are extant,

In addition to the Discourses, Arrian compiled the Manual,

or-Encheiridion. as a formalised summary of the teaching of

the DiécourSes. This small manual was a very popular hand-
book from the time of its publication, Oldfather,33 rightly
comments that Epictetus' philosophic stature suffered because
he was known to many oniy through this work, Anjone who has
made the attempt will realise the difficulty of making an _
adequate.summary-of the Discourses-owing to their loosely
composed styl?vand the pracfical purpose for which-they were
written. As.a handbook of maxims for moralists, particuiarly
Christiah moralists, the Manual has been of use. As philosophy,
it can be 6f little account, since it lacks the basis of
dbctiine. This basis can be gleaned from his more substantial

writings, yet because even in the Discourses it is so often
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only implicit, it has not been adequately reppesented in
Arrian's summary. The Manual is helpful 4in that we can be
reasonably certain that nb major part of Epictetus' teaching
has been lost in the Discourses which do not survife. There
are also a number of collected fragments from‘vafious sources,
some from thé non-surviving books of Disqourses, which are
sometimes illuminating.

The Discourses, or diatribes, were not the formal.
lectures of Epictetus' school. They were designed to be
given after the formal teaching, to emphasise points the
teacher believed to be important, and in particular the

practical application of the teaching.Bu

Hjmans, in
considering the purpose of the Discourses in the teaching
proéramme, stresses their extemporarylnature, as being
sometimes the chance conversation either with his own pupils
or with temporary visitors to the school,35

Consequently, we cannot expeot to find in the Discourses
the complete teaching of the school, but rather an extract and
impressive presentation of the points of the teaching
essential for moral conduct; it has to be conceded too, that
Epictetus' strong orientation of Stoicism toward inner moral

responsibility, in comparison with the more objective writings

of earlier Stoics might be only apparent because of this very
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pedagogic nature of his extant work. Further, this purpose
and nature of the-Discpurses explains the lack of system énd
reasoned argument in the exposition of the doctrines. There-
ére many repetitions even within the same Discourse; the

same anecdotes and stock illustrations recur. School-room
drill in dialogue fofm is frequent. They are personally
directed, and full of exhortation and urgent advice. Tﬁe
c¢losely reasoned lectﬁres which preceded these homilies are
not preserved,-and this makes the task of interpretation more
difficult.

Possibly this difficulty has veered commegtators away
from devoting much space to Epictetus. Criticisms in the
English language are few, and scholars generally have given
him scant treatment. They catch his.cahdour and zeal and
'magic words', and rarely seek to probe the'validity of the
fcall to fneédom', and 'shout.of joy' contained in his
Qritings.36 In fhis infroduction I ﬁave attempted to show
what items of philosophical importance we might expédt to
find in the Discourses. Perhaps this study will demonstrate
that they can.contribute little that is useful, ~ it will
certainly indicate some weaknesses in his position, but

Epictetus, standing at the end of the tradition of Stoicism

warrants a re-appraisal, - and a caution:
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Epictetus' servile backgroﬁnd was not a happy one. As a
philosopher in Rome he experienced at first hand the tyranny
that was open to the Roman Emperors. His examples and
anecdqtes frequently refer to.the petty duties that men héd
to perform for their superiors., The e&il_attractions of the
Urbs and the difficulties of leading a moral life were well
known to him, His practical advice is to resist.temptation
and behave with endurance in hardships, to the extent that
certaiﬁ concepts, (e.g. the dynameis) cannot be traced to a
general application, Theories are given a twist‘in the
direction of helping man oppressed By an;iety to achieve
happiness. Thus will may appear as resignation; thééry of
knowledge, a theory of sympathetic understanding; virtues aé
attitudés of mind rather than expressed activity; and freedom
itself as undisturbedness. Yet if Epictetus was poor in his
social and material background, he was rich intellectually
from the teéching of Musonius Rufus and his reading of the
Stoics and Plato, and although his theories are ﬁndoubtedly
influenced in part by hies circumstances, it is important to
remember that he devoted his life to philosophy, and was
continuing a tradition substantial in its dogma, and he was a
sincere edough man to base his unshakd@&ible moral consciousness

and conviction of inner freedom as much on this intellectual
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richness as on his material wretchedness.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

The finest exposition of this freedom is the Funeral
Speech of Pericles (Thucydides, II 36ff_.).' Pericles
sees the freedom of the State extending to freedom in
every-day life, €NevBépws 8¢ 7 T€ rpos.To xoov:n{m).mfmycv
Kde €5 rv ahAphovs Tdv ke Ouépay entryBeopariv ixotiav. ..
(37). Athenian self-sufficiency (36,3), and their
educational system (39-40) were characteristic marks

of this freedom. A liberal education (éLmﬁEpw.swreefJo(’;:

yé_\@mg.)_ is also commended by Isocrates in Panegyricus,49

(cf. Areopagiticus, 43). _é)_\euer_io(_is frequeﬁtly
conjoined with ota'rovopfot (political independendé)_, as

in Brasidas' speech to the Acanthians (Thuc. IV, esp. 86),
and in the r;mre formal language of the Charter of the

Second Athenian Confederacy, Eotv T ,Bow\‘r}'rou TV EA)quuz 97

Tiv Bapfipwy.. AB‘v]vo(lwv a‘uyyu.xo; e'VoU Kel) THY cuppEy 0y,
€86ival «(UTH e)\eu Epw SvTi kel otUtBvopw.

(Tod, Greek Historical Inscriptions, No. 123).

William I-Igniey, Invictus. Cf. ‘Horace, "Ille potens sui
laetusque deget...! Odes III 29, 41. See also notes

4 and 9 below.
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The tragedies of Euripides £requenfi} iﬁvolve a‘stfuggle
betweén the fational and éﬁésionéte aspects of a
character, The example of Medea is perhaps the most
notable, and is twice quoted by Epictetus, (ﬂgggg,

lines 780 f£f. in II 1?7, 19-21, and lines 1078 - 9 in

1 28, 7: Bupos be kpéioowy Tav éudv BovkeupaTwy ).

This memorable phrase is from 'Invictus' by William
Henley, who is one of many to ﬁave giveﬁ poetical
expression to the inner freedom. In this poétry,
prominence is given to the feeling of freedom. Much of
tye-populaﬁity of Horace's Odes springs from the same

feeling.,

Pohlenz, Freedom p.3; Dodds, The Greeks and the

Irrational p.237 ~ 8 and 252 -~ 3.

There still was a certain measure of political freedom
under both these empires, particularly in the privilages
of self—government,v(immunitas and freedom by Foedus)

to the cities of the East, especially in Asia Minor,

{The extent and degree of freedom is examined by A, M. H.

Jones, The Greek City, esp. pp.132 £ff, and 171 ff. But
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the replacement of democracy by éutoéracy, no matter

how distant or how indulgent destroyed freedom as an

ideal.

Its growth is well traced by Pohlenz, Freedom pp 45 - 10l.

Much was made by the Stoics of the paradoxical states of
freedom and slavery. Political and social freedom was
often seen to exclude personal ffeedom, whilst a slave
is yet free to attain inner freedom. This gave rise to
the famous Stoic paradox, "Only the wise man is free,
and every fook is a slave" (See the Stoic Paradoxa in
Plutarch and Cicero). This paradox frequently finds
expression in Epictetus, e.g. II 1, 22: socially, only
a free man can be educated, but in fact, only the

educated are free, Cf. IV 1, 8.

Horace, QQEE IIT 29, 54 - 5. The ode well illustrates
Horace's Stoic leanings, in its attention to inmner
virtue; which can be maintained irrespective of outer
circumstances. 'Virtus' here is very close in meaning

to the o1 &55 of Epic{;ettis, or even to proha:i:ces:i.s.
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Isaiah Berlin, Two concepts of Liberty p. 139. The
eXaminatibn of the different aspects of freedom by
Berlin pertains closely two the present study, and

his work will be referred to in my conclusion,

Pohlenz, Freedom p. 152.

Again Euripides provides the best examples, in Medea,
especially 1075 - 80 (see note 2 above), and

Hippolytus 375 - 88, in Phaedra's struggle between
knowledge and passion. Hecuba sees man's freedom
impeded by desire of wealth etc. causiné him to act
against his rational nature, }.L';" Ko(‘rq;c yw.')y.qv _(Hecuba
867). These verses are perhaps the earliest formulation
of the Stoic paradox, "Only the wise man is free" (See

Note 8 above).

. -
Gustave Flaubert, Correspondence troisieme série

1854 - 69, Paris 1910. The quotation is made by the
scholar and theologian Miguel di Unamimo in his chapter

on the Rationalist Dissolution in "'The Trégié Sense of

Iife", The earlier chapters of this book, even

disentangled from the persuasive rhetoric, offer some



14,

15.

26

of the most convincing arguments known to me for the
limitations of a rationalist philosophy, and first
ledc . rié to examine and appreciatebthe significant

part played by the irrational in Greek Philosophy.

Hecuba, 488 ff:

- ~ ' 29 P an
@ Zdv, TiN6Gw; maTepd ootvBOplmovs bpav;

o Ségow WS _:n;v € K,mf_ﬁwgoa }.u'(mv
—paubs, Sokovvrxs Sapubvwy Siver Yévos
- TOxnv S€MAvrak T'xv fpdreis émiockomety;

"What shall I say, Zeus? That thou looks't on men?

Or, that this fancy false we vainly hold

For nought, who deem there is a race of gods,

While chance controlleth all things among men?
(Trans. Way.)

Life is not subject to the good ordering of the gods,

nor to the dictates of reason, but to Tl’lx'q

(chance). Ey&ﬁﬁﬁﬂas is leaé_to consider the force

of the irrational in man's life, notably in the

Bacchae, seeing reason aé insufficient to grasp the

full truth about the forces that govern life. (see

Dodds, Bacchae, Introd. xliv, and Greeks and the

Irrational p. 185 - 9,)

See note 13 above,
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So Celéus‘(Séhenklf Testimonia nq,‘XVII) On the
étédulity 6f;Ce13uS' stateméﬁt"see”Oldfather}"

Intro. ix, note 1. —In thé Discgqrses Epictetus says
1itt1e.ébout‘his own life. Ancient sources therefore
consisﬁ'of @1é§attered testimonia, now compiled;in
Schenkl's edition, iii-xv, ihcluding an inecription'
from[Piéidia_(See note 27 below) and a notice in
Suidas (De Vogel III, 1231 a). A good modern summary
of his life appears in Souilhé's edition, Intro.

Pe i-ix.

De Vogel III, 1227 a - c.

De Vogel III, 1229,

Hjmans, Askesis pp. 5 - 6, notes an important
difference in the training programme of the two
philosophers: Musonius recognises a double training,
of body and soul (De Vogel III, 1228), whereas
Epictetus nowhere concedes this dualism. From the
evidence of the one fragment it is probably incorrect
to regard a dualism at the basis of Musonius' teaching

programme.
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22.

‘23,

2k,

25.

26,

27,
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This view is put by Pohlenz, Die Stoa p.303. But

560 gléo Hjmans p.6 and_footnote 6.

Tacitus Historia III, 81..

Epictetus, IIT 23, 29; I 9, 27 - 31.

De Vogel III, 1226 b, noté.

Il?, 19 - 21; III 1. 37.

III 20, 3; IV 4, 13,

III 23, 30.

An early inscription from Pisidia (Schenkl, Testimonia

No, “XIX; edited by J. R. S. Sterrett in Pagers of

American School of Classicai Studies at Athens

1884 - 5, 3, p. 315 ff; discussion in Hermes xxiii
(1888) p. 542.) suggests that this aspect of his
character was quickly fecognisednin his own lifetime:

He showed a 'divine nature' (B€ios ),
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29.
30,
31.
32,
33.

3h.

35.

36.

III 16, 7.

eogo I l"' 5 - 120

II 9, 20.

Iv 8, 5.

For a full discussion see Hartmann, Arrian und Epiktet.
Vol. 2. p. 479.

See Oldfather, Intro, xiii - xiv, and Souilhé, Intro,.

XXX - Xxxvi,

Askesis, pp 47 - 8.

The principal studies are the works of Bonhoeffer, .

‘Th. Colardeau and Hjmans (See bibliography). In the
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past, much attention was given to the parallels
between Epictetus and St., Paul, especially in
Zngland, and these studies are.not useful for a
general survey of Epictetus' psychology. Bonhoffer's

conclusions in ‘'Epiktet und das Neue Testament', that

there was no direct influence between St. Paul and
Epictetus, are now generally accepted, and more
attention has since been given to the moral and
psycological basis of his work, notably by Jeanne de

Hir, Fondements Psychologiques et Religieux de la

Morale d'ﬁbictéte.
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CHAPTER THO
-ARISTOTLE
l. Purpose and Scope of this Chapter.

The orientation of Epictetus' teaching is towards a
philosophy of freedom of the inditidual. Man's end is.
et:ff)om, a sefenity undisturbed by anything exterior to
himself, and by viitue of.his moral adjustment, free from
any conflect within, Perfect.freedom, if it can be attained,
will achieve this state of .etJ,Pow_t « The source of freedom
lies therefore in the individual and nowhere else, in his
freedom to choose. @Goodness and good action result from
the correct use of this freedom; and man's function of making
moral choice, or moral decision, is given the term by

Epictetus, 'prohairesis’. The prohairesis is the only

completely free aspect of the individual; thus good and bad

have no significance outside the realm of prohairesis.

A thorough investigation of prohairesis is therefore necessary.
for any interpretation of Epictetus' doctrine of freedom.
This preliminary chapter stems from the importance

played by p;phairesis'in Aristotle's account of the psychology
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.of riéht action. There will be opportunity at the end of this
chaptér to see how far there is common meaning in the use of
this term by Aristotle and Epictetus. The fact that the same
term occurs in both philosophers in accounting for moral
conduct, and is not employed significantly to this purpose
b# the Stoic school earlier than Epictétus,l is sufficient
Justification for this chapter; and it is hoped, as I remarked
in the introduction, that the close account given by Aristotle
of the psychological basis of moral action will at any rate
illuminate the less formally presented ethico-psychology
behind Epictetus' doctrine of freedom.

In this chaﬁter then I shall first consider Aristotle's

remarks on deliberation and choice in Book III of the

Nicomachean Ethics. From this will develop the problem of
;ow far reason and how far desire contribute to choice. This
problem is basic to any study of ethics particularly when
applied to questions of responsibility and social ethics:
;hether an action is wholly accountable in terms of reason,
or’ whether the irrational in the form of impulse and @esire‘
plays a pért; if so, how far can the irrational part-be called
voluntary, and if an action is found to be involuntary,.how'

far can the individual be held responsible for that act: to

what extent is he acting freely?
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A significant contribution to this problem is made by

 Aristotle both in his treatment of prohairesis in Book III,
and in his consideration of prohairesis in reiation to
;¢p6_\m?,o:t.g in Book VI.

A consideration on the position of the man of ill-
restraint in Book VII not only affords a further qument on
prohairesis in demonstrating its essential moral quality, '
but also entails the whole question of man's control over his
desires and passions. This question on how the free man
should master passions is prominent in Epictetus, and the
analysis Aristotle gives will be useful in forming an
interpretation.

The coordination of reason and desire, manifest in
Aristotle, is cénsidered also with reference to Plato.
Professor E. R. Dodds2 sees in the philosophy of Plato a
reaction to the fifth century rationalism of the Sophists,
and notes that a recognition of the irrational takes
increasing prominence in his philosophy. A comparison can
be drawn between this ahd a similar reaction to the stern
Stoic rationalism inaugurated by Posidonius,3 and developed
by Seneca and Epictetus.

My principal purpose in this chapter is to show how
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points of diffictlty in Bpictetus! doctrine are covered in
Plato and Aristofle, not with the same intent, but with far
greater analysis and compféhéhSiveness of thought., Epictétpg'
teaching on seeking a life of freedom does require an
examination of the problems of right thought and action,
and therefore I have chosen the most lucid and careful
exponents of a full and unrestricted ethical theory in
Epictetus' philosophical ancestry, tp act as a étahda;dxfor
“the interpretation.of Epictetus himself. Beside them he is
meagre in his own output and mean in stature, neither has
he enjoyed an equal weight of later criticism. For.this

reason there may be some value in a fuller examination here.

2, Prohairesis in Book III ofﬁh#ﬁﬁ@@m&ﬂ@#&_Ethics.

Books I - III of the-EthiQs are-introductory to the
principal material pf,the work, beginning at 1115 a 4, which
is an examination of the moral and intellectual virtues.

In Bk. I the conclusion is reached that happiness, the supreme
end of human life, is an activity of the soul in accordance
with virtueq. This justifies an examination of virtue; which
in b§ok 11 is seen to be concerned with states of characten?

The kind of gfl§/ which constitutes virtue is given in 1107 a 1
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as ﬂa'state of charactér concerned with choice lying in a
mean, that is the mecan felative fo us, this being determined
by a rational principleF”Books IV - V are concerngd with the
states of character, and book VI with the rational deter-
mination of the mean, in the theory of ¢P6Vn¢3. It is the
purpose of bopk III to examine the nature of activity which
constitutes virtue. Already it has been said inm book. IT
that states of character correspond to certain kihds of
activity7. Virtue is the result of action since there is
not a previous potentialitya.

Iittle need be said on the section of boek III,
1109 b 30 to 1111 b 4 in which voluntary and involuntary
actions are analysed. The most important conclusion is the
explanation of a voluntary action. First, in discussing
‘mixed! actions, (those combining voluntary and involuntary
éleménfs), these are voluntary in so far as the moving
" principle, ( "9] :‘P)(’,'[ ) instrugental to the action
lies in the agent, and when the origin of an action is in
oneself, ( ev 6(61'0?1 "? ;f')(”!] ), it is in one's own
power to do it or not9. Second, a voluntary action is further
defined at a 23, as requiring full knowledge about the action
on the part of the agent: A voluntary action therefore is
an action whose origin lies in the agent who knows the

particular circumstances in which he is acting. An important



%

note is added, to t-his definition, that_.it_'is wrong to spelak
of actions ’prompted by desire or paééiors as involuntary; in
most caees these are a branch of voluntary -actions.

| The..main-'conce_rn of book III with reference Jto Epictetus

is the ‘d'iscussion on prohairesis, or in its fuller context,.

'4 . 7 A
the treatment of wish ( BouAnois ), deliveration ( PouAcuais)

and choice’ (Erohalresis) as preoedents to action. Virtue was

def:med as a state of character concerned with choice, (Gf“i
7‘P‘:""''F’G“"""']) 10 and a def:.nitlon of TI'PO“'PGTIK?) and

its noun. Rrohau'esis has now to be establlshed._ This .

definition is reached through the follow:.ng stages:,

1. Choice and voluntary action, 1111 b 7: Choice falls

into the category of voluntary acts, but not all voluntary
acts are chosen. Two examples are given of acts which are
voluntary, but not from choice: acts of children, and sudden
actione (- T G§°(I¢V’7$ )y .e. done on the spur of the

goment ;ll,

2., . What choice is not, 1111 b 11 - 1112 a 16: Choice
Wi Ty ’
is. shown to be neither desire, ( em@UHlat ), passion
Buuds), oA |
( UHOS), nor wish (ﬂoW\"?‘f’s); i.e. it is not purely
- ‘ >/ /
appetition, ( 0p€&!S ); neither is it opinion, ( §ofu ).
‘Three points might be noted here for reference later on: first,

' prohairesis - choice ~ is quite a distinct notion from wish.
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-Second, Aristotle carefully uses 90}109 as the term that

may be confused with ppohairesis, rather than passlon (-n,geog )

de. o¢ 1is aJ.ways regarded as approaching nearer to the
_rationfalv self than the 1!‘5(017 or ezz-u:»t:i.ons.l2 Third, choice
cannot be a'judgement because judgémqnféideal with the true
and false, but prohairesis with the »:»‘-go’d“).d and bad. A similar

distinction will be found in Epictetus.

3, Preliminary définitioﬁ1of;ohoioej;1112 3.14: *Choice
may be defined as a voluntary action preceded by deliberation’.

This clearly relates it to reasoning (Lo os) and intelligence

( Sizvoix "y,

4. Deliberation, 1112 a 18 - 1113 a 1k4: A definition
still has to be reached on deliberation. Two main points are

made. First, that we deliberate about things in our power and

which are possible to be done.l3 Second, we deliberate about
means not ends.lu Deliberation is therefore here distinguished

, _
from & wish, ( BoUANCIS ), which is concerned with the
end and can have impossibilities as to its object. Deliberation

. \ 3 : & - 15 A
is about things in our control, ( T& €¢’'FUIV )12 ang ie “7
concerned with events that follow in accordance with certain
rules and happen in a known way for the most partls; by a

process of analysis it works out a sequence of actiomns for

oﬁtaining an end: A is a means for obtaining end Y; B is a
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means of obtaining A, etc.

5. Final definition of Choice, 1113 a 12 - 1113 a 1h:'/

Choice is concerned with deliberation. Both have the same

thing‘és!their object: a thing chosen is something that is

selected as a result of our del:l.berationl8. Choice is a

deliberate desu;e of things in our power, (}gOU/\GUTlKﬂ

opes’ls Tiv e4> U#w )e We deliberate. and select, then fix 7”%@‘7

our choice according to the result of our deliberatlon.l9 omm@d/
From this definition it is important to note two points:

first, that in Aristotle, prohairesis involves a rational and

irrational element. It is irrational in so far as it prevides

an OPGfl; , or impulse, to act on what is yet inert thought. 2
e .

What kind of opegls it is, is not stated, amd, as Joachim

points out, it could take any form, but not the form of

e
{Boukqdlg'.ao The prohairesis is rational in so far as it

is ﬂQU)\GUT'K'r], that is, following the lead of rational

deliberation. Second, in so far as prohairesis is already
determined by deliberation, little room is left for any real
choosing, but rather to give assent or not to what is already

rationally determined. This latter point is important in

considering Epictetus' use of the term. Prohairesis is
merely the trigger, the gun is already aimed and loaded,

though . the strength of the gun~powder poses an interesting
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- problem, but in the realm of a];r.apia .

6, Uiéh. ﬁo’ukﬁb’ﬁ),' 1113 a 15 - lll}_b 2: Aristotle con-

tinues with a passage on Po{lAnlflS, repeating that wish is
conc??ﬁég'with ends. Joachim remarks that it is a sﬁécieeuOf.
3;0€§"l S.  reserved for ends,22 and adds an important
observation that the egd is not only desirable, but also
revealte—d{.fto' oﬁr intelligence: Vc"ﬁt’!"ls. and '3651\1;&!'5 are combined
© in our grasp of the end. Therefore it may be asked how is
'dellberatlon disconnected from the VOﬂCVS which suggests

the end, since the first step in deliberation must be an

: é'pprec-i&tion of the end. This helps close the gap between

proha:l.resis and ﬁou)\'r]o*ls, and further strengthens the desire

plus reason aspect.
Thé problem is stated again by And.o,23 that '"deliberation
may be the efficient cause of desire as well (as the materia:_l),a%gj'

and the .desire which presupposes such deliberaf‘ion was called

not a prohairesis but a ouM)eis,  This wish, being a

calculated d_ésire, wae more highly estimated than zmpl)}.ll,o( or
BU}A 66 «"" In a previous chapter of Ando's work,‘25 the function
of wishing was examined in detail, and this distinction between
the two meanings of deliberation was made:

"On the one hand deliberation, or reasoning is an

egtimation about the end; on the other, the search for
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-‘tﬁé:means to realise>a désire. Wish presuﬁposes
deliberétion in the fofmervsensé,lbut deliberation
in the latter sense presupposes wish, and through
the’ co~operation of this deliberation and the wish,

results the will (prohairesis), which. is called

deliberated desires Will and wish are rational in
different senses and both co-exist Wifhout_cohtra-
'dict;ion"'.z6

. 7. Theé bearing of prdhainegis on goodngss and vice,

lliérﬁ 3 = 13115 a'gz Ariétoﬁle now proceeds to apply his
hdéginitigp;df cﬁoice to h;s-mAih subject, virtue, and the
irq?ﬁlt affords an interesting COmparison with Epiotétus.
Ad?ivities-in which virtues are exercised deal only with means N?
to an end; actions deéling w;th means are done by-choice,

( _KolT;t ﬁp?a_tllpe'.flv ), therefore virtue and vice are the

resuit of'rrghgir?sis, for prohairesié is where we are free

‘ )' 3 & " ) ’ ot A ™ "
to act, ( G4L, piv To KPATTEWNV ) and have responsibility, since
) 27

its objects are within our power to say 'yes! or 'mo' to.
» / .

Thus -an action done = €K TWpodiPEOE€6)S is an action for which

the agent 18 responsible in that he is exhibiting moral

virtue or vice. Because of this, prohairesis is the essential

functioﬁvéf“a-man, and that which displays character; thus it

is his most essential self, again a dominant notion in Epictetus.
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This has already been shown in the act of pgphairesis:aa

for to make ‘the thing deéliberated into choice, the agent

W ‘ T
brings the moving principle ( 7] dpxﬁ ) into himself

S
4

S /7 \
( ears ExUTOV ) and to the ruling part of himself (els TO
’
'ﬁ"Y oupevov),
Aristotle adds an interesting concluding note to this

29

section™ which again has bearing on Epictetus' teaching,

that our dispositions (é‘gﬁls ) and actions afe not volﬁntary
inlthe samé way: we can control action from beginning to end;

but with é'fels we control the beginnings but they are added

to imperceptibly., Yet in so far as we are free to use them im | »
a particular way or not, they are vbluntary. This is to say )
that virtue lies in .€ €IS npoxtpe_ﬂx;:’t_ rather than in

single virtuous acts. The é}@ls, which amount to our own

character, are such that they tend to prompt a choicej this

added qualification causes prohairesis for Aristotle to

. dpproximate more closely to. a state of being free to choose / ?

good or evil, and this is its meaning in Epictetus.

3. Desire and reason in Prohairesis. (N.E. Book VI.)

- From the above account, it may be concluded that prohairesis

is for things im our power, and as such, is responsible for
! o .
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- guides our conduct in moral virtue.

42,

ggb‘dness hnd'mékedness, and also that-in prqha'izjesis there is
a combination of reason and impulse or désiré. In this gection

o‘thér- passages from book VI of- the Ethics,. wh:.ch deals with the

" intellectual virtues, will be considered in the iight of the

account of prohairesie given :Ln book iii.
Whilst much of book VI is an analytical account of the

i.ntellectq,al virtues, which ‘do not concern the present study,

. : : . - N
"the »purpose -of the 'bhook is to give meaning to the phrase 3,:905

AO)'OS s which is the determ:ming factor of the mean which
30 '.I'he e'ge:s ﬂpompaﬂxm which
constltut_e virtue consist in the observing of a mean, that is,

discrimination about passion and conduct, determined by a

’ ’ :
principle, (A °Yw )., Now this logos becomes :)‘0_005 if it iB_-_

as a prudentiman would &etermine, (ws :“‘__’ ° S‘P;‘”F";S g/’""’e"").
Thus th'e chief aim of book -VI is td si;gié out ¢P5v.'o7ws from
the other 1ntellectual virtues.

The intellectual virtues are the virtues of the rational .
soul, an‘d the rational soul has two funct;i.ons: it is the @ '

of contemplatlng, (1) invarlables, this ig the csdian"timé

"int‘ellect ("° 5"""’7#""“‘ v )v],alil‘ d.(11) variables, this is the
talcnlating .mﬁellect, (T8 Ao} !

Kd’v

Three elements ':i:.-n the soul control action and attainment

. of truth:Zicéyeis (sensation),v6Us (intellect), and o pc¥€’s

‘(impulse or.deeire)., Affirmation and negation, (X«TL{&IS and
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> .7 ~ : ' ’ {
aToPd6is) are to v6US what pursuit and avoidance (Brw¥is 4"’)’") )

are to 5’,;3‘(::; 2

'a(’lio“@?)o'ls piays no direct part in moral
action. Hence, from the conclusions already reached in Book
III that moral virtue is a state of character concerned with
choice, and that choice is deliberate desire, it follows f:hat,
if the choice is to be good, the reasoning must be true and
the desire right, ( ;P 5‘6 ). The good and bad state of
speculative thought (1o énldTU”l.ovmolv) is truth and
falsehood, but the good of the practical intellect, which is
the 4>;$$vqns of the AeyIoTIKSV is the attaitiment of truth
corresponding to right desire.33

Next follows a definition of prohairesis, and the context

isi important: in book III prohairesis was defined with respect

to the voluntary and possibilities, hence its closeness to .
Bo’u/\euﬂs. Here in book VI it is defined directly in relation
to thought and action. Thought alone cannot be a Kl’vna'ls of
action, for an action implies a good or an end ( €5“’P°’~§'lﬂ‘ )

. 4
and this is the aim of desire. Prohairesis is the cause (7] :(qu)

of action, and the cause of prohairesis is desire and reasoning

! b ¢ ¢ fo A\~ e
directed to some end, (,’ope“f,ls Keli )\o.y_oso.@xu TIVOoS ).34 @\mk

- .

Therefore prohairesis invoives thought and a disposition

o </ ‘
of character, ( ’59“"') Eg’S )e>? Thus prohairesis may be

\ -
either desire bearing on thought, ( Bpem’mos vous ), or
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¢ A ’
thought bearing on desire (39&(15 SidvonTiKg ); and man as
/
&f)qu (cause of moral action) is a combination of desire

and intellect, that is, p;ohéinesis.je

Greenwood remarks37 that the view of prohairesis as

. o/
3‘0%; )xéyos and t’bpa‘;] OPﬁgis was a major advance in ethical

psychology on Aristotle's part, other philosophers having held

that prohairesis could be explained totally by logos or by
glpegls « The struggle of ?pév'r)ﬂs agaiﬁst gPGS'Q. was
a common theme iﬁ Fifth Century tragedy. ‘A striking example
is the contrast between the attitudes of Crysothemis and Electra
in Sophocles! 'Electra', the one following and advising ¢pSV7¢U,
the other carried along through natural filial impulses.38

I now pufn briefly to the question what malkes choice good

choice, since we have seen as a characteristic of prohairesis,

that it is responsible for goodness and vice. Goodness and
badness of an action must depend on the gopdness and badness
of both reasoning and desire. Therefore the kind of reasoning
that has to do with actiom, $povneis or Roulevats, can never
be called good in itself, whereas other kinds of reasoning

can be good in themselves if they atfain the truth; The former
kind of reasoning can only be good when harmonised with good
desire., The two functions in combinationzkd-re'ttlua’l_s, the

attraction of reason, must correspond to, i.e. have the same
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‘object as, Sfngis (attraction of desire).39 ‘But before ‘there

is good prohalresis, two further conditlons must be fulfilled:

Lo

the 1 _gggg must be true, and the desire correct. .The correct-
ness of reasoning occasions Arietotle's account of:¢P3V¢7UWS;
t@ough even there, as will be seen laéer in discueeing the
praetical syllogisﬁ,'this cahﬁot be done,'becaﬁse of its very
nature, without reference to thé desiring element. For the
momenf consideration will be giVen to tﬁe correctness of -
desire and in partlcular the relation of correctness of desire
to correctness of reason. This discussion oceurs at 1144 a 203
Greenwood comments on these lines:
“Real goodness or Bedness of logos and spe€is is
determined in part by'fhe character of the end to which
they }ead; and-as the character of the end is determined
by the character in itself.of one of the means combined
with.the character in itself of.the other means, it follows
that the character of the 10gos in itself determines the
real cliar'aet_er of the gps_fls s and the character of the
:pegls in itself determines the real character of the
logos ".hl |

This demonstrates that whilst for the purpose of analysis

7 : /
prohairesis or c}povqws can be divided up into ZPGSIS and
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logos, in p;actice they are insepérable. Aristbtle helps
to clarify the position by split{;ing the elements and examining
their functions when no longer‘organically fused:ﬁa' When
¢povmois is dissolved of its virtue element, (1.e.3pe¥rs )
it becomes-Serv;1W7s (cleverness). Similarly when viftue is
deprived of its 4’P';V°7°"5 element, (i.e. the logiecal), it
becomes naturai virtue, ( cﬁUd'lK't\] &Pe;rr/) ). That is,
moral virtue and practioallknéwledge are ﬁhat they ;%e because
they are two things co-operating. Natural gqodndsé'ie the
kiﬂd of ‘'goodness' displayed by animals, déing_the.right
things bj instiﬁc€§ but since they do not do them by choice

or will, (prohairesis), they are not- good in the true sense.l"3

Cleverness is a rationqlly thought out course of acfion just
as ﬂOQ’XGUO'IS is. It is means directed tbﬁarjds an end,
but cut off from any idea of willing or choosing this course
of action for a partiqular good; cleverness is the mere
capacity for doing things to the aim'proposed, (as a computer
could work cut and follow:a means to a proposed end); the aim

may be goed or bad, But with the fusion of moral virtue and

/ . .
¢P ov?7ois, will or determined choice, (prohairesis) makes
its appearance, and the resulting action can be said to be
Il |

good in the true sense.

This definition of cleverness is pursued by Miss Anscombe
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in her essay, Thought and Action in Aristotlc ™ as a means

to a possible solution of an ambiguity she discerns in

Aristotle's use of the term prohairesis. She states the

inconsistency as féllows: Prohai:esis is what is determined

byideliberation, (Book III)} the man of ill-restraint does
not choose, ( "P°°"P°("M3V°' ) fhe actiéns into which his
ill-restrained character leads him; the man of ill—restréint,
though acting against his convictions, does on occasions
determine what ﬁq do by:deliberation.h6

Anscombe's resolution of the inconsistency displayed in
these theses, is to say that choice 43 of something determined
not by any sort of deliberation. In other words choice and
deliberation are not inseparable: there can be deliberation
that is not adopted by choice. For as well as deliberation
in forming a choice, there is deliberation in executing a
choice; this is qleverness, and also (which the essay fails

to notice), deliberation in falling from the prohairesis to
\ 47

the position of akrasia.
This solution for the most part corresponds with the

account ofékwérqs given above, But Miss Anscombe finds this

solution imprecise and not entirely satisfactory., Whilst

much of the essay is a criticism rather than an interpretation

of Aristotle's position, it is worth noting that the main
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diffictlty is that Aristotle seems to place choice arbitrarily
in the chain of deliberation stretching from deliberation of
the end, to the immediate thing I can do without having to.

consider how to do it.'l"'8

| The only guidance Aristotle gives

o . . N
‘is that choice occurs when the moral character, (139‘!—“"7 e§'s )
is involved.

. Throughout this section there has been sOmeudiffichlty;

(and Miss Anscombe's essay bears this out) in seeing prohairesis

as the kind of activating principle it was seén to be in
book III. It is not' easy from the discussion in book VI, to
put one's finger on a point.in the line .of thought and action

where prohairesis or choice occurs, It rather seems to?be a

necessary concomitant of cfpévnc'l,s and virtue. Our prohairesis

is our own character, for through it we are ffée,.of self-
deﬁérmined. But it is unclear where th9 staft of this sélff'
determinism lies. The problem is examined~5y Joachim.k?
He uses as a basis for his discussion the distinction

between non-rational and rationai capacities given in the

: \ "~ /
Metaphy_sics,.so Man's character is at first dvvauers rdv évatvrivv

(ige. he has rational capacities). These are capabilities for
realising opposites; and in order to decide which of the

opposites 1is to be realised, iﬁDGf'S or prohairesis is
51

necessary. This purposing factor theréforé, according to
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Joachim's first interpretation is the 'all important factor

determining the issue'. The prohairesis is not mere

capricious will, but the ‘'expression of man's nature, the
nature, that is, of a reasoning and deliberating as well as
desiring being'. Thus man is self-determined from an
established ché.racter.52

It is not within the scope of this chapter to discuss
at length the practical syllogism.53-ﬁﬁt attention needs
to be drawn to the practical s&llogism in so far as it is
precisely in this mode of reasoning that 6pe€is appears
to intrude into logos. ¢PSveIs is defined as a truth
attaining rational quality ;oncerned with action in relation

to things that are good for human beings.Bu

It expresses
itself in practical s&llogisms whose conclusions ére
prohairesdis, (purposes) which immediately become actions.
But ¢P6V‘Y)°'!9 is not only a rafional quality.55 Nor
conversly are animals.capable of it since it requires the
power to form universal concepts.56 |
The practical syllogiém cannot strictly fall into the
class of logical syllogisms, since individuglising particulars

and individual values are involved both in the minor premise

and conclusion. The mode seems to be:
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ﬁajdr premise: a general conception, A thing X is
good and should be done by such and
such a man,

Minor premise: Particular. I am such a man and
this particular is such and such a
t@ing.

Conclusion: I should do X here and now.57

The individualising_of the logos in the minor premise,
converting it from the abstract rule to the singular object
shows the intrusion of ope€is , since impﬁlse is directed to
particulars rather than to a type of ob;ject,s-8 for the
particular of the minor premise can only be apprehended by
affo'ﬂr,o'rs.59 |

Greenwood urges that%%egﬁ is p:esent already in the
formulation of the major premise, and brings the fusion of
gpegls and logos into this major premise formulated by

CfPéV’]O'IS.SO It is sufficient for the present purpose,

however, to conclude that the combination of 3};?5 and lgﬂgg

can be traced to the function of ¢péveis throﬁgh the practical
syllogism.

Here I may add a note on Aristotle's concept of j ?

and Bhantasiasl (imageé), especially as'the same terms are N

fundamental to understanding the Stoic theory of knqwledge
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which was adopted in principle by Epictetus. Generally in
Aristotle, 470(0V5H€VOV is a middle term between the receiving
of a sensé impression-and intellection, in the form knowledge
of thinking, sometimes described as inert seneation.62 The
th.Né}LeVd are accompanied by pleasure and pain], and
thereby arise desire. _
Noﬁrit is the 3@e§ls that accompanies the phantasia that
iﬁ the first instance is respomsible for conduct, thus making
desire more necessary than intellect. The object of desire,
(the phantasiai) will be either the good or the apparent good.
But through the -fu.n.ction'ing of ¢Pévﬂﬂ$ only the true good
will be accepted aﬁd.posited as an end or ﬁofJAno‘ts. When
the $§POV70IS fails to function, the Spedis will
manifest itself in the form of passion or appetite.aa In
other words through moral virtue as é’fecs KLl cw“parmﬂll we
are-responsible for what use we make of the gh?ntasiai. This

is the argument with which Aristotle counters Socrates'

paradox, no ome is willingly wicked, in book 111.%%

k, Akrasia. (N,E. Book VII).

In this section will be considered the account of akrasia,

(i11-restraint), which begins book VII of the Nicomachean Ethics.
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In view of a possible interpretation of Epictetus' position
.'concerning the n&ﬁq (passions), attention should be drawn
to three facets of Aristotle's account: 1. .The congideration

of akrasia as a temptation, through the irratiomnal parts, to

vice. 2. The part played by prohairesis in the man of ill-
restraint, (fhe &erc'r"')s e 3. The involvement both of
irrational and rational elements in the position of the -
“:(Kpat Tr]’g : again the inter-action of emotion or desire,
aﬁd reason., These fhree concerns are s0 closely inter-related,
that rather than discuss each separately, it would seem best
to follow tho.rough Aristotle's account to appreciate what
contributions are made to eéch.
| Moral virtue is concerned with feelings ‘and actions, .

( mepl ﬂ@r) Kt ﬂpoltfe.lg_).,65 and this is combined with a rational
estimaté of the mean as regards passions. That is, it is
right ( 5€1 ) to feel anger or fear for some things and
to desire sope things up to a certain lrl.m.’l.t:.s6 Thus voluntary
actions must inciude actions done in giving way to passions,
for the irrational passions ( Tx @)\oyd n‘égq ) are no less /
part of man than reason is. In this passage the position of
akrasia is fore-shadowed when Ariétotle asks what difference

there is, as rdgards their voluntary nature, between wrong

acts committed deliberately and wrong acts done in anger,
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( T& ke Aoyicpov o Bupsv &.{.ucpm)_@év_m).é"

These two types of wrong-doing, though both voluntary
actions, are disting_uished further -in Book V. If a man does
an injury from choice or set purpose ( ex ﬂPOleé’O‘é,wS ),68
he is guilty of iniustice,‘:; The man who acts from a fit of
passion or anger is guilty of a lesser kind of injustice. It
is worth noting that Aristotle does not s:tate that actions

2 el
done from passion ('r.‘x EK 9UH- oV ), are done without prohairesis,

but merely ouvk &K 1\'P0’VOId~S s not from fore=thought,

Such passages as this look forward to the full account |
of akrasia in book VII, where the man of ill-resfraint is
defined. He ié one who gives way ( EKkoTATIKSS ) on account
of passion contrary to the 3P90\5 Aayos , but his passions do
not over-master him to the extent that he believes it right to
pursue pleasures in a reckless ma.nner.69 Thus the man of ill-
restraint stands mid-way between the virtuous man who stands
firm by his choice, and the truly wicked man (6 «KOA®G Tos)
who deliberately makes ‘a vicious choice. In the ;Kpd'rv'ys the
:(Px:‘] is étill preserved, and the z(PX;'] presumeably is.

70

the principle governing his choice. Thus there are two
degrees of wrong-doing, sk oA«dix and akrasia, the former
being due from the beginning to wrong appetition, (3P€§‘$ )y

the latter due to the mastery over a good will by desire.
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The first part of Aristotle's explanation of ,the &xpd'rr;s
positién. concerns the question of whether the J(prrﬁs fails
knowingly, and if so, in what senseé of knowing. Aristotle
significantly abandons the view that the virtuous man a'czfs
with k.powledge but the «Kp«TRHs with mere opinion. It is
rather the dégree of conviction that matters, and there can
be as much lack of conviction over knowledée as there can
over 0pinion.;7l

Aristotle therefore analyses knowledge, dividing it into,
1. the é’g:s of knowledge; 2. the 9&001-"’& of knowlé;q’fgé.

The §'§ns is a state of héving know_ledge’; it ié'a potential
rather than an actual. This 'kind-_of knowledge, which tends to
be general and lateht, the &M_Pdﬂfs has. The fecs P;d is the
consciousness of knowing in its application, the actuality .of
knowing. Hence it ié knowing involving particulars and the
self, me here and now, The :(KPO‘T r)’s fails in this. Thus
he kﬁbwa the right pi'ihciple s but is not actuall'y realising
its meaning. Now he can act againét an zfls , a general
knowledge which remains abstract, though.he could not-act
against a realisation of the principle in its particular
a.spect.72 _

Aristotle next illustrates this scientifically, (4’”“""“’5)

in the light of the practical syllogie.m.73 Briefly the argument
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is this, There are two major premises in the form of uAiversal
concepts: 1l. All sweet things ought not to be tasted; 2. All
sweet things are pleasant; and there is a minor premise: This
thing here is sweet. The :mpac'rr')s reaches the conclﬁsion, _
'this(thing is pleasant and so mugt be tasted‘, since the désire
involvéd'idlmajor-premise 2, overcomes the nafural conclusion
of the restrained man, 'this tﬁing oﬁéﬁt.not to be tasted'.
Thus the opinion of thelaxpaﬂﬁqip thelqonclusion, fails not

in itself, (this thing is pleasant), but in the desire, (and
so must be tasted). Thus in the case of the dipatis it is
possible for a syllogism, the cqgclusiqn of whicﬁ is a bad

act, to exist side by side with the knowléage of the majgf
premise, that is, a practical pfihciple which the act violates.74
'The problems rai;ed‘f&-thislgyllogism are discussed by

75

 Joachim whb concludes that the error of the &nﬁkfﬁs-arises
from a collision occurring from the minor premise being a§
5%}« dJa'equu76 which is enforced by an GﬂlgUFld (desire),
and the desire to taste collides with the ma jor prem;se.
Akrasia has been interpreted as a conflict of desirés,77
that is, the desire of the good conflicting with the desire of
the pleasant, tﬁis conflict being decided after an interval of
hesitation (which might entail secondary deliberation; see

below), by the strength of contending imaginative pictures,
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(phantasiai). This .interpretatioﬁ is notable in that it
com.es very near to Epictetus' theory o.f'.persua.sive P hanﬁasiai
overmastering reasomn, (i.e. feason aé Aristotle's ;a'tioné.iw,
B o:J)\‘r] ois of the good);78 it does however séem to omit

the part played by prohairesis in the &K poc‘r-és .

Aft_er' an analysis of 'thé objects of al:'xias’ia, Aristotle _
distinguishes two kinds of akrasia, impe't-uous.ness‘. (wp °;'r;r§‘°‘ )
and weakness, ( koBévein ). The weak deliberate, but are
prevented from keeping to théir resolufion on account of
passion. Thev impulsive are led on by ﬁaésion without stopping
to de:l.':!;l;erate,'?9 There seems to be a d:i.fficulty here as
regards the notion of prohairesis. The ;txpat'r-r;g is one

. .
who acts against his prohairesis (T""P;‘ ""'P"‘“Pe""").80 :

In 8o far as he has made a choice, and a right choice, he
must have deliberated, (book IIi), but now it apbears that a
certain class of :tx-pé('r‘r]"s ’ the,impetuous, act without
deliberation. There could p'ossibly 1;9 reference to secondary
deliberation here, that is, deliberation on whether to depart

81

from the prohairesis. This kind of deliberation is not

accompanied by prohairesis, and therefore does not negate the

former prqhair esis,

This explanation would contradict Burnet's note on 1148 a

) .
6, ( M7 T Tpodipeshut), in which he states that gkrasia is
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3 ’ : /
caused by e‘n’leuy.'wt which excludes ﬂouz\euws « The
impulsive typefOf akrasia is therefore still acting;éOntrar&

to a prohairesis. A further difficulty however occurs at

1151 a 1 where the .terin,o'l G:’Kd'fa(TIKO"l, (presumeably referring

to the imphiaive) is used, and contrasted with those ‘who

know the right principle but do not keep if, whence it appears

that the iméulsive, (if the identity is correct) have had
82

no prohairesis, and here we must concur with Burnet — that

of éMG'TKTlKOI( are not the &Kpot'rr,)s as studied in the

previous account.
S5+ Reason and Desire in Plato.

It has beenﬁfemarked in an earlier section that Aristotle
made an important advance in the theory of conduct by
aoceptiné a fusion of desire and reason in the very act of _
choosing the good. In so far as Aristotle explains his.theory
in manageable psychological terms, this is a significant
contributiqn.

Yet before him Plato had already appreciated tﬁe
difficulties of assessing the roles of reason and desire; for
as with Aristotle, and in contrast to the Stoics, he was ready

to assess the whole soul in all its parts. Thus he was forced



58

to fake account of the irrational as well as the rational.
This is shown, as far as the human soul is concerned, in the

83

account of the'tripartite soul in the Republic, and the
same is true of the world soul whose motions include the
rational and the irrational: reflection, forethought,
deliberétidn; and joy, fear, love and their'bppositée.su
Whilst the mutual functioning of desire and reason is an idea

85

alreédy present in the Symposium, a number of critical
studies on Plato have shown that in the later dialogues, notably

Philebus, Timaeus and Laws, there is greater consideration
86

given to the importance of the irrational functions.
In asseséing the parts played by reason and desife in
Flato's concept of the good life, it is convenient to consider
the tﬁree stages in the developmént of his ethics as given by
Walsh:87 l. The cognitivist stage; 2. The psychological
stage; 3. The habituation stage. TheC@8nitivist stage,
réprésented chiefly by the Phaedo, regards moral conduct as
dependent on knowledge. ,Ihiéfis largely the Socratic position,
'virtue is knowledge', with little psychological awarenessj
éocrates accepted no position of akrasia. The only desire
present in Socrates is the noblest: desire for the good and
love of knowledge.88

The psychological stage is that taken up in the Republic
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by the tripartite division of the sou1,89

The req_o_“gnition of
conf.licting“motions in ithe soul causes Plato to di%riﬁ_é the

soul into a rational (Koyw"rmc'W) and a desiring '(Em&m r(ruév)
part, T_his ‘has arisen from the discussion of a’mt}porévn
(tempera_nce),go by ‘which virtue the better part of the soul

91

holds mastery over the worse part. The actual psychological

conflict is expressed in the amecdote of the thirsty man , 2%
from which it is concluded that impulsive désires (et Oﬁ-pd-fat 9>
are'sometimes curbed by réaaon.

Having established that there are these two elements :Ln
the séml, often conflicting, Plato turns fo the third, the
spirited element (T:’ 90M08156’S). For the present study, this
is the most interesting part of the discussion, since this
element is neutral as regards reason and unreason, yet it is
clearly not reason but some driving force, comparable witﬁ the
guardians of the ideal state. Its natural functio‘n'however

is to ally itself with réason,gu

but through bad upbringing
. e M -~ o - N - 95 K
(UTO K«LK)s Tpogds) it could help unreason. The idea
of a driving force behind what reason has deliberated is

similar to Aristotle's prohairesis, which was seen to be a

partly irrational concept putting into action the ¢onclusions
of deliberation, which as yet remained inert thought. Thus

’
Buy ©0S may represent an approach to the will, and lead to
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96

the part of desire in prohairesis. In Plato's account however

fheré is more emphasis on diﬁiéion in the soul-thap}pnityipf
function. Aristotle attempfed to redress the bal;;égrin his
account of épo'vqns, where his logical, or scieﬁfi#ic (-#U"" KDS)
approach97 is more amenable to unity than Plato's'analytical
and diagrammatic method. But in each can be diécerned the .
three functions: thinking, reacting emotionally,'gnd desiring
apfetitively.98 |

Plato reaches no solution on the psychological details of
the parts functioning together, yet he seems to recognige thgt
once a psychic act begins, the entire soul is theredby function-
99 2 100

ing. The passage on temperance and theiy«pdﬂih

recognises this virtue as essentially that which produces the
correct harmony between the differént elements.lol The
importance of the tripartite division therefore is that Plato
recognises an irrational factor in the mind itself, and can
develoj a view of moral evil being the result of psycho}ogioal

conflict ( ordois ),102

and that PuUy” tends to make
all E?Tlguyjd a dangerous rival of reason, though when the
soul is really acting in harmony under the control of reason,
the desiring element also finds its fulfilment.l03 |

The Philebus presents a qloser account of the blenéing of

desire and reason in the good life. I believe this to be a
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key dialogue ih the present study, on three scores. .First it
considers certain pleasures to be an essential pé?t'éf the good
life. Plafo'g analysis of pleasures shows ghaf‘fhey~are’§ery
closely related to the objects of the desiring'eleﬁept in the
Republic. In the Republic, desires were held to be neéessarily
human, therefore the reason in the soul must acbommo@ate them.
In Philebus, pléasures are seen to be necessary for the proper
functioning of any organism,‘therefore even human goodness will
not be complete without then. If is as if there is now a
welcoming of pleasgre by Plato rather than a tolerdtion of
desires, (which are néCesséry for the attainment of pleasure).
Only the Gods can live a life of pure thought; ¥ man should
follow a mixed life of pleasure and intelligence: "Imagine one
of us cﬁoosing to live in the possession of intelligence,
thought, knqwledge and a complete memory of everything, but
without an atom of pleasure, or indeed of pain, 1n‘a condition
of utter insensibility to such things".lo5

Hence in Plato there now appears a combination of reason .
for the good, and desire for the pleasure, that was seen in
m:s concept of 496\”10':5 ; moreover, by combiniﬁg the
two lives, the mixed life has an end, it is'nékeos (whereas the
two lives severally have no-end), and as having an end,'the

R N ’
notion of choice-worthiness ( To of'PéTPV ) can be a.ppl:‘Led.l06
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Thé_se@ond»réason for attaching importance to the Philebug
is the dominance given to reason in the blend of.intelligénée
and pleasures. Three points may be noted. Fifgéffﬁét‘in the
blending, the pleasures that be admitted angyéhose aﬁbngp}e to
thought. These are the pleasures that require intellebihal
capacity, and particulgrly the apprehgnsion of béauty;lo?
Second, there is an approach to the A;istotelian doctriﬂe of
the ‘'mean', in considé#ihg pleasures as part of thei&!wh(the
unliﬁited),los‘upon ﬁhicp intelligence must set a limit, and
the combinafiop of the limit (reason) upon the unlimited
(pleasure and pain) produces the blending, or the mixed life.
~ Thus the four factors defined in 23C;26D, intelligence, the
ﬁnlimited,_the limit and the mixture are involved. This givés
rise to the third point, that the two ingredients of the blend
are thought and pleasure, and the blending agent is itself
thought or intelligence. %? Thus the good 1life seems heavily
weighted on the side of reasomn, but of a reason and intelligence
that is fully aware of its_envirpnment, and which man has as
his distinctive power for the intelligent ordering of life with
respect to environment,

The third and final reason for the importance of this
dialogue in relgti&n to later philosophy, is Plato's classifica-

- tion Jf-pleaeures. The sections of the dialogue on true and
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false pleasuresy and the judgement of them have much in common

with the Stoicunotion of p_h&ntasiai as conce:l.ved.-fﬁ-.y’Epictstus.llo
The notion of pleasure being dependent on memory?'ll in

pleasurs's of anticipation is particularly relevant. Moreover,
the other class of false pleasures, those where pleasure is‘
sccpmpanied by pain, shows Plato's awareness still of "psycholog-
ical cbn-flict', and that it is easy to a‘ck;nowl‘é‘&ge s'uéh pleasurss.
as good, thereby being led into a position of akrasig. :

Before leaving this psychological stage, a comparison of
) the use of. Boukqﬂs (wish) in Plato and Aristotle may be observed.
The object of ,Bo u)\’)ﬂ'ls 112 is a man's true happiness, though
man can fail in achieving this through temptation from desire.
Thus moral conduct involves correct reaction in the face of
emotions in order to attain the end he fundamentally wishes,
his /gou)\‘qo'ls . Therefore what he wishes (& ,Bew\e"‘v“ )
and what seems best to ‘him: L.n LV &‘q ,Qe/\'rco‘rov GNou) are
‘identical. To Plato themy instinctive or irrational reaction
to moral 'sihhatiohs —:l.'.s as -essentia.l to &mc‘ﬁ']m as is a purely
intelle‘cf-ua-l a.i;t::l.tm:le"o]']'3 |

It remains to egarnins i’lato's final stage:'of-éfhical theory,
that of habituation prssented in the laws. Here the virtue of
the common man is not based on knowledge, nor on the reasoning

respons:i.b?’_L—fl;:1.1:_5r to control desires, but rather én a process of

conditioning. Plato in no way diminishes the role of desire:
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on the_codtrary, desire is seen to be such a strong factor in
hunan ngagiqur that Plato now sees that his earlier expecta-
tion that reason, if properly nurtured, would find the right
harmony in accommodating itself to desire, had proved to be
too optimistic for fhe’majority of men. Further, it was the
conditioning of desires which was the focus of his education
ppogramme. This education of the ybung should not be compared
with the popular teaching of the.Stoics, who exhorted men to
1ift theméelves above desire and to obey reason. Plato's
education system was an attempt to discipline the emotions but
not abolish them.

There is in this respect a certain amount of carresjondence
with the Philebus. The mixed life is again advocated,llg and
in pleasures and in pains it is necessary to embrace thf mean

( :tfnoifedao(l T0 ye’o'ov . ), and in Laws 653 B 1:.he emotions,

pleasure, love and their opposites are said to spring up rightly
( ‘;PBQS ) in an infant's soul. It is the purpose of the
education to produce an agreement between the f&elings of
pleasure and pain, an& the law, which is based on reason.115
This education is concerned with controlling the mean in
pleasures and pains.l16 Music and dancing, for instance, should
be regulated to provide just the rigﬁt amount of pleasure.117

Yet this habituation stage does in 6ne respect at least
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come near to the Stoic concept of will, that it should be in
accordance with nature; The education process is designed to
condition a person to desire of his own accord action in
obedience to the iaws. In the laws the individual does not

have unrestricted freedom, but his feelings, therefore his will,
if properly educated, will be content to follow the laws. This
is clear from a closer look at Plato's definition of education

s He first remarks that in the infanf, goodness

119

at 653 4 - C.
and badness first enter the soul through pléasures and pains,
Eventually a rational account (logos) is grésped, and the child
assents to it. This assent as a whole ( gU}LTT;“"OL ) is
goodness, while the part of it that is rightly trained with
respect to pleasure, is education. Education therefore moulds
our feelings to accord with the law. The Stoics, however whilst
agreeing that the will should accord with the law of nature,

did not follow Plato's psychological approach to 6ondifioning.
but relied on verbal precepts and maxims of the Stoic school.
Plato's theory is more akin to the é’g:s TTPO“‘PGTIK"I] of

Aristotle, but where the prohairesis is conditioned in child-~

hood and infancy, and even further back than that. This early
psychological conditioning is noted by Morrowlao as an advance
on Spartan upbringing in recognising sentiment as the mainspring

of action in the majority of men. Habits, before they réally
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become part of the individual, must be accompanied by the

appropriate feelings of pleasure and painj mere discipline is

not sufficient,

6., Other Platonic trends of thought récurring in Epictetus.

At this point it is convenient to list the principle

Socratio eleménts found in Epictetus' teaching, as collected

by Souilhé:

1.

2.

3.

.

S.

7.

121

All men sin voluntarily.

Knowledge consists in the understanding éf oneself,
and a life without refutation (réfutatién,&vefe'mﬂos)
is not worth living.

The. understanding of concepts is closely conjoined
to the understanding of oneself.

From the correct ﬁnderstanding of oneself comes the
correct relationship to things exterior.

The belief in Providence, which demands on the part
of man obedience and submission to the divine will,
Man must have a knowledge of hisirelationships

with God which give rise to feelings of divinity and
holiness.

Self-sufficiency.
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8. True knowlédge not only guides men to live their lives,
but to-live them correctly.

9. L'eudémonisme (the spirifual happiness of one'é whole
composite beiné).

Several of these points are embraced by the Soc¢ratic
position; 'virtue is knowledge' and his concept of personal
morélity. In the fifth centur&, confusion arose ovér what
cémprised the good life,_and with it, the criticism of
traditional values. Socfates was the first to teach that there
was a good as an objeétive value, both above the individual
and at the same time determining the value of thé individual.
Man must be neglectful of external gecod things and become
conscious of the principal good and strive to acquire knowledge
of it.122

However, on the subject of knowledge and right conduct
(Soullhé's points numbers 1, 2 and 8), enough has already been
said in considering the Aristotelian and Plationic position

on akrasia and knowledge.];'23

Soullhe's remaining points fall
into three groups: 1l. Those dealing with the importance of
the essential self (points 3 and 4); 2. those dealing with

the concepts of God and Providence (points 5 and 6); 3. those
dealing with the gnd of life, happiness, a condition of which

is self-sufficiency (points 7 and 9). I shall treat these in
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order:
| 1, It was essential to Socrates' teaching_ that man's
interest was ultimately in the self, where alone his good
was to be attained. A new meaning was given tc; o-w'cﬁpoo‘:w'q,
n-b longer 'common sense', but self-control, and with it the
terms ’ey-rKPc;c'relot ax;d akrasia were adopted: mastery of
self, and the opposite. This love of self, love of one's
personal goodness, and therefore love of knowledge was the
one”kind of desire that Socrates did allow.lau N
This poinf of éthical_teaching is continued in the Platonic
diglogues, with just a hint of modification in the Laws, that
the majority of men should recognise the limitation of thei‘}
own knowledge and trust their betters. These peopl’elare
criticised for excessive love of self (T"‘}V d'dlggpd éxvTdY c}nklldt'),
and that is love of a badly adjusted self. 2?

The point is taken up by Aristotle in the Nicomachean
126 '

Ethics. He justifies ¢‘l>\o(UTl,o( (love of se“l‘f‘) .provided the
love is of the essential self, that is,the most dominant part,
just,éé the most perfect f'rié"iﬁ&ship is when the whole character
or personality of each is comprehended in the union. This is
also the most permanent sinc¥ moral character ié ﬁhe most

127

pernanent possib.fl_.e bond, The essential self, the dominant

.\ / -~ .
part, is f_r,'c‘!‘noffot r\oyov fqv, (as opposed to o xgtr;t m’tﬂo;), that
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is, our reasoned acts are felt to be in the fullest sense our
own voluntary acfé. It has already been shown fiom Book III
of the Ethics that in any moral action, the respomnsibility lies

in prohairesis, ahd s0 prohairesis must exhibit the self in

its fullest sense, that is, the self as a responsible person.
Man's real self i:s Voﬂué s for when we talk aboui; being self-
restrained or unrestrained, we are ruled or failing‘to be

ruled by rational intelligence ( Té Kp«TTEiv Tév viby 1"; 1.4.1'7 ).
The importance of this passage128 and its connection with
‘ﬁﬁéictetus is the emphasis on the rational part as the ruling
and in every way the highest part of man, in fact the man

himself. This is in Epictetus, the prohairesis obedient to
129

a rational hegemonikon (ruling element).

2. The concept of a ruling providence, which is acocepted
by Epictetus is largely Stoic doctrine. The notion of the
divine plays little part in Aristotle's Ethics, apart from the
discussion of vé\;s in Book X, whicﬁ will be considered under
3 below. Dewpix is the activity of the God > which humans
can only partake of in so far as they share the divinity.
Whilet this theory does approach the Stoic belief that the
highest part of man, his reason, is an  apospasma (a portion)
of the divine reason, it does not come veryxgéar.to the concept

of divine guidance of the universe. MNoreover the Aristotelian
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doctrine of raecapfd is generally viewed by scholars as a
qutqnio interlude, and it is to Plato we must turh to find
closer correlation with the Stoics on this question, and
particularly to the later dialogues where the idea of a world
soul gains prominence.

Crombie suggestsl3l

that the development of ethical
teaching from the earlier to the later dialogues is that in
the earlier works, goodness is what is reguired by human
purposes, whilst in the-later works, it is what is required by
nature'é purposes, 'What is our place in the Cosmos?! Thus.
Plato comes near thé‘Stoics in regarding a cosmic re&soh
operating on our iﬁtelligénce, as.we.have already obs;rved in
the Philebus,132 making the 'miéed life' good, A number of
passages in the gggg'deﬁonstrate similaf doctrine, that man
must regulate his life to accord with what God has ordained.
It has*&lreadj been remarked that the Laws propoées a solution
of habituation to the conflict of desires and akrasia, but now
further, it seems Plato regards the truest form of human .
goodness as good ohly in so far as it obeys a cosmic goodness.
How far this two-tier habituation is a result of the growiﬁg
conviction of human worthlessness, or at least helplessness
forced on Plato by experience of contemporary Athené or Syracuse,

or merely a logical development of Plato's metaphysics, is in doubt.,
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We may compromise and suggest that the first habituation is due
to the former, and the second, the cosmic, to the latter.

Two passages might be noted in this connection; the first
at laws 715E -.716D. Here God is regarded as the measure of
all things, and man must become of like character to Gda; ,
Before Him man should be TATEIVOS (abject) and Kexoa'g@bs vuﬁ/
(properly minded). In being a rhetorical passage, this approaches
very near to Epictetus in tone, but there is in addifion a

133

great deal of common thought. The second passage is at

Laws 903 B - C, where God is the one who cares for the

134

preservation and ordering of the whole. Man's soul 1s joined
with this one body, and what is good for the whole is good for
man.,

The reasons that ledﬁ Plato to believe in a Cosmic reason
may well be different from those which motivated the Stoics,
whose physical theory in many ways does not oorregpond; but the
fact that Plato did hold a doctrine of a permeating world séul
in certain later dialogues could account for the later Stoiecs,
partiqularly Posidonius, for reverting to Plato rather than
Aristotle.

If Plato's final ethical position was that man should

regulate himself in accordance with the guiding Reason, what

was his position on free-will? For Platd, the question of will
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did not exist as a problenm, and nowhere are we left in any

doubt that man has the respomnsibility, therefore the means

136 it is stated

within him, of.attaining the good. In Laws X,
that the will of each man is responsible for the generation

of his kind of character. Once the kind of character is fixed
by our will, then God has an éppointed position in the universe
for every different kind of character. Character is the

result of the direction of our desireé énd the nature of our
souls. In a parallel passage in the Myth of Er the herald is
pronouncing\the procedure of the souls choosing'their new kind
of embodiment, and firmly states ihat the blame rests with him
137

who chooses: God is blameless. Yet there i1s in the choosing
of lives, a combination of choice 'and fate, since the order in
which the souls choose is determined by lot, but the number of
lives exceeds the number of souls choosing.138

A similar combination of choice and fate is contained in
the game of draughts metaphor{ at Laws 903 D, where @od is the
celestial draughts-player ( 'ne'r'rauf"is ), who can only move
the pigce according to the way the dice falls, the dice.in this
case being men's wills forming their characters. The reversal
here shoul& be noted of the more common and Stoic use of the
metaphor where man should adjust his life according to the fall
of the dice which is God's w111.139 In either case thé dice

holds the significance observed by Thomas Hardy, '"What curious



3

creatures these dice be - powerful rulers of us ali and yet at
ny commandulho

The question of.celestial puppetry is not so obvious. It
has been argued141 that where the puppet metaphor is usedl42
man is seen to be a plaything at the mercy of God. I believe
closer examination of these passages will show that Plato is
here concerned with stage one habituation, that is, habituation
of desires through éducation, rather than stage two, the
habituation of human goodness to the divine good., Both
instances of the metaphor appear in the confext of education
rather than theolégy, and the child is seen to be at the mercy
of his desires and emotions. This is clearly the case‘at 644D,
143

to which reference has already been made, and the correspon-
dence of terminology in both passages is so closellm to sugges\t
that this interpretation should be applied also at 804B. It

may be remarked that in Epictetus man is clearly given the role

of playing a part in a game controlled by God.lus'

Professor DoddslHo

draws attention to a striking difference
between Plato's view of the natural cosmos, and the Stoic
concept. = He points to the errant .cause ( n)\owwyév'q aiTio )

of the Timaeus, and to the concept of Tux'ri (chance),

particularly in Laws 709 A - B, _T\Ux.;r,__’.i.e?rc;(- fe Sy (chance

cooperating with God), and also to the much discussed passage
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about the good and évil souls in Book X.lh? He suggests that
from these, reason is not alome in its governance of the world,
but that a "junior partner" characterised by its irrational
behaviour is also‘present in Necessity. If this interpretatiom
is correct, then it appears thaf Plato did recognise an

element of irrationality in the Cosmos as well as in man.

This would strongly contrast with Epictetus and indeed
Arist;tle's position, who throughout insist on the rationality
of the Universe, and in Epictetus it may be a thorough-going
rationalism that inhibits a fully satisfactory concept of will,
Plato's position is here more accommodating to the irrational,
having established it back in the Cosmos.

Finally, in considering the question of a guiding divinity,
there is a more patent and purely Socratic element to be found
in Plato, corresponding with Epictetus' view of the divine,
namely the belief in a daimon or personal gua:dian spirit,
Socrates' daimon is represented as a persopal communication
with God, as the voice of God speaking personally, similar‘t;
the voices experienced by Joan of Arc, and some religious
mystics, Normally this phenomenon indicates an advanced stage
of religious experience and awareness, and there is no reason
148

to believe that this was not the case with Socrates.

In so far as there is comsistency in Plato's use of
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daimon, its prime significance is as a force intermediary
between man and the divine, providing guidance which clarified
by a certainvconvincing apprehension, overmasters or confirms
the power of the intellect. It is iﬁteresting to note that in
the Myth of Ef;lhg the souls waiting for their new lives, have
the power of choosing their daimon; thus daimon becomes the
"innate human form, the element that remains constant through-
out all the accidents and flux of life, that which makes any

150 Accordingly, bj accepting a

action of mine my action¥
daimon we accept the '"'mysterious bond between human l1life and
beyond", and man can realise his freedom in obeying.his daimon;
that is, his freedom in choosing his thereafter binding link
between himself and the divine. This conclusion on freedom is
important, and it is significant that the later Stoics used

the same term, daimon, to refer to the guiding spirit in man,
which is man's reason, and this is, in the Stoic system, man's
directflink ﬁith~God as the reason of the Universe.151 Whether

for Epictetus the daimon recovered its Platonic religious

significance will be discussed in Chapter six.

3. Throughout the Nicomachean Ethics, happiness has been

considered the final end that is desirable in itself and is

self-sufficient.’”® gSimilar considerations of the good life

are given by Plato in Philebus, that it must be perfect
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( TéAeiov ) and sufficient ( IK«xvowv ).153
The notion of happiness is closely allied, both in Plato
and Aristotle to Bew Pfa( s O cc;ntemplation of reality,
This is most clearly seen in Plato in Books VI and VII of
the Republic. In Aristotle the relationship is brought out

in Book X of the Ethics. Sh

Happiness is an activity desirable
in itself. Such pOBSlble activities are actions in accordance
with virtue, amusements and contemplation.155 But the highest
virtue will be the virtue of the best part of us, that is,

"the part which is thought to rule and lead us by nature, and
to have cognisance of what is noble and divine, either as being
itself also actually divine, or as being relatively the

156 This part is vous (intellect), and

divinest part of us."
its activity is fewpix , which fulfils the following

condltions of happiness: it is the most continuous ( O’UVG)(Z)S )y
the most pleasant ( @Smrq ), the most self-sufficient X
(“UT'*PKGIK ), loved for its own sake (ocur'r‘ ,,qu §4+? ew'rqv xydﬂgd'A(O,
the most leisured, and the highest thing in us ( KpLTIoTOS

TRV &v ﬁ.,u?v ); it is indeed the divinest part ( &diov ), 127 1n
Epictetﬁs the highest good is also seen to be a contemplation

of the divine reason, to which one adjusts the prohairesis. This

is the process referred to by Epictetus in the purification

158

/
( "“9“P""5 ) of the prohairesis.
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A further point about €uS«ipovia in Plato is its natural
and universal desirability. As TR vov , it must satisfy the
- whole man, that is, man as a feeling and desiring being. This
is indicated by Aristotle's phrase, #»8ic7e Koli <977 povn
..5.:’.,#1;_7'1‘7.;/ :ty.dn-&a'ﬁau : the happiness of contemplation is
pleasuréble and to be loved on its own merits. Happiness thus
beéomes the realisation of an ideal, the ideal of the good.,
Man's ultimate wish, his ,@o(:)«qros is for this good and his
happiness. 8o happiness is only possible through desiring
the good. 1Without desiring, goédness would be achieved, but
happiness would have no meaning. For Plato, and the Greeks
in general, there was a natural attraction or love of the

159 Significantly, two of the

truth, and knowledge of goodness.
most poetic passageé of Plato illustrate this striving towards
the real good, which man's nature ultimately desires., The
firét is in the nggosium where Diotima describes the highest
love to be a love of beauty in its divine goodness. Contem-
plation is possible because there is first the love of contem~
plating the'ideal.160
The second passage in Republic Book VII, shows the
happiness of those who haye ascended from the cave and have

seen in their vision of the sun, goodness itself, Although

here the approach to the truth is a painful and forced processj
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once the vision of the truth is contemplated, the soul recognises
this to be its happy state, and would be reluctant to depart from
his state of contemplating reality.lsl
I believe Epictetus follows this characteristic Greek
doctrine of the soul's natural attraction to the good, in
referring to a #dv;ﬂf/‘ T0U iyxeébﬂ_ , an impression of
the good.l62
In connection with this desire to attainlgoodness; it seems
worth quoting J. P. A. Gould's interpretation of akrasia in
Plato: »
"It is precisely the absence of a sure and peréohal
épiritual driving force, which, certain of its direction
and foundation, is the spring of action in the really
moral individual. Such a force is no more intellectual,
no more emotional than faith".163
Plato uses a concept of spiritualising love, but expressed in

the more concrete texﬁinglogy of Aristotle, this could well

describe his concept of prohairesis. Certainly the driving

force here described is closely similar to prohairesis in

Epictetus.
7. Aristotle, Plato and Epictetus

In the foregoing sections, I have covered aspects of the
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philosophy of Plato and Aristotle which involve similar problems
to those raised by Epictetus' teaching on freedom. The.outstand-
ing contribution from these éections is the coordination of
reason and desire in the attainment of goodness and knowledge.
Because both Epictetus and Aristotle were assured of the inmer
nature of virtue, it is possible that the similarities in the
approgch-to the problems of will and desire are coincidental.

The influence from Plato, however, may have been mére direct.
Frequent allusions and quotations from the Apology and Phaedo
by Epictetus, suggest that the library at Nicopolis contained
a number of Platonic dialogues. Chiefly however, the direct
influence must be refjarded as Socratic rather than Platonic,'and
acquired not only through the Plafon;c dia10guéa, but also
through the resurgence of Pythagoreanism in the Hellenistic
period, and thé Socratic schools of the fourth centuryl6k
(Megarian, Cynics and Cyrenaian), from which grew the systems
of Zeno and Epicurus, The teaching on pleasufe by the
Cyrenaian Scho§l was possibly more important than the Philebus
in helping to form the Stoic theory of knowledge and false
nﬁaptasiai.

How far there was any influence from Aristotle omn Epictetus
is a questiononbwhich there is little evidence. Certainly

Aristotle's Ethics are not referred to or quoted by Epictetus.
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Parts of the Ethics might have formed a basis for the later
Stoic teaching on duties, notably the discussion on friend-
ship in Book IX. The position of Aristotelianism in the

Stoic school, especially the later Stoics, is a worth while

study, but not within the scope of this thesis.

The occurrence of pfohairesis in both philosophers as
a term of philosophical importance affords some marked
parallels. Basically there are four similarities in the use

of the term: first, prohairesis is choice that determines

good or bad actions; it is the peculiarly human act that

/
produces moral action, by putting the origin ( ?‘) &PX’? ) of

the action within the agent himself. Second, pxohaipesie
gives assent to a course of action that is already deéeliberated.

In Epictetus the prohairesis judges between true and false

phantasiai. The instantaneous act of each individual choice
is not an act of deliberation but of acceptance or reflection.

Third, prohairesis in Epictetus has a fuller meaning of the

total character of the individual, which in turn is responsible

for the act of choice, that is, probairesis in its narrower

meaning. In Aristotle, this fuller meaning is present in his

¢ : . /
theory of ‘sfsls and especially the . élgls wpoalps:r,:.&:r], ’
which shows choice as being dependent to a degree, on character.

Fourth, the elusiveness of the term, noted by Miss AnscomBe,165
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166

reappears in Epictetué. Just as in Aristotle choice is

deliberate desire; and we fix our choice as a result of

deliberation, so in Epictetus, prohairesis is ill-defined and
at times seems a superfluous term in his psychological theory,

_ /
embracing little more than the term hegemonikon and Kpieois,

Could it nét be that in both philosoppgrslthis-very elusive-
ness signifies the final intrusion of"ﬁhefiffétiona; in an

act of choice which could otherwise be adequately be described
in fully defined terms? 1Is it the indefinable yet not

167 element through which choice becomes will?

incalculable

These similarities are striking, but not so debendent on
any specialist doctrine that we need assume any direct influence.
Yet this does not invalidate the usefulness of this chapter

in examining Aristotle's approach tb the problems of choice,

as a means of elucidating Epictetus.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

1. See Ch. VIJ;‘ti;,. and notes.

24 Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, Ch. VI.

3. See Ch. III, 5, and Ch. IV, 1.

b, Nicomachéarr ; Ethics 110é a Se

5.' 1106 a 10.

6. EoT Xpa q Zpery €4 npo,«,:.p_efr,an",, év pesornT_dued

‘_T;’ ﬂpss';,p'&s, :f:pw’yte'vn Xo'yga. (11072 1)

7. 1103 b 23 - 25,
8;- 1103 a 32.
9 1110 a 16.
1o, 1197 a 1.

11. These may possibly be eguated with the impulsive kind
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of akrasia, i.e. WwpeTérers ; bk. VII, 1050 b 20,
/
12. Compdare the passage in bk, VII on 90}.«-0; s 1149 a 26;

_QupésJas opposed to éﬂleuFLﬂx ) hears reason. Cf. also

Plato's 'spirited' part of the ®oul

13. 1112 a 31.
14, 1112 b 13,
15. 1112 b 51.
16. 1112 b 8.
17. A parallel account appears in Eudemian Ethics, 1226 b
16 - 30.
. . ? ’
18, 1113 a l; note the intrusion of xpivavTés and mpokpt Bev;

this is for selecting between alternatives that have to
'bp deliberated. The Kpfaﬂs is part of deliberation,

not part of choice,

19, 1113 a 12. She problems raised by“Aristotle 8 discussion,on
ohoice andAartion, have most recentlv been examined bv;
rigtotle’ s Ethi 1 Th"""‘ vy (1968) pp so-el.
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2l.

22,

23.

24,

25e.

26,

27.

28.

29,

30.
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Joachim, Commentary p. 1Ok.
See section 4 of this chapter.

Joa(:him’ OE. cite Pe 104.

Ando, Afistotle's Theory, p. 267.

My brackets; cf. Joachim, Op. ¢it. p. 107 - 8: prohairesis

is the formal, final and efficient cause,

Ch. II, 2, p. 132 £f, esp. 134 = 5.

Ando, P, 135, This is the *double version' theory

referred to and further elucidated by Walsh, ‘'Aristotle's

Conception of Moral Weakness', p. 131 - 4,

11153 b 3 - 13,
1113 a 4.

1114 b 30.

1106 b 36, quoted in note 6 above.
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33,

3h,

35.

36.

37.

38.
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1139 a 1 - 15.
A comparison may be drawn with the areas of assent
( ouyx«14Becis ) and desire ( Spefis ) in
Epictetus, i.e. the three Tomor , see Ch. VII, 2.

1139 a 21 - 31.

1139 a 32; ‘again prohairesis implies means not ends,

ef. 1112 b 13,

2 / el
From this it follows that +#fik#y &§1s  is the

contribution to prohairesis that habituates or moderates

desire, just as /Qollax 6vois is the contribution that

suggests rational possibilities.

1139 a 32 - b 2.

Greenwood, Nicomachean Ethics VI, Introduction p. 49.

Sophocles, Electra; esp. lines 1021 - 1059. Note the -
recurrence of ef:4>povﬁs (1038), {)pové‘:v (1058), and

the contrast ‘cf{lo"lv : vous (1024). Walsh, Aristotle's
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L1,

l+2.

L3.
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Conception, p. 16 - 20, notes some Euripidean examples.

These are the terms used at 1139 a 20 f£ff, ©On this

aspect see further Anscombe, Thought and Action in

Aristotle's Ethics, New Essays, ed. Bamburgh, p. 156 - 7.

1139 a 24 - 26, In this paragraph I have followed

Greenwood's Commentary, Op. cit. P. 40 - 41,
Greenwood, Op., cit. P, 56,

This concept of. «fuo'm,ﬁ :(pe'n') _.1s most clearly

explained in Historia An&malium, 588 a 18.

This is stated perhaps more clearly in the discussion
of akrasia at 1152 a 10 £f, where the. &xpamis (man
of ill-restraint) can be said to display | L but
not . ¢péyfv’ms . For ¢p¢;vrlva‘ls, involves deliberate
choice, (- Smtpépeav Kd‘T:l T")v. *npodfpea':v), Thus
the virtuous and wicked man, acting from choice,

(e'n npocip e’:a:e,ws) displays c#,p&vﬂ,otlg,_ but not

the,__.:LKP.et T‘q’s_,.

TS~
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47.

48.

49,

50.

51«

52,
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Anscombe-, Thought and Action in Arist,o-_tle's Ethics,
New hssazs Ed. Bamburgh p. 143 - 158, For a criticism

of this essay, see Hardie, Aristotle's Ethical Theorl,

p. 180 - 181
Book VI, 1142 b 18.

This I have later termed secondary deliberétion; see

discussion on akrasia, section 4, below,
Anscombe, Op. cit. p. 145 ff,

Joachim, Op. cit. p. 108 ff.

Metaphysics VIII, 1045 b 27 - 1048 a 24.
1048 a 11.

Joachim, Op. eit. p. 109 - 111, admits of a second

interpretation, that prohairesis could occur without

intelligible development or connection with the rest
of man's nature. But the body of evidence, at any

rate from the Nicom@ichean Ethics seems not to suggest
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S54.

55.

56.

57.

58.
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this second interpretation, especially when prohairesis

is seen in its relation to ¢p6quu and moral virtue
(Bk. VI). This interpretation of Joachim is discussed

by Hardie, Aristotle's Ethical Theory, p. 178.

Full discussion will be found in Ando, Op. cit.
p. 274 - 290; Joachim, Op, oit. p. 207 - 213; Greerfiwood,

Op. cit. p. 50 ~ 52. Anscombe, Op, c¢it. p. 151-156,
and Hardie's lengthy note on 'The Practical Syllogism!',
Op., cit. p. 241 £ff. See also discussion on the practical
syllogism that is stated in Bk. VII in connection with
akrasia 1147 a 24 £f, in section 4 of this chapter.
1046 b 20.

[ )
1140 b 28: v‘i @po\'qﬂ;.--.:lhnl Mnv ov "c"!a_s ,,.u.r‘eu\éyov pp'vov.

1141 a 27; 1147 b L,

This generally seems to be the form adopted by Ando,

Op. cit. p. 280, and Joachim, Op, cit. p. 209.

Joachim, Op. cit. p. 175.
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59. Burnet, Nicomachean Ethics, note p. 269 on 1141 b 17;
‘ on a(’llﬂa")G"S see Ando, Op. cit., Ch, II, 2,

esp. p. 122,

60. Greenwood, Op. cit. p. 5l. A similar view is put by
Burnet, Op. cit. note p. 269 on 1141 b 15, that the
function of the understanding of general concepts

[ ? ~ 4 Y, ) !

(41 :#Povqo‘:g TWv devouv[.L‘ovov) is to frame rules for
the attainment of the true good, which is given as an
’ : Vg
BPGKT.OV » having been presented as C’za(wa.y.,euo.v :

4
&yuaov 3 ¢f. Burnet's notes on 1139 a 22 and 1139 a 32,

Op. cit. p. 255.
61. See note 60 above. Ando, Op. cit. p. 120 - 1. Walsh,

Op, cit. p. 123 - 8 also gives a lucid account.

62. . There is an important difference here between Aristotle
and the 8toics. In Aristotle, as the stored up dﬂaﬁﬁbeu
or experience, the phantasiai had a function in the
intellection process. In the Stoics they were the primaryﬁ

f
i

material occurring from the external world for intellec- J G

“

tion to work ﬁpon. From Posidonius onwérds there 18 a °
gradual return to the more subjective Aristotelian

position; and it is significant that in Epictetus, they
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.
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have developed ethical connotations, as presentations
of good or bad courses of action. Both in Aristotle
and the Btoics, they had a purely epistemological

function. For a full discussion see Ch. V, 3.
Ando, Op. cit. p. l§§-9.

1114 a 13 £f, and Burnet's note’ Op. Cit. p. 137.
1106 a 17.

1111 a 30.

1111 a 35.

1136 a 1.

1151 a zofaa.

r

cf., Bk. III, 1113 a 6 on prohairesis.

This idea of conviction, on which one can base determination

or will-power, receives little treatment in Aristotle.
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76.
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The Stoa thought more of it, especially in the theory
of phantasiai, and fuavTasin kerahyuriks). Aristotle

fails to see anything in the nature of the prohairesis

as weak will, to cause it to be neglected bj the
K pok;r:r’)_s ; the causes for its abandonment are treatéd

as external to it, as Tréte‘q .
1146 b 31 - 1147 a 24,

1147 a 24 = b 19.

L3

See Burnet's note at 1147 a 21 ff, Op. cit. p. 302 - 3,

Joachim, Op. cit, pp. 226 - 9. Objections to this
interpretation are given by Walsh, Op. cit. pp. 107 ff,
and the matter is fully discussed in this work, There

is also a detailed commentary in Burnet's notes at

1147 a 33 ff.

1147 b 17.

By D. T. Allen, quoted and discussed in Walsh, Op. Cit.

Pe 1240
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81.

82.
83.
8i.

8s.
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For the division of appetite into.Bouleeic , Bupos

and Emﬂuyc'a ', see Walsh, Op. cit. p. 88 and footnote.

1150 b 19 - 22,
1] - ~

1151 a 7; cf. 1148 a 6: 7 T wpokipéioBui .
It 15 surely this kind of deliberation which Ando refers
to, Op. cit. p. 274, as being on a level with.5a1v$1~qs R
in his conclusion on deliberation; *Deliberation must
contain a moral estimation of passion and conduct besides
pure technical cognition such as cleverness or the-
deliberation used by the incontinent man", Cf. the

' '4 .
distinction between Oupos  and desire, 1149 a 26 ff.
Burnét, note on 1151 a 3.
1*36 A - ""MB-

Laws X, 897A.

See below, Section 6.
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87.

a8.

89.

90.

o1.

92,

93.

93 .

The main studies are in Wialsh, Op, cit. Ch. 25 J. P. A.

Gould, The Developrment 6f Plado's Ethics; and E. R.

Dodds, Plato and the Irrational, p. 16, much of what

is said here is to be found also in his work, The

Greeks an& the Irrational, Ch. 7, where there are also
some additional points. Plato's later philosophy is

here intended to refer to treatment later than Republic,

Walsh, Qp, cit. p. 28.

For the importance of this basic Socratic desire see

Section 7.

Republic. IV, 436A - 444B.
430p.

4314a.

k394 - C.

439D,
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o4, - -&Tikovpov. Sv TD NoyioTiK® $uUseEr, 4L A; also LHOE.
95. Ll A,

96, - Walsh, Op. cit. p.'37, seenms to diémias this possibility
without fully examining all Plato says on_ulgupkés, in
this passage. For a much fuller discussion, see

Crombie, An Examination of Plato's Doctrines, PP. 344 -

359.

97. See section 3 above.

98, The question of unity is e#amined by Crombie, Op. git,
p. 350 f;

99. - | L 47 o)«q Tq tfuxﬁ__,p«@ ‘ekxOCTOV

AUT OV 'lTPdTTOt.AGV 0TtV %Pl’“? cwWHer J436B. /\
100. 431D and following.

1010 431E - Ll;aAo

102, Dodds remarks that this advancekinipsycholpgy was
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recognised by later schools, especially Peripatetics,

(Aristotle, Mag. Eth. 1182 a 15f), and Posidonius;

@Greeks .and the Irrational, p. 228, note 30.

103, L34E - 435D.

10k, Philebus, 33B.

105. 21D - E; trans. Hackforth.

106. Hackforth, Commentary, p. 32.

1070 SOB - 52Bo

108, 27E.

109. 28C - 32B; the difficulties in the blending doctrine are
well noted by Crombie, Op. cit., p. 253 -~ 4, The
metaphysibai aspects of the blended life receive full

: € 4 " . / ~
discussion by Professor Bazonis _‘r\gt-]-rm&,opm'_uos;rou
-~ > -~ ’ - y .
aA}v\x}ﬂou_s_&v_.t‘wé_él}\nﬂﬂo, Tov IfA.o’(‘r_uvo,_;,, Ch. 6, p. 46 - 51,

- 110, Seenote 62, above. and Ch. 5. Section 3., The relation
of- true and falae-pleaeggés to goodness is examined by

Professor Buzonis: Op,. cit., Ch. 7, esp. P. 57.
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112,

113.

114,

115.

116.

117.

118.

96

33B -~ 36B.

Diécussed‘by J. P. A. Gould, Op. cit. p. 47 = 55.

Cf. T. Gould, Love p. 113.
Again, cf. Aristotle's tfp;v-qrts .
Laws, 792C - D.

Whereas in the Philebus we ob.served that the factors of
mind,v unlimjited, limit and blend were to be applied to
intelligence, emotions, reason, and mixed life, in the
laws, 653 B - C (quoted in note 118), the correspondence
must be Mar8eix (education), ﬁgov,_ot'o - {pleasures),

'Vo'.pow (laws) and :C-Pef‘ﬁ (goodness).
792D.

812p - E.

o maiBeav bn ey T Tupa ylyvop évny MpiiTov Taiciv

_ }ﬁgfﬂv, m8ovn 8¢ ,«4’1.41‘);& Kol Momry xad pleog dv spBdg év.

¥ ?—K;;‘S a‘y.y l'.y.va:-rac pt'r']"}tuo Sova _Ms'vw v Aoyov Aapufaven,
/\al ﬂ ;{v,r_',w_vj & rov )w',y.o v.'-,..g_vy. tf w vr" cweiv Tc:: Xéym . o :Jﬂ)
€ 3:9’4‘75 op-buovin Sopmicu pévxpera T85 § mepy T ySovig
2t Niwas TeBpappéviv avrds opbiss, caere wioéiv pav. Ipys)
n q_o@,?v'.:._ '[7'6“’,7 o &, eTi]... ol Seta . (Lawg 653 B-C)

e el
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119. As in the Philebus, these pleasures as baving moral
significanqé can again be compared with Epictetus!'

good and bad phantasiai.

120.° 792E. Sce Mérrow, Plato's Cretan City, p. 300 - 301.

121, SOdhhé, Op. cit. Introduction, p. xliv, footnote.

See also my Appendix II,

122, A brief but 111uminating acocount of Soorates' ethics

is given by Pohlenz, Freedom p. 60-68 Nmmanpst recent

: Ngxamination of the~socratic;personality v éppeaiswin e ngal,
. -I‘ ;.

'l Py, P

123. See sect:l.on 4 above.. A comment on . ouSe:s kv dpa(p‘l'alva

is tO be found in Jo Po Ao Gould’ gp. ci . ® po 52 - 5"’.

124, In this connection Pohlenz, Freedom p. 66, remarks that
Bocrates took no account oflfhe will because "for the
Greeks the will is not an indepeﬁdent function of the
soul expressing its urge towards active engagement, but
a reaching out to some more or less clearly defined
goal that is or will be shown to'man by his intellect®.

Thus alreédy in the desire for goodness there is the gernm

of Aristotle's worked out theory of prohairesis.



125.

126.

127,

128.

129.

1350,

131.

132.

133.
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Laws 731E - 732B.

1168 b 25,

1156 b 1 - 18,

1168 b 25 - 1169 a 7.

. N
The fact that Aristotle stresses the rationality (wéys)

in action does not gainsay what has been said previously
dn the importance of‘a combination of reason and desire,

The vous referred to here is the thought inherent in

the prohairesis. The difficulty is noted by Burnet,

Ethics, note at 1168 b 35, p. 423.
1178'P'22.

Op. ci e« Do 272 - 3,

Philebus 28C. See section 5, above.

Cf. Epictetus, III 26, 30-33 (aleo, 11 14, 23-29); In Epictetus
however; ‘the word'ndneovos tteelf (cf. Ir 24, 58}, ie.never

used. fnr a v.irtuous state, but is rather: the opposite of eo\aveapos.
'In thie passage, riv Siakovuy: is akin to Plato s rane:vos .
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135.

136 .

137.

138.

139.

140.

14,

142,

143,

144,
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~ \ ’ \ /’
TW Tov muytos_,em#e)\oppaw:),_.1rp_3.s TV COTNPIY

4
g t i .
K1 xperny T80 Shov TavT’ €T covTeTxypéve, (903 B)

b

The question is discussed by Pohlenz, Freedom p. 124 - 128,

and Crombie, Op. cit. p. 275 - 278.

IaaWS R 904 B - C.

at r'3 7 L T
- _Republic 617E..«1Tia e/\o,,;evou. 9&03 AVLITIOS

Republic 619B.

For example in Republic X 604C

Thomas Hardy, Return of the Native, Book Third Ch. VII.

N
Dodds, Plato éﬁa\the Irrational, p. 19.

~

Laws 804B and 644D, S~

~
~

See section 4 above, and note 118,

| i ,
For example, 0tdy TI Tat tyviov _, 8o3c.
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146,

147,

148.
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Epictetus, I 24, 20; I 25, 7 - 8.

Greeks and the Irrational, p. 20 - 21.

Laws,, 896.D = £97-D,
o TR A

Riddell, in Appeﬁd;; A of his edition of The Apology,
§ollects the data from Plato and XenOphon'and later
sources, whicﬂ describe the pheﬁqmenon. The interpre-
tation which he gives, however, is a ratipnal;st one:
"That the voice is a refleiive judgemeht on prOpbsed
actions, but does not supply motives of actiom" (p. 116)
Whilst this conclﬁsion is closely argued, he appears to

neglect the religious side of Socrates' character as

portrayed in Thé A qio Yy Critd;qﬁd:§héedo. Moreover

it is a little pfééﬁmptuous to allow thaefsocrates might
regard mental acts which.were "bejond his keﬁ" as divine,
and ourselvés to regard them as 'unanalysed acts of
judgement" (p. 116); and'esfecially so when Socrates is
accredited as having a mind "so purified-by temperance
and self-knowledge,... endowed with such powerful
faculties especially those of observation ard causality"

(p. 114) Riddell's interpretation is better suited to



149,

150,

151.

152,

153.
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Aristotle's concept of prohairesia, in its rational

aspect, when he says the voice had a Woritical or
reflexive function; it did not contribute to form a
purpose, but pronounced judgement on a purpose already

in being" (p. 116)., This is also close to the function

of prohairesis in Epictetus, for where Epicfatusxéfers
to reagson as the divirnation within ué, as ip I 17, and
ITI 7, the religious or prophetic elément does appear
to be fully rationalised. The religious significance

of the term is discussed by Friedlander I, p. 32 - bk,

. Do, ngpl, Ehgggsggnya I (1970) esp.pps132-3, puts the evidence
" for a nonprational;gt intexpretation,of Socraxic doctrine. '

Republic 6178,

Friedlander I, p. 38.

See Chapter 3, section 5, and also Pohlenz, Freedom

p. 142, and Friedlander I, p. 38.

1176 b 4 - 6,

Philebus 20D - E; Hackforth, Qp. cit. p. 32, compares

‘this with the passage from the Ethics.
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154, The passage, 1177 a 12 f£f, has been generally regarded

as a Platonic in_terlu_dé..
155. 1176 v 5 - 9.
156, 1177 a 15, trans. Rackhanm,

157. 1177 a 20 ff,

158. Epictetus, II 23, 42:

159. Republic, 501D:

160, Symposium, 210A to 2 .2)2A; Throughout Socrates' speech

. ’ ’

E,iws is regarded as a Seuy.wv s mediating between the
individual and pure goodness and beauty. The function
of E'pws as leading to goodness is noted by T. Gould,
Love,p. 115 - 6, in reference to Phaedrus 237D - 238¢C.

161, Republic, 516C - 517C.

162, Epictetus, III 3, 4.

1630 Je. P, A, GOUld, OB. cit. P. 5‘*0
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165.

166 L]

167.
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The‘iﬁportance of. these schools is described by Brehier,

Hellenistic and Roman Age, Ch. 1.

See pege 80,

1113 a 4.

In both philosophers the prohairesis is essenﬁially

rational, It is not to do'with emotioms, anger and

appetite (Ar. Ethics, 1111 b 15f); and Epictetus

almost identifies it with the hegemonikon  (See Ch. 5.5.).
The rational embraces the irrational so perfectly
that choice can be left to the irrational in' full

assurance of its ratiomnality.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE STOICS
l, The New Era.

In this chapter will be considered the new era of
philosoPhy that began in Greece in the four;h century B.C.
The significant change of approach and purpose that occurred
in philosophy from the time of Diogemnes the Cyhic has direct
influence on Epictetus who was writing in the Stoic tradition.
Attention will be given to some of the characteristic obstacles
of the Stoic system to one endeavouring to teach a convincing
theory of the individual's freedom. The chapter therefore is
not a comprehensive survey of the Stoic system, but a genmeral
appreciation of its distinctive approach as compared with
earlier philosophy, and of inherent prob;ems occasioned by
this approach.

Certain Stoic theories, notably cognition will need
more detailed examination in view of their importance in

Epictétus' concept of prohairesis. Because of the lack of

continuous extant texts, and the difficulty of distinguishing

o
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commentary from original contributions, the question of the
development of the Stoic system will not concern us here,
except where there are clearly two conflicting views on a
theory. But one aspect of development will be considered,
namely the traces of influence from Plato and Aristotle to be
found in the period of the Fourth Academy. The change would
seem to have shaped Stoicism to Epictetus' advantage in -
considering freedom of the individual,

The age that saw the inception of the Hellenistic
philosophies was characterised by an immense increase in
freedom. Cosmopolifanism was probably the chief cause. Local
traditions and values, which wefe the only ones men knew and
respected, were no longer significant, nor was it considered
important to build on the tradition of the immediate past.
Politically, for Athens at any rate, the ideals of the past
generation could not guarantee much confidence. In this new
situation of the empire of Alexander, man was ready to explore
new fields in literature, philosophy and science, free from
the inherjted traditions of the previous century.1

A second characteristic of the age.was its rationalisnm,
reflected in the attention to literary technique, and in the

interest in the practical sciences, astronomy, geography,



106

mathematiqs and engineering., The age was immediately attracted
by the analysis of verbal reasoning displayéd in Aristotle's
logic.

Under such conditions, philosophy might be expected to
flourish, and could well have done so had philosophers
continued to interpret human life as they saw it around them,
objectively with a view to the truth as each one imagined it
was, hoping their conclusions would benefit mankind, théugh
not too concerned if the masses passed them by. But in the
new era philosophers had become public servants and they had
a job to do, and so had to fulfil their mission with expediency.

The complaint of the public they’were serving has been
described as a 'failure of nerve'.2 The'sudden enormity of
freedom had the‘effect of producing an instability in knowing
what was right., When the mores of different regioﬁs began to
manifest themselves everywhere, it was diffi@ult to apply
right or wrong to eerfain kinds of behaviour. Yet the sense
that something must be right was sﬁill very‘strong.3

This moral insecﬁrity was one cause of the failure of
nerve. A second cause, to which the fbrmer is related was the
fear of freedom.# The increased freedom had caused the future
to become suddenly more unpredictable. The possibilities of

. what might happen the day after were inereased, and fear of the
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Unknown'tobk'its gfip.s Circumstances could no lonéer follow
a courselmofé or less prescribed by the institutions and
traditions of the city-state.

For these two reasons the majority of men were no
longer happy.. So the philosophers, instead of standing apart
from the people and contemplating the nature of the truly
bappy life in the light of an interpretation of Truth, with
the pe0p¥e_éoﬁtent to live as they had always lived, now,
with the masses no longér-content, ha@ to mgke them happy, and
schools for attaining happiness were established. Thus it is
not far from the truth to describe Stoicism as 'a system put
together hastily, violently to meet a desperate.emargency.
Some ring wall must be built against chaos'.6

The attempts by the Hellenistic philosoPhers to
restore confidence in the worth of a man's own character,
that is, his ﬁappiness, were charactérised by three elements:
dog‘m_at‘;i._sizh, Txpet S‘l,-nL_, and rationaliém. Dogmatism was
eéséntial in order to carrjvconvietion to the masseé; the
object could not be achieved by leaving questions open,
especially in an age that was 60 ready to doubt everything, if
in a syétem_dflphildsophy one detail was left uncertain;

X Tok F“‘g.{#,:v_-'o'-r freedom from. a troubied mind, was an answer

to the growth of fear. There was an alternative solution,
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namely to interpret human life in terms of irrational factors
as well as rgasoﬁ,7 but this solution would at omnce be less
convincing, aﬂd it was against the spirit of the age.
Rationalism was the acceptable method; a system could only be
influentiél if founded upon logic. Rationalism clearly helps
the dogmatic position, and is also effective in meking the
argudents of the system convincing to the generation that
required it,

To achieve success in what was demanded of them, the
schools resorted to a noble lie. Having persuaded themselves
of a false approach to philosophy, in giving a picture of
man as he might be, the idedl sapiens, rather than making an
objective study of man as he was, (an ignoble occupation at
this time admittedly), they proceeded to persuade their
followers that freedom and therefore happiness, consists in
living utterly without desire or fear, and that such a life
is humanly poasible.8

This then was the common objective of the three schools
with a popular following, the Stoics, Cynics and Epicureans.
10) ¢ these, Stoicism had the strongest appeal, since it was the
most positive in that it accepted a purposefulness of life
with respect to-the absolute: the absolute governing the whole

universe is reason; the reason in man, which is his»trﬁeét
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nature, is a portion of the Cosmic Reason; if therefore in
everything he is inclined to follow his bwn"reason, he will
be fulfilling his absolute purpose, and whether this brings
pain or pleasure matters not, because there is no good higher
than fulfilling the cosmic purpose, and such is.:his inclination.
So goodness came to be less allied with human happiness,
for happiness is a feeling, and more conjoined to the natural Z(,
ordér. Goodness leads to eﬁponx (good running order of the
individual within the universe), rather than to happiness,
( 3‘:!800.{4-0\“’“ ); you are only ‘happy' by virtue of knowing
that you have willed your life to accord with nature.,
Hence it was of prime importance for the fourth
century Schoole to have a clearly worked out concept of théie,'
nature, %hat is, the cause and course of things in the universe;
then to derive logically from this, admitting no factors
except those inherent in reason, a theory of human goodness.
Accordingly by failing to take an unbiased view of human
nature, the Stoic philosophy was built on this false foundation,
- false in its philosophical assumptions Vﬁich wére the basis
for all its ethical and practical manifestations.
For this reason, its founder, Zeno, happened to
inaugurate one of the most argumentative schools. Reason énd

nature, its two basic assumptions were not closely defined,
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and were capable of different interpretations. Also failure to
pay sufficient regard to man's naturei; l¢d to contradictionms,
and also to circular arguments. The School became famous for

9 The determined concept of

its paradoxes and contradictions,
nature, colliding with the concept of will in man is an
obvious example. From the outset, thg Stoics recognised will:
£he will must accord with nature; but.again until Epictetus
at least, the concept was ill-defimed., It was not his aim to
find a éolution to the problem of free-will and determinism;
rather he intended to interpret freedom, eAevBepix , as a
more positive goal, not so much freedom from (&'T'“P"‘g;“ e
_3(-1\‘_4.97;._5 s etc.) but freedom for, and the essence of this
freedom lay in the will., But unable to examine the human will
and responsibility openly, he was constrained by a closed
system distorted by.the exclusion of all but reason.

Why then did the system persist? Firstly, it worked.
Whilst the attainment of peffect virtue was out of reach for
host.men, (all except the self-deceitful, or freaks), the
Stoic philosophy did set up a noble aimj for the standard of
morality which Stoicism demanded was on any reckoning the
highest, and even if men achieved this only in part, they
found a satisfaction which they might otherwise have been

without. Second, there was no philosopher, until possibly
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Plotinus, of such eéﬂlibre to detach himself.from a system,
and being confident enough in his reasons for rejecting
Stoicism, able to build up an ethical philosophy on more
realistic principles. Just as after Plotinus, philosophers
had the same difficulty in detaching themselves from
Christian theology. Third, Stoicism in the first two-hundred
years of its following, secured for itself some of the
characteristics of a religious faith, engendering a certain
natural response to its precepts and assumption of reasonj;
and a faith dies less quidkly.than a mere philosdphic system,
(geteris paribus),™®
By the time Epictetus was writing, Stoicism had

interpreted reason in greater fairness to human nature,
particularly through Posidonius and the later Academy, and
also the Roman exponents, yet Epictetus never suggests
abandoning any of the basic principles of the earliest Stoics.
His philosophy feels the restriction, if he himsgelf does not;
but it also indicates a natural devélopment within the system's
framework towards his own direction of philosophy, the
individual'é freedom, for which the system was not originally
designed.

' Within the fabrication of this framework, there was

room for attention to details of psychic functionsi, some of



which ﬁerg'a significéﬁt contribﬁtion forthﬁéﬁt, apart from
their relevance to Stoicism. Yet it is intefésting to note
thaf the most significant facets of this thinking arose from
the very problems and contradictions inherent in the system.
The process of cognition, (perception and action) was studied
\to sec how man's reason might interact with cosmic reason.
The study of the passions was occasioned by their failure to
be comprehended in a rational system, albeit their existence
was recognised. The theory of the will, which was developed
By Epictegus, was occasioned by the éonflict of determinism
with an appreciation of man's willing nature; also the study
of duties arose from the difficulty of attaching worth to
things that are 'indifferent' ( &Six$opx ).

For philosophy in genefal, the importance of Stoicism
is to be found in these secondary theories, The fabrication
of rational aésumptions containing these is not philosophically
important, except in so far as it demohstrates weaknesség.
inherent in a purely rationalistic system pro&uced by
reasoning men rather than by enlightened men. For mankind
suffering from the pessimism, insecurity and lack of confidence
which accompanies an:age of newly found freedom, the system

provided an anchor allowing his moral dignity to be preserved.,
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2. Theory of Knowledge.

A study of the main points of the Stoic theory of
knowledge and its development is necessary for an understanding
of Epictetus' use of the term suyxxt#féois, or intellectual

assent, which is the chief area of freedom in which prohairesis

can ¢perate.

The Stoics .based their theory of knowledge omn certain
criteria., Of these we may examine first the phantasia, then
the other oriteria. 'fhe .doctrines concerned with phantasiai
are in tw6 stages, led by Zeno and Chrysippus.

a. Phantasiai, (Zeno): For Zeno, phantasiai was the

starting point of knowledge; they were representations coming
from without which made an impression on the soul, TUTWeIS
ev ‘\{/'U)(ﬁ .11 The process of knowledge is con?:inued by
an assentio ( U’Uy““"'""fped"s ) to certain of the phantasiai.
Zeno attached crec'ilnli't_'y,_ (M), that is, gave assent, only
to those ﬁ_l’iléntasia_i which poséessed a certain correct

manifestation of those things which are seen.’® This assentio

is underStahding_, (AK!J’_*!,.'.Z\I‘].%‘.'&__, comprehensio). If the
understanding thus arrived at cannot in any way be criticised
by reason, then it is knowledge; if it fails this testtfof:r

reason, it is lack of knowledge.
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b

Thus Zeno acéepted a proocess of Bhgnfasiai - assent -
comprehension - knowledée. The difficulfj in tﬁe theory ié
in the means of distinguishing the true and false impressions;
how can one distinguish whether they have a correct
manifestation of the things seen, unless one already has
knowtedge, - in which case further knowledge would be
superfluous.13 The Scepﬁiéé were‘quiék to criticise the
theory on these grounds, saying that__ K«T;().\q\hg was
uﬁwarranteﬁ since every true ghantasia could be confused with

14

an untrue onej the Stoics did allow that if, as in a large
number of phantasiai, there were alternatives left open, the
truthllay in recognising this and witholding assent, ( éTrO)(ﬁ )e
The criticism from the Academy caused the Stoics to adjust

their theory.

It is important to notice that in the account of the
theory_of knowledge just feferred to,l5 the early Stoics
,regarded the incidence of ghantasiai ( T\° 4’NVT-M'we;)'!(&I ) 'gs
involuntary, whereas the agreeﬁiént ( T0 fU\jKde éor b ) was
voluntary, involving a considered reaction from t he one who
has received the phantasia. This two-fold'aetiv;ty is clearly
explained by Sextus Empiricus.16 This recognition of the '
a@reement_aa voluntary provided an opening-in the Stoic system
whi&hfEpicfe#usﬁgtilisedvto good effect in framing his theory

of the will. Thus for Zeno mistekes in knowledge are caused
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by weaknesses in a man's judgement, not from faults in the
actual data, the phantasiai.

The theory of knowledge becomes confused in the use
of the term ¢avrucin Kei'rat)\'q‘n'rmﬁ . The confusion possibly
arises from the difficulty in distinguishing from the texts, .
the doctrines of Zeno and Chrysippus, and from the likely
frequent change of position the Stoics themselves held on
this subject on account of the criticism frbm the Sceptics.
The earliest use of this term was to distinguish between
phantasiai which are pronounced as true by thé assent of the
intellect, and those which are manifestly true, without the
need of any conscious assent. Sextus Empi.ricus]'? demonstrates
that of the true phantasiai, some are xuranwvlw/o and some
are not. The #m.o‘:;u um)\qm'mél have the power of themselves
to force the Jjudgement to assent, and the assent is always
correct. At first the uvTeoix m«quxﬁ seems only to be
applj.ed to sensual impressions, but later, impressions of
rig'hf conduct also are said to come to us with such clear
distinction ( EVAPYE!d ) that doubt is impossible: these
take us by the hair and drag us to talssent.l8 Yét for Zeno
the actual stage of K«TeAnYig is the criterion.

With Ohrysippus‘ however, the criterion was the o(,Vi‘dﬂ’ot

d
Ks‘Td)w)Tl‘-THt‘q itself,19 since these phantasiai necessarily
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involve ufuykesrps_?ﬁ_o'_cg s these _anyaéiai occur as an
alteration in the ‘soul (an;v ETe pb’k&_d-’i_é , see below), or an
awakening to knowledge by an altération of the patterms which
comprise each e vvé*q Mot 4 or concept.

This interpretation of_;‘¢¢,wfrotéjfgt .rsatrdk'q'irﬂxﬁ_ has two
results: first, the voluntariness "occasioned_ by q‘.uy:(e('rcaeams
is no 1ongér applicable to these hantasiai, since the assent
necessarily follows. Second, 1f the Ehantasiai were bound to
produce a necessary reaction to right- assent, it seems perfectly
allowable that.there was a kind of ghaﬁtgsia which-produces a
necessary or instinctive reacfion to wrong assent; this could
lead to an explanation of the passions, p;rticulatly to
Chrysippus' re-interpretatiopf(see beiow), and to Epictetﬁs'
view of the Rhantasigi as a témptation‘to evil.20

b. Phantasiai, (Chrysippus): De Vogel refers to the

modifications made by Chrysippus as a position of psychological
monism.21 This means that all a person's activities, _whether

intellectual or physical, are governed by the heg@monikon, or

ruling principle, being disposed in a certain way. Accordingly
the Bhantasiai are regarded less as stimuli from without
awaiting judgement from the intellect, but rather as an
inclination w:Lthin the mental const;tution. They are ‘a changing
d:.sposit;xon of the soul, not an impression on the. soul,

( gfspomurcs ‘\]fv)(‘qs or GTGP’O_‘_(Q(IS'*Q\L.Q\lﬁpb_VlKls) )'2'2
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Thus with all Bhantasiai it now appears that _ruyndrz(aeo‘ls
is no longer feﬁuired, as an ihdependent judging function, and
with it has gone also the freedom which it afforded. Yet
there are cases when a man may rejeét a dmv-ma':'u. Kuﬂﬂ\v,ﬂ"nk:’
becé.use he thinks it is improbable on account of Tv Z'gnécv WEPIOTATIV
(the circumstances w:i.thout:).23

However Plutarch's commentary on this very question,
shows how Chrysippus tried to hold that while the Ehéntasiﬁi
and our .mental reaction to them were determined, there was
still &-Part for ouyk«vdPears and therefore will; a phantasia
does not of itself cause assent, although it is the direct
cause of action. This leaves room for assent, presumeably to
the whole phantasia-plus~reaction event. Ue are l-eff free
to assent to this happening or not. Thus it becomes the part

of will to acquiesce in what is determined through the

zh,antasia:i.ah

. Under Carnesd®vs the Sceptics adopted a' less uncompromis-
ing attitude to the Stoic comcept of nsf&x~1+.s ’ and allowed
degrees of probability in phantasiai: "'94""7 s n‘ep:useupévr‘
and XmepionaeTos , the third being pr;ctical certitude.2”
Later éceptics laid down conditions, ( Tps'n'O' ") for

suspension of judgement.

¢. Other Criteria: Apart from the phentasiai, that
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occur specifically, the Stoics accepted further criteria for
knowledge, that is, the means of acquiring kndwledge, in the
form of a body of knowledge built up from the years of
infancy, by which the individual Bhantas:i_.ai could be :]1.1'&1594:1f
In the early Stoics there is little evidence to -show that the
body of knowledge was innate, and this would be contrary to
their physical doct:rine.26 Rather knowledge grows up in us
through the accumulated Pavrote lxi nxfx)\nﬂ'rm«'.: , the
phantasiai we naturally regard as true. The term given to
such knowledge is- .c"vvoaau ; also va::r'”.:.wrx ’

prolepsis and notities are used in this comnection. . 4%

PR Y-S S /
aceonnE ol ghe. &n account of the évvoixi (concepts) ;3 *

a7

is given by Aetius: ‘man is born with a 'tabula rasa' (xalkp'{*qv-

effe_p_yov cis. ;c.'n'oypcu}»r,v. ) in the hegemonikon, and this is

filled with &vvols) which come from our perception and

phantasiai whenever we experience similar forms of phantasiaij
for example, we form a notion ( evvora ) of whiteness

from the accumulated .impressions of white t:bjec:t:&s.28

29

By combining the accounts of Aetius “ and Diocles Magnes,

the prolepseis appear to be the first conception of an object,
arrived at “without special mental attention and derived
either directly or by some simple and unconscious.me‘ntal'

31

operation from the data given by the seénses? However, the

30

o
(I
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origin of the knowledge contained both in é’VVOId. and
ggolegsié was.unclear even to the Stoics, who generally
accepted both terms as referring to commonly accepted knowledge
of prine¢iples. Thus Evvoiat are frequently described as
Koivdal (common notions)., Prolepsis, so far as there is
any distinction, is a more elementary, less defined knowledge
than &vveis 3 for Epictetus at any rate the distihction was
technical rather than pracfical.

Epictetus gives a clcar aecount of the building up of
&vvoiki . . The passage may be isolated from any partiocular
uses he gives the term, since it occurs in a p&ésage-giving
praise tO'God for the wonders of creafion; he speaks of the
wondrous way man acquires knowledge, and strictly follows the
Stoic theory: man guards in the soul many impressions, and when
again he is moved by a similar 1mpr§ésion, the mind lights
upon notions éorresponding to the first imﬁressions (_roig

:l!pb'o'l’ws réruﬂwxéct)?a

A similar. theory was adopted by the Epicureans, who
altogether had three: criteria aucLQ_q s, Rrolep_s and
ST& W& 9") . The: Rrolegseis were general notions of the mind
resulting from ,E.a&qm;. . Cicero, gl_vmg the Epicurean

34

proofs for the existence of God,” adds two points to the

theory, first, that Erq;egsis is a commoninotion.Bssecond it is
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1nnaté?6"rhe Stoics subscribed to the first, in their
. _ - .

Kotvdi Evvorsl , but mot to the second.

Epictétus holds great value in the prolepseis as a
measure of Jjudging phantasiai, and any body of proven
khowledée, whatever its origin, is covered by the term, but it
particularly includes the principles and max;ms of the Stoic

school.

3. Reason and Nature,

ﬁeason and nature are key coﬁcepté in the Stoa, and
are both closely related. Logos, or the cosmic reason was
the power which generates and sustains the whole universe,
and man's part is to act in accordance with this reason, or,
as it is more commonly stated, in accordance with naturef
Both reason and nature are ill-defined in thé Stoic system,
and this has lead to some of the inherent difficulfies
encountéred“in the introduction to this chapter. The basis of
the difficulty is that reason was required to embrace more
than mere causation. To say that reason is the essence of the
uniyefse may stand as far as scientific explanation of matter
and generation is concerned, but to say that this same reason

is the #ssence of goodness implies that reason has values,
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whoreas in fact, in the physical theory, the end or purpose of
the Reason was for matter to returm to its original state of
. TTVE'D pat.. (spirit) 7
Thus two ideas are confused: reason as a means of
accounting for causation, and reasoned thought in working out
the best. course of action an individual should take. The
latter could not be simplified to more logos as causation, for
as Aristotle showed in his theory of 4»Pév-qo'as s human
reason 1is an 'inter-play of all the functions of the human mind.
In spite of the ambiguity of the term logos, the Stoics
were able to fuse the two ideas quite convincingly: the whole
of the natural world is enlivened by _)\éym ﬁo"lre_Ppac'rm,,o,c

38 Man is endowed

emanating from the. A;yos ,a"rrcppen'ucols .
with an actual portion of the cosmic réaSOn, aq{:gm, which
on account of its identity with the Reason is fﬁe ‘highest and
best part of man.

Nature (¢6‘¢' 1S ) also admits of two interpretatioms: it
may be congidered as _tpg giivine plan—. 'i.__e. the lo 63,39 or as
_the normal sté.-t'.v,e' of being of an indivtidual creature, its
nature., In the Stolec system the two ideas were fused, and
the second-was regarded as a multiple manifestation of the

&0

first. = To follow one's own nature, is in fact to follow the

purpose for which he or it exists in the universal nature.
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The basis of the Stoic ethic was the doctrine of,
oikeiosis, to live according to nature. A thing is in

accordance with nature when determined by its own ruling

principle, or hegemonikon. In man the hegemonikon, this
highest ruling part, is reason. |
Man's distinctive possession of reason as God has it,

is often illustrated by the Stoics by contrast with animals.
Animals act in a rational manner, with their minds activating
their bodies ‘as the phantasiai occur to them, but man applies
his own powers of reasoning which enable him to see aach
situation in the light of universal concepts.u4 Epictetus
draws the-distiﬁcfion that animals have the use of the
hantasial, but man has in addition an understanding of their

use.

The'reéson,in man is concéntrated in the hegemonikon,
and ic still seen to combine the two ideas: it is the means |
qf ratioéal‘thought and judéement, and as being allied to the
éqsmic :eéson,vit is 1VVé3}Ld or the life-giving force in.man;
it thus takes on the functions of 'soul', and is responsible
for the physiological, (inclﬁdihg psychological) functions.42
Gf‘these, only the latter manifestation of reason is present
in animéis. This function consists in receiving a Bhantaéia

(impression), followed by inclination or diéinclination‘ohfthe
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part of reason to unite itself with the object of the phantasia.
Thus reason acts in the interests of the being as designed by
providence.43
Human reason has the additional function of distinguish-
ing, as regards the phantasiai, the true from the false, and
accordingly giving and witholding assent; it must not yield to
the inclinations ( 3P}LJ' ) until theylare known to be in
accordance with nature. The presentation of phantasiai then
becomes perception and inclination, (1.0, considered will).hh
This Judging function of reason, the typically human
part, works primarily by virtue of being able to form and apply

45 shows that

general pieconceptibna, Rroiegaeis. Plutarch
Chrysippus thought we were being less than human if we merely
respond to ﬁgantasiai; for since some of the phantasiai
occurring to man are false,46 he must bring his own reason to
bear ‘on them in the form of judgements, ( ouy mmi Peceis ).
Thus in the reasonable being, every act is a_reasoned act.

The purely animating function of the rational hegemonikon47

is seen in those passagees which describe the hegemonikon as

controlling all the faculties of man,_48 These physiological

faéulties (the five semnses, language etc.) were regarded as

emgnat;bns of the hegemonikon. Bréhier remarks,49 that

whereas Plato and Aristotle made a logical division of the soul
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into intellect, desire and a nutritive element, the Stoics
accepted a principle of emanation, such that all the body's
activities and drives, though not in themselves rational,
derive their existence from the r ational activity of the

hegemonikon. Chrysippus compares the hegemonikon to a spider

at the centre of its web, or to a polypus extending its

tentacles in a certain direction.so

In less picturesque
terms, this was Chrysippus' theory that all activity was the
result of a ﬁyepp.vuw'v Twe z)gov Aa certain disposition
of the hegemonikon). This is the essence of Chrysippus'
theory of psychological monism, of which his.explanation‘of
phantasiai was but one manifestation. o+ o
It is in condideration of this animating function of
reason, that certain irrational functions become apparent,
that is, irrational in the sense that they are opposed .to the
proper human functioning of reason.” In particular, the nature
of the ma 69 (passions) were d;.s.pusséd in this connection:
An appniglor urge, results through natural reason
from the pccu:éncé of phantasiai._ A definition is given:52
Ty Spunv dwar $opatv Poy s en’ Mu&_‘u‘a_ya@os*. But in man,
thére are two types of ufges, the redéone& inclination,

€ \ < 4 ) : - . ~
- L-O»YlKI’—J-PMq». » which is a .f_np& S viias &M T1ToV &y To npATTEY,

andnéagpistw- (desire). - .igﬁhgggaﬁgadiatihéuished from
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LI 4 . )
/\,oym'rl_ °PF'7 since it only has the appearance of a. Aoqu
c /
_.Qpp'q , that is, it convinces that it is rational (sufficiently
to gain the stamp of rational) when it is not."j3

From this theory arose the definitions of the passions.

/ - 54

They were clearly disturbances of the soul (. WTel/a vr_px'r'g ),
vay 55

on account of their irrational character. But being
consistent with his psychological monism, Chrysippus regarded
them as gp).ux,l y inclinations emanating from the soul. Either
.a. 1\'0’(90; vas 5'”“\7 nXeow,&f_au_g‘a; ,56 that is, an
over-bearing reaction to a phantasia, that coﬁld not listen to
reasgg, or it was an 3p|.4-?\? produced by wrong judsement.57
This account of the W« was later criticised by Posidonius.
In Chrysippus' account, the intzfuéﬁ.on of the iri'ational

is seen to lie within the functioning of the hegemonikon itself,

and in the case of 1:&01’ s the irrational causes reason to
yield to bad action. ‘However, there is an instance where the
ﬁrational is seen. to manifest 1tself_;n a way that it affects
neither good nor b"x-ad; this is in making a choice where each - -
alternativg isl' equally balanced iq the judgement of human
reason;s 8 Chryéippus chéllenges those who consider that in
making a choice between alt:ernatives e@uaily balanced, certain

. . . R 4
adventitious motions ( _’qfrekeuo'rmv‘]v Tive KivnotV ) in the

hegemonikon deci’de‘ the choice, but ,thesemetioné -are uncaused,
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Whilst Chrysippus .tends to support the view, he states that the
' | 59 |

motions must'ﬁavéia cause that is concealed, which moves our
inclination one way or the other. Yet at the same time (and
this is the point of Plutarch's 'contradiction'), he does
regard such choices as fortuitous (therefore uncaused). From
this it-appears that 3?}46 is not always fully ratiomal, and
certalin aspects of inclination must be explained by_the
irrational.

Yet the important thing is that Chrysippus wanted to
regard even the irrational factors in choice, or at least in the
'ndlke'l" s as dispbsitiohs of the soul, and the whole process
is described in stages: l. A weakening of rational power;

2. An opinion on the good or ill; 3. A judgement on the
fitness of the passion; 4. An overbéaring state of the soul
resulting from the judgement; ek &kAfcis or . ;’peg T

5. The expression of emotions, (laughter, etc.)6°

On the subject of the W87 , the intellectual monism
of Chrysippus was probably adopted by Zeno before him.61
Strietly, in neither ié thére any mention that there is a seat
of irrational emotions in the soul. The hggemonikon,.whiép is
basically rational is termed 'irrational' when it "gives Qaj

before the force of impulse and decides on something of which

objective reason would not. approve'. 2‘I'he conclus’ion that
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Iuaeos_is also logos is of vital importance in the concept of -
will which was to develop later, where  the irrational and
rational parts of the willing function are scen to be

inseparable.
4, Ethics and Freedom.

There exists a similar dilemma in the Stoic concept of
Goodness to that which has already been noticed in the concepts
of reason and nature. First, tﬁe Stoics required goodmess to
be the absolute perfection of reason in man, where his wisdonm
admitted of no error. Thus goodness was expressed as

oike;os;s,63

be done only by the constant attention to reason, since in the

that is, perfecting one's own nature, which will

Stoic system reason was identified with nature.

Watson dréwa attention to the function of logos as
Texijq;(crgftaman).sh Thus man, as possessing,;gggg is a
parallel craftsman to nature, and through their'io bq,'their
own tendency to design and proportidn, they 'graduglly construqt
a parallel universe'. This is man's distinctive oikeiosis, aﬁd
to achieve it he must perform his highest fﬁnction, that of
..TGXV,IT‘V[Q and this _invﬁlves knowledge of the logos. Only

the absolﬁtely wise man will be absolutely good; and ‘goodness
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had no meaning for thé Stoics unless it was perfect and faultless.
On the other hand, the Stoics wished to combine the

absolute value of that goodness with the relative values of

the various good things that add comfort or adornment to life.

The latter involved altruistic aotion of a kind, whilst for

the former, it was necessary to havg complete inward detachment,

Goodness was right reasoning, and right reasoning must admit of

no uncertainties; certainty can only exist with those things

over whioch the agent has absolute control, hence anything

external to the agent cannot have any bearing on the goodness

of the individual. Accordingly the Stoics drew a sharp - .

distinction of things in our power and things not in our power.65
Altru;atic action was concerned with the latter, which

the Stoics termed, adiaphora, things indifferent as regard good

and bad. And although outside the realm of the good, these.

adiaphora did vary in value. Those that were considered of

value were termed. _égl'.o( , those of no value ,:,leqtgl'd . And

those things of value wer‘e aaid to be preferred ( vlfp_pqypz'!’c.t. ),

that is, they were to be pursued by the virtuous man, but not

in such a way that it involved his own moral character; he was

not to £ee1 desire towards them, 66 hirtuous acts were termed

: "“T"P 9“’]»‘“""”- determined not by the result of the action,

since this might depend on externals, but on the state of mind
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or reasoning in which it was done. Whereas acts done with a-
view to édi&ghora were termed ;ka(:o..?;l( oOVTA ! or duties,
(officia3.67

The inner quality of moral goodness was stressed in
this system. As in-Aristotle responsibility was seen to be
an essential condition of moral goodness, yet no one could
be held responéible for anything apart from the reéeoned
function of giving assent to phantasiai. @oodness therefore
had to folloﬁ a determined course, that of reason, and to give
the agent some kind of respomsibility, he ﬁad to will this
necessary assent, (necessary if goodness.waé to be attained).
Through the comcept of willing, the necessar& became good;
and this is more than saying, (as Aristotle) that voluntari-
ness is a condition of a good moral action. It was due”fé the
very basis of their system in the materialistic, therefore
céusative, doctrine of nature, that the Stoics were forced to
give a more pfominent place to will thah previous philosophers,
in order to acdpunt for responsibility in a necessary moral
action.68

The problem of will and de?erminiem then immediately
confronts the Stoic position, and.without ever forﬁuléting”a
proper concept of will, (they were content to leave it more of

a carte blanche than even reacom or nature), they made attempts
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at a compromise when criticised on this score.69 Two examples

of such comprdmise may be mentioﬂed, both attributed to
Chrysippus. The first is in Plutarch,7° where he draws a
distinction between an antecedent cause, ( 7po KdePKT!K"}

a_(:l.T.l,n‘) which is Fate, and absolute cause (et{JT O're)vas 1Tl ) Z
which is the assent, or will., 'The same distinction occurs in

71

Cicero, when we say each thing happend by fate, we mean by
antecedent or initiating causes, not the principal causes., The
principle.cause is in the intelligence and Judgement of the
agent himself, :

72

The second example occurs in Aulus Gelliuws' ~ where the
division of determined and willed causes. seems to be arbitrarily
placed in the functions of the mind. We ourselves are

responsible for the quality of the peculiar proPert;?s of our

m&nds,-(ingenia ipsa qentium). When these qualities have been
determined by tﬁé will, PFate acts upon them accordingly; Jjust
aé there ‘are two cauges of a cylinder continﬁing to roll down -
hill, namely, the ageht who first puehed-it,~ana the shape of
the cylinger; so Fate sets the ﬁind in motion first, though

the carrying out of designs is regulated by the individual's
own will, and the charagter of his mind.’> The intelligence or
mind, as a_principal cause, has the freedom of following

possibilities, which may or may not be realised, but the actual
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events have also an initiating cause, and must therefore be
according to féte.74'

The discussions, frequent in the mid-Stoa on will and
determinism are important in so far as théy indicate the
signifieance of willing in moral action, They saw an ihsoluble
contradiction here, and made it necessary to formulate a
clearer concept of will., This tagk remained for Epictetus;
but it was not his aim to contribute to the will and determinism
debate, Though in forming a condept-of'will in the‘restricted
fabric of a fully determined universe, hié work necessarily t{
gives a point of view worthy of consideration. He was helped
in his work by'the debaters, particularly by such passages as

the second, quoted above.
5. Posidonius and the Fourth Academy.

It remains to consider some oignificant changes in
Stoic doctrines which took place in the first century B.C. The
chief reason.for modification of débtriﬁes was criticism from
the Sceptioé against the manifest contradictions in the system.
Carneades was the main opponent, particularly against the
Stoic cr?terig of truth.

Btoiés'pérried these attagks'tpr a period by concerning
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themselves with a right knowledge and attitude towards the
Duties, which were an off-shoot of the main Stoic system, in
the area of, adiaphora. This was chiefly the work of

Panaetius, reflected by Cicero in his De Officiis.

But the criticism eventually had o bé met by a
re-examination of more fundamental iséues in the system,
Posidonius was the first to modify substantially the doctrines
of Chrysippus. Posidonius was a scientist and geographer, |
and his modification appears to be influenced by an understand-

ing of natural phenomena as it actually 15.75

He is less keen
to build a theory on ill-defined assumptions; imn this, and in
his scientific bias, he resembles Aristotle. |

The chief modification was the recognition that man's
soul was partly irrational, in having three different functioms:
Aoyifecbar , fupduoBai , and  émifupdiv .. It
will be seen at once that this is a partial return to
Aristotle's view of the soul, and opposed to Chrysippus'
psychological monism. This change has implications in consider-
'ing the passions, which Posidonjus regarded as irrationa; and
yet perfectly natural, adopting therefore a Platonic dualism of
a rational and irrational soul.76 Passions are caused by
folléwing the irrational part of our nature, they do not follow
7

upon Judgeme@t.
f
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A further consequence is the recognition of a moral
struggle in man, reminiscent of the struggle in the &xparqs of
Aristotle, the conflict of desire and r:ezauaon,"8 and Posidonius
recognises the virtues of ow époo‘()v'q and _é,yxpa':reld
(self—control).79 Posidonius antieipates Epictetus in
recognising in man a real self, consisting of thought and
intelligence, rather than flesh and bleod.80 Connected with
this was the approach to self-knowledge (see below).

The abandoning of Chrysippus' monism could also have
had repercussions on the relation of-the senses and the
intellect in the theory of kﬁowledge. The intellect is free
to judge on the phantasiai occuring to it from outside. This
would be a reversion to Zeno's position81 which was also adhered
to by Epictetus. An illustrétion of. the independence of the
intellect from the senses, is Seneca's account of.;;éer.aa

Aléo dupring this period fhere is increasing use of
the Aristotelian term 3pfss Aoyos , which is common in
Epictetus. The adoption of this term is nof significant of
any major change in theory, but does indicate influence from
Aristotglian and Platonic doctriﬁes. Applied_to the Stoic
system, the opBos Aoyos was the divine reason pervading the
universe, This reason is the standard for man's own r ational

activity.o>
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It is worth noting the occurrence of the Platonic term
daimon in the passage of Poéidonius quoted by Galen, whérg
the daimon is identical with the reasomn in us, which we-share
with the divine reason, and which is thereby a perfect guide
to right activity.ah Thé introduction of the term has been
noted by Schmekel as a spiritualising element in the evolution
of Stoicism, derived from Platonism, or more probably Pythagoreanism.85
This is aléo suggested by a bassage from Diogenes Laertius who
connects the idea of a guiding~da1mon in the individual with the
c'up#wv:'a (harmony) of the whole universe.86
It may alsc be that the introduction of the term coﬁncided
with the interest in dtll}lﬂ'o'teelaci s or the inter-acting of all
the parts of the universe,87 Pohlenz regards this as an essential
part of'Posidpnius'theory of knowledge and mnature, Trusting
in this doctrine, a cult of sympathetic magic gained popularity.89
In the Fourth.Academy, chiefly represented by Antiochus
of Ascalon, a revolution took place which puts an end to the
purely critical phase iﬁ the developmeﬁt of Platonism, led by
the Sceptics, making it once again a positive and speculative
philosophy, and the teéchihg of Antiochus shows the beginning
of a philosophy éf;synthesis, with Plato and.Aristotle béaring
upon Stoicism. Aﬁd Stoic doctrines were re-interpreted in this

new 1ight;90 The chief distinction of the new teaching was its
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consideration of man in his entire being; there was a lack of
pre}udiCe fqr appreciating only the reason in man. This led
to'théﬁimportant dgvelopment of stressing the nature of the
individual in interpreting the 'live acecording to nature’ rule.9l
This is clearly set forth im Cicero in his De ]_Einib-us.92 The
perfection of each part of man in its individual nature is the
true good. The whole of life is a process of perfecting the
parts and realising his endowments, particularly the fulfilment
of the intellect., This interpretation of man involvég concern

for health, beauty and social'activity for their own sakes,

(propter ipsos). For a time therefore the, adiaghora took on

greater importance in the Stoic system, but eventually this
naturalism became fuller co-ordinated into their basic doctrines. }(/
But more significantly f9r Epictetus, this new concept

of man's nature demanded self-knowledge. Cicero quotes the

Délphic, "noscere nosgetﬁ;gsos",93 bidding us to be aware of

the péwe:s of the body and mind which we possess; for only by
self—knowledge can we fulfil our complete nature.gu Many éspects
of this naturalistic interpretation of man's being will recur

in Epictetus, and much of the change of spirit that appears

in Epictetus as distinct from the Early Stoics,should be

attributed to this period of Stoicism.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

{

Thie is described by Dodds, Greeks and the Irrational

p. 236f, as the breaking up of the 'inherited

conglomerate’,

Murray, Five Stages, Ch. k.

This seems to be in contrast to the present day freedom
and permisiveness where belief even in the existence of

absolute values is weak,

‘This theory is put by Dodds, @reeks and Irratiomal,

Pe 236fo

In Epicureanism, the fear was concenfrated on fear

of the Gods and fear of death (Lucretius Bk. III),

and the doctrine of living each day as it comes was

accepted, Bu% Qifh those whose Eglief in abqolute
) ’

values was stronger,‘feér was far more general.

Bevan, $toics and Sceptics, p. 32.
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Here Plato and Aristotle exhibit their truer conception
of humanity; and later Stoics followed them in this,

see section 5 below,

The falsity of this psychology is characteristically
noted by Murray: "To be:really without fear or &esire
would mean death, and to die is not to solve the
problem of living", Op., cit. p. 121; tﬁis same use of
a fantastic psychology is noted by Dodds, Op cit.

p. 239 and Pghlenz, Freedom, p. 138.

Many of these are to be found in Plutarch, De

Stoicorum Repugnantis, and Cicero, Paradoxa Stoicorum.

Lucretius tried to accomplish the same status for

Epicureanism, in his De Rerum Natura.

SVE I 58.

aPropriam quandam haberent declarationem earum ferum

quae viderentur' ~Cicero, Acad. post. I 11, 40.

This is but one example of the circular kind of éigument

characteristic of the system, referred to in séption i.



14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21,

23,

24,
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Sextus Empiricus VII? 252.
Cicero, Acad. post. I 11, 40.
SVF II 91,
SVF II 75.

Sextus Empiricus, VII, 257.

Watson, Stoic Theory of Knowledge, p. 36.

See further, Bréhier, Chrysippe, p. 83 £, esp. p. 90.
De Vogel, III p. 119.

SVE' I1°56; Sextus Empiricus, VII, 233, See also

Bréhier,-Chr sippre, p. 97.

Sextus Empiricus, VII 253, quotes the instance of

Admetus and Alcestis.

Plutarch De Stoicorum Repugnantis. 1055 F, and

-105? A19 £, to end.
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26.

27.

28.

29 ‘.

30.

31,

32,
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Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh. Hyp. I 227 - .229.

Plutarch, Op. cit. 104l E, uses :é"',u#uros_vo; the
prolepseis, but as De Vogel indicates (III p. 125),
the word does not mean innate, but rather that the
mind is naturally predisposed to having these notions.

Sandbach, ”Evvo:ac énd Prolc_apsis in S_tdi.c ‘I'h_eor_;xi

p. 48 - 9, contends for the more literal tfanslation
o : . o

of 3}1-4’07‘05 o Reference will be made to this view

in Ch. V 2, below.

SVF II 83.

This must not be confused with the metaphysical forms

of Plato. An illuminating account of ‘the growth of

24 ' . . ’ .

€vvolxl is given by Watson, Op, cit, p. 23 - 8.

SVF II 83.

SvF¥, II 87.

Sandbach, Op. cit. p. 46 = 7,

Epict. I 14, 7 - 8. It is hecessary to understand that
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.34'

35

36.

37.

38.

39.
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the T&ﬂoc are the impressions left on the mind by

the phantasiai.

Diogenes Laertius, X 33.

De Natura Deorum, I 43 - &4,

(
‘In_omnium animis eorum notitionem impressit ipsa

natura.” ( Do N.D. I 43,0n,16.,)

9,
“Insitas eorum vel potius innatus cognitiones habemus.'

(Do NoDu 144, cho17)
This criticism is well put by Bevan, Op, c¢it. p. 48 - 9.

Diogenes laertius, VII, 136 and 148.

Senecd, Do Beneficiis, IV 7.

Hence arose the 'problem of suffering' and of wicked-

ness. De Vogel, III Paras. 938 - 942, gives evidence

 of discussion onm this problem, For Epictetus!

contribution, see Ch, VI, 1,

Cf. Aristotle, Nic. Eth, 1147 b &,



L2,

L3.

Il

45,

L6,

47.
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For the association of WvéUpo and hegemonikon,

see Watson, Op. cit, p. 19 - 21.
SVF II 229; see Bréhier, Qp, cit, p. 167.

Bréhier: “la representation devient alors perception,

et 1l'inclination volonté reflechies.
Plutarch, Op. cit. 1057 A.

It seems that all phantasiai occurring to animals
are true, i.e. natural. Whence Plutarch remarks
that God and the Wise Man imprint false phantagiai

in man, 1057 A. See also note 53 below,

It is worth noting that Chalcidius in.his Latin
commentary Timaeus, adopts a theory of two hegemonikaj;
'duo principales vires, una deliberativa altera quae-ad
adpetendum quid impellit' H. M. Jones, Classical

Philology 13, 1918, p. 206, notes that this theory is

unique and unlikely to be derived from neo~Platonists.
It could be a development of the two branches of functions,

one typical of human reason, the other of universal
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4o.

50.

51.

52.

53.

Sh.
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reason, both of which Chrysippus puts under the

direction of a single hegemonikon.
SVF_II 879.

Bréhier, Chrysippe, p. 184.

SVF II 879.

Sextus Empiricus, VII, 237; cf. SVF II 56. The full
implications and varying interpretations of this theory

are discussed by Bréhier, Chrysippe, p. 166 note.
SVF III 169.

This doctrine of Chrysippus may b'e-c'ompared with his
saying reported by Plutarch, QOp. cit. 1057 AB:

Luby Sé. d»qo"l,_)(,péctwn'os k! Tov Deov ?eus,é‘ts
feP.'lr.ol‘e'w 4mv7ao-a'ug Koll_Tov o’o.fo'v, o a'uyuarmﬂas'tévwv
o8’ EovTwy 8eortéveus pdv, xAAx ‘l'p;('r_"l‘.o’v‘rwv,

ra -\ ¢ ’ > N\ \ 4
JALOVOV Ketl BPMWVTWYV €T To 4,auvop.evov,_.

De Vogel III, para. 952d.
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56.

57.

58-

59.

60.

61.
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_x,n'vqu Yuxs %Noyov maph ¢laiv

De Vogel III 952 c. c¢f. SVF IIT 389.
SVF III 377.

SVF I 208; Dé Vogel III, 954 b,
Piutarch, Op. cit., 1045 B ~ F.

Zs{ﬁq)\_o vs ' Aav O%verv :”.cas .

Cf. Aristotle's syllogism in considering the conduct

of the :u(pd'rvfs s, where stage 2 above corresponds to
the major premise, and stage 3 to the minor premise.
There is discussion on the various interpretations of
Chrysippus' theory in Brehier, Chrysippe, p. 249 f.

De Vogel, III, p. 168 f, also para. 953 d (note), and
Pohlenz, Die Stoa I, p. 143 recognise a distinction
between the positions of Zeﬁo and Chrysippus on the
1\’;(907 » on the evidence of a text of Galen (SVF 461).

But see Watson, QOp, cit. p. 61, note.



62.

63.

6.

65.

66.

67.

68.
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Watson, Op. cit. p. 61,

SVF III 178.

t‘:atson’ QE. cit, Pe 5 - 8-

Cf. Aristotle, Eicg; Eth III; but his deliberation was
over things that followed in a certain way for the most
part. He saw that deliberation did involve a degree

of probability.

Diogenes Laertius, VIII 102, 103, 105. Again, cf.
Aristotle's_ﬁ&elvéunqs., which is directed towards
something because the end is known, but it is not driven
by any _ & p X"'»’W within the agent,

SVF III 494; 500.

It is interesting to note that Walsh, 'Aristotle's

Conception of Moral Weakness', ends his criticism of

Aristotle's akrasia'by saying: 'We may say that the
absence of the concept of the will produces a serious

limitation in Aristotle's analysis offakrasia. Perhaps

¢
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we have here one of the points of departure for Stoic

moral pSychology:

The discussions on determinism and will were numerous,

‘and the Stoics must not be blamed for leaving the question

unsolved, since the argument was to persist in philosophy
to_the present day. But the discussions weré hampered
by the detailed analysis of the process of causation,
reason and fate, without a comparaeble account being
given of the cqncept of will. Consequently 'will'
remained as something that was a&wgys fe1t to exist, but
always to give way to arguments of determinism. Thus
Seneca, Epistle 16, when faced with the question, what
use is philosophy if everything is determined, replies
that it "teaches us to obey God and endure changédl Sq
characteristically the problem is shelved, though
Seneca suggests it was a well-worn problem: "sed non

est nunc...": It has been argued many times before.

Plutarch, Op. cit, 1055 F, et seq.

Cicero, De Fato 40 f,
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74.

75.

76.
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Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae, VII 2; cf. HMarcus

Aurelius, X 33.

“, . s .
Impetus consiliorum mentiumque nostrorum actionesque

ipsas voluntas cuiusque propria et animorum ingentia

moderantur.’ The arsument is close to Aristotle's statement
that we ourselves are partly responsidle for our characters,

(N.E. 1114 b 21-5); see Ch.2 1,41,
The degree of human possibility as against necessity

is investigated by-R?%sor, Fate and Possibility in

_ Early Stoic Philosoph s who concludes from an examin-

ation of the Stoic logic and physics that possibility
inheres in the Stoic logos, which is both a power and
a cause, Man has the power of choice in_Jzu_y.n.a:.-ra'c9eaa§ .
but does not ngcessarily derive from this any coﬁtrbl

over circumstances; p. 289 and 296.

He observed, for example, climatic influences on a
persons moral character, De Vogel III, para 1184 a;
Such observations lead to a more naturalistic view of

mane.

De Vogel III, paras. 1185 - 6, Dobson, The Posidonius

Myth, stresses this dualism; see also note 47 above.

o/
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82.

83.
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Galen, De Plac. 348.

So’r'r-;lv Sivats 4;65:./ ev :”47v Tav
oTac1afovelov xAnheus Suvduewv De Vogel III, para.

1190 Qe

Nock, Posidonius, p. 3, recognises an Aristotelian

tendency here in Posidonius.
Plutarch, De Facie, 944 f; cf. Epictetus IV 1, 32.

cf. De Vogel III, para, 989 a note'3, and also Watson,

Op, cit. p. 78, who sees here a reversion towards a

~Platonic theory of knowledge.

See Ch. IV 3.

De Vogel notes that the term was probably used even by
Chrysippus, III, para. 989; of. 10lla: 3vo’y,os § rowos, .
B:rﬂ’ep eortiv & _69955,_)\6,)4_1:»; Six TryTwWY. épxzé.}.uvos ..
But Posidonius took opf8s Adyes as his actual

criterion, (Sextus Empixficus VII 54.)
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89.

90.
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2 5 4 ’ - or S Y ’
_ T év.av1ors. Batyphovi cuyy 6VEl TEOVIIL KA T9v. opoiav. oo

'exov'n ) Tov Aoy’ xao:p,o_v_&om:uvn-; De Vogel III, para.

'1055. The term tdaimon' is discussed by Dobson,oh.g tu193.
Seé _alsp disclfgson in- Rtst, fQiQ Ph:_lJogoghy_,pp.260-72,esP,267.e.

; LE ‘-'—'41'1 >

'De Vozel III, pars.989 note. In her most recent book. ﬂulosop ia I \
(1970), de-Vorel has, made some mportant contributions to: 7

srpedl Taay

:1nfiuenceS”upon 5#01cism &ﬁring Zﬁd. and 1st centuries B C.

especially £rom the Academy and éntiochus, ) esp.pp.372—'7.

..'n‘poc-r'ro"ran KTt THV o‘uyéwvmv T6v Tup’ rdeores.

5.0(‘0.[-'- eves. .‘E.P.;SJZ?) v TouThv Sdwyv o x»rrou. _ﬂo_u&r_’.& v 3

Diogenes laertius VII 88,
Sextus Empiricus, IX 78 ~ 80.
Pohlenz, Die Stoa I, p. 217.

For evidence of this cult, see Dodds, Greeks and the

Irrational, p. 246 -~ 7.
De Vogel III’ P 277.
De Vogel however, traces this back to Chrysippus, III

1005 4, noté. For the full development of the docffihe,

see Ch. IV 2, and VI 2.
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92. Cicero, De Finibqs V, 24 - 6, and 47 - 59.
93,  Cicero, De Finibus V, 44, c¢f., Epictetus, see Ch. VI 2.
9., Cf. Aristotle's appreciation of self and self love,

Nic. Eth, IX.
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CHAPTER FOUR
SENECA
I. The New Humanism.

During the period of transition from Middle to Late
Stoics, It will be useful to consider as a link the moral
essays of Cicero and‘Senecg, since much of the orientation
of Epictetus' doctrines is foreshadowed in these work531

Throughout the whole period of its development qertain
fundamental aspects of Stoicism remained unchanged: the basic
physical doctrine and theory of knowledge underwent little
change,and particularly the Stoic iﬁéistence on the supfemecy
of reason continued unassailable.

Yet against this rigid baékground there was room for
. a change of emphasis in teaching, and notably for a more
comprdmising and practical attitude towgrds the concept of
virtue. The Stoic paradoxgs on moral goodness had been handed
down through the School, and receive commenﬁary from Cicero
in his Paradoxa. Particularly illustrative of this concept

of virtue is Paradoxa III, in stating that any fault is equally

bad, since all faults are a negation of virtue. No degrees of

good and bad are allowed.2
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However, in Stoicism of the late Roman Republic and
following, although this orthodox position of the sapiens
alone being capable of virtue persists, the emphasis in the
moral essays of Seneca and Cicero is on humanity and on the
conduct of the ordinary man, It is not surprising to find
Terence, the Roman dramatist noted above all for his sensitivity
to so many aspects of human behaviour, held in high regard and

quoted frequently by Cicero in these essays, as 'familiaris meu533

Virtue becomes something more personally felt by the individual.

The paradoxes were the product of the schools, but
already, as seen in the previous chapter, many influences,
especially from earlier philosophies were gaining strength
alongside the orthodox Stoic principles. In the present
chapter‘it will be seen how these influences are’reflected in
the less scholastic, popular philosophic works of Seneca and
Cicero. |

Three aspects in particular contribute to the increased
humanism in Stoicism expressed by'these'writers. First, there
was a much broader interpretation of what man's nature was,
that ig his especial natﬁre, or proprium, by which he is
distinguished from the animals. Man's paramount distinction,
reason, is seen not only to embrace and account for wisdom,

but also other aspects of moral goodness, which had hitherto
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received little attention from the Stoics. These aspects
were chiefly duties in society, magnanimiéy and orderliness,
(exdo et decus).4 Virtue was thus seen to comprehend far
more of man's dally actions and aspirations. The duties in
society ( _ Tx xaaﬁxowrat ) had indeed been treated
earlier by Panaetius, but as something divorced from the
ideal Stoic concept of goodness.5
Second, the steréo-typed personality of the sapiens

came to be regarded as an unrealistic medium for moral good-

ness, and in the De Officiis Cicero departs from the rigid

teaching of the Paradoxa, and recognises that nature has
endowed men with individuai personalities and capabilities; and
it is natural and therefore right that our actions should
reflect these differences of personality, whilst at the same
time maintaining recognition 6f the laws governing human nature
as a whole.s‘ The observation is important since it receives
further emphasis in Epictetus in his treatment of the dynameis,
(personal cgpacities).7 ’

Also moral goodness was seen to admit of variations
in its degree of attainment from individual to individual;
this trend of thought also recurs in Epictetus, when speaking
of the different inclinations ( wpdowrre ) people display

in attaining perfection of the prohairesis.8
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Third, Stoic thought was beginning to be taken up in
the literary circles of thé Romans. The practical and
political outlock of these Roman exponents, notably Cicero,
were not content with a philosophy teaching that virtue, which
Romans strive to attain qua Romans rather than qua Stoics, was
énly attainable by the perfect sapiens. It was inevitable that
the Romans should modify the theoretiéal precepts to a
practical philosophy of life. Primarily this meant that duties
undertaken for the state or community should bé given high
importance in moral virtue. But also Rome requi¥ed that the
philosophy should give attention more to the whole man, She
had not been subjected'completely to the rationalism of
Greece, and whilst reason was dominant,-ﬁnpmi@diivg‘natural
responses needed accommodating into Roman Stoiéiam.
iﬁﬁi@ﬁgﬁﬁg inclinations towards love, friendship, fear and
anger\needed examining afresh, since these were very real
experiences in personal relationships deeply felt by the
Roman living his every day life. Certain virtues as

constantia. patientia and gravitas were ingrained in the

Roman ethos, as a means of living thepractical life, involving
fear and personal rdlationships. The moral quality of these
virtues brought them close to the virtue of the Stoic sapienms,

but differed in that they were moulded for the practical life,

™
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Stoicism tended to adapt accordingly.

In this connection too must be considered the growth
of the religious element in Stoicism, and how this was
accommodated into the earlier theistic concepts. Also the
earliest Stoic precept, 'live according to Nature' would need
further examination, since the Greek and Roman natures were
not one and the same. Vefy generally, the Romans wefe ready
to give greater comsideration to emotive factors at the
expense of a theory of pufe‘reason.

The writings of Cicero, and more especially of Secneca,
best illustrate this modification of the Stoic philosophy
to the more humanised Roman outlook. Both may be described
as syncretists; or Cicero perhaps rather as a commentary on
other philosophers of various schools and periods. They piece
together thoughts mainly from Stoic writers,lo in order either
to give his own philosophic position on a particular subject
of current discussion in the schools, as Cicero did in his
treatises on Moral Goodness, on Determinism, and on the Nature
of the Gods.11 or in a less theoretical vein, to give advice
to friends on practical matters of life, as in Cicero's essays
on.Friendship and Duties.aﬁd 0ld Age, and Senece’s Epistles,

(though some are intensely doctrinal) and essays on Anger,

Kindness, and so on,
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It is.this latter category that display the more
humanising tendencies in Stoicism outlined above which were
to'influence the development of Stoicism in the period of the
Empire, They are characterised by a lgck of close dogma and
reference to the detailed logic of the Stoics. Generally a

Stoic basis is taken for granted, but a new sﬁirit is seen to

be instilled.
2, Will, Personality and Conscience.

The inner nature of moral action is stressed in
Cicero and Seneca. Virtue was to be sought in the attitude
of mind of the agent, rather than in the appearance of virtuéus
acts. Stoic doctrine had always taught that virtue was
Hependent on the inner state of the individual. The virtuous
acts, ( T« nat-ropeaspocral._), were not defined by what was
done, but by the state of mind behind the action. This was
natural since the Stoics regarded.virtue itself as a 814960'15 .
a certain state of mind.12 A gréat deal of theoretical and |
idealistic teaching developed from this, such as the insepara-
bility of virtues, and the durability of moral virtue.l3
Detached from this idealistic concgpt of virtue, was

the ability to choose aright in the matter of adiaphora, and
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decisions on what comnstituted duties (.= K«B,vj KOVTK ),

By the time Cicero was writing, the belief in a perfect

virtuous and wise man came to have little practiéal application,
and consequently the duties themselves did begin to rank to

some exteni as moral actions, and yet these actions could only
be considered good if the will to act was good,

In De Officiis Cicero states that a right action is

15

only just when it is voluntary. The same occurs in the
Paradoxa, No, 5, in which Cicero considers freedom, which the
paradox states to be a necessary concomitant of the wise and

virtuous man. Freedom is the ability to live as you wishj; the

decisions of the will (voluntas atque iudicium) constitute this

16

freedom, and are therefore essential to the virtuous state.
The individual's will on each particular occasion he
acts is given prominence in Seneca, rather than the more
constant general inner concept of a state of mind or a will in
accordance with nature. No upright act is done by an unwilling
agent;l7 there can only be right conduct if the will to aect is
right (recta voluntas); and there can only be right will, if

one's attitude of mind is right, (habitus animi).le Thus the

will is seen to be a necessafy condition for virtue, lying

between the virtuous state and the right action.
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Another importance of the will in Seneca is seen in the
general direction of one's life towards-fhé godd. In order to
attain the supreme good, we must persevere; the greater part of
progress is the will to progress. Progress must be willed with
the whole will.'? 1In discussing benefits, great stress is
always laid by Seneca on the inclination to give a favour. The
important thing is that the kindness is prqmpted by one's own
w:i.ll.20 In forminé the character of pure viftue, unassailable
from calamities and misfortunes, again it iz the will that is -
emphasised, namely a general will or decision (lpdicium) to be
virtuous.21

Seneca's position here is important for two reasons:
first, he notices a distinction between particular will and
general will, One can adopt general will in desiring the good,
or the course of natﬁre. This was the position of will in the
early Stoa, but Seneca gives the will greater p:oninence by
making the willing simultaneous with if not prior to, the
rational decision. In the earlier Stoics the will followed.

The épecific will operates in forming a decision on each

particular set of circumstances, and is in turn. partly dependent

upon the general will, or the ‘habitus animi', for the wishing

of moral progress in a general way, 'mente tota volo', may be

seen to contribute to the Jhabitus;animi'. "Thus the term,
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'habitus animi' ha‘s a similar function to the _ ggl,s 'npo-upc'rmv']
in Aristotle,>> and to the wposipesis ol 56 22 in
Epictetus, that is, as a general willing basis from which
virtue ensues.

Second, the specific will in Seneca‘is immediately
bound up with the passing of judgement (iudicium) in making
a decision. That is the area of freedom assigned by the early
Stoics to —/U'UYKdTo,ﬂ feric (assent), and this is now shown
to be will (voluntas). The combination of the words 'iudicium'
and 'voluntas' is common in Seneca,au and also occur in

25

Cicero's ParadoXa: Consequently they may represent an
attempt towards a definition of a rational will, which is to

receive fuller treatment in Epictetus' concept of prohairesis,

and this will be seen to involve precisely this act of willing
and reasoning. In Seneca we see the idea of the individual's
freedom in more naturalistic terms of will, in that a natural
response (voluntas) towards virtue is the basis for_moral.conduct,
and this response will be rational (iudicium) because its
object is virtue, |

It was perhaps because will and\jﬁgiiﬁgtyﬁge@bgﬂxﬁﬁg
regarded as an essential factor in attaining viftue; that there
was also an increased interest in personality dﬁfing this period,

and in the factors that caused men to vary in the direction and
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strength of their wills, that is, in their natural propensity
towards virtue.

Nature did not éndow man with virtue in the same way
that she bestowed other gifts., Virtue remains for man a
potential only, to be developed according to each individual's
inclination and will to obtain the right kind of knowledge and
to apply it. Natﬁre has provided a mind which is capable of

attaining virtue if it so wishes: 'mentem quae omnem virtutem

accipere posset'.26 The mind itself must seek the logical
27

development of the elementary principles; this is each
individual 's responsibility, (postrum est).

Thus as with Epictetus, the area of freedom is in using
and developing nature's gifts. Positions of honour and wealth
are ruled by chance, our role (persona) is decided by our own
free choice.28 We may assume whatever attitude we like towards
these externals.

Again significant was the recognition that reason not
only functioned through universal laws, but that its working
is also very much affected by our own personalities. For
endowments of nature were of two kinds; first, universal, that
is reason, from which all morality and propriety is derived,
and the second, individual, that.is, the special capacities of

mind and body of each individual., Thus we should act in
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accordance with universal law and with our own particular
bent and circumstances.29
Thus in Cicéro can be found an afea of respomsibility,
both in assuming a role in the face of duties and externals,
and in developing our own particu;ar capacities. 3oth these
areas of freedom receive fuller treatment in Epictetus' notions
of . Wpéufumov and -dmameis.so Accordingly, with.Seneca there
are signs of é gradual're-interpretafion>of the 'live according
to nature' formula of oikeiosis. The‘stoics throuéhout regard
men's oikeiésis as reason, but in Chrysippus and Cicero this
is given a general interpretation based on a state of mipd;
reason is a state that satisfies definitions of grogriuﬁ;El
life adapbs to this in rather a static way. This is taken
over by the more dynamic concept of Seneca and Epictetus, where
reason is more active intelligence, a willing and reasoning
capacity that takes stock of each situation, adapting itself
to each new set of circumstances to give a det‘:ifsi.c>n.3"2
Consequently, the notion of getting to know oneself
is common in Seneca. Reason works from a knowledge of the
inner personality as well as from externals. 1I1Its first

instigation to activity is from external things via the senses,

but then it must fall back on itself, (in se redit).33 Thus

as in Epictetus, knowledge of oneself becomes vital to right
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reasoning. Our own self is reason and must control the passions.

The prerequisife of virtue ig that our own selves must first

34

belong to us. Man is anxious for the future because he has

not found his own self, (nemo sibi contigit);35 once we have

gained control over ourselves, we become free,

In this connection must be:;onpidéred the notion of
conscientia (conscience), which first becomes important in
Seneca. The word in ILatin covers a wide range of meanings, but
where it can be translated as 'conscience', there were two
variations of meaning:. first, in a popular sense, it means
an inner guide to help us to do the riéht thing. It is used

36

in this way in stle 117, 1. Second, it has a more

specialised philosophic usage as conscientia animi, meaning

either a good or bad conscience. It appears as the latter in

De Finibus II, 16, 53 f. and in De Officiis III 21, 85. 1In
Seneca it is more usually the consciousness of doing right: the
chief result of a favour bestowed is the conscience of it; the
glory of the deed and the possibility of a return favour are

37

minor considerations. In Epistle 95, 14, the opposite sense

of a bad conscience is meant: the punishment of wickedness is

38

the conscience of it.
As Pohlenz observes, this concept of a comnscience

cannot be fitted into the normal Stoic psychological maohinery.39
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The Greek equivalent _¢uve'18nrls occurs rarely in Stoic
writings, and where it does appear it refers to the awareness

or consciousness which a creature has of its own composition,

without any moral element being implied.uo

wa possible sources for the appearance of conscientia

in Seneca remain. It could be a translation from the Greek
ocuvé $§meoig  in its non-Stoic usage, or the purely Roman
term, to express the inner voice of conscience. The uée of
o’Jver.lg by Euripideshl illustrates the conotation of a
guilty conscience: asked from what affliction he is suffering,
Orestes replies that it is the consciousness of having done a

terrible crime. This idea grew up, no doubt, independently in

both o’uve’as_q;a-,lgw and conscientia. But the Greek o’uva’;Sr’a_':s

assumes more religious and moral conotations: it is born with
every soul and makes its abode in it, and inflicts wounds which
know no healing.42 It puts to shame, teaches and warns. There
are numerous instances during the Hellenistic period of this
.usa.ge.l+3 But the word in Greek does not normally refer to a
good conscience, as it so often does in Seneca.

The most probable answer to the occurrence of

conscientia in Seneca is that he adopted the Roman term to refer

to a voice of conscience, and allied it with the strong moral
and religious overtones of guidance from the current Greek use

of the word. The term may denote the same kind of non-
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Helienistic approach as 'voluntas', as being something basic

to the concept of virtue, quite independent of reason; for

the good, says Seneca, comes from a good conscience, right

deliberation and correct action, in-that order.hh At the

same time, its use as bad conscience or guiding sﬁiritual

advisor may reflect Pythag;rean influences through contemporary

Greek sources. |
Seneca's adOption of the term, in whatever form, is not

followed by Epictetus. Several aspects of moral conscience are,

however, contained in the term prohairesis. The ériminal, for

instance, suffers a bad prohairesis as a result of his wrong-

45

doing. Again, as we found with ‘'voluntas', Epictetus reduces

the more irrational aspects of the Roman writers to his

rational 'prohairesis', and whatever hint there is of the

irrational in Epictetus, is contained in prohairesis. The

chief virtue to be maintained by prohairesis is"T% dﬂSﬁ;&ov

(self‘-respect),l"6 and this notion of self-respect bas definite
associations with our 'conscience'.47
One aspect of conscience in our use of the word is
common to Epictetus and Seneca, namely the examination of the
‘conscience', which really amounts to purifying our inward

thoughts, that is, thoughts not yet expressed in action. Great

stress is laid on this by Seneca in De Ira III 36, that each
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evening one should hold this self examination and commune with

6ne891f, then rest peacefully. There is possibly again a

48

Pythagorean source here, transmitieil by the Cynics. The

49

resemblance to Epictetus is striking, but neither writer

uses the term conscientia or auvé:$~;¢|s to express this

discipline.
3+ Reason and Emotion.

The reason why the will became-an'important factor
in Seneca's moral philosophy, becomes clearér with an
examination of his attitude towards the emotions., In his
teaching on the emotions, Seneca generally follows Chrysippus,
who held that the passions were the result of the soul'directed
in a certain way, ( :\kux,_:{), Twg gx.oucrd. ). By adopting
this account, Chrysippus maint;ined a psychological monism, as
opposed to Posidonius who believed in a bi-partite division
of the soul into rational and irrational. According to
éhrysippus, all our activity, whether rational or irrational,

can be accounted for by the disposition of the ruling hegemonikon.

Thus the emotions were judgements, erring judgements, of the

50

heggmonikon.

Seneca develops this doctrine a stage further by
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'mainta;g;gg that it is the will which causes the judgements,
which in turnccause the emotions. The will is something
over which we do have control, and which can be directed to
the rational or irrational. Seneca explains this doctrine
in De Ira, II, 1 - &4, by considering closely and stage by
stage, the mental processes involved in entertaining anger

after receiving an injury from someone. These are:

1. The phantasia (species) of injury.

2, The desire for revenge.
3., Admitting that one should not have been
injured.

4k, Admitting that one ought to be revenged.

Thus anger is aroused by the mind giving ite assent,

(animo adsentiente) at stages 3 and 4, to the phantasiai
received in 1 and 2. _o-_u_yn.u'ro'(_acms is therefore involved, and
this requires an act of choice, (iudicium).

Seneca proceeds (2, 4 - 5); to distinguish between
fleeting emotions, and the i&gured passions. Thé first are not

true passions but motus animi, or corpora pulsus (3, 2), more

rhysical than psychological, for instance, smiling when another

smiles. These are however the beginnings of paseion, (principia
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proludentia affectibus). The true passions require surrender

to these emotions and the consént of the will, (adsensus
mentis, 3, 1l.). In 3, 5, he states that the passing emotion
is the result of impetus, but the excitement to anger is a

matter of decision of the will, (voluntate et iudicio).

Reason has no power over the initial shock of the mind,
for these inmpulses are due to entirely external causes which
produce an involuntary reédtion, But the other kind of impulse

which comes from within, (i.e. from our own judgement or

decision) can be removed by a rational judgement.sl Thus the’
~iudicium itself produces an urge (motus), presumgably an /

irrational urge, which must be counéered by a fﬁrther decision
producing a rational urge.

The part of the will in eﬁotions again occurs in De Ira
I, 8, 1 - 3: Once in the grasp of anger, it is difficult to
return to the path of right conduct, since reason has no power
when once the passion is admitted and given authority by our
own will, (voluntate). Again following Chrysippus, Seneca

teaches that the mind becomes one with the passion, not a

thing apart, (seposiyus, extrinsecus speculator affectus).
Passion and reason are a changing of the mind foi better or
52

worse, For the will itself becomes irrational when once it

has given its comnsent to the passion; rational will can then
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no longer exist, hence there can be no return to the rational
state whilst the passion persists, even though there is a
part which disapproves, as is suggested by Eermiseris,53 Here
Seneca betrays Chrysippus' monism, if he can still recogdise
a 'you' which does not allow the passion. This illustrates the
more natural and personal account of the Romans compared with
the Greek theorists.su
So whilst it is true that Seneca's general attitude
to the emotions is to banish them,55 he does introduce the
less dogmatic position that they are in the last count willed;
therefore their extirpation must begin with a re-adjustment )
within. |
Considering further the extent to which reasontis
dependent on impulse, Seneca's threefold division of’moral

philosophy is releVant.56

The divisions are: 1, The
speculative, which decides the function and worth of each
thing; 2. The part of impulse, which is to acquire a
regular and ordered imgulse to things examined by 1; 3,
of action which makes impulse and action harmonise.57

Seneca's doctrine of impulse may indicate a partial return
to A'ristotle-,. favouring the adoption of dpe€ig and SP'M{) as the
incitement to an action, rather than the phantasiai. Again this

Al

is consistent with Seneca's emphasis on the will. In Epictetus
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the will remains important, but in a fully rational aspect,
and consequently, there is a return to phantasiai and reason

being the prime motivation of action.
4, Duties and the Good.

Panaetius and Cicero,58 in placing emphasis on duties
rather than the pure moral goodness of the wise man, caused
the Stoics of the Roman Empire to broaden their view of
absolute morality, and to consider the relation of duties to

moral goodness. The tendency of Cicero's De Officiis was to

up-grade duties to approach moral goodness. He regarded the
officia (duties) as a second grade moral goodness "guasi

secunda guaedam honesta".59 Ordinary people must live up

to that moral right, (honestum) which comes within their
range of comprehension.6

Virtue was seen to embrace more than ga iehtia, which
could be accomplished and maintained by the sapiens separate
and aloof from the day-to-day activitiés with fellow men.
Thus while Cicero strives to maintain a verbal distinction
still between pure moral goodness and duties, in fact duties
are felt to be morally godad for the ordinary person.

Panaetius' treatment of duties could possibly have
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developed as a branch of teaching quite distinct and dqtached

from the main current of Stoicism in a peribd when the Stoic

paradoxes were being attacked, but Cicero, in considering

one action as being more right, or more expedient than another,él

brings the matter of decision making, of reason and will into

the realm of daily actions: it became right to prefer omne

course of action to amother, This is even more true of Seneca,

who demands that the reasons for conferring any good favours,

should be carefully weighed against other cons_iderations.62
After Cicero, Stoic thinkers reverted to a view of

morality again more detached from externals, but they were

never again allowed to neglect to give an account of an

attitude to exteinals, and its bearing upon,thé virtuous life.

And virtue gradually ceases to be confined to the detached state

of the wise man increasing his widdom through the in-breeding

of the precepts of the Stoic logic and theory, but comes to

have meaning only in the constant activity Qf the mind making

the right choice in every given situation. The prominence given

.to the duties in Cicero is not thereafter found in Stoicism,

with the possible exception of Marcus Aurelius. Epictetus

recognised a close, organic, connection betwe;n them and moral

goodness, but they were not essential and never given treatment

on their own,
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Seneca too immediately adopts the more detached
attitude to virtue, and exprésses that wisdom brings a state
that is immune from the blows of fortune.63 Yet his writings
lack the technical terminology in dividing the goodness of the
sapiens from the 'goodness' that can be achieved with respect
to externals. He regards externals as not béldnging to a
person, but given only on tryst, (a notion thgt is to appear
far more prominently in Epictetus). It is not wrong to adopt
a right attitude to externals for as long as they are given us,
and indeed Seneca appears to allow a closer moral attachment to
them than Epictetus. Fortune gives us nothing that is our own;64
Reason makes external goods acceptable to us, (commendat), but
we must not pursue them too greedily (avidus);65 indifferent
things, the adiaphora, are chattels (ggggg),ss and are made
good or bad by the attitude we adopt towards them. They are
therefore a matter for moral concern.67 Generally however,
Epictetus and Seneca concur here, in seeing attention given to
duties as a natural continuation of the concern for one's
personal-inner virtue, which must be placed first. The highest
and purest soul is concerned only with its own good, namely
perfecting its reason.

Much of Seneca's teaching in the Epistles and Essays is

concerned with involvement with fellow men; he pays much
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attention to the true nature of kindness, or an act of good-
will,(to give an interpretation of beneficium rather than a
trenslation.) In his teaching on this subject, he allows a

more benevolent and unselfish attitude with respect to duties
and externals than any other Stoic writer. He almost approaches
" a Christian attitude of sacrificial love in the giving of
self;69 real kindness is done by one who seeing peverty forgets
his own. A kindness is a desire to give when oneshas already

70

given. Cicero approaches closest to this in De Amicitia,

58. He regards benevolentia as the eeeencelpf friendship, but
from a rather more selfish point of view,*dezfuifiIling the

nature of the self,71

5. The Rellgion of Stoicism.

A remarkable development in the Stoicism of Seneca and
Epictetus is the religious attitude in;their teaching. The
developments that begin with these ‘writers are largely
responsible for Stoicism being regarded as 1ees of a philosophy,
but more a religious way of life., For this was scarcely true
of the earliest Stoic teaching.

However, in the early period there was certainly a

notion of God., God was conceived as being the active principle
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behind the constant generation of the universe. He was defined

72 In the same passage, God is said to

- !

as TUp TExviKov .,
. /

produce the Acyel O"TePpHA&TIKOl , which are the different

kinds of spirit that pervade different kinds of matter.

- ’
73 refers to God as the /\°’~)/°S T TMEPHATIKOS ,

Diogenes,
who is responsible for transforming the whole of substance, as
air into water.

From this, God may be seen to subsist in the material
objects of the universe, so that Plotinus in his interpretation
of Stoicism regards the Stoics as comnsidering the soul to be
]\‘.vs'.b'uek TS gxov or fy').q st‘zka\l.'?l* That is, a diffusion of
spirit itself, undergoing modification through the /\o'ym
o Tnapp < T (KO , to give 1life to different existing material
things. »

The Hymn to Zeus of Cleantheg,75 summariéeé mdch of
this theistic concept of reason and generation. The significant
points in the hymn are first, that Zeus is the reason, (Logos),
that exists for ever, harmonising all things. Second, every-
thing in earth, sky and sea occurs through Zeus as spirit
(dajmon), and the whole universe willingly obeys. Third, Zeus
is recognised as having many aspects ( TTDI\-UL(JVUP-OS )

responsible for different natural phenomena, as a kind of

logical pantheism,



173

Then with particular reference to human beings, the
human race is seen to have an image of God within themselves,
in possessing reason; and : men should banish ignorance,
and strive for correctness of opinion, so as to comply with
God's will.76

Such is the extent to which the notion of God appears
in the early Stoics, and it was on this basis that treatises-
were producéd by Cicero, clearly following earlier sources, on
' the Nature of the Gods, and on Determinism. Yet whilst
religious terminology is employed in accounting for the
materialism of nature, there is a lack of any truly religious
sensitivity., In Seneca, fhe beginnings of a religious awareé
ness of the divine in nature are seen, and thisithought
continues through into Epictetus.

Given. certain conditions it is an easy transition from
a theory of pervading divine reason, to a belief.in the
in-dwelling of a religious spirit within each person and in
natural phenomena. It would however be false to suppose that
Stoicism had become a religion in Seneca, or even in Epigtetue.
In‘much of Seneca there is little progress from the early
Stoics.’’ |

"But in two passages of Semeca in pa#ticular'there does

seem to be a more certain religious attitude. The first
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passage is De Beneficiis IV, 6 ~ 8. Here nature is defined

as, "deus et divina ratio.toti mundo partibus cius inserta".
Such a dpfinition could well come from the early Stoics.
Seneca continues by demonstrating the different aspects of
God. There is mo nature‘without God. God and nature differ.
only igvfunction, (officio), and we apply different epithets
to Jupiter for different functions, Stator, Liber, and so on.78
God is.eveiywhere.79
Huch of these chapters then are on the~same level as
Cleanthes' Hymn, but they transcend it in two respects: first,
an.urge to make God, and not nathré, supreme; that is, a desire
to see nature and the creator in its personal aspect; second,
a consideration of the context ahpﬁs that Seneca is writing
about the unselfish'asppchéf hum;n kihdness;‘hgfi#trqducee_'
the subject of God aﬁdinaturé as the finest example of
uﬁselfish éiving: a bengfiéiumuis éomething that .is given
freely, as_God‘givés,> Thié-a;;iﬁ péints‘to a cloge; personal
rglationship of God and man, witﬁ ng having a concern fér man,
and man feeling an indebtedness.ao »
The second passage is Epistle XLI. Here the religibus
‘attitude is more cqgvincing sfill. The subjeet»of’this letter

is the perfecting of the soul in accordance with nature. For

the soul is the seat of;reagoh{ a man's own unhindered ﬁossession
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is his soul, and reason perfected in the soul.81 Thg opening
five sections of this epistle admire the'holihess of sucﬁ'a'

soul. Reflection on the nature of the perfected soul evokes

an awe similar to that evoked by places of outstanding mysferious-
natural beauty., It is apt that a verse is'quotedvfrom Vergil,

in which he describes the religious awe of an Italian site ip
Aeneid, 8; at such scenes as this the soul is moved by a

religionis suspicione (3). The use of the word numen, (it

occurs twice in this passage, 3 and 5), suggests that here
there is more than a rhetorical elaboration of early Stoic
theology. There was no Greek equivalent to numen. To the
Romans it signifies the in-dwelling of the religious spirit
in different aspects of nature. Here, the soul depends on a

numen: Non potest res tanta sine adminiculo numinis stare, (5).

There has been a transition from logical pantheism to mystical
pantheism, |

'For apart from the use of this word, -the whole passage
reflects an importation of the Roman pantheistic religion,
almost a mystic religion into Stoic doctrine. ‘An influence is
seen upon Stoicism of the keen religious Sensitiﬁity of the
Romans, inherited from their earliest Italian origins. There
is a reflection in this Epistle of the kind of pure Italian

mystic pantheistic religion which Vergil was endeavouring to
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instil., anew into the Romans, when writing his Aeneid, -
particularly Book 8.
Seneca's concept of soul82 also often shows a strong

roligious tendency. As our source of freedom (cui non possit

obstari), it is like a God dwelling as a guest in a human

body (deum in corpore humano hospitantem), an image in the

likeness of God.83 Vergil, Aeneid 8, is again quoted,84 and
this could suggest that Seneca is thinking here in terms of

mystical pantheism,

In the foregoing account, I have where appropriate,
drawn comparison between the teaching of Seneca and Epictetus.
On the question of duties, given so much prominence in Cicero;
they both adopt a similar course, that duties are to be under-
taken when dictated by the reason in order to maintain one's
inner virtue. Duties are a continuation, or the outward express-
jon of the inner virtue, which should be our prime concern.

In other respects, Epictetus generally adopts a more
rationalist position. Many of the more irrational aspects of
Seneca, such as will, spiritual teaéhing,and religion,
conscience, impulse and the like, are present in Epictgtus butl
in more restrained language. He brings the irrational gpdﬂ

spiritualising elements all much closer to reason. This will be
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seen to be particularly true of the religious aspect. I believe
the religious sense in Epictetus is sufficiént for him to look
upon his moral teaching, particularly his teaching on freedom,
as something spiritual, and the develoément of the more thorough
religious aspect of Stoicism, manifest in Seneca, enabled him
more easgily to think of his work and his goal of freedoﬁ, as
spiritual fulfilment; yet he is careful not to allow any
doctrine to pass his lips which cannot be fitted into the
framework of the rational Stoic system. S8trict rationalism

was never to return to the Stoic school, but thé cloak, or
strait-jacket, of rationalism was assumed again by Epictetus,
and irrational elements developed within rather than alongside
this. This is illustrated further in the concept of will,

The obsessién with will by Seneca is stressed by Pohlenz
and De Vog9185 to be an important contribution to Stodcism, and
the former recognised it as an essentially Roman contribution.
The first condition for being good is to wish it (zgllg),as

and this willing is not taught: velle non discitur,87 and is

accordingly within the ability of all human beings, not just
the wise ﬁan.

Epictetus returns to a more purely Greek concept, but
not without influence from Seneca, or at least from the Rbmén

trend in Stoicism which he represents. Seneca allows the
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freedoh of the individual to consist in will, as almost an
irrational factor, but the will does not lead to virtue
without the analysis of reason (iudicium). In Epistle 81,
unschooled will is not advised. The wise man, because of his
intellect in the end approaches virtue. In Epictetus freedom

exists nowhere but in the rational guiding principle, the

hegemonikon, which in its more developed aspect is prohairesis,

and although prohairesis involves will, it is never separated

from reason, as a concept. Seneca has two concepts operating
in conjunction, iudicium (decision) and voluntas (will).

Epictétus significantly has one, prohairesis. The distinction

is a narrow one, representing influence from the Roman writers,
who were taking more account of the irrational, upon the Greek
tradition, which had hitherto given a purely ratiomal account
of moral conduct. Epictetus followed Seneca in recoghnising the
importance of the irrational elements in a philosophy of moral
conduct, but was able to embrace them in a rational system

centred on prohairesis,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

The writings to be considered in this chapter are

primarily Cicero, De Apdcitia; De Senectute; De Officiis; Em/
/

and Seneca, The Epistles and Horal Essays.

Cicero, Paradoxa III 2, 2.

De Amicitia 89.

Cicero, De Officiis I 4. For magnanimity and orderliness,
cf. Epictetus' reference to ,.aey»c)sé{;pov and Keopneis
(see Ch, VI 5). The virtues in Epictetus however,

receive scant treatment,

To the factors determining correct moral conduct, which

are based on Panaetius, Cicero adds the possibility of
one course of action being more expedient and more right
than another, even though neither may be right in the

absolute sense, De Officiis III 1 and 7. The develop-~

ment is typical of the more personal attitude,

De Officiis I 31.
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7 See Ch. VI 2.
8. Epictetus I 2. Again see Ch. VI 2.
9. - The adoption of Stoicism in Roman Literary circles

is particularly apparent in the hisforical essays of

S8allust. The two opening chapters of De Coniuratione

Catilinae are particularly relevant. Note also
Seneca: 'Philosophia non in verbis sed in rebus est,'
(Ep. I 16) Philosophy moulds the soul, but also orders

our life and guides our conduct.

10. Hot least from those Stoics who were themselves
introducing into Stoicism, Aristotelian and Socratic,

or Pythagorean elements. See Ch, III 5,

11, De Finibus; De Fatum; De Natura Deorum.
12,  SYF III 49k,
13, De Vogel III, para. 103l a; Cicero, De Finibus III 43 - 47,

14, See Section 4, below.
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16.

17.

18. .

15.

20.

21,

22.

23.

2k,
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Nam ho¢ ipsum ita iustum est, quod recte fuit, si est

voluntarium, (I 28).

Paradoxa V 34.

Omne honestum voluntarium est, (Ep. 66, 16). Cf.
Aristotle's condition of voluntariness for a moral
action in Nic. Eth., IIT.

Seneca, Ep. 95, 55 f.

Volo et mente tota volo, (Ep, 71, 36).

De Beneficiis I 6.

De Beata Vita IX 3.

See Chapter Two, 3.
See Chapter Seven, 3.

De Ira II 3, 5.
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26.

27.

28.

29.
30.
'.31.
32.
33.
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Paradoxa V 34.

Cicero, De Finibus V, 59. Note also, 'virtutem ipsam

néturg inchoavit'.

Nostrum est as ea principia quae accipimus consequentia

exquire, (De Finibus V 60).

. Ipsi autem gerere quam personam velimus, a nostra

voluntate proficiscitur, (De Officiis I 115).

De Officiis I 110 and 116.

See Chapter 8ix, 2.

Cicero, De Officiis I 100 and 131.

Seneca, Ep. 61; for Epictetus, see Chapter Six, 1.

De Beata Vita, 7k.

Ep. 71, 36.
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36.

37.
38,
39,

40.
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Ep. 32.

Cf. also Cicero, Ad Att. XII 28, 2 etc.

De Benificiis II 33, 1 - 3.

Mala facinora conscientia flagellari.
Pohlenz, Die Stoa I p. 317.

So Chrysippus, (Diogenes Laertius VII 85)-. This is
given the term c'uvu’urer] o1 . by Epictetus (II 2).
The reason for this could be because . o'uve.'a&v]o'cs
had taken on moral conatations not recognised by the
Stoic school. A3 t‘ive instances of cuva'nra-qms in

Epictetus indicaté that the term cannot refer to any special

@a:‘éonaﬂitv a’specﬁ mr’?d any ‘technical function in cognition.

In I 2.30 the bull is instanfly avare of his personal mpucxeor].
ij II 14,29 it is-used hypothetically of cattle: if they had
cuvkiebnois (as man:ha_s)r thoy would lansh at would-be

ph1losophez-cattle. The tem here seens. identical to the more

technica.}l’ r.gp«x,oxou&qms . Ink 4,10 and II 11,1, it is

..«»‘4‘?- A g e

used of W'mng conduct &nd wealmess, eovaio Bneis Mov durov kakdy,
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n’j; aoTov woOe v,é’gds # in neither of these exzamples is
there any idea of the sting of céngqiggéé, _ ;'mic,h is‘_éresent
in the Letin gonsclentia, when used of the crintnal. The
final exzample, in II 21,10 (é;(u 2w 86 euvaiehnaiv rovpnicv
OSo'rx oT1 uBEv I8 at ), again nefers to.the consciousness of

| some weakness, here ignorance, but without any moral intent,
In. these instances, Ep_lqi_;gtus chooses a word which, until
Ploti,qus at least, appears to be free from any particular
philosophic theory, and to tranglate as 'cqpscigq_sness' or

'realisation' is most adequate. -
4. ﬁux:ipi_des, _Qrgﬁ;b_gg, 395-63

—— ’ - /. . ! 4 _ '_A\ ’ .
U7 XPU K RATK E1S; Tis CAKOANLE IV VOOOS,

[ 3 Vi " ’ 5 f 4 ) ) I'd
== ) Cuvedis, 6Ty covordot S€’ EIpyxTRLEVOS,
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43, The use of the term receives thorough analysis by

Pierce, Conscience in the New Testament, Analytical

Index, p. 132, and chapters 1 - 4,

Ly, Unde subit bonum? ex bona conscientia, ex honestis

consiliis, ex rectis actionibus, (Ep. 23, 7.).

45, Epictetus, III 18, 4 - 6; and Fragment, Stobaeus I 3,

50, (0ldfather, Fragment 13).
L6, See Chapter Six, 5.

L7. A fragment assigned to Epictetus in Schweighauser's
edition (No. 97), has reference to conscience (,o'uve':S'v]fls)
which God has implanted in us to protect us. Other
reasons apart, the thought is here so remote from the
Discourses (the nearest approach is the -reference to
daimon iﬁ I 14), that its exclusion from the genuine
fragments is generally observed, The fragment does
illustrate just the kiﬁd of religious thinking which
might have influenced Seneca's adoption of the term.
Thes protecting characteristic of ., o’uve’l S:v, oS

noticed in the fragment is possibly reflected in the
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’

single instance of the term To ouv €tog . . in
III 22, 94, in referénce to the moral control of
the Cynic. Its use here is remarkably dimilar to

prohairesis used elsewhere.

48, So Pohlenz, Die Stoa I, p. 117.

Ly, The passage, Epictetus III 13, 7 is particularly
noteworthy.

50. See Chapter Three, 3.

51. Alter motus, qui iudicio nascitur iudicio tollitur,

(4, 2). Cf. Epictetus mpoxipecis xvayrale wpoatpesiv.
(1 17, 27). One act of decision (irratiomal) can

displace another (rational),

52, Affectus et ratio in melius peiusque mutatio animi est.
53. Deka I 8’ ll

Sk, Cf. Section 2 above, on will and comscience.
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56.

57.

58,

59.

60,

61.

62.

63.

6.
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Seneca refutes Aristotle on the point of gmotions
being useful for giving spirit to actions, De Ira
I9, 2~ 3; also Ep. 42, 1 - 2,

EB' 89 [ ] 1"’0

cf. Epictetus, who adopts in I 18, 1 Towxdéiv (feeling),

as a single origin of assent, choice and desire,

In De Officiis,

De Officiis III 13,

De Officiis III 17.

De Officiis I 1 f.

Seneca Ep. 81, 10.

Ep. 104, 21 - 4; Ep. 95, 10 - 14,

Nil dat fortuna mancipio, (Ep. 72), Cf. Ep. 61 and

De Beata Vita 20, 5.




65.

66,

67.

68,

69.

70,

71.

72,
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Ep. 72.
Ep. 66, 23.
Ep. 32, 10 - 13,

Soul is reason: Animus et ratio in anima.perfecta,

(Ep. 41, 6 -~ 7). The Epistle is closest in spirit

to Epictetus, (cf. his purity in the soul, IV 11, 5 f.).
But once a man's soul becomes fully rational, then
reason will help him to fulfil all the catagories of

duties, (Seneca, Ep. 45, 10 - 14).

De Beneficiis I 7.

De Beneficiis II 14.

Cicero, De Amicitia, 79.

SVE II 1027,

Diogenes Laertius VII 135 f£.
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77,

78.

79.

80.:

81.

82.
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Plotinus, Enneads IV 7, 4.

SVF I 537.

Lines 25 - 40. S

E.g. in Naturaleé Quaestiones, Praef, 13 -"15:

quid est deus? Mens universi.

Cf. Epictetus I 22, 16.

De Beneficiis IV 8, 2.

De Bemeficiis IV 9, 1.

Animus et ratio in anima perfecta, (Ep. 41, 8.).

Commonly 'animus'; the above passage is outstanding

in using ‘anima®,

‘Ep. 31, 11.
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87,

189

" Evander refers to the Italian Gods, of whom Aeneas

must show himself worthy, by moulding his mind in

their image.

Pohlenz, Die Stoa I, p. 319; De Vogel III, para.

1216, etc. See also Bist, Stoic Philosophy. p,229ff,
Ep. 80, L.

Ep. 81, 13.
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CHAPTER FIVE

EPICTETUS : THE CONCEPT OF MIND

l. The Function of Reason.

Against the background of Greek and Stoic thought which
has been provided, the particular doctrine of Epictetus may now
be examined. His doctrine of freedom is contained in a full

and proper understanding of the term prohairesis; which is the

subject of chapter seven. In this and the following chaptér I

examineil the basis from which his 6oncept.of'prohaifeSis

evolved,considering first his teaching on reason and second,
man's position in the cosmos and sociéty as a rational'being.
This chapter examines the nature of the reasoning faculty.
Today we may call this the concept of mind or 'psychology! fof
by it we must understand both the mental and feeling activities
that occur in the individual.

In general on the conéept of reason, Epictetus inherited
the main points of traditional Stoic teaching: that reason is
the cause of the universe; the universe viewed as a whdle is
good; therefore reason aims at the good and is in itéelf good;

that there is implanted in man alone of animals a part of the
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cosmic reason aﬁd that this is his best part; that through this
reiationsh;p?ﬁith the reason of the universe, man is able to
discern th§ plan of the universe and the plan:of his individual
life and adjust his behaviour to this plen; and that isOso far
as man has.reéourse to reason in planning his activities, he is
fiee. |

Epictetus Writiﬁg as Affisipnary moralist, not as a
scéentific.materialist, cleaves to £his last assertion and
basis his theory of freedom on it. Therefore Epicfetus attaches
greater importance'to-reason as a capacity, or potential, in
mdh, which is essentially human and which man hqlds independent
for its function of judging, than to the more mgterialistic
concept of reason as a relationship with the cosmic mind..
. Materialistic speculations do not concern him as they concerned
- the Milesian Bchoél and the Stoics apd»Epicureans of the third
century and were later to concern Plotinus; Epictetus' ethical

teaﬁhiné was céntred on the hggpiness of;fpe individual which
lay in his freedom enjoyed during life.  Thﬁs, as with Plato
"and Aristotle before him, his ethical thedry is based on a
cpﬁcept of man rather than derived from a physical theory,
although the form and language of.the system is retained.l
In this humanised concept of feasdn, Epictetus finds that

reason has a double function in man: its bﬁfpoge<is first
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psychological, requiring ,OfUY.KdT:CGQG'lS-(aBBent) and second
moral as Wotpocxo)\ofaavo'ls (sympathetic understanding). The
psychological function .is the judgement of the mind upon the
ideas presented to it. This is the theory of auyxum&m;.
In I. 1, 4, the reasoning faculty ( :].SI;VG(MIS 1‘7 /\cy”"l]) is
described as the faculty that uses the impressions (;‘, xp-r;r'nm’?
786\’4'.“5 T'a?ls 4>a(v1'o¢o’l’ous). Moreover in using the impressions
it does not merely react to them in stimulus and response manner,
. but considers one against the other and makes a decision or
judgement ( St;yrl-d ) Good is the consequence of the correct
decision, evil of incorrect, This faculty, because it
distinguishes man from beasts, and because it makes him a
moral creature, is regarded as man's chief characteristic.2

The moral function derives from the notion that reason
is good, therefore moral progress is gained from rationalising
one's behaviour, so that it accords with the rational plan of
nature. It is the function of man's reason to lead him to a
correct understanding of this rational plan. This is
Tapa koo 3,,9_1,,0' 15 .

These implications of man's rationality appear in IV
7, 7: man possesses Ehg equipment to reckon up everything in
the universe and to understand it and thereby to act out his

3

own particular good. Thus man's reasoning faculty is not only
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_—x{,];frm?\] Tollg +o(v'l‘a¢6’l&lg, but also ndpxxo)sou Qvtr’tl_xﬁ'rli l’
Man is born to view God and his universe as a spectator

C eeotcra'ty.svos ) and an interpreter. ( ,Eg’-qurrfs )5
This special faculty of man is again referred to in III 1,

25 - 6. Man has the ability to use impressions rationally
(W,Aoyuo<és _) that is in ac?ordance with ﬁature and perfectly.
( ¢_6¢e.|. /y.okoyoupe'vws Kots -re;\;'ws ). This is man's

outstanding faculty (-.2_g_ac{Lp eTov ). Such passages place man's
moral responsibility and freedom in the sphere of reason alone,
in educating it and using it to appreciate the design of the
cosmic reason in the world. Whilst it is right to emphasise

the human side of reason in Epictetus,the belief in a cosmic

guiding world - reason provides the absolute background of his

ethical teaching, Hence, reason in.Epictetus h&s.a triple

meaning.
14
1. ,ASWPQV,QAQL_-: the abstract reason or intelligence
responsible for the good order of the universe,
its creation, decay and regeneration.
¢
2. As 7 SJv_ocHls /\oymt;, ¢ the reasoning faculty

is man, which is free to make right and wrong

decisions.

L
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3. As prohairesis: the power, through education,

of freely being able to make right moral choice.
The fact that Stoics thought that 2. was an

actual detachment ( . an  apospasma ) of 1. made
easier Epictetus' doctrine ofyprohairesis, which

€

is <tim natural good state of 2.

Discourse II, 8 illustrates this position on reason; the
argument is as follows; the true goodness lies in God; the
nature of God is intelligence and reason ( vous

5?9_35 }\é_yog ). Man's moral commitment is due to having within
himself a part of God, namely his reasoning faculty, therefore
this part of us should be our constant concern.

Epictetus is able to stress the independence of man's
reasoning faculty without neglecting its relationship to the
cosmic reason. Man's reason, the apospasma y is &
continuation of the cosmic reason in substance but not in
function., Because it shares with the cosmic reason the
substantial attribute, freedom, man's reason is free to operate
independently of universal reason. Epictetus clearly says in
I 1, that the gods put this faculty eptirely under man's control.
(7 - 9) It is self-sufficient, self-contemplating and self-
analysing. Its self contemplating ch;facter is seen at the
opening of I 1: «UTNY Bewpsvora et TENNa Tatvrme,(4).

In I 17, 1 - 3 it is stated that there is nothing superior to

ey L
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reason which analyses it, therefore it will analyse itself:
aUTos €xuTov Bi1mfploer, This self-analysis is further
explained in I 20, 1 - 6. The opening is similar to I 1:
reason is found to be self-contemplative; the purpose of
reason is the right use of phantasiai: moreove; the composi-
tion of reason is an arrangement of phantasiai (_G'Jo'ﬂ”ns.
&k Mo 1Dy ¢avTaRotidv ), Thus in a more subtle sense now,
redson is self-contemplative and self sufficient, not
subservient to anything outside the individual; it is a body
of phantasiai considering and discriminating the phantasiai.
Such at any rate is its nature on a purely psychological
level. In its moral aspect, another interprétatioﬁ may be
given to the self-contemplating characteristic, that in the
individual an apospasma a substance coextensive with the cosnmic
reason, contemplates the works of that cosmic reason displayed
in the circumstances of that individual's life.
"I now turn to examine in what ways the functioning
of man's reason may be said to be f;ée in making any particular

decisicn. The question devolves on three aspects:

l. The possibility of freedom in forming the
material through which reason operates; that

is the prolepseis or preconceptions which form

the basis of our Judgements.
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2. Freedom in giving rational judgement to the
incidence of particular impressions, phantasiai,

that is, the objects of reason.

3. The possible restriction of freedom by the

relationship of human reason to cosmic reason.

I consider these in turn.

2. The Prolepseis.

Epictetus adopted the term prolepseéis from earlier
Stoic epistemological theory, and gave it great prominence in
his own interpretation of reason and right conduct. Earlier

Stoics had regarded prolepseis as a branch of__ESLzJu45J

or acquired knowledge.6 In Epictetus the term indicates the
accunulated knowledge which is the material or data to which
we have recoﬁrse when making a decision in a particular case.
The normal usage of the term in Epictetus then is to embrace
the ethical principles and the accepted dogma of the Stoic
school; and these are to be used to ascertain correct behaviour
in eachlinstance.

Whilst this general meaning is clear, there is some
confusion on the origin of the prolepseis and thé way they are

used., The confusion probably arose because Epictetus tried to
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accommodate his different approach to ethics in terms previously
used for scientific enquiry into knowledge. With earlier
Stoics, the prolcpseis were a branch of Evvoiat s, the latter

being a genéfal.concept7

formed by comparing countless similar
hantasiai, and they covered primarily the knowledge of moral
principles. Epictetus himself, in two very similar passages,
describés the formation of concepts of this kind, I 6, 10 and
I 14, 7 - 8. Both are introduced as an illustration of the
skill and purpose manifest in God's creation, and no doubt
Epictetus attached as little importance to their intrinsic
contribution to a theory ‘of knowledge8 as he does to any other
scientific enquiry. From this qoncepf of é'vvoloc s Epictetus
inherits two points in his teaching on prolepseis: first, they
are concerned with the general rather than the particular.9
Second, they comprise, with phantasiai, the substance of the
rational prodessllo But Epictetus himself is not so much
concerned with how we receive knowledge, but in how we apply
the concepts to patticuiars. He is concerned less with the
inductive process, tﬁe’extraction of general principles from
individual phantasiai, but more Qith the deductive, to
ascertain what constitutes right action in a particular
instance by applying general principiés of moral conduct,

His teaching on prolepseis has three aspects: first,
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that in the broadest sense there are prolepseis of certain

abstract terms implying moral behaviour, such as justice, good-

ness and obligation, -Second, he asks, what constitutes goodness,

nobility; holiness and so on, What general standards are

implied by these abstracts? Third, the general standards must

be applied correctly in particular judgements leading to action.
The first use of prolepseis implies a belief in an

absolute alm in moral conduct. Goodness exists as SOmething

just and noble and to be sought,l1 similarly holiness. We

should aim at the right; everyone has a conception of his duty

( wpékvﬂ-ug Tow Séovrog )12

This usage indicates
a firm belief in absolute moral standards. In logical
disputations the standards of true and false are absolute:
once the necessary truth has been grasped in a particular
problem, it is impossible to feel that the truth should be
anything contrary to this. So‘in the sphere of moral behaviour,
the concept of good is the standard of our actions‘.‘13 If both
our concept of the good and also the analysis of the moral
problem are correct then right action will present itself as
being necessary a truth as fhe true solution in logical dispute.
Whilsé the Stoic monism, placing reason-as the essential 37

truth of the universe makes this position more tenable for

Epictétus than for us today, there is nevertheless a difference
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in the logic of disputation and the rational approaeh tov
‘behaviour. In the first, the enquirer does fot begin'hith’the>
convietion that the truth must exhibit certain charaEteristics.
‘which are presented by a-certain,eode. No such qua;dt;ee in
the conclusion are aesumed; rather, his approaoh is to.aneiqeeA
a problem by deducing a serieenof true statements;._ﬁeCaueeihe
is deallng only in words and numbers, materxal in which logic
ie already inherent the true or false is self—evident at each“h
point of the argument. Now a moral act is not inherently good
or bad in the same way as a statement is inherently true or |
false. The goodness of an act lies outside of itself, and -is
determined by a code of moral principles. The truth of a
statement lies in that very statement, even though it may not

be evident until the statement is eimplified according-to
certain rules. The rational moniem of the Stoic compels him

to apply the reason seen in the theory of logic, and to an
'extent in the creative processes in the universe, to the concent_'
of goodness ‘and moral behaviour.

It is necessary to accept then that the Stoics regarded
man's moral sense as necessary since he partook of a rational
universe which was good; and because of thie; Ejictetus |
regards the moral sense, (that is, the Ero;egeie of goodness),

ag innate: we have it naturally because we are rational beings.
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Accordingly, he says he has by natur_el4

knowledge of what is
noble and base. In II 11, 3, the concept ( &vvoix ) is
z.’ﬁ(buros._‘.. (inborn or ingrown). e are to apply the
natural preconceptions, _ ¢ua‘n<3<s 1rpat\6+.éls .15

Thus concerning whether the Erolegseie are innate or
acquired,16 Epictetus regards the prolepseis in the broadest
meaning, man's moral sense, as innate. But in considering
the second use of the term, prolepseis as the general rules
of behaviour which constitute goodness, they are decidedly
acquired. This accounts for the differing code of morals,
for example, between the Egyptians and Romans.l7 Different
peoples regard different sorts of action as good. Therefore,
it is not only necessary to have a moral sense that the good
is to be done, but also to know what is good.

On this question Epictetus adopts a Socratic approach
of warning against following the opinion of the many. Man
tends to make up his opinion on what is good, without probing
the question'phiIOSOPhically or receiving instruction.18 In
geometry and music we do not use squnds and lines until we have
knowledge 6f their meaning ( ot }L;] e’.cS&res }). Similarly
in our mofal‘behaviour, we should not rely on opinion

>/
( oimoig ), but seek knowledge through philosophy. By

rhilosophy, Epictetus has in mind the Socratic definitions of
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19

general concepts such as pleasure and virthe.

This Discourse (II, 11) thus illusi:zf'a;teé an innate stage
of commoh notions or preconceptions, and a md;ré 'a‘e.firl'ed stage
tha~t is learned, This double aspect is similarly seen in II 17.
We have in the first.place vague general notions of the good
and the just ( d)u,o?lK:ts Kotl 'n'p.o)\:]\kens ). But before we
can apply thése concepts to our behaviour, we must ascertain
precisely what Kind of actions come under the _I;e'ading of each
one. The aim of philosophical instruction is to attain a
systematic arrangement ( 514.9,:&00’:5. ) of each of our
prolepseis, so that we have a perfectly articulated and equipped
knowledge of good action, making easier a moral Jjudgement in
any particular situation.?°

Epictetus is aware, though reluctantly, that Socratic
diale_étic will not of its own provide the solution to what
cons_:f‘itutes goodness. In shaping one's know],edge of the
prolepseis, (which one has always ﬁad in a general way), he
admits of a certain code of moral principles, which he refers
toas k«voves 2l fnege are certain directions that
we brought with us from Zeus our creator (. v TéTx AT )e
Philosophy itself must work on a certain Kuvo(:v, 01; standard
of judgement. In II 20, 21, Epictetus affirms that these

standards are from nature, (. (btfc'ews e
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Thus Rgblépsis at this second stage appears to.be a
mixture of phiibégbhic reasoning upon natural_concepté of
goodness, using principles which we’havgﬁerm'Zeus én&'whioh
are 4)676“5 . In practice the pi-inciple"s or canons are the '
precepts of the Stoic school.aa Yet'ﬁecause hé’calls them
natural, they are, on Account of the Stoic monism,‘rational. v.--v
in the sense that, although not adopted through man's reason, thay( i
do lead necessarily to the good life because of their origin :
from the rational creator.23

Epictetus is chiefly concerned only with prolepsis inr'
its third aspect, that is, the application of the correct .
prolepsis to each decision of conduct. Every degision involves
Judgemént upon phantasiai, and the criterion of judgement is
the system of Brolegseis. Correct judgementfié'the result of
the correct apﬁlioéfion of prolepseis. This is the Beginniné
of Epictetus' askesis, or moral training: -""POX"]#‘G'S ec‘m,:p.ofem .
T % p.epous onuu{s ‘ . b
‘ It is significant that the training required for
aéplying the Brolepseié is not purely logilcal training, but
training in disciplining thé will, We have seen thaf Epictetus
emphasises'the comparison of éorrect behavibur and correct

logical disputatién, and to a certain degree the prolepseis as

general principles can be applied logically to reach a definitive
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decision on a particular moral act. But Epictotus, as Aristotle,
realises a deficiency in applying‘the practical syllog;sm.
Epictetus‘ training requires two things: first, that the
prolepseis should be firmly grasped and constantly rehear866,
Since they are not induced with émpirical certainty, as logical
principles are, they can never carry the same degree of
conviction, and often wéaken in the face of temptation. Second,
the will must be gbsolutely rational, in the semse that it will
not admit to anything contrary to the rational judgement based
on correct prolepseis. This involves the development_éf the

rational prohairesis, to be discussed in chapter seven. The

rationgl decision is frequently hampered by feelings, or false
hantasiéi, as logical solutions are not. |
Man's freedom lies in making the moral.decision in any
particular circumstance, that is, in this very application of
prolepseis to particulars. We are not free to choose in an
arbit%uj,manner, our own preconceptions; these, as we have

seen in stages one and two, were either natural or acquired

'zhrough Iearniné;A fh‘éifherwdéée thejﬁadmit of no variation

or freedom, except in the extent to which each individual is
driven to gain the correct knowledge and systematisation of
the prolepseis, and not to be content with mere opinion; this

is his own responsibility, and true freedom can never be
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attained without this material upon which to base a rational
decision. Accordingly, if ﬁan accepts therfréedqﬁ.tb hang
back in his own opinion, he will not have the correct equip-
ment to enjoy true freedom, the key to which is'rational will
and judgement. But it is essentially at the third stage, the
application of the prolepseis, that man's choice admits variety
of behaviour, since although reason drives him to a necessary
conclusion, reason may be overmastered by a will not fully
iational. |

The three étages in Epictetus' conception of prolepseis
may be compared to coinage. We accépt as the general rolé-sis,
a coin, perhaps a two-shilling piece. We then learn what may
be bought with this coin, such as a pint of beer, of two
sandwiches, and so on., These are prolepseis in the second sense,
with the commodities properly arranged, and with a proper
knowledge of their value to us. The third stage is applying
the spending of the two shillings to the commoditieé that are
best suited to us as they_eéch occur, and not seing tempted

to buy the beer when we would be better off with the sandwiches.

3« The Phantasiai.

Next I consider the particular operation of man's reason
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necessitated by the Bpagtasiai, images of various kinds, as
they occur to the mind. Traditionally for the Stoics, thé
phantasiai were the causes of action and of knowiedge. This
doctrine was compatible with their theory of materialistie
determinism, arising from the notion that every psychios evept
has an exterior, or partly exterior cause. When the later
Stoics were puzzled by the problem of will and fréédom, the -
term phantasia.remained, but its ﬁse was extended and modifiéﬂ
to embrace those functions which man feels he is doiﬁg'ffeelj,
particularly in making decisions towardsvgood or evil éonduct:
there can be a phantasia of the good. As a Stoic, Epictetus -
has to refer all rational activity to some phantasia. But .
since his interest is more in the moral purpose of man's
freedom, he is forced to interpret the notion of phantaeiéi'
more flexibly, to include rational will; and in doing s§, he
explores many of the weaknesses in the early Stoic use of the
term, which had already been eriticised by the Sceptics who.
found iﬁ 1ogicaliy deficient. |

As with other terms, Epictetus giies no systematic
definition, and in interpreting his theory and the use of the
word, it is besf to distinguish four main fieldé-éf'meaning

where he applies the term:
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a. Phantasia and motion (or action).
b. Phantasia and knowlcdge.
¢c. Phantasia and right conduct.

d, Phantasia and emotions.

It is the last two of these divifions which represent not so
much a departure but a g8ignificant change of emphasis from
the eariier Stoic treatment of fétional function. Ep;ctetus
is concerned with the ethical and human implications of -
hantasiai, not merely with the scientific cause and-effect

notion represented by the first two fields,

a. Phantgsiai and Motion.

The use of the term phantasia referring to pure cause
and effect action in behaviour is seen in Discourse II 8, 1 - 8,
where the nature of the good is investigated by comparing animal
and human behaviour. In the animal kingdom, phantasiai are the
means of experiencing the external world, that is, pure sense
data. They are the necessary antecedent of any movement.
Animals 'use' external phantasiai in the sense that they act
instinctively upon them. This 'use' applies to any organism

25

that has sense perception,
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Animals however, do not possess understanding
( wapur a)x.of)ﬁz),o'ls. ) of the u's"'é'ﬂ’l'bf Ellg_ix_;g_g_i_g;.'.>‘1€otice
is drawn to this impo.rtant distinction in II 14, 15.:26 The
mere use of phantasiai pfoduoes action which is nof designed
toqards any en& or good save that of, 1. the animal's own
survival, and 2., the service of animal to man in the plan
of the cosmos. If animals did have:RupauoXJbBﬂrmg. they
would no longer be subservient, but capable of voluntary
action, and would choose to submit or not, and so become man's
equai. Not ppssessing'NdpdondﬁpanS animals are classed
as - ﬂ\oyd , (without reason).

Because man not only needs to perforﬁ-the strict
biological functions of eating, drinking, resting and procreation,
but also must achieve each his own ends ( TéAv7 ), which is
his moral function, he has. xpﬁ.a‘.ls. (use) and wap;zno)\o{},ar’ﬂs

of Bhantasiai.27

These passages indicate two things: first, that
phantasiai are the stimulus to action from outside, which is
inst;nctive and irrational in animals, but considered and
rational in man., In the case of man however, it is not always

totally external: it is extermal to the prohairesis, but not

necessarily to the whole of man's psychological functions.

Thus whereas in animals the stimulus is purely objective, in
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man it is often ﬁarfially at least, éubjéctive. ' This is
an 1mportant point, and discussed further below.

Second, man's additional endowment otgnapdxo)mnequws
has made him an ethical creqture, capable of gopd,and evil. One
does not speak of the good ( Tb e’cyaOo'v ) ifi plants and ta.rli.u‘uatls.'z'8
The good involves thgicapacity to choose,‘dﬁa therefore a
29

recognition of a moral end. Man is‘not content to live like
animals and act on the unreflected prompting of the phantasiai,
but examines each hantasia, so.that he mighf promote the

moral and both of himself and of the cosmos.so

b. Phantasiai and Knowledge.

The application of the term phantasia to. the theory of
knowledge was its most prominent use in the early Stoa.31
Although Epictetus was clearly-Qell schooled in this early
Stoic doctriné; he regarded the purely épistemological
&hplications as unimportgnt, 'Essentially,in basing a theory
of cognition on the received hantasiai, a distinction had to
be made between true and false phantasiail. In the transition
from using phantasia in.the theoryfgﬁﬂknoﬁlnge to theories
of moral behaviour, this distinctiogvgemains. '

Ebictetus femafks on the use oflghégtégiaiih the strict

theory of knowledge are noﬁfVery edifying. He is'contqnt to
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-trust the evidence of the senses, and declares that he is not
concerned with the quesfion of how perception a.r:'i.ses.Ba He
ridicules the criticisms of the Stoic theory by the Academy,

33

without seriously grappling with their arguments. We accept

the impressions of exactly those things which the eyes reveal

3k

to us. The attention of the philosopher should be tatally
devoted to the inner man.

The most serious mention of cognitive theory is in
I,ZQ) and again Epictetus.uses the evidence of the senses: if a
phantasia occurs to us during the day that it is day, this |
phantasia is true. If the impression comes that it is night,
this is false, because it is impossib;e to feel that it is
night and to remove the feeling that it is day. The phantasia
that there is an odd number of stars is neitherirue nor falge;
and we must withold assent. Phantasiai are here presented-ééér
ideas or hypotheses, which can correctly be distinguished as
true or false, provided our rafional machinery is in proﬁerh
working ordef. It is notable in this passage that Epictetus
uses the word feeling (nk feiv ) for the mental interprefatibn
of the evidence of the senses., Apart from the sense data,uthefé
can:be no further logicai approach to knowledge of buch obvious
facts, but there is the feeling or inner conviction that the

data must be true.
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However, reason is more vital in approaching more
sophisticated pieces of knowledge, such as mathematical

propositions and philosophical dogma.35

When ghanfasiai_oécur
in these higher constructs of knowledge, that is, as.an B
hypothesis or general statement, it is of first importance to
distinguish the true from the false. S8ince the notion of a
false phantasia was the pivot céusing Epictetus to adapt the
cognition theory to his account moral behkaviour, it is apt

that he refers specifically on two occasions to the classifi-

cation of phantasiai. In I 27, 1 - 2, he gives four categories

of phantasiai:

1. that something exists and appears to exist.

2. that something does not exist and does not appear
to,

3, that something exists but does not appear to.

4, that sometliing does not exist but appears to.

of these, 1 and 2 are true phantasiai, that is, the phantasia
truly represents reality; 3 and 4 are false, where the
appearance contradicts reality. The awkgard concept of a
negatived phantasia presented by 2 and 3 is characteristic

of the precision of earlier Stoic discussion.on phantasia and
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cognition, but is not iﬁportant to Epictetus' adaptation. This
is shown by their omission from Epictetus' second instance of

classification in I 28:

1. the appearance of things as they are.

2. the appearance of things as they are not.

Both discourses quickly pass from the purely epistemological

opening to consider human behaviour.

This is the sum of Epictetus' remarks on Rhantgsiéi;‘
as a factor in pure cognitive theory. Three stages_canobe
discerned: 1. Animal cognition, where an;o;perience proﬁptoﬁ
an immediate and necessary reaction., 2. Eiementary cogniéicn.

which is the perception of the senses, e.g. that it is night.

With these two stages, Epictetus at least is ready to discount:vi"

the possibility of false B anta31ai. 3. ¢ Complex cognition.
which is the knowledge or verificationnof general statements

or hypotheses. The'Bhantasia is presented to us as a.statement
or pypothesis, and Epictetus here admits the possibility of
false Bhantgoiai. But he never queotions the truth of
primary objective sehse-data.(he may believe thgt theoretically

there may be problems, but not worthy of”priority), and this
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important conclusion follows: that the only statements which

can be false are those in which there is a subjective element,
that is, phantasiai that occur to us through our reasoning
capacity - the results of syllogisms and mathematical hypotheses -

36

and not directly from exteriors,

c. Phantasiai and Moral Behaviour.

Epictetus provides a threefold basis for moral behaviour:

phantasiai, prohairesis and logos. The Ehantasia in the context

of moral behaviour (and this is his-principal-usé of the term),

is a fancy for a particular course of action. The prohairesis
(choice) and logos (reasonm), wofking-together in the iﬁterests
of goodness, then decide whether the fancy is to be adopted or
rejected. The problem that presents us here is how Epictetus
ié justified in employing a term meaningful in éognitive
theory; to his theory of méral conduct, .

I will first consider the ways this kind of phantasia
resembles those discussed previously. First, they are similar
to the phantasiai received ﬁy animals in so far as man in the
first instance is prompted to movement and action by phantasiai.
This is clearly stated with reference to the Iliad, which is

said to be nothing but phantasiai and the use ( xP;}o‘ls ) of



213

Ehantasigi; The action of each of thé characters depeﬁds upon .
the~2hanfasiai occurring to them. Examples are given, such
as the phantasia to Paris to abduct Helen and the ghantﬁgia
to Helen to follow him.37 .Accordingly the measure of all
man's gction”ie the phantasiai, his.Ffancies‘; As the initial
impulée to activity thérefore, theséfghaﬁéasiai resemble those
occufring to animals. They differ from them in an important
aspect: they are not purely objective,.bqt arise most often
from an’ inner disposition.reinforced by a particular external.,
There is a further difficulty: Epictetus has shown
that animéls only have use of phantasiai, but man has use and

I

Jtapa.no)\oao']_a'.ls, or appreciation of their purpose. When

Epictetus spéak.s of T«pdxn)sa‘.tpq?_a'cg éxv_rarfwv ¢ he is not
talking of Bgantasiéi in the sense of 'fancies' or suggested
coﬁrseS'of action, but rather the pure objectiﬁity of the
external world: that man sees the world as it is and understands
its purpoée. Such knowledge'qf the external world has a part

in deciding behaviour, but q@ly in so far:ag, a) it éontributes
to the store of reason or knowledge (see section ome), as for
instance, 2£§legseis, from which ajudgement is passed on a
suggested 'fancy', or b) it forms the actual sense data which
instigates the 'fancy'; for instance, I may eee a man being

put to death, which gives rise to a 'fancy' that I should pity
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him, then ; oppose this 'fancy' with the 'idea! reaped-from
_e@ﬁcation and past experience, that his death in #ngifgéﬁ%*ﬁ'
me. Thus when Epictetus speaks of understanding the ‘

hantaciai, he means the interpretation of external phenogena,
not the direct knowledge of whether a suggested coursé_of
action is right or wrong.

Secondly, thece Ehantaaiai resemble the others in

‘being partially subjective. In this aspect, they most
closely resemble the third type of cognitive ﬁantasiai,
those conveying knowledge of general statements. For this
reason 1 have adopted ﬁhe translation 'fancy' for Bhéntésiai.
covering suggested courses of action., They are suggestibﬁs
for action which seem to arise from a combination of two
sources: an inner disposition and an external phenomenon or
set of circumstgnoes. Thus Paris’lphantasia to aﬁducttﬂé¥én
arose.’ Ifrom both atlustful disposition and the availabiiit&’of
Helen by divine proﬁise. 'Fancy' also has connotations qf'.
desire and want, which I believe are true to Epictetﬁé‘ use
of phantasia in this connection. It is used as anrimpetuous
and, as we shall éee, often mistaken suggestiﬁn to‘action.

It is not used of two carefully weighed alternative actions.
There seems no reason.why it should not be extended to the

considered rational suggestion fo action, but Epictetus sess
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that the biggest problem in moral behaviour is in overgoming
-partially irratiofial éuggestions, and so cbn&entratds his
teaching on those suggestions which occur from a not totally
rational disposition. _

Third, these phantasiai again resemble the third type
of -cognitive Ehantagia in that they'ahére the possibility of
being true or false, It is this point, and the following,
which allows Epictetus to make use of the same term for
phantasiai of knowledge and phantasiai of actions: phantasia
of knowledge, 'ideas','can be rationally proved correct orxr
incorrect, true or false, or we might say, right or wrong.
'Fancies' also can be right or wrong, but in a moral sense.
Thé word 'right' is used in different senses, it would appear

to us, in these statements:

It is right that 2 + 2 = 4, ('right' = logically
correct)

It is right that I go to Church this evening.
(right = morally

desirable)

The distinction in meaning was not recognised by Epictetus:

correct knowledge is good whether it concerns mathematical
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statements or moral behaviour.

There are two philosophic precedents that should
lead Epictetus to equate the two kinds of right, or the.tWo_
kinds of knowledge, first the Socratic dogma that _. goodness
is knowledge, developed in Plato and in some measure by
Aristotle, and second, the rational monism of the Stoics which
caused them to regard reason as the‘jﬁdge not only ef true
and false statements, but of good and bad behaviour, and
thereby to develop the ‘notion of the praatical syilogism.

This leads to the fourth point of resemblance between
fancies and ideas: they are both'submitted to the criticism
and‘judgement of reason, Consequently, 1ogica1 arguments
are fit preliminary material on which to exercise the reason

before presenting it with the more complex problems of
behav:].our.39 Reason must give assenté( cuy. Kot T ot & 9d\>)

to a Bhantaaia representing a course of actlon as it does to .
a 2 tasia representing a statement of faect. Right action
is dependent upon ratlonal thinking, and the appropriate
canons of reason must be used, These are net the canons of
10316, the true and false, but of duty (_ To Kot Orjic ov )s

, expedience - ( _ To a’up#ﬁlpov ) and personal appropiateness
( T6 KAT* épé ).#% There is far less definition attached

to such factors than to logical principles, such that legic
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alone cannot produce goodness, but only logic co~ordinating

with the personal moral choice and moral sfate of prohairesis.

Epictetus is led to adopt this view of moral behaviour

since he follows the Stoic doctrine in identifying the good
41 N

.

and reason, and can say that just as the soul must(Eéfessarii3>

.

—

assent to the true, so it is necessarily attracted by the good.
In either case our full rational équipmept must be functioning
properly; and in the case of Judgements on behaviour, this

must include correct prohairesis as well as {assent).

On these pointsof resemblance, Epictetus can use
phantasia to cover both suggestions to moral behavipur (fancieé),
and statements of general fact (ideas), regarding both as
suggestions of knowledge which through réason may be judged
right or wrong. Whilst, as we have seen, Epictetus in his
day had good reason to adopt this view, today we find it more
difficiilt to regard a proposition to action as knowledge of-
any kind.

If a suggested course of action occurs to me, it comes h
as a statement of future intent, Ar as a command, for example:

"Go to Church tonight;" ™ow about going to Church tonight?" The
only sense in which we can call such a future possibility true,

is if the intent is later fulfilled. For Epictetus it would

be true, if it could be shown to be the right action for me
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to do tonight. I cannot know from the statement of intent
whether in fact there is church-going for me tonight; but

from the fancy, I can infer knowledge that:

as I can or cannot go to Church tonight.
b. I ought or ought not to go to Church tonight.

¢c. I want or do not want to go to Church tonight.

Analysed in this way, Epictetus' approach is more
easily understood. The knowledge of wénting, ought and can
is to an extent verifiable. A knowledge of self should
determine what is possible for me to do at any moment. This
is the ._yvw B cexurov , given as an important part of the
Stoic askesis. A knowledge of moral goodness will'deterﬁine
whether a particular act ought to be done; this is the
application of the Stoic prolepseis. The adjustment and

refinement of the prohairesis determines whether the will is

6orrect choice or irrational desire; this refinement,

producing right will, is the supreme aim of the Stoic ackesis.
There is a £urther point, that in a system of

determined rationalism, knowledge of future intent has more

meaning than in a non~determined system. If, ideally, the

future can be grasped through reason, by co-extension of human
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and divine ,':‘eta.ns:.m,‘*3 than by comparing the fancies against
what one 'knows' one must do to conform to the determined
divine plan, the fancy can be shown to be true or flse; but
the rational brecognition is essential.

Whatever the philOSOphical-problems underlying
Epictetus' terminology are, it is clear that he regarded those
phantasiai which I have termed 'fancies' as one of the
greatest problems confronting his pupils who seek moral
adjustment. He is particularly concerned with the fancies
that are false, realising that a fanéy is not so easily
discarded as a falée intellectual idea, since particulars are
-in;olved; one's particular willing self and one'slparticular
circumstances must be the basis for the judgement.m+ Thus
strict reason as logic, can only give a.probability; reason

must co-ordinate with pgbhairesis as moral goodness to give

certainty. Accordingly, the rational defence to the subjective
element in the fancy is weaker than in the case of an idea,
and the faney will continue to convince of its correctness.
Furtﬁer the subjective element is bound up with our emotional
disposition, not merely with our intélleotual side, which is
responsible for the ideas.

Rééég#ising these difficulties, Epictetus first

examines mbrec1ose1y the subjective nature of the false phantasia
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which leads to evil, and finds this to be connected with desires
and emotions. This is the subject of my nexf gection. Second,
he considers the.nature of goodness in the soul as well as
reason, finding in the concept of goodness an element of moral

choice (prohairesis), trained by education and the prolepseis.

I will consider this in chapter seven,
d. Phantasia and emotions.

I consider now those phantasiai of moral behaviour,
or 'fancies', which are false, but which temptingly convince
~of their trﬁgh; thus leading man into misconduct. If these
phantasiai cah be prevented from ococurring, or if correct
judgement can be given on them when they do occur, then man
will not be led into evil. Such is the aim of Epictetus’
philosophical training, or askesis, and we can now look more
closely at its psychological basis.

It is a charactenistic of the false imprespions of
moral bebaviour, that they are accompanied by a forceful
temptation to be acted upon., They have i Qoky oT%NG. -A -

45

(persuasiveness), - and make a forceful impression on the mind.

It is said to bite ( 'Sa'uc,vn . -), and is unconi:rollable.z’6

Clearly Epictetus regards such impressions as temptations to
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miscoﬁduct.

We have already seen that the phantasiai of this class
contain both objective and subjective elements, and in the case
of the false phantasiai we now find that they 6an'be almost
equated with impulse or desire., In several paséages, the term
‘phantasia' and some word demoting desire, are interchangeable.
A striking instance is III 25, 6, Two parallel examples of
a fancy are given, one of a girl, ¢avme ™ mscSmmp_'u,ou Ko\GY o
and one of finding fault with mmebody,_'lrpoﬁup:a *agou Tiva ,

The urge or desire contained in the parallel word, 1rpo£§)p1u .

must be contained in the term 'phantasia' as‘well.47

A similar
example is in II 18, 8: when you desire money (anreupﬁvngapyvpﬁﬂ,

you must bring reason to bear on this irrational impulse, In

the same sentence, Epictetus speaks of the hegemonikon being
roused by the corresponding phantasiai, that is money causing
this same desire,

The irrational nature of the phantasiai is best
appreciated by considering a frggment of Aulus Gellius, quoting
the fifth book of Diacourses.48 The mind reacts to phantasiai
in two stages: as the phantasiai occur, the mind is struck by
the very first species or appearance., The word species itself
already suggests a subiective reaction. The reaction is

irrational: the person grows pale and is beset by all kinds of
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emotional feelings (motibus rapidis). The first stage therefore

is emotional activity in the mind.. The second stage is the
rational consideration of the phantasiay.in deciding whéthen
it is true or falae.49
Of interest here is the initial emotional reaction, in
that the emotional state cannot be separated from the phantasia.
Furthermpré, Epictétus says of the first stage that it is o
involuntary, not only the occurrence of the hantasia, but the
emotional reaction also. Now the phantasia here described is
different from those which I have equated with desire. .In this
passage the most natural interpretation of phantasia is to
regard the phantasia as the fancy that something is_frightﬂdl,
whereas the témpting phantasiai we are cénsidering, is a fanby
that something is desirable. In the former the emotional state
is produced by certain irrational inst@%ﬁs, which cannot'bé
voluntafily eradicated. In the latter case, the state is
produced by the irrational'desiring or appetifive nafnre of thé
individual, which can be trained by habit, and in Epictetus'
programae of askesis ranks highest in the three fields (rowor

50

of moral exercise. The desire for money if uncontrolled, is

seen to bring with it the same order of emotional disturbance

51

as that produced by fear, but its cause, unlike fear, can be.
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. rémoved, since mainly it lies within the individual.

In a sense, the phantasliai in Epictétus have become a
disguise for what Plato might call an irrational part of the
soul, for they are the manifestation of our irratiomal and
desiring persomnality, becoming manifest when a particular
external, riches, for example, triggers it into a practical
urge. There follows an immediate interaction between Ehantagia

. and desire. The phantasiai are already attractive impressions,

-'énd made attractive by the immediate reinforcement of desire to
an external. Such externally provoked desires have to be
eradicated,52 or if not eradicated, prevented from being ful-
filled in a corresponding action. How is this_td be done?

As soon as the desire-phantasia complex is fixed in the
mind, (that is the desire activated by a phantasia, becoming
desire for a particular), reason becomes active, aﬁd by judgiﬂg
or by combatting the phantasia it might eradicate the-dééire,'
The effectiveness of thgzréﬁaon depends on the quality of the
rational functions and thévsirength of the phantasia.’”

Two ways of dealing with phantasiai a§§_des¢ribed, as
I have suggested, judging or combatting; These afebmost-likgly
twq-ways of describing the same thing, the first from a mo;é '
.logical angle, the second more psychblogical. By Judging, ié

meant the examination of each phantasia-by‘regson, and producing
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a r"-.slo(yp.d. ('deciBion), true or false. If the phantasia Vis_ found
not to conform with nature, it is rejected. The éﬁg_l_ép_sé;i_._s_ are
to be used as a standard in this rational judgement.. -This |
exercise of judging is given prominenée in the D:i.ts_c'o»u."t,'ses.5 b

The method of combatting deals with i.m_atges’.. That is,
as the fancy presents itself, reason finds a ’counter argument
with which to oppose it. - This is the me.thod most commonly
referred to when Epictetué is describing his ask_es:l.s. - If you
desire one th:i;ng', think of the 0pposite:55 eqﬁip yourself
‘with the opposite fancy or idea, T=x§ Ev«:;vr‘dg»c}a&v.ﬂco’f%s
ddUTl';O szﬁuke .56 For instance, to avoid being drawn into
too deep an affection for a son as you kiss him, whisper to
you}self, "Tomorrow you will die". Providing the initial
phantasia is not overpowering, the opposing arguments and
phantasiai will defeat the desire.57

However, the task of reason is more difficult because
the init::.al phantasia or desire continues to produce anticipatory
images. A string of such images is given in II 18, 15 -. 18,
From the initial desire of a woman arise pictures in the mind
of the desired act taking place, with such pezws;uasive'clfa'..ri:tfys8
that reason may easily be overcome: I may picture the consequeﬁcea.
Tt €¥fs Xvabwypadid .59 1t is noteworthy that Epictetus

uses similar terminology-to Plato when describing the anticipé-
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tory images of pleasure in the Philebus.Go If reason does
not fight desire immediately, the desire will form further
images: Te. £3s dvanhiooovre Sex Oeher mu Ss Biker O

The result of the action of reason on the phantasia
will be either, a. that the desire is cast out by the So’y,ud.,
or overcome by opposing 'ideas'; or b, that the dsire persists
against all reason, in which case its object is either gained
and a kigd of animal satisfact:i.gn ensues, or it fails in its
object, produéing a peevish character evem more unbalanced in
reason. If the object of desire is gained, the same desire
will be aroused again more forcefully as soonas®suitable
external impression occurs, unless some rational adjustment
is made. If the desire fails in its object, which generally
‘ happens with irrationally conceived desires, a state of .
nxBosg (emotion, passion) is induced. These effects are i
expressed in the accompanying diagram, |

. 1!',0’(905 is defined by Epictetus as an emotional

state produced by unfulfilled desire, (_ O&heww .rs
Koty }.t;’, yllveo' Ot _).62 It is turbulent desire in which the
irrational element is all the strongér and so more easily
provoked into the practical urge by the slightest of externai
stinu1i.®3 This state of m«Bog 4s well destribed in II 18.

It is compared to a tempest ( x.exl.l..u’w.) which eventually so
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weakens the reason that you do not notice you are doing wrong,
and causes it to argue even in favour of your wrong-doing

(29 - 32). 1In this state, desire is quickly roused aﬁd grows
stronger by habit. _

On the question of the Woltaﬁ there was disagreément
amongst the earlier Stoics. Posidonius regarded the 1‘0’(917,_ as
the motions éf'én irrational éart of mén, recognising a kind
of of rational and irrational dualism. Chrysippus and Zeno
maintained a rational monism 'and regarded 1\'0‘(911 to be the
result of a negation or perversion of reason, (_MA:.w;m; ﬂwxﬁs
e’t')xby 0S.. . ToV l\ofyo,u gmas'v't,?,oé&_mll.).6’+ The view of Zeno and
Chrysippus fits Epictetus' interpretation of the 174.0’1 :
they are produced by wroné judgements or by desire‘overmastering'
reason., At the same time, in the foregoing account, I havg |
drawn attention to part of man's éonstitution—which is outside
reason,_namely in the basic desires that occur as specific
Rhagtasiai when stimulated by an exterior, and in the inﬁéra'
desires formed by habit, which Epictetus terms 1!0’19’7 .

Epictetus is concerned with rational and irrational processes,

both of which are dependent on prohairesis, which is choice
exercised through the whole personality towards the correct
orientation of desires and reasoﬁ. In this interpretation of

. ¢ ¢
the Mo 91" s 18 easily seen the closeness of Epictetus!
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paycological position toChrysippus. The single rational

hegemonikon of Chrysippus, whereby it was difficult to account

‘for the irrational dispositions, is developed by Epictetus into

the single prohairesis, which is more readily adaptable to

give account of the desiring and willing functions.

Epictetus twice quotes the example of lMedea, as one
acting through passion. In II 17, 19, he introduces the
example in the.context of unfulfilled desire, of desifing
somethiﬁg which does not happen. When her desire - of living
with her husband - was nbt fulfilled, she entertained that

65 that is,

‘kind of phantasia as is necessary in such cases,
a phantasia arising from passion. Her next irrational desire
is to take vengeance on Jaflon by killing their children, whiéh
is manifestly against her interests, and realising fhis she
utters: 'What do I care', and Epictetus remarks that this’is
the outbursting ( | gx,ﬂrwﬁws ) of a soul of great force.
This would appear to be the stock example of the Stoic
'ﬂdﬂq » that the non-fulfilment of a natural desire (to keep her
husband), results in an unnatural and utterly irrational passion
for revenge. In the stage of Tabos. reason is by-passed, and
again arguments are mustered to‘support the desire, as we saw

in II, 18.

The same example occurs in I 28, 7 - 9, Epictetus'
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commentary here is that Medea's action was more considered, and
she had weighed the profitabiiity—of gratifying her oﬁniﬁassions
against the salvation of her children. Thus she is using
reason, but based on a false premise of what constitutes that
which is profitable. Here Epictetus uses the example not
primarily to illustrate w& fos , but the importance of
having correct principles. In the first example we may say
that the Wo‘- Peg was so -strong that reason was discarded; in
the second, the reasoning faculty and prolepseis were too weak
to judge the phantasiai correctly.66

The example of Medea might also have been used by the
Stoics to illustrate a position of akrasia, that is of falling
67

into wrong through failure to overcome a desire, and Epictetus .
does regard the action of Medea as demanding sympathy rather
than blame. But this is inconsistent with Nedea's considered
deliberation on her action, incorrect though it be.

Medea deliberates and does wrong, (according to I 28,
not II 17); the thief, quoted in II 26, 2 does likeﬁise.68 He
believes that thieving is in his own interest, therefore he
follows his‘occupation. This is a false premise, but he
Vassents to the conclusion as a truth., Again Epictetus seems

to want to pardon this man for not doing what he wisheé, for

he wishes to act in his own interest, Again this comes very
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near a position of akrasia, and the Platonic doctrine that
no one errs willingly, is common in Epictetus; yet in saying

’
that he assents to the conclusion as true ( éwivever ),

this must represent an act of choice, since prohairesis is:

active in every decision.69
Thus Epictetus is a degree less lenient than Aristotle

in respect to the pérson who does wrong by acting either through

passion, or without fﬁ;l knowledge q; his conduct. If reason

is properly trained, tﬁere should be no mistake in the premises,

or in the application of them; and 1ni9q can be avoided by ‘

not giving way to persuasive phantasiai in the first place, and

by adjusting the prohairesis so that the basic desiring impulses

are not directed towards exteriors.

In considering the origin of false phantasiai of moral
behaviour, I have referred to a désiring capacity directed to
externals, which can be instigated to specific desire or fancy
at the presentation of a corresponding external stimulus. I
have already noted that Epictebus does not hold a bi-partite
difiéion of soul into reason and the irrational, as Posidonius
attempted to introduce. ﬂe are faced then wifh the problem of
_including the desiring functions with;p Epictetus' rational
monism. This question will be discussed more fully in chapter

seven, under the functions of the prohairesis. TFor the
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prohairesis has a choosing, directive function, and yet is the

very centre of our rational being. But already we can notice
that Epictetus' concept of dosire is wider than desire directed
towards exteriors, causing the alluring and persuasive
phantasiai. This is warped desire; the correct orientation

of the desiring function should be interngl.

The soul is not only endowed with reason, to distinguish
true and false, but also with desire, to desire good and repel
evil: mpos piv To Xyabdv bperrinids kvdicBui,n pSJgSE‘-rZ KaKkdY CexhTIRi 0
It is the nature of the soul fo feel moved with desire to the
good; when the good appears, it attracts the soul to itself,
The reason faoult& vhich we have from God is the>faculty of
71

A ’
choice and desire SUvapiv THV GPMETIKTY... K., O P& KTikNY, By

discovering the essential good, we feel pleasure in the soul,

( Tﬁv'¢ux|uﬁv‘ﬁ80vﬁv ).72

In the concept of aidos, the feeling of self-respect,

which is a principal virtue in Epictetus' teaching, there is
a strong elqmenthof properly diregted emotion, yet we are born
with this feeling as part of our constitution.as human beings.73

It is interesting to note that aidos was classified amongst the
w.e'_;l'ltot_eeln_ou (good~-feelings) by the Midcile Stoics.'m

Epictetus is able to appeal to this emotion, since it causes

blushing when involved in certain kinds of misconduct. This
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feeiing of one's moral worth demonstrates the use of emotional
states for good ends.75

Good 'n‘e'tar, as well as bad were rocognised by earlier
Stoics: they regarded ma".Bq- as right when controlled by
reason:76 fear becomes caution (a combination of feelings still
vague in Epictetus), and desire ( Z'MPU}M’.M. ) becomes will
( --~/3 oé%no"‘ts ). Accordingly, in I 18, Epictetus can say
that in all men, good and bad, thought and action start from
a single source, namely, To ﬂa'tﬂew s a feeling to assent,
to choose and to desire.

If then there is this basic and natural desiring function
in man, what should be its object? It should be aimed at
acquiring the goqdﬂfof oneself and for the Cosmos, as demanded
by reason. It is natuially attracted by such a clear idea of
the good, &yx 6év éavra.or;uv evaxpyn 577 in the same
way as the baser desires are attracted by an external pﬁantasia.
The good desires are internally provoked, hy our own rational
consciousness, and obedience to God. Our wish should be to

78 It is

satisfy ourself, and to be splendid before God,
precisely in this co-ordination of reason and feeling that the

concept or prohairesis épenateé. Just as it is dé%rimental for

an.ill-fancy tobe reinforced by oxternally provoked desire, &0

it ie important that feeling or desire should strengthen a good
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phantasia or 'idea' produced by our inner reason.
L. Reason as Apospasma.

From considering the human function of reabpn,'i now
‘turn to the Stoic belief that reason in man is a pértion
(apospasma) of the cosmic or divine reason. This belief is
found to persist in Epictetus, but for a somewhat differeqt
purpose, In the earlj Stoa the belief supported a system of
materialistic determinism: the cosmic logos pervadéd the wholé
creation by /\olyoc cwepparmoﬁ enlivening each living thing..r
Man was endowed with a portion of reason itself so that hé _
might work out for himself that good to whiéh end he was
desighed. A belief so essential to Stoic doctrihg cagpof:be 
abandoned even by Epictetué, though_hé is mqbe coﬁcarnéd with
moral action and choice in human ﬁeings, théh with_pﬁysiéai1y
determined courses of motion.. | |

It is natural therefore to find Epictetus concentrafiﬁg
on the aspect of freedom contained in the apospasma theory,
rather than the aspect of determined cause. Ve have .seen that
freedom is aﬁ essential attribute .of reason, therefore if the
gods give a portion of reason to man, there is a sense in which

79

he becomes free. Discourse I 1, shows how man's freedom is
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not in the body, but in his reasoning faculty. The Gods have
given us this portion of themselves, and if our full intent

is to care for this, we shall never be hindered. Théré is

here an appeal to a religious response: body is ciay, reason.

is pure; the language here is reminiscent of that in Republic X,
where Plato depicts the unfettered and naked soul at its
separation from the body.ao Reason is givehﬂby éod; it is

God, and should therefore be honoured above all. |

A similar construction of a Platonic dualism of body
and soul is given in I 3, 3, Man is compounded at birth from
two elements, the body and reason; we share the former with the
animals, aﬁd the latter with the gods. Necessarily therefore,
reason is the noblest part of man, Epictétus is self assured
that it is: his audience need recourse tq a mythology to be
persuaded.

Both man and God have intelligence and reason, but
because reason is limited by the directive fordes, of the
individual - his desiring function, the reason need not be
co-extensive in its aims and actions. Pure reason of nebessity
must arrive at the same conclusioﬁs on given data, but as we
have seen,81 pure reason cénnot operate in thq_praqticél
syllogism, nor in decisions of moral kwhaviour. Thus where

moral actions are concerned reason cannot assume a cosmic
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identity, but only an individual identity, being limited by
each person's will. Once the desiring faculty longs only to

coincide with the purposes of God and the individuwal, and for

nothing external to these, the will, or prohairesis of such
a person is fully rational, and his reason does beéome _'
co-extenesive with God's;

That Eﬁictétus does not regard human reason as
materially of a kind with cospic reason, is seen in I 6, 8.
Providence is seen as the supreme designer (TBxV'.Tf,IS ),
and amongst the many intricate and co-ordinated aspects of
creation, is the human intellect. There is no reference here
to the seminal concept of creation and the physical partaking
of reason in human ﬁinds. The Discourse makes two important
points: that there is a'éfational Providence, and that man's
reason has a definité-part to play in the uhiversal design;
bui this reason is.left independent to fulfil its part.

Accordiﬁgly in persuading pupils to adjust their

prohairesis, the apospasma belief has great effect, and

Epictetus sometimes appeals to this belief with much rhetoric.
Because reason to the Stoics contained all that was right and
good, Erictetus c;n effectively, in a sense mythologise the

materialistic doctriné, and refer to thelégggg as Goﬁ or Zeus,

caring little for the physical theory surrounding it,aszut
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using it to demonstrate the priorify of reason in man and
the ethicai responsibility contained in the apésgagma theory.
He can appeal to our sense of shame (. oérk oc’n.a'xbv_ﬂ ,
when we recall that whenever we entertain impure thoughts, éod
is in fact present within ue.83 He even compares reason to a
personal deity or guaifdian angel _(.,_G_o\':”wv ), who ever
accompanies us, and heérs and sees everything we do.84
There is howevef an importanﬁ sense in thch Epictetus
uses the apospasma theory as more than a pedagogical device.

In I 14, the theory is referred to as a binding force between

man's reason and the cosmos., In this instance the freedom is

not emphasised, but rather the natural responsibility to conform:

"Our souls are bouhd with God and Jjoined together withiﬂim'as

portions of His being, and their motion is a motion of that

which is his own."s5 The passage is introduced into a discourse

which opens by describing the obedience of all objects of
creation obeying God's design. Thus the motions of the

reasoning faculty, although they are free as the passage later

describes, (7 - 8), ought also, if goodness is to be attained,

conform to the reason of the Universe.
This passage does not contradict the instances
previously referred to, in which freedom and independence were

regarded as the essential quali%y of hugian reason. Rather, it
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reveals the kind of paradox which we shall find to be basic
| in Epictetus' concept of freedom. The gpospasmé theo?y is
a mechanism whereby we are bound to be free and bound to be
rational to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the‘
orientation of the desiring function; but in oﬁr purést
aspect, to be attained through education, the freedom of
the reason is aimed at precisely the same end as the cosmic
reason has designéd for each person; Ihus in this purest
aspect, we are free to be bound by the governance of the
universe. This important concept will recur in considering

)\
the nature of the hegemonikon in the next section, and in

the concept of 'ﬂp.ocz'lp.ew.f. oix 8& in chapter seven.

5. The Hegemonikon.

Not much need be said on the hegemonikon, or ruling
principle, in Epictetus' psychological system, since he transfers
the characteristics which the earlier Stoics gave to he'emonikon,

to the prohairesis.

In early Stoic thought, the hegemonikon was considered

the guiding clement in the soul, and there was considerable
discussion as to where in the body it was situated. It was
regarded as the highest part of the soul ( &ZvbraTov ), and

the rational part, in that it was responsible for th§ whole of
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the activity of the Esxché, impressions (phantasiai), assent

(. ecuyxarkBeous ) and inclinations (  Spmelt ).86

A phantagia occurring to the mind gave the hegemonikon a certain

disposition or tendency. In general, the hegemonikon was a
disposition influencing our whole mental gctivify, and this
disposition could be rational to a greater or lessérrdeéreé.§7
Epictetus adopts the word in ité genéra;m§ﬁgic usage.
It is the reason element with which God has enddﬁ%@{gggg(as,'
apospasma), but with the additional notion df'pefsénéi:ﬁirective
function. It may be directed towards purgzgqaaqn*which is its
ideal state, or to the neglect of réaséi.ﬁy the attraction of
earthly iqterests.aa The early Stoiecs gave it many chaiééterist;gs .
of soul, as pervading the body and actually movmng it, and in
Epictetus likewise, it is<our desiring disposition either towards
the reason whereof it is compounded, or towards the externals of
the body. It is the dispo;ition guiding our choice in moral
actlons, and 1ts best state is fully rational; the purpose of
: phllOBOphy is to train the hegemonikon in reason.89 |

This is the same as aiming to have the hegemonikon in

accord with nature,go for the course of behaviour directed by

reason will be the one that conforms to nature, or the design

of the cosmic will. The alternative diepoaition‘of the hegemonikon

is to be warped by neglect and take interest in the cares of
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decisions it would not make, apart;from'its association with {

hody.91

In these passages, the hegemonikon is seen as a controll-

ing disposition, which through lack of training can have a
tendency towards interests‘of the body, but if its true rational
nature is maintained; will tend always towards the right end.

We may discern here an infinite regréssion, in inquiring.what

controls the state of the hegemonikon, what part of us is frec

to neglect it or care for it, if it is our'highest part. Here
the concept of a controlling element in us is carried a stage

further by Epictetus, who makes the main characteristic of the

controlling element, its power to make a choice, prohdiresis;
and this fuller term can be fairly substituted in the passages

where hegemonikon is mentioned. The interchangeability of the

terms is seen most clearly in III 22, which is addressed to the
Cynic, and Epictetus consequently uses the older term,

hegemonikon, not p;ohairgsis, (33). 7Yet the maiﬁ feature of

the guiding principle is its freedom (41), and the Cynic must

strive to have his hegemonikon purer than the sun, Exactly

the same language is used of the functions of prohairesis in

IV 11, 5 - 6. The term prohairesis does occur towards the end

of III 22 (103), but in the narrower sense of specific choice
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and the use of phantasiai, not-as the totality of our choosing
disPOSition;‘which is its fuller meaning in Epictetus.

Here then the hegemonikon becomes closely identified

with prohairesis, but elsewhere we may draw the following

distinctions between the two terms:

l. The hegemonikon is allied to the idea of a definite

disposition upwards towards reason or downwards towards externals.
2. As such, it is considered as an element existing
spacially in the individual, rather than a momentary function of .

the totality of self.

3. Hegemonikon is less connected with personal will,

92

but rather with some physical motion, In IV 7, 41, the state

of the hegemonikon is said to be willed. It is in the state,

good or bad according as you will ( . Behers )e So the
concept of B:ohairesis now contains and controls, through acts

of choice, the guiding tendency of the hegemonikon. Again

in II 22, the . KupleUov (which we may identify with the -

hegemonikon, but see note 92), follows pfohairesis. It is the

sum of one's choosing capacity which ultimately decides the

gtate of the heggmonikon. Thus this latter term ceases to have
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any useful purpose,

6. Reason and Freedom.

In conclusion to this chapter I consider the qépgcté
of freedom which have been seen to inhere in man's.meqtgl
activity.

In Epictetus, the cause ( gﬂsrtowt ) for action is
not any exterior event, but the internal decision of reason,
or will, Achilles did not grieve because Patroclus ﬁéé:dead,

L)

but because he wanted to ( gSofev &0Td )."._-93” S.g*pa('rd
are the causes of actions, and these in turn aré the result
of the activity of reason. The external stimulus, the death
of Patroclus, produces a phantasia, but the ﬁaih-cont:ibgtion
to the phantasia was the‘tendency of the desiring-personaiity,
and the lack of knowledge of what death is. -

The cause of action then lies in the use of reason.
The significanf charéqteristic of reason is that it is free.  We
have seen this freedom in two senses. Firgt, it is free éél.?
being independent of the cosmic logos. God has given us reason
free as he himéelf has it. This aspect of freedom.has been

examined in the apospasma theory. We have reason that is

capable of its own logical deductions, and each man's reason
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works freely on its own. But iﬁ fact the deductions of reasén
are necessary deductions. In a logical argument, the chain

of reason from one step to the next is a'necessity. It

follows then that reason can both promote and restrict freedom.
It promotes it by dissociating from itgelf anything that is
exterior. Exteriors are a hindrance t6 free activity, and if
reason functions purely, it will take no account of them. It
restricts freedom in so far as the course.of the ideal function
of reason is a necessary course, and this is the same necessary
course as.the course of the cosmic reason. We have seen that
reason involves necessary ideas of goodness as Rro;egsgis or
E¥V\'Qldj .y that aie fixed in reason as the priﬁciples_pf
logic are fixed., If reason is the ultimate goodness as well

as the ultimate truth, then the absolute principles of goodness
are as necessary as the principles of logic;' This is seen
particularly in the study of the Rro;enseis.

From thls moral concept of reason - reason as goodness -
is derived the second aspect of freedom found in reason. This
is the freedom for choosing. This freedom is found got in
reason as pure logic, but in logic appliéd to mqrai behavibur,
the practical syllogism, where some concept of decision or,
attraction towards the good, must be combined with reason, and

became one with it. e have noticed two gaps in the mental
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processes where this eloment outside pure logic has to be
supplied. The first was in the fitting of the prolepseis which
we correctly hold, to any occurring particular. This
involves the notion of desire seen in examining the practical
syllogism. The second was the subjective factor in the
'fancies', or false phantagiai. These were éeen to arise
from a wrongly orientated desiring function, and eventually
to develop into the turbulent passions (_114.91-, ). These
two points in the mental process are really one and the same.
The fitting of prolepseis is dependent on the strength of
rational thought; and the giving way to passions, on the
strength and mis~direction of the desiring function.

The desiring function is not a sepaiate part of man
ranged against reason in Epictetus. Desire is an inherent
factor in reason when applied to moral beﬁaviour, and if a
wrong desire occurs, it is the result of a ratiomal decision,
and as the number of wrong desires increases, so the reason is
weaker to deal with them. The subjective or desiring activity
that produces the false phantasiai and-passions, and which
causes the prolepséis to be misapplied is itself the result
of reason making choices on countless occasions. In each
moral decision there is freedom and responsibilify, hence

Epictetus cannot hold a position of akrasia. But he does devote
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his life to training pupils in precisely these two areas: the
fitting of the Rroiézseis and the eradication of bad desires.
And here again the application of oneself to these studies is
the act of the choosing reason. |

We have seen in the concept of the hegemonikon such a

controlling factor which is inclined to adopt or reject the

pure activity of reason., Epictetus placed the freedom of

=

choice that so guides us, in the hegemonikon. The hegemonikon

is our tendency to adopt a correct prolepsis, and a téndency
to avoid falling into m{aq.; and' this tendency is primarily
reason, and the natural freedom which accompanies it, as
apospasma.

But because of the element of personal will, which
Epictetus believes to exist strongly in reason aimed at moral

behaviour, the hegemonikon is a sterile concept. Freedom.of

choice cannot exist in a tendency one way or another, for this
involves the same kind of contradiction that was found in

apos Asma, which always tends to the determined course of réaéon.
The freedom of choice must be sought in the persbn's entire
moral character and self-determination. This character is
responsible for decisions involving choice, and so ;eads to

actions. But also the qharacter itself is the result of the

accumulation of such decisions. In Epic4etus the hegemonikon
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is replaced by the concept of prohairesis which is theLthig
willing and rational personality, and this.demands”a“fullér”.

vicew of man than simply his rational or mental aspéot..
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

Consequently, Epictetus attempts to fegard reason,
wherein alone is f:eedom;.as_awpiééeiqf‘eguipment
enabling man to live the éood-lifé.-»If'his definitions
are imprecise, it;ié.ﬁeéause ﬁié scopé of reason was

wider than the ea?lier Stoics. There is evidence in

‘the Discourses that Epictetus wag aware of a body of

teaching on thg subject of reason, aﬁi the analysis of
its function., He refers to certé;n pafts of reason
and their proper arrangemént..(IV 7 38) Cf. Zeno's
elements of reason, -c'Tlee"J.oc (v 8 12)., But

these references are to treatises on logic rather

than on general mental fﬁnctioning, and it is character-
istic that Epictetus nowhere expands these eieﬁents

of logic. ngi&‘Was regarded by him as a good train-
ing ground,‘exercisigg rationalbpower in the truth of
language and.SylidgisﬁS;'and distinguishing true from
false. But the reél.task-of reason lay in practical
behaviour, that is in distinguishing true and false

phantasiai in actidns.

I1l,1-13; II1 9, 4 - 9. 'What am I?' asks Epictetus
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4.

7.

9.
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in IV 6, 34, 'A rational creature (_Z\cy,\K.t{v'.e.,a.Hu., C—é‘zov— )e

L T pév dov O« mvu Jnro)x)ucxmn T8v. & ov.xo'Bm
Iapaxerovdeiv T4 S.a-m, ra) «uT6V  To 86 t\oymw{wov
#oppas "X“ “pos_ dvothyu'rcov r_auzmu_&'mwma,oﬂ T
y.epog 2ot Kot xBiovw T pdpos Kos Sri T y.ep:)_re:g $hoig
.Eikew Exer kehds, (mv2,7). -

II 8’ ‘+ - 8'0
IV 1, 105; IV 3, 12; I 6, 13 ~ 22.
Ch. III 2.

As for instance in IV 8, 6. Generally in Epiétetus', B
there is no clear distinction between;_af.v\;olac- -and
grolggsis; On the earlier distinctions, see

Sandbach, _Evveis and Prolepsis in Stoic Theory.
p. b5. o

Cf. Aetius' description (SVF II 83. See Ch. III 2.).
These passages largely reflect stock teaching of the

Stoics, and are used by Epictetus as illustrations.

I22,1-4,



10.

13.

14,

15.

16.

122, 1.

24_7

Iv 10’ ll+.

I 22, 7. A similar conviction that there ig justice

and goodness occurs in II 9 5, and I 28 5.
I26,1-2;II17,1 - 6.

II 11, 7. This alternative reading, ¢uvoe:

suggested by Schenkl, (Editio Maior p, 150 ), though
not adopted in his text which retains Aé.u'o‘ v  of
the MSS, best fits the sense and context. Cf. the

‘natural virtues', Ch. VI 5.
I' 22' 9.

On no account should any theory Of___',.,(.l,’.tv_tr_" oS as
appears in Plato's lMeno, be understood by the
description,._i{pdwns , 8till less inut}.udrm»"( .
The vexed question whether the prolepseis are inborn
is eased by realising that the whole of reason is the
natural state on man. | In this sense reasdn is

implanted when we are born men. Therefore with it is
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the primary material as presented by prolepseis at
stage one, which occurs almost without any consciﬁus
reasoning, and the developments from this, using
reason, the prolepséis at stage two. Diocles thnQ;
recognised the first stage of prolepseis (Diogenes
Laertius VII S54.) referring to them as ‘'a natural

conception of the ééﬁféégé;is£1€§}of a thing,

o

( Evvoin Quo’mﬁ rﬁvéﬂetﬁé}/bﬂ )y leading us to
search for closer defini;i;;s.' The real difficulty
lies in the transfer from logical to ethical theory,
since moral principles cannot appear to us to inhere
in reason, but to the Stoics, who eqﬁated goodnéss [7
an& reason, the problem was not accute, and it was
natural for them to apply 33&¢urbs to anything

that was part of reason, Thus it is difficult to
agree with Sandbach, Op. cit. p. 45, that in Epictetus
the prolepseis are inborn in a distinctive sense.
Epictetus givés no development of his own on the
theory, and we should regard the words 'inborn' and
'natural' as indicating a natural tendency by virtue
of reason which is ours by nature. See Watson,

Stoic Theory of Knowledge, p. 22 - 3.
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I 22, 4.

II 11, 4 - 20.

IT 11, 19. Cf. IV 1, 41,

II 17, 12 - 13f cf. IT 11, 18.

I25,1-6,

For example, 'To guard what is your own' (I 25, 4).
ITI 13, 13.

I 22, 9. ¢cf. II 11, 10; II 17, 7 and 14; IV 1, 4.
This excludes plantsg; which according to Epictetus
have no sense perception, (II 8, 4). The hierarchy

of living things was therefore:

1. Man, with notpa:.xo\o'ua:'a'as and X,ﬂ.‘ins of
phantasiai.

2. Animals, with _yp¥eois of phantasiai.

3. Plants, with no use of sense data.
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27.
28.
29.
30,

3l.

32.

33.

3h.

35.
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&\\o y_.':p éomi XpHeois, XXNo waipatxa}‘oﬁg_.r'mvg._fo. I 6, 13.
I6,13 - 22,

II 8, 4 f.

I6, 18 - 22,

IT 14, 24f, See further the discussion on man and

animals, in Ch., VI 1.
See Ch, III 2.
I27, 15 f.

II 20, 29, In a standard explanation of the Stoic

Theory of vision (II 23, 3) in purely physical terms,
Epictetus has no cause to mention phantasiai. This
suggests that he regards the phantasiai as something

more sﬁbjective than simply the received sense- data.

II 7, 11.

II 20, 11; III 21, 15.
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41.
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In this connection should be noted Bonhoffer's second

category of Eﬁantasiai-of-the-unrealu(Egiktet und die

Stoa, p. 58), that is, 'those to which there is also
something in rea;ity corresponding to the phantasiai.'
These aré te_rﬁed c}:o{yratc'cu +uxﬁ's_ (Diog’e’n‘e:s

Laertius VII 61.). He'also notes the subjective
element in phantasiai-of-the-real of ethical and
aesthetic qualities (p. 157), of which 'the source is
the mind itsclf,' and he traces the tempting Ehantasiai
back to Chrysippus. Primarily however, as Bonhoffer's
analysis shows, the main Stoic teaching on phantasiai

contributed to a theory of #nowledge, not of ethics,
I ZQ, 12.

III 20, 1 - 2.

126, 1; I 2éf 1 - 6.

I 28, 5.

Ch., III 3.

III 3, 2 - 3.
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lidy

L5,

46,

47,

48.
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See Ch. III 3.

Aristotle reaches a similar conclusion in his'
examination of é»p ovn i in Nic, Eth. VI.

See Ch, IX 30
II 22, 65 I 27, 2.

III 24, 108. The verb, 8dlkvei, is similarly used
of emotional behaviour (pity and sympathy) by

Euripides, Electra, 291.

It may be argued that the phantasia is of a physical
object (the girl), and the T(po edru'd- . of/a.n idea.
This may account for Epictetus' choice of words in
varying what are really synonyms., For clearly the
phantasia in the first instance is not the appearance

of the girl, but the temptation which must be overcome

( '\Si‘r Té( ) of acting immorally towards her.

Aulus Gellius XIX 1, 14 - 21, Epict. Fragment 180

(Schweighauser).
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51.

52,

53

Sh.
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For the whole passage, cf. Seneca De Ira II 1 - &4,

and Ch, IV 3 above,

_ !
For the Tomot , see Ch, VII 2,

11 18, 8 - 9,

This does not deny the presence of internally provoked
desires, that is, provoked by our consciousness of the
good aﬁd the divine purpose, which is the reason within

us. These are discussed later in this section.

In saying this, one is aware that analysis can
complicate rather thaﬁ simplify Epictetus' theory.
In meking the analysis I have been disregarding the

essential unity in Epictetus, - a unity which will

become more obvious when the concept of prohairesis
is examined. The phantasia is naturally strong if
the reason ié wealk; the éxternal desire arising‘ih
the first place because the irrational element was

not properly controlled by reason.

cf., I1 18, 25; 1 27, 3 ~ 7.
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III 12, 7 f.

III 24, 88, DNote the different use of Phantasia:

a mental picture based on reason only.
cf. III 24, 110 - 1.

ct. o§0Tms , II 18, 24,

cf, II 18, 25.

Plato, Philebus, 39B et seqq.

III 24, 108.

I27, 105 cf. III 2, 3.

II 22, 5 - 7.

B Vool TIT 9534, Seo Ch.III 3.

So I interpret, @Xe ywp Ay && avTaciav, dov éoTi To & Gedes

\
Tivt p9) wpoywpei¥. Both Oldfather ("She had the proper
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670

68.
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. conception of what it means-fdr one's wifshes ndt to

come true®) and Soullhé (Elle eut une representatlon
exacte de ce qu test pour quelqu un 1'echec de ses
désirs."), take ouqv_v as obllque :.nter’rogative
dependent on $avTacietv, It is far truer to the
context in explanation of TﬁéM;q , to gake bOth
6%ev and 4v__ as relatives: 'She ‘had 'that kind
of phantasia which necessarily reéulés in the failing
of one's wishes'. Literally: 'She‘hgd.thét kind of-
Rhantaéia,which.is‘neceséary, éuch asgﬁhafﬁbf&What

one wishes, not coming to pass' - i.e.ca false one.

It seems that the Medea quotation was uSed'to‘show the
power of passion‘over reason: if I intend to do evil,

I act from passion overmastering thought (,@ouXeu y.m'd )e
In his commentary on I 28, Epictetus does involve Medea
in _ ﬂoy}ﬁ@d e In II 17, he does nof.; so I
conclude that here we have the stock example used for

a slightly different purpose.

Ch. II 4.

cf, I18, 3 - 4,
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76.

77.
78.
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cft. thé_practical syllogysm in Aristotle's“diécussion
of akrasia. Both Seneca and Epictctus similarly
observe a general will and a specific will.

III 3, 2.

I1, 12,

III 7, 7.

I3, 4,

Hjmans, Qp. cit. p. 27.

Fragment 52 (Schweighauser).

SVE III 431; L32.

III 3, 4.
II 18, 19.
I, 1, 12,

Plato, Republic X 611 C - D.



8.

82.

83.

84,

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.
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See Ch. II 3 on ¢pév'r!o'|g ~ in Aristotle, and previous

section of this chapter,

See Ch. VI,

II 8, 11 - 14.

I 14, 12; sce further Ch. VI 3.

I 14, 6 (Trans. Oldfather):.~A&X)s'u=l."4fux0:.'~:}»tav oUTwS.

s \ 2 \ ’ ~ el -
€iciv evBebepevar Kt cuvad €is T Bed xre xbToy

/ > A 2 ’ 3 .-
HPOPIL CLOKI Kot oSLTwo RS JLATOA o+ « voe XUTWYV
.7 el ) I} \ ’
IV ® ATE om@os Kul-ﬂ'uv-dwns. ) -

SVF. II 836.

Some Stoics however, identified the hegemonikon only

with a rational governing principle. This was the

position of Posidonius; see Ch. III 5.
IV 7, 40 - 41.

I 26, 15.
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90. III 9, 11.
91. I 26, 15.
92. It is noteworthy that where Epictetus does want to

describe a controlling element which is more the
disposition of the whole person's will and interest

(prohairesis), he avoids 'hegemonikon' and uses

‘L)

¢ ' A \ \ \
L. To wvpiévov ': éTou yap Av To eyw” Kol TO ___

- i (3 /
"Cudv", €& avayxn pémew 12 (Sov + i dv owpki,

éxéi To xupi€vov Sivatr s € v wpoapéoel, ixé v,
(11 22, 19.)
This further illustrates the flexibility of Epictetus'
terminology, and the falseness of the procedure of
discovering an accurate définition of the term in

Epictetus. As a philosophic term, hegemonikon was

becoming outmoded, and substitute terms are readily

supplied.

93. Iy, 27 - bo.
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CHAPTER SIX
EPICTETUS: THE CONCEPT OF MAN

l, Man in the Cosmos

This chapter considers man in his wider aspects than
just his psychological functions. This we have seen to be
necessary for a full appreciation of Epictetus' use of the

term prohairesis. There are two sides to the Stoic concept

of man: first, the position of mankind in relation to the
functioning of the whole universe; second, the proper function-
ing of each individual according to his personal circumstances
and characteristics. These form the first two sections of
this chapter., Arising from the first is the question of man's
relationship with God, and Epictetﬁs' religious attitude, and
from the second, man's responsibility for acquiring knowlédge
and certain inner virtues,

The basis of man's position in relation to 'the whole
cosmos has already been explained in considering the cosmic
}gggg.l From the concept of the rationally determined coémos,

two -principles are derived, physis and oikeiosis. - Physis, or

nature, is the design or pian of reason to which the universe

must conform., Whatever reason has determined, that is the
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course of nature. Oikeiosis is the response of each of the
parts of the universe to follow its own natural course, and
preserve the ends for which it was ma;ie.2 Following this
doctrine, Epictetus says that God has made all things in the
u:qiverse and the universe itself to be f'r‘_ee (,:t.kl:))\d'r,os )
and to have their own end (. xUTO T‘ex:]-sl_l ), and the
parts to serve the needs of the whole.3
In Epictetus' version of the oikeiosis doctrine, the
freedom aspect is again significant. The free functioning of
the universe referred to here is the independence of each of
the parts to achieve its own end. In gaining its end it is
never hampered by another part.“ |
This teleological view of nature was applied to animals
and plants. Each part of nature is organised to help God's
finest work, man., Providence has provided and maintained the
animal kingdom for the service of man ( 31!!)PQO'10¢ ).5
The corn grows in order £o be harvested.6 In the lower works
of nature, where there is no reason allowing them to make
choices, the course of oikeiosis works smoothly and naturally.7
Before turning to;man'é oikeiosis, it is helpful to
consider Epictetus' treafﬁent of the Stoic physical theory.

References to it are few and brief, which is in itself

significant since his view of man is not essentially a physical
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one but moral. It is presented‘mdst comprehénsively in III
2k, 9 ~ 11, and is basically a Heracleitian doctrine of change

and decay. There are three points:

1. The universe is a single state from a single

) e 7 ’
substance, ( oV Mik De

2. There is periodic change: dissolition and -

regeneration,

3. All things are full of frieﬁ@ss organising

their house with respect to each other.

The last is a further reference to the free running of

the universe on the principles of oikéiqsié. The most

significant- point however for Epictetus, is the s_eco_nd,9 since

it isimﬁnecognition of this principle that man must not become
attached to exteriors. It is applied to human death in the

10

same Discourse: The destruction of Ehg'individual is

necessary for the generation of the wholé’uhiverse. It is
" change rather than destruction. What is now does not bedome

- what is not, but what is not now. The individual will lose

his identity, but will become mmething else which the universe
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needs.ll From this we may conclﬁde that Epictetus fhought the .
self identity of the'indiviaual was meaningful only during the
period from birth:to death. The moral progress and achievement
in man had no significance after death.12
A second importance of the passage is that death is
used as an example of the various circumstances which man

13

must face, He should not exercise his will oﬁ any‘éxternal
factor over which he ha® no contrﬁl, but only on understanding
why such a circumstance has befallon him. e have control not
over the material process of regengration, but only over our
attitude of mind towards it whenever it affects us. This
proper understanding of why death must occur is explained in
II 1, 19; it is to'complete the revolution of the universe.'14
Epictetus follows earlier Stoics in using the oikeiosis
doctrine as a solution to the problem of suffering.ls Since
man is not detached from the sur#ival of the whole cosmos, he
.may have to undergo hardship for the sake of the whole. Just
as the foot,-because it is part of the body, must necessarily
become dirty through its service to the body, wheregs in its
best condition as a foot independent of the body it would be
clean.16 |

Against such a philosophy of the physical universe we

must consider what Epictetus thought to be the oikeiosis of



263

‘man., If the rest of nature functiqped in order to maintain its
highest creature and could even be sacrificed to maintain him,
to whaf end is man directed? Frém Epictetus' remarks about
death, the end is not one of maintenance on a purely physical
level: it is not merely to ‘complete the revolutions', of
universal regeneration, and'it is indeed difficult to conceive

17

a moral end of such inconsequence., Man's special endowment

is reason and his end must make use of this particular
distinction. His reason gives him the power of moral cho:i.ce,l8
therefore man's end is a moral one.

Flan cannot exercise the freedom of reason on deciding
on any course of action he pleases, and thereby achieve a moral
end, since the course of the universe is already physically
determined. vInstead, his reason comprises a SJv_a;.y.J,s,
Ttd,pxxokouaq‘rmﬁ which aims at understanding the changing
circumstances of nature, BHis will may then be brought to
accord correctly with the course of nature. His moral and
therefore is to have at every moment a correct will. To be in
such a state is to enjoy freedom in its most perfect meaning,
shich is happiness. Repeatedly Epictetus sees man's end as
serenii:y; man's function ( gpyav ) is to flow with nature
( To €Upodiv ) and to be unhampered ( oK WA uTOV ). God

' \
made man to be happy and calm, (&mr To euSospovéiv, en To ei_wm féiv ).19
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As with other animals, man's end is in himself
(_atirra fr_ﬁ)\ﬁs__),' for he should diréct his will vtoward's nothing
external, but only at underétaﬁding and inte;preting oorrecﬁly
the course adopted by nature. 'ﬁéﬁageé nqtgthereby achieve
any physical end that he can- call ﬁis own, such as chi;dren
and cénsulships and the like, albeit he might be given tﬂése,
but he does achieve happiness from a right attitude towar&sf.

these as a ‘ersult of...Ir.d_p,.dx,o.L_o::.9.!’“0:(5, o His proper end

is to adjust his own hegemonikonrto néture, that is, to will
by>understanding what comes to pass.zo
Accordingly-man is morally self sufficient. All fﬁat'
God hﬁs”planned him to have tq fulfil his part, he has. This
is illustrated well in I 9, 5 - 17. Man will not lack the
necessities for his life, just as the animals never fail to
be provided Qith whatever is proper for,théir ﬁay‘of life and
function in nature, This iﬁdependent and self—sufﬁiéient
contemplation of the universe appears again at III 13, 6.- 8:
We should be satisfied in occupying our time iﬁ iearning the

divine governance, lMan cannot devote himself to two purposes,

externals and his own hegemonikon, since he will be drawn in

contrary directions.21 Happiness is the result of being

satisfied in what is under each man's control, that is, his

will ‘to follow nature.>2
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Man's oikeiosis as ‘lr..atpu&,o)so,lu 9‘7)0’!9.. has

therefore three important aspects:

l. It gives man a closer relationship with God
than with the beasts. God as logos designs;
man through logos interprets. This affinity
between man and God is referred to in I 9,‘

4; II 5, 26 and II 13, 6 - 7.

2. Man is self sufficient in achieving bhis ends.
For his end, happiness and freedom, depends
only on those things which are under his

control, namely his will,

3. The function of nnpuxok&b@qdus involves
decisions of the reason and will. For the
essence of interpreting nature is deciding
what our attitude towards it should be. The
power of understanding (_Safwcws ﬂdpdxo)\'aua,ﬂl"
is immediately bound up with the power of moral
choice (fulvaulﬁ,ﬂpompc'nn’; ). This is seen
in II 23, 8 - 15, where the Soverprs ﬂpomﬁenn’]

is the faculty which oversees everything and
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examines its worth.23

2. Oikeiosis in the Individual.

It is a mark of Epictetus' teaching that he took the,
oikeiosis doctrine a stage further thén the early Stoics, and
following a trend begun by the Fourth Academy,24 traced the
impﬁrtance of oikeiosis in the individual. Accprdingly he is
much concerned with individual character and personality.

The foregoing section showed how, oikeiosis in general
was derived from a teleological view of creation, and that in
mankind it consisted in playing the part of a rational
spectator, ( feardg ),25 and, from a rational interpretation,
to édjust one's will according to what one perceives to be
the will of nature.

Sucﬁ a view req?tamgsome assessment of individual
character and circumctances one meets with. For man,thgrq is
a teleology for each individual, rather than a generic pﬁrpose
as with cows, to give milk, or corn, to be harvested. Each
man must perceive who he is and for what he is born; and to
achieve his own ends, he must act in his own particular manner.26
By a correct interpretation of himself and his own surroundings

or circumstances, he will more easily be able to align his will
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with God's will: lack of such knowledge leads us to make wrong
judgements.g7
Accordingly Epictetus sets two' standards - ( :;,vg._#o_pa'y D,
by which to judge a man's action: ome common ( n‘owv’, ),. the
otﬁér applying to the individual 8 )gia The common
standard is that man must act using his endowment of reason, the
genéric roprium, in making moral decisions. The individual
standard applies to each man's ’cnnt:)j,‘c’jyﬁu s special

capacities, and to his prohairesis, his moral character,

With these two words may be connected the notions of
dynameis and Tp.éd'ww ov . Dynameig are personal endowments—
enabling each individual to attain his end., This is the
personal equipment given by God to achieve his design for each
person, and it entails a necessary dovg-téiling of capacity
and circumstances Again this emphasises the aspect of self-
sufficiency:" each man will never lack what he needs to fulf:.l
the role God has assigned to him. If we imagine somethi;;_'g__is

lacking, then we do not heed His gu:'i.d,zaxnce."29

This attitude
is well put in Fragment 174 (Schweighauser)., "If what I
have is not sufficient for me, I am sufficient for it and so

30

it too is sufficient for me.," Just as the heairenly bodies
have capacities enabling them to fulfil. their cosmic function, -

so men have the necessary endowments for their individual ends:
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if you are the sun, you have the capacity (1upa¢ng¢ﬁ ) to
encircle the héavens, likewise, if a man has a capacity for
leadership, then he should lead an army; this is his naﬁural
end and calling.31
This principle is frequently applied to Hercules,
notably in I 6, and II 16.32 The first of these opemns in
illustrating the different dynameis in all parts of the
creation (1 - 7); man likewise has received dynameis so that
he can cﬁnfidently face any circumstances he meets with,
Hercules was the character he was,because of the circumstances
of his labours. His courégeous character did not go out
to seek the circumstances of danger, but the circumstances
once met had a character equal to them.33
Tach man can therefore be agsured that he has the
capacities necessary for his existence, and can be confident
that the end he is made for will not be missed. The.same

idea was expressed by Whitman referring to the soul

venturing on the sea of life:

"0 daring joy, but safe; are they not all the

seas of God?"}’+

As long as his aim and will is to achieve God's. purpose, man

will never be out of his depth. In this way each individual



canlshare iu the Cosmic freedom, that 18. in the free working
of all the parta.35 'In the physieal sense therefore, all
'man s neede are given for the physical end to which he was
bofn,:epdgphls gives him the freedom contained in his eelf-
sqfficiehcy which is the ability to realise fhe‘physical end
:dindeeendentl& of exteriors.

:Bdt man's true end, as we have seen is the moral ome:
thetqu understanding nature so that one can adjust the will to
”eodord'wiﬁh nature., The attainment of the moral end rests
‘with the Qill. Since everything obeys, by necessity,
¢he commands of universal order ( Kocq&Osh Y, it is unreason-
able,.though because of its freedom not impossible, that the
only thlng which is under man's control, namely his will,_
should. stand against the cosmos. This is because Cosmic reason
has deliberated‘better than we can since it organises all the
‘partsetbgefhef.36

| Because he has the power of will, man is likely to
follew his own inclination ( r; Y6 tov ) and to direct his
will to externals and not to the internai good of following

37 he natural and therefore morally right state of the

nature.
will is to incline to what is better adjusted to secure things
in accordance ‘with nature. If the course ( 1¢.s£n; ) were

‘known, there should the will be directed. Epictetus regardé
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individual charactéiistics as depending primarily on the extent
to which this ideal functioning of the will is maintained and
conversly, the functioning of the will depends on character.

Bedause of this freedom of will, essential to man's
moral calling, or oikeiosis, Epictetus cannot say that man is
provided with dzgameis-which enable him to have the will
functioning as correctly as he needs, since in every person the
'ref)uos is to have perfect will (that is, to be in perfect.
accord); nor can he say that a man endowed with a weak
character will not be required to face such tough circumstances
as a man of strong character. To say this would be to deny
freedom of the will, and to assert that we exercise will badly
because we were made to will badly. It is through our own
fault and by means of our own freedom that we fail to will
perfectly. |

Accordingly, Epictetus has to adjust the notion of
dynameis when applied to the moral end of the individual. His
capacities take the form of qualities such as courage and
magnanimity (&vSpeun . y.eyatko\l»uxl'a ), which were the
dynameis of Hercules,38 and also patience ( Jno.pc.uq.'rm;s )».~~39
These qualities are not the same as the physical capacities
which constantly attend other creatures, or, to use the example

of Epictetus, as we have a hand that is always at the ready
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to stop the tiresome circumstance of a dripping nose.l+0 The
quaiities can be developed td a gfeater or lesser extent; they
are dispositions of the mind rather than physical endownments.
"For this reason, Epictetus stressgs the freedom of these
‘dxnameis in man. God has given them to us free from restraint
( arkdhvroy ) and under our control ( &¢’oplv ),
and has committed the gqualities to ourselves to maintain.

Epictetus insists however on referring to such
qualities or dispositions as Suwof,u..els ¢ua‘m¢'a .l+3 Thus
kindness ( e’::'va'u.ov ) and faithfulness ( wiorév ) are
regarded as natural tendences for a human being, and if a person
decides to devclop these qualities and not allow them to grow
numb ( XMovevéxkpwvTa) ; 21), his will in respect to each
circumstance will be correctly directed. But man is free to develop
or neglect these natural qualities.

In this special application of dynameis to man's moral
end, can be discerned the second kind of freedom noted in the
conclusion to the last chapter, that of choosing to use the
cébacities, which if we choose to adopt them, will lead us to
correct will at sach particular occurrence, and so to freedom
. inithg ful; sense of existing freely in the course of nature's
.plan;- The importance of the notion of dynameis is that the

will is dependent on certain character traits which we can
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develop. The extent to which courage, faithfulness and self-
respect is comnsciously maintained in the individual, is
responsible for him willing in a certain way. And the
maintenance of the qualities is in turn an' act of choice, part

of our freedom, or prohairesis. I will consider further the

nature of these particular qualities in the final section of
this chapter.

We have seen that there is a tendency for Epictetus to
use dynameis in two ways: in dealing with animals and inanimate
creation, these are their natural capacities; but in man they
are qualities which he can refuse or choose to maintain, There
is a similar double use of the term npéﬁuaﬂov,_, and the
inconsistency is more pronounced.uh

The first of these meanings is likely to be a étock
usage of the Stoics; the second more characteristic of
Epictetus' own teaching. 1Vpé¢uuxnu“_is used in the first
meaning, significantly in the Encheiridion (17) and in a
fragment from Arrian's Homilies, which were used for the more
mainstream Stoic teaching., Both passages regard man as an
actor playing the role to which God has assigned himj; man can
choose how he plays the role, but the actual 'Kp_o'a-wnov has

been determined.46

In the Discourses, the metaphor of an actor playing his
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part while it lacts, or playing with pieces in a game, are:
frequently used, but the term wpoerwnoewv. _ is transferred
from the role fixed by God, to the quality of determination
with which we desire to fulfil that roie. The Ttp,;dwﬂov
enables us to be a good or a poor actor of that role. It thus
becomes very close to what we might call strength or weakness
of moral character, or moral determination.

There is one Discourse, I 2, where this particular
usage of ztpo'.o:w_ﬂ.ov .18 more developed than anywhere else,
WWe are told that through lack of education men differ.in’
deciding what is rational, and often thé irrational is qisﬁaken
for the rational ( 5 - 6); one factor which determines our
decision is character ( ,'rltpp,cr wirov. , 8 ); that is, we wear
different masks which reflect a difference in attitude towards
externals and duties; there is a point at which a man must
call off a duty or a friendship in order to preserve his own
moral principles, and save his moral determination; in order to
attain some external good a man will sacrifice his true moral
conviction; some people sacrifice this more easily than others;47
this is aﬁ essential factor in making dec':i.sions;’+8 and mu;t

therefore be an aspect of prohairesis. In 33, the identity of

‘I_[pp’a-wﬂo,v and Lrohairesis is very close when Epictetus says

'consider at what price you sell your p;ohairesis: When
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properly trained we know the point to which it is appropriate
to undertake a duty (30). The wpdowmev .is an aspect of
will charactepistic of the individual, determining the po%nt
at which a man weakens and is deflected from his moral |
determination. Like dynameis it is a factor détérmining
moral choice, and can similarly be raised or lowered by our
own decisions. These two aspects of éersonal character will

be important in examining the concept of prohairesis.

49

Soulte "’ aptly translates wp cowrov as'dignité,
personelle ! moral worth or prestige of the individudl, that
is, the desire to maintain what we know to be correct moral
behaviour. The word bears this same meaning in IV 2, 10:50

man cannot devofe himself to externals and to his own interests

at the same time; if you submit to the temptation of the world,

your own interest (prohairesis) is néglected; different

characters ( wpdorwma.. ) cannot mix. The same point
is illustrated at IV 7, 13: poverty, if experiéenced by a good
'gctor' will be borne patiently. The extent of personal
interest in undertaking a duty recurs in III 24, 49: there is
a point where a duty is no longer profitable, that is, where
one must betray his moral character,

This leads to a consideration of suicide, for often

the alternative to doing something that is against one's
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51 Epictetus held that suicide was

interest, is to face death.
a proper escape when one's moral dignity was in danger, and
the phrase, Wthe door lies open'" was common to refer to

suicide, if you must face circumstances that force destruction

of prohairesis.52 Naturally death was considered an escape from

the troubles of the world, but Epictetus cannot condone general
suicide since we must fulfil the life and bear the toils that
God has prepared for us. The signal to depart is always clc.aau:'.s3

Suicide was therefore no easy way out, but a means for the man

of high moral worth to maintain what is his own.
3, Man's relationship with God,

In Chapter_ﬁ&ﬁp, 5, I considered the religious aspect
which Stoicism was ;;éinning to assume under the Roman Empire,
possibly through the influence of Roman pantheism, This
tendency, and the f:equent use of religious language in the
Discourses, is sufficient reason for the inquiry of this
section, to establish whether Epictetus was a religioﬁs man,
and if so, what was the effect of his religion on his doctrine
of freedom,

The evidence for Epictetus being religious lies in his

use of certain religious terminology rather than in his doctrines;
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this language falls under five heads:

l. @God. Very frequently the divine_logos is referred
to as God by a variety of terms,,_-g_ Ze(is . 9.60'5,
_vo B&ov ; God is.Té Seup ovi ov, intelligence ( wevs. ),
knowledge ( ewie r.v'”.ucl ) and right reason ( opdosg _)\.ay_os ).54

This personification of the logos has several aspects:

a. There is personification of the c¢reative principle;
hence Epictetus can speak of a creator who is a

25

master designer.

b. There is personification of the endowment principle,
allowing him to speak of a Giver. He bestows all

things, especially reason and dynameis and freedom.56

¢. Because we speak of a giver, the notion of praise
and thanksgiving makes sense., Such a notion would

be avkward without the personification of the

logo .57

d. There is personification of the derivative logos,

the avospasma . .2 man carried God around
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with‘him, and each person's aim is to perfect

God within him; to change £rom man to God.o0

e There is personification of ultimate purpose. .
Epictetus can teach that men.should follow
God's will and be of one mind with Him ,

( _5#>0Ayuw.po_mﬁetau ,-,,)_.5 ? By personifying

the logos as ultimate purpose Epictetus thereby

identifies ultimate purpose with divine will,
thus providing the logos with a divine
responsibility, just as human will makes concepts
of responsibility and goodness intelligible.

The Stoics were confused in identifying reason

with goodness,so but once reason is peréonified,

the - concept of divine géodness becomes much
easier, for by personificafion the will intrudes
into reason. With this too must be connected
aspects of fear of punishment in the form of
misery if one disobeys God and rewards in the

form of happiness if one obeys.

2. Divine communication. Two words used by Epictetus

have connotations of divine communication: The first of these,
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daimon, occurs only once (I 14, 12) gnd could be pure metaphor.
The cbntext is that man possesses reason as an apospacma of
God's reason, and it is.apt‘to refer to this reason as our
guide. Thus it may be correct to classify this instance under
1, d above (the personification of the‘humaﬁ logos). But the
metaphor is forceful, and strongly suggests some kind of
personal communication by a guardianISpirit, which makes this
passage a unique’expression in Epictetus of some thing much
more common in other stoics.61
The same Discourse also contains the second term

under this head, O uUpTOGIn .52 Ehictetus refers to the
'sympathy' between God and his creation: eath feels the
-inflnence of heaven (2); our bodies are so bound qﬁ with the
universe that they share its affections, and our éouls must

share it to an even greater degree (5).

3. Education. There are ipstances where religious
language is applied to philosophy and teaching. One.would
approach philosophy with the saﬁe reverence as one would.
approach the mysteries, and treat teachers as pz‘:l.esi'.s.6‘3
The huﬁan-teacher is to be regarded as the voice of God,

almost in the fashion of thq 0ld Testament prophets.64
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L., Purification. Epictetus frequéntly exhorts his

pupils to purify their guiding principle, that is, the reason

within them. This is used of the hegemonikon in III 22, 19,

and of the soul in IV 11, 5. Here the phrase. ku,ﬁ-(ps-rqg av*u,x.ﬁ
is very remniscent of S_ocrates description of ,,&:I,de,t_us___,__

in the M;@ the notion of Kd&bBepois wa;s closely
connected with the mystery religions; and was the final aim

of the initiates. The idea of devotion and consecration

( Kot 9wmwpa’vos ) to God's comnands is also present.6

5. Soul. Although according to strict Stoic doctrine,
there is no flace for a Platonic concept of soul, Epictetus
commonly refers to the highest part of us, the reason, as
soul. The phrase quoted above is typical of a number of

passages;67 our reason is a little soul.68

Such is the religious language of the Discourses, and

it indicates at least that Epictetus desired his teaching to
have religious overtones, Use of religious language is more
frequent in Epictetus than in Socrates (Agologz, Crito and
Phaedo), yet Socrates is generally considered to be the more
religious person.

There are good reasons for this: first, it is known
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that Epictetus based his system on rational materialism, and
religion as presented by Christianity, is opposed to such a
basis. But this need ﬁot preclude a rational system from
being religious in a certain sense. Second, when insténces

of religious language do occur in Epictetus, theyvcan readily
‘be applied to some factor in his rational system,;(aer have
indicated above). Third, Epictetus is inconsiste;€ in the
terms he adopts, using 'Zeus' or 'God! as he pleases. Fourth,
the practice of presenting rhetoric b& personification and
mythologising was common in the schools of the Roman Empire,
and undoubtedly there are instances where Epictetus introduces
religious notions as iure myth.69 Metaphors from religious .
language were found to be effective rhetoric, as did the
frequent imagery from the battle field when Epictetus refers
to the logos as tﬁe commander stationing men at their post, and’

70

sounding the recall at death.’

same imager&71 without it detracting from the truth of the

And yet Socrates uses the

religious aspect,

Sound though these reasons are, they are not cogent
to the argument. If such language is used only as imagery
of material substances and processes, it is surprising that
the imagery is employed more frequently then the plain

language. God or Zeus apbear more frequently than logos; and
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purification of the governing principle, as oftén as pérfectiqn
or correction ( _ KaT AP 90_06’!5 ). Even allowing for
rhetoric, it is unlikely that Epictetus would want to encourage
his pupils to seek the guidance of philosophy by affecting
their religious instincts if he himself did not react in some ¢eénme
religiously to the Stoic teaching.
The honesty and siﬁcerity expressed in Epictetus'
‘teachiﬁg is everywhere manifest7g that he can scarcely be
insincere on this important aspect; and if Sereca can accept
Stoicism in a religious sense from his experience of Italian
Pantheism, then so can Epictetus also from his influence from
Pythagoras and Socrates. Rather, as we saw in chapter ﬂ&ﬁg; the
adaptation of Stoicism to a religious way of life is casily
made. Based on rationalism, the religious idea cannot display
all the characteristics of a religion like Christianity,’~
but may not be far reméved from a rational mysticism, such as
is found in Buddhism.
The language used by Epictetus is appropriate to a
position of rational mysticism in so far as, 
a. there is recognition of a transcendent being in
the form of God as logos. This Being, in progiding for and
designing the course of the whole uniferse, is in every

respect higher than any individual being.
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'b. therc is communication between man and the
transcendent Being, represented in Epictetus by the terms
daimon and a’uy.'n'o’(9e|oe , and generally in the idea -of man
74

following God's commands and waiting upon God.

c. man is moved to contemplate himself and Godj

75

man's whole purpose is contemplation of God's universe
and of himself.76 (II 14, 20) This inner desire for know=-
ledge of God's purposes, and finding Him immanent in all His
77 | 78

works, is typical of the mystic.

d. there is a longing for man to attain to purity,
and therefore to oneness with God.79
In addition to these particular mystical character-
istics, Epictetus presents his Discourses with a religious
fervour and conviction throughout, as though he could maintain
faith in those parts of the Stoic system whicﬁ are logically
wealk, 50 ‘ He has no doubts about the truth
of his doctrine, and the attainmeﬁt of the perfect truth
he professes. |
If it is right to interpret Epictetus; religious
langﬁage as the expression of. one genuinely experiencing some
kind of religious mysticisﬁ, how will this affect his doctrine

of freedom? There are two aspects: the religious outlook will

offer first a certain kind of knowledge, and second, a certain
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kind of will, which is necessary for the attainmént of'thg
perfect freedon,

The kind of knowledge experienced is dintuitive réther
than intellectual; through contemplation and self-meditation,
it is possible to share in the knowledge of the universe.
There can be immediate knowledge of how one should act to

comply with God's design, and we may call such knowledge

prescience of God's purpose., The reference to a pefsonal%ﬁdﬁoﬂa1

is important here. It can make man immediately aware when hé-
is acting in error, for it knows better than we do., Like the
Socratioc daimon,82 it guards us against wrong desire. It is
a check on wrong will rather than a stimulus to right\wil]..s3
We can perhaps see it operating in the restraint that'Epictetus
encourages his pupils to exercise in the three ‘'areas' ( TéTo!
of assent, desire and choice; the negative aspects of—these
( . &g},o.p'&v’,] and €K N o 1S ) receive considerable
attention.

The natural 'sympathy' described in I 14, 1 -~ 6 is
again indiEative of an immediate intuition a man can gain
from his relationship with God. Our souls, in interpreting
the universe should ;ﬁtomatically possess the knowledge which

is God's. The language is similar to that of Bergson,

"Intuition is the kind of intellectual sympathy by which one

)
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places oneself within an object in order to coincide with
what is unique in it and therefore inexpressible." And as
an example of intuition, Bergson gives se1f~knowledge84
which is prominent in Epictetus.85 For the Stoics, the
intuitive knowledge thus gained was also intellectual
knowledge, because the God who imparts it is pure reason. It
may be thought therefore that the religious dimension adds little
in the sphere of knowledge.- But it does make us aware of the
fulness of knowledge, that is, of a rationality of not only
the past or present, but also of the immediate futﬁre. Heéence
I refer to this intuition as rational mysticism.86 Possession
of this kind of knowledge will make the will more readily;
accord with what it knows to be the course of nature, and so
lead to freedom of will in accord with nature.

The religious attitude, however, has a more direct
effect on the will, If there is a conviction that a being mightier,
more knowledgeable and better than man exists, then the
religious man will desire in reverence to approach as near this
being as he can, and to obey Him and follow His will, and thereby
to find perfect freedom. 1In éﬁe Greek mystics, this desire
cénsisted in attaining the purification of the soul so that
freedom could be gained after death. In Epictetus the desire

is for the perfecting of the will so that freedom is attained
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during life.87 Just as the good is immediately attractive to
the soul, so the will of God is immediately attractive to
the will of man, and he directs his will in harmony. It is
only the personification of God which allows thé divine reason
to be divine will., Thus the process of contemplating becomes
akin to desiring the will of God and allowing His will to
affect one's own.88
Epictetus frequently places together the ideas of
89

freedom and God: wait on God and He shall set you free;

90

it is by looking to God that we escape bondage and become

free. It is this looking to God, and yearning to understand

91

his works which makes freedom an experience which leads to
happiness, because we feel the freedom of following a respon-
sible will, and can express joy ( xotQPLUV )92 at doing
whatever He wills, The alternative was to follow a theoretical

ideal, only possible through the grasp of perfect reason,

which was the position.:of the perfect Sapiens of the mid-Stoa.
4, 'Knowledge and Education,

An important result of the enquiry into Epictetus’
-religious position was the possibility of gaining knowledge

by mystical communion with the logos. Ve saw, however, that
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the gaining of knowlcodge was the responsibility of each
individual, and the effort towards gaininévknqwledge is'taﬁ:f B
be made through education,

The kind of knowledge that is important for the
attainment of freedom and directing the will to accord with
God's, is twofold: first, the knowledge of what the universe
is and all its parts, what éod is and what man is; second,
the inner knowledge of one's own self. There remains‘however :
a third point in education, namely the desire to apply and use
the knowledge in the right way. I deal with these three
points in turn.

The first part of the education, knowledge of the
universe, was taught in the philosophic'schools: knowledge
of God and man, and good and evil; > knowledge of what is under
one's own control is essential for the proper exercise of
9%

pgohairesis. There is no need to say more on this aspect

of education; it is the learning of the philosophic principles

on which the Stoic system is founded, and the normal course
95

was to progress from 1ogic.to moral and practical knowledge.
Secondly there is the personal education. This

invo;ves knowledge of self in the full sense of knowing your

place in the design of the universe.‘ We are free when we

96

-know, and do, God's commands, The true divination is
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within ué; through self-examination we can divine what is the
will of God, 2’ Similarly in III 24, 34, man has to do each
act at the bidding of God, if possible divining what he wishes
(_ pavTevgpevov & Béde ). Not only is the-
knpwledge of self necessary for divining the will of God for
the individual, but also for discovering where one falls short
of God's Qill. The beginning of philosophy is to understand

the state of the governing principle (the‘h,eg‘emonikon).98

Once a man understands himself and the reasons for his wrong
judgements, he will make improvement.99 The Delphic
_y.vﬁ:,et o CxuTOV (know thyself) is common advice in the

Discourses.loo

Accurate perception of this personal knowledge and the
knowledge of philosophic principles, must continue in the
third stage of education. This is the askesis, or training
in the moral application of the knowledge. It is this
knowledge which is essential in each moral deéision, and if
it is lacking, a man is still as a child - ignorant,lOl and
this leads Epictetus to adopt the Socratié dictum, 'No one

errs willingly.lo2 This is the knowledge which in its moral

application ie-lacking to most people, as it is to Medealo3

and the criminal in II 26, 1 - 3,

The application of philosophic prihciples in each
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individual life was the hardest task of education. Knowledge
of the principle is not sufficient, since we too easily forget
it in the face of temptation. Accordingly the principles have
to be rehearsed over and over again, TolUTa peAoATXTE 0%
The knowledge must be del;berately practised each time a moral
décision is made. Knowledge of terms and definitions

( :vép«.o&frd_ ) is nothing without training in applying them

in the affairs of 1ife.lo5

We learn the theory first, and
afterwards the pract:ice,]'o6 ..The constant practice which
Epictetus encourages in the application of knowledge is aimed

at helping the will, to apply correct knowledge in each

instance. This exercise and rehearsal can conveniently be

called askesis (Militafy training): we must labour ( EKW'OVEN )

. . : 3 !/ 107
upon our prohairesis and upon our . «peT7| .

Another aspect of askesis is the self- exam:i.nationlc’8
of our lives, to see how 'knowledge has.been misapplied. We
must converse with ourselves ( E‘:otuv':ls AxAEw );109
fellow students should discuss with each other the practical
situations of their lives.llo The whole exercise given in
Discourse III 8, is an example of this self examination.

The whole process of askesis in educatioﬁ is necessary

because knowledge of correct moral behaviour involves the

desire to do good, Often a person has the knowledge to do good,
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but his will is directed to evil. If knowledge is rehearsed
frequently enough, the desiring faculty will follow it., Those
who have knowledge of the good would know how to léve it also

)31 the knowledge needs to

(Kot $hEv € St-_'a:q
acquire the conwiction which can only come from the will-

( . Twéleal cavrTov _. ) and from the 'whoﬂze.charac'te_r o} the
person himself. We must porsuade ourselves to learn and be_iﬁ_

earnest about it ( eondulanas. );112

the will is to
be constantly formed on knowledge of the good. |
.This aspect of education is similar to the habituation”
solution which Plato adopts in the Laws.'™” Though the methods
of habituation differ, the aim in both‘cases is the training
of the will. Hjmansllu compares the askesis witﬁ the
habjituation process of knowledge in Aristotle,lls where voug
must be habituated to seeing the truth., Aristotle's concept
of ¢ PO,V")WS also proYides a helpful commentary here.
Epictetus sees, as Ariét;:s‘t;lef,-'- that knowle_dgé in “pe’rtorm‘:].ng.
actions needs in additio-n to the objective knowledée ;)-f the
good, the desire for the good.nﬁ';_Thq desire is ;t‘t\_ra':‘i.‘ned
through askesis. By this habituation in kngﬁiedéé and right

actions, the prohairesis is guided to its perfect state of

making the right moral decisions and therefore functioning

with full freedom. TYet 'equally important, the process of
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habituation itself in Epictetus is only adbptedﬁas a result.

of a decision of:the will, and in this aspect brqhairesis
is anterior to the askesis.

Education then in Epictetus holdstwo points of
significance in respect to freedom. First it provides the
objective knowledge of the world, and of our own self, which
enables us more easily.to adopt a correct course of action
in accordance with nature; second, through askesis, it trains
the desiring aspect of knowing, which results in thé will to

adopt this ocorrect course.
5. The Inner Virtues.

In addition to the qualities of character with which
man is endowed as dynameis, already considered in section 2,
Epictetus refers to certain other qualities or guiding
principles of moral virtue., These I now examine, and see how
they are the basis of social virtues.

The virtue most commonly mentioned by Epictetus is
aidos, the sense of shame, and therefore we may consider it
the most essential. It is the moral self respect or sense
of feeling one's moral goodness is unimpaired, and to lose it

is to depart from one's moral principles. The notion of such
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inner virtues preceding social virtues is central in most
Stoic teaching, and may be described as the personalisation
of all goodness; it is different in kind from the virtues
described in the ethics of Plato and Aristotle, even when
these approach near to an inner virtue, as for example, in
c'.w,+,p~°,a'.c'av,31 (self restraint), With the Stoics the
individual found his own standards, and exercised: moral good-

117 This is illustrated well in the

ness in keeping to it.
concept of 'n‘po'crw'n‘ov or moral character, (see section 2,
above). The notion of inner virtue is also an important
aspect of inner freedom. Freedom of the spirit or mind,
because it is based on gelf respeqtfpcan be absolute in a way
that ﬁolitical freecdom can never be,

This virtue (aidos), is the nearest Epictetus comes

to a notion of conscience.118 Blushing.'is recognised as an

119 Accordingly

outward manifestation of a departure from aidos.
géggglbecomes a protection against falling in with the opinion
of the many. In III 22, 15, the Cynic adopts this protection,
and his giggg is the consciousness of preserving his own moral
dignity.lao

Aidos rarely occurs on its own in Epictetus; normally

[
it is coupled with To moTov  (faithfulness). It is

difficult to find the same kind of significance in To TieTov
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as in aidos. Yet because of its proximity to aidos in
Epictetus' thought, we should still consider it an inner-
virtue. For instance, it occurs inIV 9, 17, along with

A > ’ \ ’ o
To «ifmpmov .and Te cwépev s both inner virtues;
yet the natural idea of T TaoTov _ is faithfulness in

upholding a contract to a ftiendlal or a wife.laa

Wé may
iﬁterpret it as the respect for others: through our seﬁgé

of loyalty we have decided to involve oﬁrsélves in a duty |
towards them. It is significant that in the list of Wirtues
ascribed to the deity, WieTeg  is included but not

aidos.123

The inner semnse of shame is not necded in the

deity, but faithfulness, in that he can be relied upon to.

guide the universe, is. ‘
Sometimes the string of virtues is increased further;

the essential qualities in Achilles 2

are 4_“05:535ptbiv .
T™ioTog . cbu_Xéf evos , and_kéepiog, that is,the
addition of respect for,guests,‘and aeoorum or proprietye

In IIVIv, 3, 9, brotherly love ( ,tbnkagiek;ﬂu ) i6 added
to self respect and@ faithfulness., In III 14, 13, justice

( Y Kd'oc’(wq ) is given as a third-. viértgg. In
Encheiridion 23, 3, h’igh;mindedness « ,-;z,,,‘m;,‘xghw
is third, ‘ |

There seems to be no clear distinction of inmner
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virtues and virtues towards others. The inner virtues are
chieflyv‘idalxu,:s , TO a‘u'd»pov and To p.eyo\)t{s&'pov ’
the last two really being contained in the concept of,
aidos; those directed towards others are To 'n',,.u_a"ro'v N
.ﬁlkoﬁe)«}fo&, $hobevin, Sl,xacwn'vw] and Koo p#ois .
‘Epictetus has no need to draw marked distinctions since he
sees virtue towards oﬁhers as exteﬁding;from the inner
virtues. This is illustrated in II &4, 2 - 4, wﬁere friendship
and political virtues are immediately jeopardised when self-
respect and faithfulness are lost.

The inner virtues have two characteristics: they are
natural and are maintained by our own decision of will

(p;ohairesis). They are natural in so much as they are

characteristic of man and not the beasts.l25 Man is born

to self respect and trust.126 These virtues resemble

Aristotle's 4300' lKu(’l :(PETo(’l ’_l.27 in so far as they are
capacities which man alone possesses, but which are not given
conscious expression unless.accémpaniod by the will to do so.
They are an inborn tendency, rather than an actuality.

For as with the digameis discussed earlier, man is
free to maintain or destroy these virtues within him, and they

are maintained by the adjustment of the hegemonilkon within

the individual. It lies within you ( éow Pev ) to be
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shameless and self-respecting and faithfulal They are under

our control, and therefore the result of ﬁrohairesis, or

deliberate choice. Conversely, nothing need be an object of

129

shame to anyone which is not his own doing. We are

respoﬂsible for having our prohairesis exhibiting the qualities

of self-respect and faith. These inner qualities or virtues

provide the basis of prohairesis as moral character, and at

the same time are themselves the effect of prohairesis.

Because no one can take away these qualities, except ourselves
through an act of choice; they are our person, the 'I'. The
person becomes worthless if self-respect and the accompaﬁying
virtues are neglected. This is illustrated in the case of
Paris and Achilles: their fall was the result of loss of
2122§-130 )

The social virtues, as we have seen, are already
connected with and derived from the inner virtues; nowhere
docs Epictetus dwell on the nature of individual virtues
towards others, but is content to let these follow naturally
ff&m.thé'inner virtues which should be our constant attention.131
The exact manner of dealing with our obligations to fellow men,

, /
(the _Z(,Slaubopa. . ), and of displaying what are normally

considered virtues, is d ependent on prohairesis and is

discussed in Chapter VII.
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The object of this chapter has been to show that
Epictetus was aware of certain individual character traits
which men display in attaining the end for which they Gere made;
and this end is the freedom resulting from willing at each
occurrence the design of the logos. These chafécter_traits
form a kind of central core to esach person's function of

prohairesis or will, not dissimilar to Aristotle's_gﬁeis .

The individual character is evident in the development of the
dynameis, in the . ¥ p,ée'ww,\'ov s in our extent and success of
education through askesis and in the maintenance of the inner
virtues; each of these are habituated in that they tend
eventually tovsettle down to a fairly stable standard.l32

In each case this standard has resulted from an act of choice
operating many times, for each of these traits are part of

our freedom., Together they form the directing factor which

guides the prohairesis in each particular moral decision, and

we see in them a kind of moral personality, or moral

character,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX

1. Chapter Five, 4.
2. Diogenes lLaertius VII 85; cf. Cicero, Dé Finibus
III 16.
- 3. Epictetus IV 7, 6.
L, v 7, 27.
5 I16, 1 -5; I 6, 18. ,
6, II 6, 12,
7.  In II 6, 12, Epictetus remarks that if crops did

possess power of feeling, they would will to be
harvested, - just as man should will the course of

nature,

4 \ / [ - \
8. - TovTe S ¢1Awv peoTe, TPOTH pev Pedv eHra

\ )
ket dvOpdTwy dUoer wpos &kkw‘,)‘ovs é’melw#év.wu,
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10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

15.

16.
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Cf. Fragment 134 (Schweighauser).
91 f£,

Death is compared to a going abroad (_&_110.8,«:, H.._l'a )

buf involving an even greater change, but not to a

state of material non-existence :(95K> 'G.,?s"fa,wt‘),_ 5\v,.&)\>\’e°|5

_:rjhv_ﬁ.v_pﬁ_a'v._oﬁxis a correction inserted into the

Bodleian ¥S, and supported by a paréllel passage in
Harcus Aurelius XI 35. Thus a materialistic or
component identify is maintained, but not a personal
or composite identity.

See further note 87, below.

cf. IV 10, 15 - 16,

This physical explanation of death recurs at III 13,

4 -« 5 and IV 7, 15,
Cf. Ch. III 3 and note 40,

II 5, 24 ¢,



17.

18.

19.

20.

2l.

22.

23.
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Bevan, Stoics and Sceptics, p. 48 ~ 50 points to

' the difficulty the Stoics had in aaligning any

moral end with their thecory of rational determinism,
which is nature, (_¢1‘ﬂ 1§ ). The difficulty is
only eased by taking full account of tﬁe nature of
the individual as well as the nature of the universe,
The nature of the universe on its own is devoid of

any purpose that can be called morally good.

See Ch. Five 3,

IV 4, 22; III 24, 3; cf., Aristotle's description of
Becw Pl,al. ¢ which he regards as man's highest
function, (Ch. II 6).

Iv &4, 43,

IV 10, 25.

IV 10, 30.

: ,[:t‘, Wpoa1peTinsy Suvapis] pév",sgc‘: ﬂh’nen Ke?-l'\ Totg T kAN

c 2 97 \ ’
kefopd, ooou exaoTn afin, Kul axbryv. . -

(II 23, 11).
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25.

26,

27.

28,

29,

30,

31.

32,

33
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See Chapter III 5.

I 6, 20.

I6, 15 - 25,

II 6, 14 - 19,

III 23, 4 f.

III 26, 27 - 8.

Trans. Oldfather, II p., 457 Cf, III 13, 13 - 1k,

III 22, 5 - 8.

Cf. also III 22 57 £, and III 26, 32,

Cf. I 2, 30, The bull is fitted to his function of
protecting the herd by his capacity of fortitude whiéh
is hiq 1xupur&euék(and the term here seemé identiéall

to dynamis). The dove-tailing of character and

circumstance is emphasiced here: immediately‘there is
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- 35,
36
37,

38.

39.

300

ﬁoésessipn of a particular capacity (.:r,\tqtp,«o'.xeu.'r'] s

'thére arise the circumstances of having to use it;

or immediately the circumstance occurs,’the capacity
is there to meet it. God has designed both to fit.
Since this is an illustration from the animal kingdom,
the character and its use is instinctive: the bull has 
immediate awareness (-.o'_u.va'w?‘-r,:&igl .) of his powers
in tﬁe circumstances. Man, endowed with 8Jv¢,4u
lgm_x_aik,oue_q,rmo"‘ s requires knowledge of
himself and the world before he can so act according

to chgracter.

Whitn-lan, A Passaee to India, v.255, (1870.)‘.
See section 1, above.

Eraggent 136 (Schweighauser).

II 6 15.

IT 16, 41.

II1I 8, 6.

-
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L.

43.

Ll

45.

L7.

48.
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I 6, 30; IT 16, 13, Epictetus uses this illustration
as a parallel to having courage to meet danger. It
is only a parallel if courage is properly developed

and maintained by an act of choice.
I6, 40.

II 8, 22 ~ 3.

IV 5, 1k.

Epictetus never directly applies the term dynameis

to man's natural capacities, only to qualities.
Fragment 174 (Schweighauser).

) . 4 \ \ e ’
gov yap TéuTo o7, To 8oBev UreoxpivasrBai

TporwEov Kothids: éxkéfdo’ﬂoﬂ §'«0T0 %Mou , Ench. 17.

vy - \ ¢ ’ K
oU yap €1 § ceavTov €8s ..., Norou creauT oV

-m'l\'pa'a’nelx' :('A)tol y:lp :va mwpciﬂ_eaua-.y I 2_, 1l.
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Téig soa’OIa'pevo:s a0To cuverrdeperv €8 AOTDY & TS ExEYenrv.
(122,28 )
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50.

51.

52,

53.
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55.
56.

57.
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" South®, QOp. cit, p. 10 f.

Cf. the use of _ ‘in Ench. 33, 1.

- The references to suicide reflect the tyraﬁnical reigns

of the Roman emperors, notably Nero; see Intro. 3;‘Ch:?;l
III 8, 6; IV 1, 170 - 1,

This teaching on suicide as an escape from moral
degradéfion, is essentially the same as Socrates,
Bhaedo ;62 A;-Gg E from which it was probablyiderivéd;,“
Thié, as other parts in the opening sections of the

Phaedo, may well reflect Pythagorean convictions.

II 8' 2.

I16,1-6;I14, 1 -5; II 14, 26,

"I 5, 3h.

III 26, 28; 1Iv 1, 108, I 16, 15 - 21.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

6k,

65.

66.

67.

68,
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11 19, 27.

II 19, 26.

Ch. III 3.

See Ch, III 50

In De Divinatione Cicero refers to the principle of

. _
cupTaBeit as "coniunctio naturae at quasi

concentus et consentus." See note in Pease's Commentary,

@t II 34, and also Ch. III 5, above.

III 21, 14 - 16,
III 1, 37.
Plato, Phaedo 67D.

II 16, 46,

B.g- II 12, 21.

Fragment 176 (Schweighauser).
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74,

75

76.

77,

78.
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For example, Hercules is deemed to be a specially

privileged character because he was the son of

a God, (Reason); III 26, 29; II 16, 44,

III 26, 29, etc,

Plato, Apology 28D.

Hjmans, Askesis p. 10 - 11,

It may be that the attempt made around 1900 to

identify certain doctrines of Epictetus with Christian

theology and Ethics has caused a reaction to dlssoc1ate

Epictetus from any religious thought (See Epilogue, Ch,. VIII)
’ '

'enSggo(a’Go TovPeov , I 9, 16.

IT 14, 23 £,

IT 14, 20,

TApeeTIV , I6, 24,

-~ . . ~ % ) - )
. TouTa Se Bedrac Ot ket kavavo et odx enlufieara; S€3 4, 24,),
. A PO o/
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.
i

._igﬁﬁbloqd of Unknowing' p. 93: "It is enough tﬁét}ybui

1

should be lovingly moved,"

79. II 19, 27.

8o. See cntééﬁi;.

81. I 14, 14, \

82. See Ch.‘;I 6.

83. 8o Socrates' daimon' never leads him on, but often caiié ‘

bhim back.' (Apology, 31D).

84, Russell, Mysticism and logic p. 17 - 18.
85, E.g. II 14, 21,
86. Henry Vaughan is»outstandihg amongst the English mystic

poets in recognising a very similar logical principle
behind nature to that of the Stoics. Through prayer
and sympathy there is comaunication betﬁeeh;the principle

and mankind, and man can édjuat his life accordingly:
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Thus all is hurled
In sacred hymns and order, The great Chimeo.:
And sympathy of nature. Prayer is
The world in tune,
A spirit voyce,
And vocall joyes

Whose Eccho is heav'ns blisse.

'Morning Watch' from Silex Scintillans,1654.
87. .. See helowNotp, 132, p.311.

88. Cloud of Unknowing P. 93: 'Let this thing deal with you,

and lead you as it will, lét it be active and you
passive.! Thus the author of 'The Cloud' stresses the
passivity of man to God's will, Again, because the
divine will is also the rational will, Epictetus
requires active intellectual offort on man's part,

but the intellectualegfégt333£§éiﬁ1occasioned by the
desire to kﬁow God and to follow him. Thé 'prior

working of God' is already fixed in the rational will.

89. I 9, 16; see note 74, above,
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90. II 16, 42.
91. I6, 2k,
92, II 5, 9.
93. II 14, 19.

9’"’0 II 13’ 5 - 8.

95. I17, 12. Hjmans has provided a full examination of

this aspect of education, Askesis p. 33 - 53.

96. v 7, 16.

97.  __€xw ToV paVTIV Cow , (II 7, 3).
98. I 22, 15,

29, IIT 4, b4,

100  III 22, 53.

101 II 1, 15.



102,

103.

lok.

105,

106.

107.

108,

109,

110.

111,

ll2.
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i1 22, 37; I 17, 1k,

oa,gy.a\tp,_ﬁsgl s fshe did not know' (II 17, 21).
II i, 29.

IT 14, 14 - 19.

I26, 8 -12 and 17 - 18i

I 4, 18, Other terms as yvpvafew , pelarav ,

etc., used to express this askesis, are examined by

Hjmans, Op, cit. p. 70 - 1,

I 26, 18 cf. Soorates',__/&és,&vege'ruc'ns, (Apology
)e

III 13, 7; cf. IV 4, 26.
1I 21, 20.
II 22, 3.

Iv 6, 6 - 8.
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114,

115.

116.

117.

118.
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See Ch, II 6. We may compare also the habituation

to right thinking commended by Aristotle in Nic. Eth.
II. More strictly, however; Epictetus follows
Socrates in habituating the exercise of reason, which
of its own then leads to knowledge, prévided the

reason is not warped by tempting desires.

Op. cit. p. 63.

Metaphysics 993 b 9.
See Ch., II 3, and Ch, V 3.

It is noteworthy that 'shame' was not unknown to

the eariier Greeks as a basis fof moral. behaviour,
Socrates uses at’ld'x.pgs -in a similar way in Apology
28D, etc. Thucydides too uses it in Pericled Funeral
speech (Bk., II 40), and it appears frequently in the
tragedies, As a popular gﬁide to behaviour it was
probably common, but did not find its way into the

more specialised ethical studies.

See IV 2, and note,



119.

120.

121,

122,

123,

124,

125.

126.

127,

128,

129,
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III 7, 27; cf. F:aggent 52 (Schweighauser). See
Hjmans, Qp. cik, p. 29.

The ;dea recurs in IV 8, 33,
IL 22, 30.

I1 &4, 2.

II 14, 13.

1'28,.23, Cicero in De Officiis lays great stress

on decus ( ri_gézpw_v_ - .); see Ch, IV 1,
I 28, 20.

I3, 4

See éh. IT 3.

II 2, 4.

III 26, 8.
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131.
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132,
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I 28, 19 - 28.

(Bego IV-10;313. In perfecting the prohairesis i [naturally
follows that human relationships are not neglected, I 19, 13;
(££ migh)looks after his personal good, he will regularly be
contributing to the common interest; cf. Plato, Apology 30B,

36C, and the earlier Stoics.

This of course does not preclude the possibility of raising
the standard of attaining to a more perfect freedom. This,
after all, is the aim of Epictetus' teaching. But before
agkesis begins, there is already this habituated core of
moral dispositions; as the standard of the core is raised,
so the particular acts of moral choice will approach the

perfect freedom.

InI 9, 16, Epictetus ‘has overstepped his religious enthusiasm,
following Socrates, and suggests that freedom comes at death,
when the soul is freed from the body. 'i‘here can be no question
of life after death being c¢onsistent wi;th Stoic teaching at

any period: the rational principle at death will return to
Pure reason and be formed into something else the universe

needs, losing all personal identity; free it might be, but in

no sense personal, The ffeedOm thus gained at death is
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a release from our own responsibility, and in this sense
Epicte{:us mst use it hefe. The true freedom is mentioned
later, (17) that the man who waits on God, caring nought
for externals, will easily endure.

A second passage which has been noted as irdicating
a beleF in after-life (Hjmans, Askesis p.14, and note 1.),
is III 5, 7-11 (ecf. IV 10, 13,’emwof:98w 'Zyaurc'»v) vhere
at death Epictetus is anxivus God shovld find him concerned
as he ought to be with his inner will and freedom. But the
meaning here is not to be perfect at the hour of death so that
ve may enjoy freedom thereafter, but so that we can satisfy
God and ourselves that we have enjoyed the perfect freedom

that he affords in this life.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

PROHAIRESIS AND FREEDOM

1l. Prohairesis: a new term.

The purpose of this chapter is to apprehend; in the
light of the discussion on Epictetus' concept of mind and
purpose of human life, the full significance of the term
J!,p,o_d'l,peo'_as in his Discourses, and its importance
to his concept of freedom and respomnsibility.

Not only is prohairesis a key idea in Epictetus'

doctrine, but also he is responsible for its introduction
into the Stoic vocabulary, and we must ask why. The common
meaning of _npooc'apavls in the Greek language had been
'choice' or 'preferment',1 and this meaning continued into
later Greek, with little alteration,:exceﬁt that as the’concqpt
of will gradually developed, the term can denote choice as al
decisive act of will.2
In Aristotle the word assumed a particular technical
meaning to describe a stage in the analysis of man's respon-

sibility for his actiom but to translate the word by choice

is still adequate, provided we understand that it refers to
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the particular doctrine of choice set out by Aristotle.
With him it became a philosophic term in the ~discussi.on of
ethics, just as MxBes and . Boulneis  had become.
The word played no part in Stoic philosophy until Ep:i.ci:e'l:us,3
since presumab-ly those writers had no need to distinguish
between ﬁishing and an act of will, or choice, and found
the words ﬂo:)}\opal , Berew Sibupdvpas
BO:JXQO'OS or voluntas adequate for their purposes. When
a word was required for the judgement necessary for
a’gyxd‘r;tpec-cs . Kpl’a’ls was used in place of
Epictetus' wp ox'lpca'as « For the judgement which led to
knowledge was not immediately associated with the choosing
faculty displayed by the will of a person.

In their doctrine of virtue the Stoics had emphasized
the distinction between T% ¢¢'Up}¥ ana vw ok & Up U/
and in the Middle Stoa these became Nﬂpoaapoﬂm and
Tat ,d'KPOd'Pf,G.Td « When these terms were fashionable, it was
quite natural for Epictetus to bring back into ethical
doctrine the noun, 1\'P°d"|>l.0‘|s .9 with which these adjectives

were associated, prohairesis being the faculty we can

\ ’
exercise on Tet WpodIpPETIKat ,4 of choosing things which are
able to be chosen. Epi¢tetus' use of the term must be

considered therefore against this threefold background:
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1. as 'choice' in current language. 2. the special philogo-
phic appliqétibn by Aristotle, 3. its comnection with the
Stoic adjectives.

It can by no means be certain that Epictetus was the
first to adopt the term into common Stoic vocabulary.
Certain Discourses give strong indications that the term
was:generally accepted and bore a distinct meaning in the
programme of Epictetus' school., The occurrence of:npodzpldu;
in the opening of Discourse II 16 and I 29, suggests that
jtpoa'npca'ls' was contained in a form of catechism used by

the school: 'jhere is the good? - In prohairesis'. The

freedom aspect of the prohairesis is also a concept in which

the pupils are well schooled, as is shown -in the opening

of II 15.5 Whilst these passages assume a regular familiarity
with the term, it must be remembered that the discourses
weré-additiﬁnai sermons on the main body of teaching expounded
at lectures, and a systematic énalysis of the term might have
been given thefe.

Whether or not Epictetus is original in adopting the
term, in his writing, wpo«'npefas undergoes a developme_nt
for which he was almost certainly responsible. This develop=-
ment of the.férm is best considéfed as extending from its

connection with the Stoic divisions -xppguptrm& and ijpo'mp G."ru
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as adjectives. The widespread use of these terms in Epictetus'
school may be noted from Discourses III 3 and III 7.
Oc.c.asionally however, a noun construction is adopted, as in
III 10, 18: there is no good or evil. :f«) tﬁs_ﬁpo,utp_ﬁ'.tdws ;
the phrase bears the same meaning as- -T,;v 'rf?(s :t'tpompﬁftms .6
Similarly, €v Rpoaipeoar is used’ ‘in place of the frequent
év 1518 wpoat periedis. S |

The converse also occurs, and sometimes 'npompcfmv')
is used with the article, wheré we would expect ‘n‘poa’:pto'os e

[
For instance, in II 23, 27, the faculty of speech (# $pacTiny )

[ 4
is contrasted with the prohairesis ( o mposipeTien ),
yet previousiy, in 19 of the same Discourse, 'n'pou'cpca‘ls ’

2 Another illustration

the nouny,was used with ,", +_p.¢¢rﬂw1" .
of this interchangeability of noun and adjective is in I 17, 23.
Here _ T6 'npompc'nnsv is used for wpox'npco‘:s in what

I believe to be another catechismal use of 'lrpo.l'lp eots ’
that it is free and unrestrained. Normally, ‘RPOd;pCﬁls

the noun,is used for this catechism, as in I 12, 9.

On such evidence as this, I believe that Epictetus
adopted his term from the adjective, and if so, this would
offer a ciue to the use he first put it to, namely the faculty
that makes the choice, or the actual_act of choosing. 1In

most instances of the term, the idea of adopting a free

decision on phanté.s'iai is present; thus it is to do with
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CA

é;uyku‘f:( Peei1y , but emphasising the free aspect of,,._f.'.his
process, "RPO'él peers  gives _Q'vy_-&gcfé,a_,édfls_' th:l.s
additional meaning of personal responsibility or choiﬁcé; and
then immediately it becomes a moral function, or réth_ei‘, .thé
only moral function, being the act which is responsible foi'
l'z'za:n_'a good and evil. Here Epictetus meets the Aristotéiian
sense of vrpoa'opecas s namely, that point in the chain
of events leading to an action where the person-takes“oi the
responsibility of the action, by bringing the -’cpr"

within himself. The one instance of the verbd np_o-q.p,.e‘o_o-'ﬂm
in Epictetus, bears out this affinity with Aristotle. 1In

II 23, 43, _ ﬂpowpf) 'is used as a decision taikéz_x”frﬁeely

during the course of a general aim or purpose (ro 'l‘ﬂé;t_'&?pguﬂf);

as in Aristotle, each prohairesis is a stage in approach{ijng_'

a general wish ( ,ﬂ.o,:l)«qd'ls ). The general purpose is to

follow Zeus. In Epictetus:the prohé.iresis adopted is one
counter to this purpose, occasioned by attractilve' externals,
namely to be content and make the choice (. 'u.ojupﬁ )

to stop half-way.

This leads to the special Stoic use of. prohairesis as

the means of ‘achieving the recognised freedom from fears and
anxieties, Man's good, that is, his fre-edom, depends on a

certain kind olf_ prohairesis ( 'nou‘u T\’P‘Od'lpﬁd',ls ).19
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Choice must not only be free, but in accordance with nature,
or necessary choice (npoa"npcws oret §&1 )11 he
paradox -contained in this phrase is examined in the follo_wing
section. Here I wish only to show how the noun, once
adopted for choice in making a decision, is readily turne@

to the moral attitude of acceptance, characteristic of the
Stoic ethic.

Whilst it is attractive to consider that Epictetus
adopted the noun t\’.pcu’opea'ns as a term on Whichr his
theory of freedom must depend since the term is so character-
istic of his writing, there are nevertheless a number of
discourses where freedom is the oentrai subject, and:yet,
which do not employ the noun ﬂ‘poa’tpccas . Most notable
amongst these is IV 1, which is often quoted as being t‘he
fullest account of the Stoic freedom that is extant in any
writer. There is constant reference here to ra'fimp,odppquﬁ.é -
and T ;rpadl.pe'ra and. to choice L;P}L‘r’] ), desire and
assent ( oy nu.-ra'; 6“-.; ) belonging to r& -trpompeﬂm'c ’
but no separate faculty or function is referred to, embracing
™ ‘npoulpe‘l‘ln& « Another discourse of similar propo'rtiohs
III 24, which is centered on the character of the inner man,

12

has no mention of prohairesis. Accordingly, although

the phrase .ﬂpu‘pcms oix 8& 1s useful as an approach to
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the Stoic position of choosing a coﬁfse in accordance with
nature, it must not be thought of as conta;ging something

which is essential to the Stoic freedom, and which cannot

be expressed in other language.

However, the discourses just mentioned give an
account of the Stoic freedom as it was traditionally under=-
stood. Their very length and abundance of illustration
indicate the use of stock material for a sfandard. lucid
account of this important aspect of the Stoic ethic. -The
factor which necessitated Epictetus' adoption of the term
must be found in a fuller meaning in which the term is
ﬁsed in a number of discourses, - a meaning which hitherto
had not been embraced by a single term, because the standard
description of Stoic freedom had not developed thus far.

This further stage in the development of the theory

in Epictetus is seen where p:ohaireéis becomes the essence

of the individual, or the individual will making choices.
This could not be embraced by the technical Stoic_Kp{st 9
awy.g.ocre'v. Peris or ﬂo’ukna‘ns , for these terms are
too theoretical and static, lacking the organic concept of
choice in Epictetus, where the whole personality combines
in being responsible for moral choice. >'ﬂ'p0¢(lpad'qs wé;-s;-'

probably first adopted as the act of choice, from the
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adjectives, as noted above, but then came to refer to the
whole moral character of a man. Thus translators of
Epictetus, finding 'choice' an inadequate rendering, have
variously supplied ‘freedom of choice', 'personal freedonm',
'moral character' and 'personne moralé'.13

Two factors may have caused Epictetus to bring out
this fuller meaning of the term. The first was the growing
interest in man's inner personality. This trend in Stoicism
was stressed in earlier chapters.l4 We have noted that in
III 24, there is no occurrence of ﬂ‘pou'upc.cns_ . There
is however a very strong emphasis on the con&uct and
disposition of the inner man; the examéle of Odysseus is
quoted15 as one who, because of a certain inner disposition,
can maintain his freedom and happiness. From this dispoéition
is derived his goodness,

‘The second factor is the inherent notion of
responsibility in Npoa‘pevts ' applied to chaice. As
mentioned above, this was an idea pfesent in Aristotle's use

of the term. Prohairesis, as man's iesponeibility, results

in good or bad acts; and soon it is not so much the individ-
ual acts of choice which become the centre of responsibility,
but the whole of a man's character which in turn accounts

for his particular choices. Goodness of character therefore
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may be traced to prohairesis, and because of the concentration
on inner personality, the term pe -’npccrc_s was ready to

£ill the deficiency of a term here, Thus prohairesis becomes

the essential 'I' of a person.

A number 6f passages illustrate well this transition
of meaning from 'choice' to 'moral character'. In II 23,
the noun is avoided in the early part of the discourse (5-29),
and % np-aa.apc.-rmﬁ SOvapts is adopted for the faculty
that chooses or makes a decision on each act. But at the
end of the discourse, when this faculty has been shown to
be the highest we possess, we are e#horted to purify the

prohairesis, that is, our whole character. A further example

is II 10, where at 27, wpo a('lped’ls is used as the power
of free choice, and in 29, as our choosing personality
dependent on moral virtues.16

If the conjeoctures made above are correct, the term

prohairesis saw considerable deveiopment in the work of
Epictetus. For by embracing the notion of the essential 'I°',
the part of man that is not mere flesh and bones ( °‘°"P§ ).17
with the choosing faculty, under a single term, he has made
an important contribution to a concept of will, which
rhilosophy was hitherto lacking, in any single term., The

willing personality as the essence and source of goodness,
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was a development in Epictetus, and the term,,wpeac'ipﬁa‘ts, -
enabled him to héke this advance, and to give a more positiéé
interpretation of freedom than was traditionally adopted by
the Stoics. To reach a full understanding of the term, we

must examine separately the function of prohairesis in its

narrow application in making a decision, and its function
in moral character, displayed as a fuller and further stage

of its application.18

2. The function of Prohairesis in decision.

The function of prohairesis in making decisions, or

moral choice, rests upon distinguishing things in our power
and things not in our power. Most basically, there is ’a
choice in the use of phantasiai but not in their actual
occurrence.l9
Three similes are given in II 5, illustrating well
this difference: in the fall of dice, the way it falls is
indifferent ( :tsw’tc}opos ), but what move we make from
it is ours by choice, ( ﬂpoenpe.'r'ncc’w )e On a voyage,
certain things are in our power, such as the selection of

crew and a day for sailing, whilst other things, like our

safety in bad weather are &ﬂpOuaPe"r-t y outside our
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field of choice; the decisions are in the hands of the
helmsman. Finally, in a game of ball, tﬁé.balllitself is
indifferent, but the throwing and catching is our'concérn.
To have the ball taken from us is outside our power.ao_
Accordingly, life itself.(k vo tav ), is indifferent,
but not the use we make of it. What befalls us, namely the
future, is :ntp cmpc"rov y not for our dec.}gign;:ﬁut we '

3a. ot E

must exercise decision in making natura;l;‘use‘of every

outcome.21
More specifically Epictetus confines the function of

prohairesis to three fields ( TO"KOI )e These are
22

clearly set out in III 2, and frequently referred to:

4
1. &wmept vus opefers 1 Ty exxMeass ; desires and
aversions,
e Sy e . L) / col
2, OTepI TS OPUAS .Km.acéopp.us :Qhoi@s and
refusals, in the specific sphere of duties,
and relationships with others,
\ [ 4
3. 3 ﬂtp\l Totsg duy:c«'rca&tl‘us : the consent

of the mind and will,

4
In two instances, II 13, 8 - 9, and I 21, 2, €mPoAs (design)

[4
and wpo ete'_c,s,;_ (purpose) are added to the three above.
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These should be included under field 3, being probably
technical terms in the logical process of assent to syllogisms.
These fields held an important place in Epictetus' educational
system, and he doubtless divised them to divide up his asckesis
programme.,

It has been recognised by two commentators, Oldfather
and More.a# that this is the one original contribution of
Epi&tetus to Stoicism., But the division of three fields does
not really have any significance in Epictetus apart from being
a convenient division of school studies, and he may have
been the first to apply the To’-nou | in this way. But
there is evidence in the Diacou;sés themselves that there
existed separate treatises, for example, on duties, indicat-
ing the separate field ;p,.o,uz'a s and on passioné, indicat-
ing _s.péf.us__,, and no doubt also on euyna(TJtOGcas y &
branch of the highly organised subject of logic.25 With
such text-books in existence, it requires little originality
for a headmaster to oréanise them into separate fields of
study. If there is originality in Epictetus, it must be
ufound in less specific items, However, whilst philosophically
the division bears little significance, it may mewertholdess
be conveniently adopted in the present study to examiﬁe mofe

closely the operation of prohairesis.

23
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Before embarking upon this, it is best to assemble

the characteristics of prohairesis which Epictetus directly

assigns to it:

1. Prohairesis is free. There are three aspects

of the freedom of prohairesis.

a. It is free from the cosmic determinism of the

universe. God has put prohairesis under our

control, and given it to us as he had it
himself, - free. Not even God can over
master it.26 We are set free by God,
AXeubBépwpnr Swe rev Bedv .27 Thus in
the extent of T -upompc'rusé y man has the
same freedom of choice as God has in his
planning of the cosmos,

b. It need not be hindered by anything external
to itself. Its freedom is rather hindered in
the choice of an attitude towards an external,
for example, of covetousness; this choice will

limit its freedom. Therefore Epictetus can

say.that one prohairesis compels a second

prohairesis.as Self satisfaction will perfect

the prohairesis; accordingly, as soon as we

entertain an external desire, the correct
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state of the prohairesis is destroyed.ag!

The possibility of prohairesis having the

freedom to destroy itself and lose its
freedom is important in Epictetus' doctrine.

¢, Following from (b), the prohairesis is able to

remain unchanged and unaffected by changes of

30

circumstance,

2. Prohairesis is the only good and only evil,

It is natural in any ethical system to place goodness
in that part of man's action where he makes a free decision
and therefore has personal responsibility. This was a guiding
principle in Aristotle's Ethics., Accordingly, anything done

&x ﬂpoavpéccws can be judged good or bad.}ﬂ_fﬂl’é}’,ﬁg,thia
. N e 31

is clearly put: Man's good and evil is in prohaiieSis;

the essence of the good is in having a prohaires%§vdirected

32

in a certain way.

3. The prohairesis is essentially rational.

It is implicit from (1) above, that prohairesis is

esgentially a rational function, since it is the gift of God.
’
Its main concern is rational, - to make decisions (-8071‘¢7H )y

and it has the characteristics of the rational hegemonikon

discussed in chapter five; a rational hegeménikon should be

4 ' . ,
maintained against the &RPOG& 1peta .3 3 The hegemonikon

myst be brought into conformity with nature, and thereby be. fully
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rationals this is to comct the .:zml:a.i.xeﬂia:j4

1 say essent:lally rational, . because it is clear that its best
choice is to choose what reason dldtates. Yot it de sigmﬁcan‘_b that
Epictetus does not directly connect the prohairesis with logog, as
he does the hegemonikon. For p,mha.izaaia, as will and choice, is
really outside the mﬁonal/irratidnai characteristics? it is more a
concept of desire, not in an irrational sense, but just as gpe.n'rm’c".
Byt becau_éé the Stoic rational monism was so0 strong, this essential
human power of will, to which We cen meaningfully apply the 'I', Vcould.
have no good unless it was considered naturaglly rational. o

Whother or not there is a flaw here in Epictetus' thought, this
very fact led him to the important concept of his theor& of freedom?
that freedom is exercised only thmugh rational choice, thus ideally
it is a necessary course, Yor it is the same necessary lagna that prO-
motes both the a_c_tion of'the universe and the action of man; but the
_ ind.lvz.dnal ¢an adopt this course frecly through man's free gift of

His action is them good in two senses® first, because the choice

has followed masbn, vhich always promotes the good state of the universe,
and second, because the act was personglised by the pperation of the

individual's freedom, -or area of responsibility? the &px:, was in him.

Such are the characteristics which Epictetus directly applies
to B_ME: and I now turn to consider its functioning in the
three fields.pf study, taking first, Uy KT« ew.s .
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.evy koo D€erig  Occurs in the meking of a judgement
(. xpn’.o’n_; ), or éroviding a decision (So’,yp.ot ) on any
given set of circumstances presented as phantasiai. From
what has been said above, and in chapter five, if the
judgement is to be correct and the decision good, it must
be reasonable; and if reasonable, must follow nature., All
our actions, thoughts and attitudes, result from Seypetvot .
_cyy.nacra't.eﬁms is the logical assent to a certain action or

attitude, resulting from reasoned will (prohairesis) to

follow nature. Prohairesis here, as in A_ristotle,35 is the

orektic factor involved in malkting the decision ours, and
therefore a free decision, or exercise of free will, Further,
if the orektic factor is reason-directed, the decision will
be good and lead to freedom from the tension and anxiety
that occurs when will runs counter to circumstances; this
is. eUpoi . Hence Epictetus can produce the remarkable
phrase,- npou’npccas ot & ,36 which epitomises the
paradox here involved, but resolved by the concept of
ratibnal will: that free choice if it is to be correct, is ,
necessarily determined by the logos in the universe and the
logos in man, which in Epictetus' philosophy is ihseparable
from will. Thus Epictétus says 'There is one whom I obey -
God, and after Him, myself, and éod has entrusted me to

37

myself. Ve must understand nature's will, and we are free
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if we conform to Zeus' governance, Freedom must be discip-
lined as other artsg it is not haphazard will,aﬂs_a"mx‘v;ﬁo%hdeéls °
but reasoned desire of what is ordained. As for the Christian,
so in Epictetus! freedom, service is an important factor:
we are to be frée in service,. «‘as ’e)\e:lee.pas, :.35.4.63’);»_21';9 ,‘*0
The objection will be raised that Epictetus is
advocating nothing more than the acceptance of the course of
events which is the will of God, or resignation to fate:
of waiting to ;ee what happens and forcing your will to
agree that this is what you wanted., It cannot be denied that
in a number of passages, Epictetus does appear to preach such
willing acceptance: desire each thing as it heppens
( aékmv :.35 yn'yve-rac.:,- ), and keep your will in harmony; God's
will is better than my own, therefore I am willingly a .
servant ; follow_evepts, don't lead them; willingly accept
necetssity.-l*1 |
These passages point to an acceptance of an event,
even though it has not already been willed, in the full sense
of being rationally grasped by the individual as a necessary

event in his life and in the development of the cosmosg, 1In

these instances, the prohairesis simply accepts (agrees to)

willingly whatever occurs, trusting in the superiority of

the will and reason of God to his own. Though in a sense
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this denies freedom of choice (for the individual reason has
not yet chosen the acceptance), it still brings about the :
more desirable kind of freedom which theé Stoics sought,
namely freedom from disturbance of passion and fear.l*a As
we will discover, the full concept of freedom in Epictetus
involves more than this, and though he might advocate this
as a means to an end in certain practicaq. cases, th_ebre.tically
the notion of_-oru,y,naxa'l,eeros must inv’olvé. as explained
in chapter five, the use of reason to ascertain God's will,
and in addition there is the possibilii;y of a relig:i.ous
kind of intuition; knowledge at any rate is essential.

The two remaining fields of study, choice and desiré,
recoil again upon. d'uynot'r'ot 960_'05,, since every inclination
and every desire must be submitted to the rational judgement
of rvy&dfﬂlteefls « The field of choice (. gp,-l-"; ) was
an inclination towards duty or moral obligation, and there-
fore really a techmnical Stoic division of desire, - the
desire to help a fellow, or society. The advice on gp}l-ﬂ"

is given in Encheiridion 2, 2: "Employ inclinations towards

duties lightly and in a relaxed manner', Generally the
feeling is in Epictetus that o P ruf) is a slightly more

allowable kind of desire than .3';:eg s .
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In order that desire can be included at all in the
three fields, it must be restricted to things in our power,
and therefore able to be chosen ( T& ﬂ.poalpe'nk&_v s
since freedém only operates in these fields. This clearly
dispenses with covetous desires which are directed at
externals, wanting something we have not got. There should
be no turbulent passion or obvious irrationality about such
desires. As long as the object of deslire is external, it
must be discounted as contrary to the interests of the will
and freedom. In the free man, desires as we understand the
term, an outreaching to externals, are denied. This very
denial then promotes freedom rather than restricts it,
since covetous desires, once allowed, are strongly determined
by externals, over which we have no control,rand they will
probably never be satisfied, and result in an emotional

43

state. Desires must therefore be restricted to where

they can be satisfied, that is, to the__'ltp.odtpe'l'_ll(e‘. s things
, _

we have control over: g'ptgcs ’ 3"441 and a'u,yudfo',v.acd'ls, .M

This position at once reveals the circular argument,

or the 'Stoic Wheel' propounded by Mbre,45

which critics
have indicated to deny the validity of Epictetus' freedom
of will. One thing is assured, that free will can only be

meaningful with regards to the inner manj; but so long as
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Epictetus prescribes only an inner freedom (and he always
regards this far more highly than any other form of
freedom), this is no charge against free will., Wish and
desire cannot in Epictetus be a drive towards activity, but
inwardly théy can be a drive to thought and attitude.

Having reduced the objects of desire to desiré (ﬂgpeﬁcs

and 3'p|—n'7 ) and consent (_o.-_uy,natra", Becs ), the only
meaningful object of desire must be _‘or,u,y,xu‘r:ga_ea'ls « Thus
oﬁr orektic faculty is to be used in the adoption of assent
through prohairesis, and we conclude that Epictetus, like

Aristotle,46 allowed rationally directed emotions in his

concept of prohairesis: to will is to feel rationally.
7

Desire then is for good, and provided desire
accompaniecs reason and vice-veraa, its objects will always

be attained, and there will be no danger of falling into
pzanss:'.ons."'8 Attention has already been drawn to ﬁhis double
action of desire and reason in Epictetus, especially in
Chapter Six, in the acquisition of right knowledge, and the
maintenance of the inner virtues and dynameis, and also in

the more general desire for the good examined in Chapter Five.
This is seen particularly in III 7, 27 - 8..Im1eam »(ﬁftwn )
- éhould,be Feserved: tp amuse our. desi.ror-or emmm ('mp%et’pm) to do
¢ ‘-;'thd ,w111 of naturea‘, InaIT?,zo, o’uvoncw amd o'u,wap:eyopou

( fbllowwng God in choice ‘end deslre ) oconr a8
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revealing additions to the more common. a"!_a.-.o-.yv.wgov&
(being of the same mind or reason)II .16,42;  II.19, 26.)

Two passages, I 4, 1 and Ehcheiridion 2, show that

desires should be deferred till the early training in
philosophy is complete. This is consisteant with the earlier
training being in logic, where reason alone can reach
cuyxara Oecis , and only later is training given in
practical -moral behaviour, where o:uy_t(otr,éﬁcccs _needs
reason plus the desiring faculty. When desiring is later
allowed, it should accompany reason. In observing this
order in his educational programme, a degree of habituation
is seen in Epictetus' approach to character training.

In the act of moral choice, desire and reason are
bound together in the formation of knowledge, in the
maintenance of a virtuous character, and in the particular
act of making a judgement on the basis of this acquired core
of character. Decisions are the outcome of the free activity
of the will in reason and desire. These decisions of the

prohairesis cannot be aimed at action, since this would

immediately involve desire for externals or for an object
involving externals. 8o that ultimately, all we can have

control over is the willing activity of the prohairesis,
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not-physical Activity. We can control by decision our
inner disposition §r attitude to an event, and therefore

our emotions. Examples are given in I 2, 21 - 4:h9 You
decide to put me to death; I decide to die without a tremor.
There is a copréct attitude in suffering which we can choose

50

to adopt. Good can be derived from ill-fortune by

displaying the correct character; disease and all ills can
be turned into something blessed, making one happy.sl
II 16, 16, affords a good comparison with Aristotle: our
concern should be with our own action which we alone can
control, that is, the decision how we do something, not

with getting something; concern for the plan itself
(BouNeudpevos alrr)s tiis Boudds ), and not for what one is planning,
which involves externals and the accompanying dejection about
our proposed actions.

A particular result of concern with attitude not
action, is the eradication of fears, since fear is the
result of not knowing what is under ome's control, and of
applying will to avoid things under the'control of others.52
Déath is not fearful, but the fear of death 15.53 A right
attitude to events removes fear.

Again this appears a weak negative position for a

moral philosopher to hold, and raises the question whether
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freedom and action are compatible. There are two points:

first, thezﬂestriction of behaviour to attitude is consis
tent with Epictétus' concept of the moral end being

r«pu-x-okofﬁqﬂs:- the end is not achievement in action but
in understanding. His whole ethic is internally directed
and external actions are important only in so far as they

result from internal perfection of the prohairesis and

freedom. If an action cannot be attained it is to be called
off in favour of maintaininé freedon.

Second, freedom can never be used unreservedly of
actions, There are circumstances under which we are not free
to act, or even to execute and act which we may have
calculated to be quite in our power. We are free to will
the use of our bodies in pursuance of action, but even this
will is likely to involve externals, and freedom may be
unexpectedly curtailed by paralysis or loss of sight. And
even if we can calculate the possibilities of achieving an
action, we do not free ourselves from fear or anxieties that
there may be trouble.

Epictetus has chosen a philosophy of freedom not
of action. Aristotle, with his more practical thought has
compromised and proved his usefulness as a moral philosopher.

Epictetus has idealiced, recognising freedom in typical Stoic
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fashion as a‘quality which loses its value and is immediately
destroyed when any possibility of restriction is put upon it;
just as the wise man becomes a fool if he deflects ever so
slightly from right reason.

In summary, prohairesis in moral decisions functions

through reason and desire, mutually employed and directed
from a basic core of knowledge and character qualities to
effect cuyxaraeeis , which if reason and desire are both
right, will be the.rational and willed assent tb adopt a
cgrtain attitude to external circumstances. This will free
the mind from fear and other emotional disturbances, which

arise when the will runs counter to circumstances.

2. The Function of Prohairesis in Moral Character.

I turn now to the important change of meaning of

prohairesis displayed in some discourses} where prohairesis

has come to mean the entire moral character of a man. That
is, it functions not only ih performing each particular act
of moral choice, but in forming the essential being of a man
as a good or bad character, and as a free individual.

Whether fully perfected or not, the prohairesis forms the

self-identity of each person. Without prohairesis he may be
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pure‘loEOS - though the concept is difficult -~ but he cannot
display the personal logos, that is, the part of the logos
that is identified with the person because it is free. Thus
Sh

in IV 5, 12, Epictetus can say, 'You aré prohairesis’',

and in II 22, 18 - 19, the 3y and the €uov is in

.prohairesis. The use of ’e'o'w Gev points to the same

doctrine, for imstance in I 18, 17 - 19: when you are in
pain and groaning, you do not groan in the centre of
yourself ( &owBev p_-v\] o"rev:zfnc )e With this
Epictetus connects the Delphic command, 'Know thyself’®,

that is, realise that the self is prohairesis (17). If one

is free from the enslavement within, from the passions and
the like, the self is realised in its true freedom.55

The transition from the function of prohairesis in

moral choice to this fuller function in character is easily
discerned, and based on the essential character of the

prohairesis, namely its freedom and capacity for good and

evil. If we recognise a responsibility in our cumulative

(character) tendency towards good and evily this must display

a freedom, and therefore result from prohairesis. Each
time we make a decision, we do so from a particular moral
character, (the moral 'core' discussed in Chapter Six),

which has been formed through cumulative acts of choice. If
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perfect choices have been maintained throughout, this
cumulative moral character, dependeht on choices, will be
absolutely free, and as formed entirely on our own respons-—
ibility, is deserving to be called the self. If we have not
made moral choices in accordance with right will, but through
an interest in exteriors, it will be difficult to find a

part of us which we can really name 'self'. The difficulty
is well illustrated by Ibsen when he represents Peer Gynt
comparing his life to the layers of an onion, which lacks

the live shoot in the centre.56

This concept of prohairesis as character is clearly

connected with the inner qualities of.,d’l&:)s. and Te WoTow.

In exercising prohairesis in moral choice, these qualities,

being guarded and maintained, lead to full freedom,

self is in prohairesis, then it is the preservation of self

respect and faith that perfécts it.58

Because prohaiﬁebis carries this fuller significance,

it becomes clear why Epictetus makes this the single end of
59

his education programme, By making right moral decisions,

the whole moral character is developed; his training therefore

is directed towards perfecting prohairesis, that is, in
bringing about the correct basic moral character of a man,

s0 that the act of correct moral choice will follow naturally.
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This direction of training towards character is emphasised

60

in the case of the Cynic.,

Prohairesis in this sense of the essential

individual is not always distinct from the prohairesis as

choice in decisions. There is as we have noticed previously,
a two way process: an accumulation of acts of choice

contribute to the prohairesis, and conversly, the prohairesis

(as character) is responsible for acts of choice. This is
illustrated in IV 2 (especially 4): one cannot perfect the

prohairesis by making decisions which are truly free, and at

the same time maintain the same kind of habits in respect to

one's friends and duties. Here prohairesis appears as determined

character resolutionms.
Habituation thus becomes an essential factor in the

shaping of prohairesis. Habits ( . E’ge,as ) are confirmed

by corresponding actions. Each time we do something, a cﬁlf_l.s_. -
receives strongth, and the quality of our character depends

on every act of choice. The term _zgjs is rare in

Epictetus, but where it occurs,sl‘it denotes the core of

moral character that is formed by habituation, and is the

basis of prohairesis in the sense we are discussing, and can

almost be identified with it.62 This converse situation of

choices, that is prohairesis as decision, having effect on
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ﬁrbhairesis as good or evil character is expressed in

I29, 1~ 2: if judgements 'are correct they make prohairesis

good. I have attempted to illustrate this dual concept of

prohairesis comprehensively in the accompanying diagram,

with the large outer circle representing prohairesis as

character, and the inner circle repgesenting pgphairesis as

chosen decision.

A particular aspect of prohairesis as the essential

'I', is the affect of death upon it. The passage that

pertains is IV 7, 31. The prohairesis is not affected by

any of the fearful events which may happen to the body after
death, such as being thrown out unburied. The 'I' is some-

thing different from the corpse: it is will (prohairesis).

Provided one wills death when it occurs, the 'I' is
unaffected. If one does not will it, then indeed there will
be fears. The 'I' as will, however, cannot survive after

death, since the very existence of will as prohairesis, is

dependent on the presentation of phantasiai through the

senses. Without the 5’)«1) (material) of phantasiai, the

concept of will is meaningless. Thus with the dissolution
of the body, the logos will return to the cosmic supply of

pure logos, but the personalising aspect of it as prohairesis,

will cease to be. Epictetus is desirous.:that death should
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Diagram illustrating
THE DOUBLE ASPECT THEORY OF PROHAIRESIS,
as moral character (outer circle) and moral choice
(inner circle), and relating these two aspects to
Epictetus' psyéholog&
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find him paying attention to his proha}ires:i.s,s3 so that in

the final challenge, he shall maintain his freedom of
existence and not fear death.

Prohairesis in this wider sense of moral character,

shares the same characteristics as prohairesis in decision,
which were examined in section two: it is free in that it

is the personal identity, the individual existing with
reference to nothing but itself; the centre of his being

( doewbev _ ) which exists as pure self. Through
this freedom it assumes, by habituation of.choice,
characteristics which are essential to all goodhess, - 'mc'?;V
and _disgt.::,s 3+ and it is the perfection of reason through
constant study and self examination. But the reason has

to be adopted and willed by the prohairesis, which is the

totality of self and the free identity of the whole desiring
reasoning being: the pér‘sonal orektic mechanism is involved:
wislz__ to s’afisfy .yourself, ( eé}s-".&ov_ ); desire
(an.cﬁcfpno'o'v) to become pure with your pure self

( pcr& kuBoxpov CAauToU ), and with God.6’+
4, Prohairesis and Freedom.

In this section I want to summarise Epictetus' concept
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of freedom as it has beéome apparent through the examination

of prohairesis.

Freedom is enjoyed only by the inmost self. This
inner nature of freedom has been noted in many aspects:
first in moral decisions. Decisions are restricted to
judgements on phantasiai, which are themselves partly the

' 65

product of prohairesis exercising right desire.:

Second,

in the acquisition of knowledge, we are free to discever

knowledge about ourselves and the cosmos, and this in turn

66

. forms a basis for prohairesis. Third, we are free to

develop and maintain the inner guiding qualities (dynameis)
ang virtues.67 Fourth, we are free to restrict our desifes
to what is under our contrel, thereby making desire identical
to_will.68 When freedom ceases to be inner freedom, then
it destroys itself; accordingly, freedom of choice must
gdopt'correct choice if freedom is to be maintained.69
With this basic notion that freedom is an internal
exercise and activity, I turn to three types of freedom
displayed in the Discourses, namely freedom of choice,
{reédom from anxiety, and freedom for existence. These
three types are associated with the three stages in the
application of the ternm !ltpq.«’lpca‘a; 4 discussed

in section one.
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A., Freedom of Choice

The freedom to make a right or wrong decision is
will. One can will the acceptance of a phantasia or its
rejection. The will is both rational and orektic. This
is the freedoﬁ that the earlier Stoics discovered in
cuvy Kot & oeo'as s and the development of the will has been
traced through the Stoics.70 Epictetus does not join in
the free-will debate characteristic of many Stoies, bdbut
recognising that if there is will -it ﬁust be free (other-
wise the concept is self-contradictory) concentrates on
the area to which will is restricted, that is, the
vy Kot‘l“c‘. Peois @ hantasiai, and on the origin of
the directive power of the will, which is the prohairetic
core of the individual, and this in turn has been formed
from accumulative willed decisions. Freedom of will was
gssumed by Epictetus. The object of his teaching was to

educate the will so that it could will the correct judge-

ment and so lead to the second type of freedomn.
B. Freedom from Anxiety

The state of freedom for the Stoics was the inner

freedom from fear and anxiety, and desires. Such freedom

14
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sﬂéwé »a "distinctive negative quality _dn. p’tﬂo'tg.elu,
aAuria, oubﬁﬁut et'rotpaflot ."' Since the beginning
of Stoic;sm, the aim of the wise man was to achieve this
freedom or unperturbedness of mind ( &Taetpot § i®x ). In
EpiCtetﬁsy this is the freedom that figures most. Its key
is to will thé_céurse of nature, and because of our freedom
of will, itiié pbssible for each persdn to will to accept,
in the sense of adjusting one's dispositipn to ﬂkﬂbthﬁe
events,ﬁhét befall, Epictetus.devotes his longest énd

mosf sﬁiﬁlful discourse to this kind of freedom;72 its ‘
message:lgive up what is not yours, and make your will
accord wifh God's. Similarly this was the purpose and

message of the Encheiridion.73

In these passages and elsewhere, the doctrine is
preached that freedom is achieved through discipline father
than by practising the full psychological principles of the
freedom, namely that by perfecting his logos through

prghairesis1and prohairesis through lo oé, the will naturally

follows the cosmic logos. This was the ideal approach to
freedom and ied to freedom in the third sense., But not unlike
Plato in the lLaws, Epictetus realised that giving up

' 74

vdesires through ascetic training’' ~ would in practice achieve

this kind of freedom, without any further theorising, and he
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much admired the disciplined ascetisism of the Cynic.75

There are two further points on this kind of
freedom. First, the freedom is restricted to a necessity,
namely to what is already ordained by the cosmic reason,

Here a distinction must be made between a state of freedom

and an act of freedom. The freedom of choice (A), resulted

in a free act. If there is the possibility of ény restrictions
at all, an act cannot be fully free. Hence Epictetus had to
 restrict free actions to the activity of the mind, where

there need be no :estrictions.

A state of freedom, however, can be restricted and
still be meaningful., In fact, only thus does it have any
meaning at all; for freedom in all its meanings is essentially
freedom gggg; For freedom from something necessarily implies
contact with its opposite: if one is free from danger, he
is in feach of safety; if something is free from artificial
colduring, it is bound by its own colour. If man is free
from evil,'he is bound to the good, Now even a free act
of will may be regarded as a 'freedom from', namely a freedom
from caﬁses outside itself; thus by partaking of the opposite,
it becomes self-determined, which is a truism. This explains
why free-will, or will, is a very special case of freedom,

because any state of freedom, when partaking of the objeot
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oppoéife to that from.Which it is free, bocomes some positive
characteristic, but not jdentical to freedom itself. For
instance, a state of freedom from fear, is a state of
easiness of mind., But it is.not allowable to call this
freedom, as it is allowable to call self-determinism free
will. Easiness of mind only embraces freedom from fear.
The rest?iction therefore of 'freedom from' to the proper
course of nature, is not to dény freedom in this sense,
any more than any other state of freedom is denied by what
one is bound to as a result of that freedom.76
Second, and this is a more reasonable objection
to such freedom.being proposed as a moral objective. this
freedom displays negative and passive qualities in those
who experience it. The cause for this I have explained in
discussing resignation, in section two. Certainly, moral
action, as understood by Aristotle and in general, canﬁot
be demanded if such a freedom is adopted. In terms of
activity prompted by human beings,. it does only amouﬁt to
acquiescence in what is the will of Another. Epictetus
frequently describes this freedom as‘egboc¢. s maintaining
the good runﬁing order of the universe, or as xrro 61 ’
lack of feeling rather than any éositive feeling other than

the desire to comply. But whilst for practical purposes it
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‘was convenient to preach acquiescence in Another's will,

idéally, this will through the common logos and a perfect

prdhairesis, became identical with the individual's will.

It is this theory which leads to the third kind of freecdom.
C. Freedom for Rational Existence.

The aim and absolute end of Epictetus' teaching is

to perfect the prohairesis, and thereby to achieve freedom.

This is man's chief moral commitment or chief Xperv] , the
function that he alone can perform by dgsigh of the creative
logos. Freedom is regularly used in an evaluative sense,
aﬁd this causes us to see a weakness in 'freedom from'. In
Epictetus it is the ultimate value. This evaluative use of
'freedom!’ ;s oppose to the abstract or logical use, which
‘we have seen is in essence negative, has two important
§haracte?istics.

The first it shares with 'freedom from' as being a
state of freedom, and therefore neéessarily bound by the
0pp§site from which it is free., Moral freesdom means that the
individual's acts are free from any causationror responsibility
.on the part of others. It is bound therefore by self-

responsibility, and this distinguishes it from permissiveness
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or licence. 8Self-responsibility is a moral undertaking, and
as such aims at the good, hence it is frequently associated

with the notion of self discipline.77

If the good is
something known and to be aimed at, moral permissiveness
becomes a contradiction in terms. Hence we might feel that
'gelf-responsibility' is an adequate equivalent to this
moral freedom; But in Epictetus, as we shall see, self-
responsibility does not adequately cover its purpose, for
self-reSponsibility in Epictetus means logos - respomnsibility,
which is at once something larger than self.

The second characteristic of moral freedom is that
it is positive, in being directed to action, rather than
submissive and negative. Thus it shares this characteristic
with free choice: it is freedom for action, If it should
appear self-contradictory that moral freedom is both a state

and acts of freedom, it may be remembered that theconcept

of prohairesis offered just the same position as being the

function of free acts of choice and freely developed,ggsng ’
or states of character. Moral freedom then is meaningless
unless it shows an opportunity for positive action, even if,
as in Epictetus' case, the activity is mental and willing
activity.78

If then Epictetus' theory of moral freedom is to be
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a valid one, we must find in it some positive characteristic

in the form, at least, of willed activity. This can be

found in the function of prohairesis as moral character.
The £inal end of all study is atbiov ",'yd.povmo'ng that is,

to have one's own hegemonikon or rational guiding principle,

in accord with the natural course of events designed by the
cosmic logos for each individual. If the design of the
cosmos is rational (and this was the funddmental Stoic
belief), the unimpeded functioning of reason (logos) in the
individual will reach the same end, or 'conclusion' as the
.coemic reason., The conclusions of reason are necessary, but
its course is free in that it is absolutely dependent upon
itself. Reason in the individual is limited only by

prohairesis, the totality of the rational-desiring function,

and this we have seen to be free. Thus reason through its
knowledge of the world and of the individual, calculates,

and conquers all desires so that prohairesis wills events

which actually occur.
Through the rational monism, Epictetus' moral
freedom is actively engaged on anticipation of God's will,
for this ig reason, rather than on resignation after his
will is manifest through events. In this constant application

of reason to understand nature, the follower of freedom is
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inwardiy active énd in great earnest. Topands :thisconeymst be
..@duﬁmnunsgagmmitothe making of money or seeking of reputatibn

C ¢|X;5°V$o.w, ). What comes to pass, comes from our own

self and from God,81 from our own self, because we fhrough.

reason and prohairesis actually willed it, and from God,

because the cosmic logos had planned it., Each étep in

reason is a free acceptance (fhrough prohairesis), but leads

to a necessary result, And through reason, man has means

to develop his prohairesis to the point that it desires and
wills the cosmic plan for his life.

The constant freely willing state of the prohairesis

as moral character makes such freedom possible. The freedqm
then displays the positive characteistics of . w18chg

Gs,a: reabein and G.a,é,u_p.l’gt » as well as the negative
-ones already mentioned.82 It requires us to develop
positive moral qualities of coufage and high-mindedness.

A further positive characteristic is the_p?eservation

of self, the essential 'I', There islin this third concept

of freedom, the freedom of the self identity. e are what
we are, and our inten£ions are what they are because of
ourselves and nothing outside ourselves. The function of

prohairesis as moral character, contributes to the freedom

of the whole personality of the ggo as a willing, rational

beiné.
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I remarked earlier that self-responsibility was
inadequate to cover fully this third type of freedom. This
is because in Epictetus, self-responsibility becomesvthe
responsibility to share in the freedom of the universe,
that iz, the freedom of reason., By being free, we discover
that‘we are existing in a sphere bigger than that of self,
a£§ in a sense, released from self, Thus through the

purification of the prohairesis, man can enjoy a freedom

for existence wider than h;e own experience; such an
existence is something to be desired, even yearned for, not
because it bfings freedom from anxiety, but for its own
sake.83

Again the point is raised, whether xa8atpors and
gﬁ,ovapﬁlydl 1oV Bedv etc., are used purely figuratively
in Epictetus. If the interpretation given in this section
is correct, the idea of a mystical union with the One, is
very nearly approached. There is a religious enthuéiasﬁ
in Epictetus' exposition of this freedom, even if the
direct evidence for a religious experience is lacking.

Epictetus is significant not for noting this third
type of freedom or for experiencing it. The idea must have
been present in the freedom of the perfect Sapiens and the

. . B ’
stoic_aa'.v};,o:a,.al* Even in Aristotle, the final end, fewpia
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wopld élmést certainly have been accompanied by these
cha:‘tacteriéfié&éﬁi&ép& is expounded with a poetic
enthusiasm, more charactelistic of Plato than Aristotle.S”
Epictetus is important for co-ordinating this type of

freedom with the practical life of the individuai, by show-
ing it is a development of his freedom of choice, and that

by ppoper‘training and unde;standing of the Stoic principles,
this freedom is within reach of everyone; and also f;} making

more explicit,'through his concept of prohairesis as moral

character, the full positive activity and experience that
results from what was the commonly accepted Stoic freedom

from fear.

5. Social Responsibility.
In the foregoing sections we have seen that in
; .
Epictetus, man's méra; commitment is to perfect his freedom
_thrbugh prohairesis. He is to be free, noble and self-

86

rqspectiné, If this end were achieved by every person, then

everyone would act to God's will, and the whole of humanity,

through individual prohairesis, would perfectly accord with

divine reason, as the rest of nature does of necessity. This

is the kind of Utopia to which his teaching on freedom would



352

finally lead. In such a world, the virtues would not be
social virtues of love and justice, since outer virtues

would have no effect either on the design of the cosmos,

or on other people's prohairesis; rather, inner virtues

alone would be necessary, for on these depends prohairesis.

These virtues were discussed in Chapter Six., Essentially
then in Epictetus responsibility is to oneself, to perfect |

yoﬁr own area of freedom, that is, prohairesis.

This view is open to two charges: first-it displays
selfishness, or Aristotelian $MavTiae . Secondly, it
may be obJjected that the world in reality is not an Uto?ia,
and we necessarily impinge on other human beings whose

prohairesis is far from perfect, so should there not be a

N

responsibility here to correct others?

Epictetus replies to the charge of self-love in
119, 11 - 15: if man concentrates first on his own character
and essential virtues, it will follow naturally that he_will
achieve the social virtues, since inter-dependence is a mark

of human oikeiosis. The prohairesis is free; if this is

rightly directed through its judgements, it will be the source
of love and affection, civil concord and peace.a,7
88

So although love of self is the prime consideration,

Epictetus recognises that one entire field, out of the three
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1:9’1191 where prohairesis operates, is devoted to having

3
a right attitude to our obligations towards other people,
in fulfilling the social aspect of oikeiosis. This is the
field of study in opp¥] and x4epu?. Thus significantly

it is under the heading of prohairesis that Epictetus gives

any guidance at all on the attitude towards duty and what
constitutes duties. These duties were the. Kotﬂ_r'lxov'rd
or officia, which were considered 8% |oiqno|>a&(indifferent)
by the early Stoics, but received prominent treatment from

89 Epictetus, whilst not elaborating on the, is

Panaetius.
clearly aware of their teaching, as his classification of
duties in III 7, 24 indicates.’C

Epictetus gives no gsystematic teaching on duties,

or analysis in the manner of the De Officiis, but considers

they have their origin from prohairesis in the field of

_,o"pg.a?'] s though it may be noted that he allows this sphere
91

to be more externally committed than desire. A duty, or
social responsibility occurs as a B‘hantasia', an inclination
to sympathy, help and so on, and as a phantasia, must be
referred to reason énd Brohai.resis.92 Accordingly, in the
matter of duties, the decision on how far we undertake it

and in what attitude of mind, is under our control, and

. e ’ .
s0 .far we can exercise °PP’I « But we must not be carried
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too far with a duty, so that it affects our self-respect

and destroys the freédom of the prohairesis. The exercise o

of gppﬁ will lead to actions, but only in meeting the:
potentials of relationships, ( af Suvup.elg TRV rxwewv),
which are mot regarded as essentially ours ( .7Tb TV ),
but as something given to us.93 This is illustrated.in
sympathy, not to‘ﬁfy to removg'apother's grief at all costs,
but ohly so far as is under your control, and also in natural
affection, ( dnkoo'ropywt J): don't let affection for another
lead.you to misery.gu
Accordingly, duties involve man in the world and
externéls, but do not commit him to these, and &ll worldly
undertakings, events and circumstances are characteristically
described with levity by Epictetus as a game ( .I[GIS{d: )y
or a festival ( .,Aé‘..apr{',. )e If the crowd of civic life gets
on top of you, treat it as a festival. Bear relationships
with your wife and children, as children playing five-atohes,
for as long as those stones are theré. Simply devote yourself
to the game as long as it lasts, or as long as you can main-
tain self-respect.95 Thus Socrates only so far obejed the
Thirty: when they commanded him to bring Leon to.trial,nhe
» refgsed, even though he would face death; he would no longer

tplay the game'.96
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The concern of prohairesis in duties is not to harm

oneself, rather than to benefit others. Often hhere are

97

misjudgements as regards duties, and the prohairesis suffers.

We should know by rationally considering each change of
circumstance, when to retire from a duty.

Involvement in duties requires choice of actjonmns,
or a series of sensible choicés in fulfilling them -'a
process of deliberation in the Aristotelian sense. All the
possible means within our power to accomplish an action,
must be considered, and the best one chosen, or selected;
when we can no longer make a selection without becoming
affected by the exteriors, then we must withdraw.

A significant point is, that in discussing this
process of deliberation, Epictetus uses the term am\oy:;,

not 'prohairesis', which is reserved for things in our power,

that is, it will finally tell us when to withdraw from a
duty. This again emphasises the inward-directed nature of

prohairesis and its independence: with T ’s'_fw (externals)

we must not act thoughtlessly (.:(Xoyl'o"rws ); if my brother
treats me badly, I can do nothing but use my relationship

with him as I ought, («558& ).98 That is, I must take thought
for the best, but being aware that the outcome is not under my

control., Although the process of selection in fulfilling a
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duty is similar to Aristotle (Ethics III), when he -discusses

delibera'tion'and volunfarj actions, Epictetus does not employ

the Aristotelian term grohaire-sis for this éhoice of ‘exter.n""a;i's.
The follow’iﬁg’ are inétances of Epictetus'-‘ use of,.z.n)séy»f’ 3
I, 5, 107f. Epictetus is a'iscﬁssing the correct
attitude to.iSﬁ#.opa.. Things indifferent are compared with |
the fall of dice; the fall is #8i12dopat , but the use we make
of it is ours, (w,p.oauprruxcft ). S8imilarly, on a voyage it
is ours to choose ( :.xkéfdco-u ) the helmsman, sailors and
time for sailing. After this we are in the helmsman'é hands.
1I, i, 8. Discussing to what lengths one should go
to fulfil a dufy, Epictetus quotes Chrysippus: "As long as the
consequences ( ﬂ\tégﬁs ) are not clear, I cling to what is
more in accordance with nature, ( r&v &éuccvipwv-i‘xopdlﬂp}:s 1o
Tuyx&veuv Tov xark ¢uoiv ), For God created me with the
power of chooeing:_y.!.&-ﬂu‘as '§r¢o'nqo‘ev 7061&“’.. EKA.EKTIM;V-'
II,90t, 6. Again in a discourse on Duties, Epictetus
states that since we do not know the future, it is our duty
to cling to what is more naturally -fit to be chosen: vivv ﬂ.'p_,as,
Exhoyqy €vdverripuyv erdar .
I, £, 27. An anecdote about Thrasea: Thrasea said
he would rather be killed today than banished tomorrow; | to

which Rufus replied, "If you choose (death) as the heavier of
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two misfortunes, what folly of choice". &4 y.‘w u‘:s, Fa(pu"rep_,ov

4 ~ _
‘;K'X‘yn',ﬂ‘sﬁpwpl& s ::x)-oyﬁs; The wise choice is towards the
most natural, whichever that is,

These passages illustrate an important change in

the development of the application of the term prohairesis
from Aristotle‘to‘Epictetus: the former adopts it in the
choices of a process of dqliberation, the latter reserves
it for the inward reaction to externals. The function of
making choices‘in carrying out a duty cannot really be |

separated from prohairesis, but the avoidance of the term

in the above examples, probably shows his uneasiness to
" include duties ét all in the perfection of his system. He
is obliged to say something about them, because he recognises
them as part of human nature in the social oikeiosis. TYet
even in this teéching, Eéictetus is not wholly consistent,
since he equally regards the oikeiosis as T pa xo)\o.'u.g.r’tls ,99
implying that man can f11£fil himself by contemplation and
perfecting inner freedom. The feeling that duties are
gomehow 'dragged in' by Epictetus cannot be avoided.
The second charge against regarding self-responsibility

as the only responsibility shown by an individual, is not so

easily met by Epictetus, namely the responsibility of correct~

ing others who are manifestly in error. If Epictetus believed
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in the social oikeiosis, then we would expect to find a duty
towards justice in society. But on this aspect.Epictetus
reverts to his thorough=-going inwardness of freedom and
responsibility, which if followed ahsolutely, would not require
him to hold a doctrine on duties at all, For a man may show
kindness and sympathy towards someone in need or suffering; put
if he realises that the need or suffering is something towards

which that man has adjusted his prohairesis, then he knows

that the man is free and happy and needs no help. 'For this
reason, duties in the form of a purely altruistic act to
anyone, does not appear in Epictetus. But he does recognise
duties demanded of natural relations and friends, and allows
Bpp.,v’] in respect o these; but in the more distant aspects
of social inter-dependence, especially in correction of the
criminal, he holds to his self-responsibility doctrine.loo
S0 whilst it is remarkable that Epictetus himself sets forth
a rigid education b progress to moral perfection, yet never
advises that one should take pains to correct another, this
is the logical conclusion of his doctrine of freedom, where

pursuance of duties is ultimately superfluous,

His teaching on criminals is that however wicked they

might be, they can never harm anotherfs prohairesis or freedon,

so let them be., The punishment, not corredtibn, that awaits
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criminals is in having a bad p;ohaires1s. For whilst. ﬁhe

wicked man may appear better off, he fails 1nwardly in:ToﬂH¢tov
and.dj&uos.; and the person who does wrong, alwqys-receives
the pﬁnishment.lo'l |

Further, criticism of others is out of place since
one must first determine what kind of a judgement produced
the migdeed. Until one learns the judgement from which a
man does each act, one cannot apportion praise or blame; and
the judgement is never clear to the observer.lo2

Although Epictetus adopts this éttitude when he is
on his guard against é criminal having power over another's

belongings, even over his life, and is secking refuge in his

own prohairesis, yet in his role as an educator, he shous

that he can, as an observer, distinguish a wrong judgement,

and before the person concerned can be expected to act
otherwise, he must first be shown how his reason and desire
bave lead him astray into doing a wrong which, he argues,

no one can do w:i.ll:l.ngly.l‘03 But these paséages diaplay an
educative responsibility not a social requnsibility, and

occur in the context of discussion on choice and right will,
not on duties.

o4

Epictetus' ctridl-scene example, which occurs twioe,

well summarises his attitude to other 's mistakes. In court
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the defendant's responsibility is to make a good speech; he
cannot be responsible for his acquittal or condemnation; he
can be innocent and make a good speech to prove it, but
still be sentenced. The judge has responsibility of passing
gentence, and he might err. If the judge errs, he destroys

his prohairesis: the defendant has maintained his. The

judge runs a risk more painful than the defendant.

Whatever anyone else does is not my respomnsibility,
whether his actions are right, (in accordance with nature)
or not. This is his concern, my concern is to treat his -
decision and his act as an _:(Suicb op@ , an occurrence @\//

given by Zeus, and to adjust my will, through prohairesis,

accordingly. A contradiction remains here: that one person
can make a wrong decision, that is, act contrary to nature,
.whilst the same act or circumstance must be regarded by.
another as nature's course, and submit to it. The contra-
diction reveals a difficulty in any system involving free
will and determinism. Namely that the wickedness of another
person has to be regarded as a determined circumstance
relative to one's own moral progress, whereas relative to the
other person that wickedness can be avoided by his act of
choioe.105 These examples also refeallEpictetus at his

weakest, in interpreting life as making the most of a bad job:
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because of the universe, the body and fellow men, it is
impossible for catastrophes and injustices not to happen.106
All each peréon can do is to submit to fhem willingly, and

enjoy the freedom of the prohairesis, seeing that it is not

bound by externals, and devote all his attention to this,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN

Very rarely was the word used of éasﬁal choice,

One of the earliest occurre'nces‘,of,.vrpo.x:p.cf_,cs.

is in Plato, Parmenides 143C, where it is combined
with the verb, to give considerable emphasis to the
act of choosing: &v a'mwr.n 4. nposiploa 'wpom_pgt'meﬁaf.
Similarly, it is frequéntly used by Demosthenes to -
denote 'set intention', e.g. with_ﬂou)\eao_p.,w

in 44, 57. quosthenés commonly couples it with
.ﬂ.QMIe,{at _ to denote the policy of the state, e.g.

De Corona 93 { of. 192 ),.ﬁ npoa{cpcvlsa'yam‘,.. Katt v";ﬂox_lnﬂ,&.

The use of the verb npo,mpoc'm.ou particularly

‘illustrates this. 1Its single occurrence"in the New

Téstament (II Cor. 9, 7.) indicates the purpose oF
will of the heart, that is not swayed by any

compulsion or feeling of sorrow: Efmrros xa.e'&:u

.’ ""_‘qu?n‘r'“ 9 uapSl.'gv. M%) e’&%t‘tﬂ)s#a’g a"cwt'qus .

These qualifications are strikingly similar to

Epictetus' use of prohairesis. The noun_npo;a{p,eﬂs

Qcours several times in Polybius, always denoting

tget will', (e.g. 39, 29 = expressed obinion or will),
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but even sometimes»e'x‘tending the connotation of
will to include the whole of a persox_i's type of
conduct or.character, e.g. in 18, 3, 3, where
Siwrhs ‘Rpompe'uag_meane 'because he displayed such
conduct or chafacter', and could well pick up
the lp‘éa"wnav .which occurs a few lines earlier.
Colson's remarks on the varied meanings of pro-
hairesis in Philo's works are illuminating:

"The uses (of prohairesis) in Philo, all

springing from the sense of choice of purpose,
may be divided into those which describe the
purpose or motive of some particular action, and
those which regulate a lifetime or a career.,"

(De_Vita Contemplativa, Appendix (2), p. 518.).

7“1"?2!13&118191{ occurrence of ﬂpo«'upea-ns in the
Septuag:mt o, ( Ecclasd.aaté& 4], 14;\1)\., translategu

the Hebrew, U 371 a‘v R ,WMEGOSﬂveuyd‘fos\mglish
translations varyy: "waywardness of spirit" “vexation of
"gpirit", “chasing 'che wind"(N.E.B.), which anpear to imply
somefhinn‘ contrary to set purpose. . ‘I'he liteml meanino of the
Hebrew, from the stem ny-) ’ to pastu.re a £lock, is a
feeding upon ‘the w1nd, therefore'a desire for', for which
opcf 1 would have been a nearer Greek equivalent. It may
be tha+ 'npo-topem; was erroneously adoptqd by confus:Lon
with the chaldee, n \\}"I y used in Ezra 5.17. and 7.18,
meanlng deliberated will, but from the sa.me stem.
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There is one occurrence of ﬂpoa:gfedcg in the Stoic
fragments, (SUF III 173). The fragment describes

the stages in the thought process leading to an

‘action, remniscent of Aristotle's analysis in

N.E. III, but embroidered with an impressive

string of Stoic terms, which probably bore indistinct
shades of meanings even to its author, as for example,
between ot';l'pc.a'as . npou’npcccs and 'ﬁoﬁhfz,ms .
This is far nearer to Aristotle’'s use.than to the
application of the term in Epictetus, of which it
gives no suggestioh. The occurrence is interesting
in that it shows that the term was still in
philosophic usage, though this was a very specialised
use., Whether the originator of the Fragment was
Chrysippus or Panaetius, it is difficult to regard
him, (as Hjmans does, Askesis p. 24n.) as a

'mediator' between Aristotle and Epictetus, since

the usage is far too close to the Aristotelian

analysis.

I do not think the prefix 7Tpo- in the word has any
semantic significance in Epictetus, since the word

had already been in existence .from fourth century
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: G_i',eek_, meaning ‘'choice', Admittedly the fragment -

mentioned above (Note 3), makes some narrow
. [
distinction between alfi.'peans and Xpo:oipsets

but {:his illustrates the Stoic inclination of

devising terminologies, and of creating distinctions

of niéaning between two words which in colloquial
Gz;eek meant the same, except that the form of the
word with the prefix was generally inore-.emphatic.

No use of the word in Epictetus can mean 'ohoosing
befor.ehax_ld', as opposed to any other kind of chdgsing.

in spite of Hjmans warning (Askesis p. 24). Neither

do I believe, as Peters suggests, (Greek Philosophical

Terms p. 163 ) that Epictetus consciously connects

'Ttp'_o,-u,o_pc.rls_.; with Sedipecis The latter ocours

~ in II6, 24,.as the distinction between what is in

our power and what is not. Its occurrence is rare,
end if Epictetus chose the word to demote that

npojup ecis sﬁonid preceed & eltl;p‘ea'.cs, , then we
should expect some mention Qf np g"gp_egg_ls_ -in the

context.

cf. I12, 9,

1T 1, l0; II 22, 28,
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13.

14,

15.
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II 10, 25.

CII 1, 9.

Cf. also the juxtaposition ofﬂpmﬁbecu(noun) and

&np,“.PgT“ (adj.) in this section, (II 23, 19).
18,16, Cf. I29,1 - 2.
I ;8, 8. cf. I 30, 4, and IV 5, 32.)
Cf., also, II 13 and IV 4,
Soullhé, Introduction p. L, note 3.
Ch, 3, 5. Ch. 4, 1.

13 - 21; see also, 22 - 25 and 58 - 77. For other

examples of the essential 'I' meaning, see section

3, below.

It is not always easy to decide which of the

meanings npo:(npcccs bears in each instance, (see
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18.

19.

20,

22,

23.
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App. 1), and frequently both meanings are combined
in a single occurrence of the term, e.g. II 22, 19.

See additional note (18) below.

1V 7, 32; II 23, 22.

The division of Epictetus' uses of ﬂpo:&‘pec’ls is
only for anélytical purposes, and not an actnal

division in Epictetus' thought. Cf. note 16, above.

This has already been shown in Ch, 5. Cf, I 1, 7;

I1 19, 32; Fragment 169 (Schweighauser), eotc.
Epictetus frequently introduces the notion of a game

as a mefaphor in describing our attitude to the

circumstances we meet in life. See section 5, below,

v ¢
TAVT! T4 anoldvr Xpﬁroau KATR 4me , IV 1q 8.

Cf. 117, 21 - 5; I 4, 11; IV &4, 15 - 22; IV 10, 1 - 3,

etc,

Schenkl has adopted ﬂpoceéo‘sa in place of ﬂ,pnee'cea
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25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30,
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“in I 21, 2. This firmly fixes it in the terminology

of logzc, (ct. R.pgéﬂems-.__.ﬁith_z,mm;,_‘ _din I &4,
11, where both terms are part of ;_‘a-_uynu:uaaeccs,__ ).
It is ii_kely that both . _mpo'a"éems . and. _xgéecg.s
wére part of the vocabulafy of the logicians, and

only minutely distinguishable. Cf. note L, above.

Oldfather, Vol., II, p. 20, note 4, More, Hellenistic

' Phiiosophersl p. 107.

E. goe I 4, 14; IV 4, 16.

IV 7, 16 = 17; c¢f. Ench. 7, 35.

I 17, 26.°

IV 4, 23; IV 6, 24; I 19, 7 and I 20, 5.

II 6, 25.
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31, Sihrddro nuxia .He:v‘1 qt%'fq (npod{gew:) yoy'.v&rotl :pqun\' p:vq.
cf. II 19, ey; III 10, 18.

> ¢ - D - ! ¢ - / [
32, ouria ToU ayaBoh mpoxipecis Woid, ToU keiKoY Tpodipeois RoIA,

I29, 1; c£. I 8, 16.

33' II 1, 390
34, III 5, 2 - 3.
35. Aristotle, N.E. VI. See Ch. 2' 30
360 I 18' 8.
37. IV 12. 12. For the obvious lacuna, the Bodleian MS
. _ a
(Codex Saibantinug) suggests <{véigduer’ éxeivov .
Diels' emmendation, ';,,).c.eT’éxc'ivov(én'oa) » Beems

more appropriate (and meaningful) in the light of what
immediately follows, Other suggestions are cited by

Schenkl, Editio Maior, p. 448.

38, I 17, 14; II 23, 42; cf. III &4, 9; I 12 9; III 5, 7 - 10.
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40,

41 L]

43,

Wby

45.

[ \ [ L4
_BatuTov EKovra EéxecBal Tk Fvayweix,
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I 12, 12, Compare the thought of Wordsworth's sonnet,
'Nﬁns fret not at their convent's narrow room', where

he expresses the '"Weight of too much liberty'.

III 24, 98, Compare the Book of Common Prayer, p. 49,

"(God.....) whose service is perfect freedon'",

I1l2, 15; Iv 7, 20; III 10, 18 (cf. 'I want the victor
to win', III 4, 11.); Fragment 186 (Schweighauser):
These are listed in IV 3, 7.

I 27, 10 - 13. The passions as a special branch of

desire, were treated in Ch, 5.
IL4, 1; IITI 9, 22.

More, Hellenistic Philosophers, p. 102 - 3. More's

resolution of the 'wheel' (p. 161), that the things
that are one's own have a different quality of reality
in a worl& of ideals, comparable fo the Platonic forms,
is interesting, and will be referred to in the

Conclusion,



47.

48.

49.
50.
1.
52,

534

Sk,

55«

371

.See Ch. 2, 3.

I4, 1 and 11.

I 27, 10 - 13; III 9, 22; particularly the latter,

~which emphasises that desires are not disallowed

altogether, but are to be restricted to what can be

satisfied.

cf. I 24, 6.

III 10, 13 - 16.

III 20, 15.

II 13, 4; I 29, 1 - 8.

Lucretius makes a similar remark though for slightly
different reasons, De Re:um Natura III 955 f; also

79 - 8""0

~Cf, III 1, ko,

Ivi, 579-
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57.

58.

59.

60,

61.

62,

63,

64.

65.

66.
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Ibsen, Peer Gynt, Act V.

IV 3, 7.

II 22, 20.

II 23, 36 - 47,

III 22, 103 - 5; of, IV 6, 25 - 7, and IV &4, 26.

II 28, 1 and 6 - 8.

Askesis, p. 64, correctly notes that Epictetus'

use of ggns has the 'connotation of a potentiality,
an inclination to certain actions, brought about by
habituation!

III1 5, 7 - 11, See Ch. 6, note 87.

1T 18, 19.

Che 59 3o

Ch. 6, 4.
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670 . Ch. 60 50
68. Section 2, above.
69, St. Paul, I Corinthians 10,23, Sees a similar limitation

to the Christian's liberty. All things are permitted,
(névix-ggéaaﬁt), but not all things are expedient

( 00 natvrar ¢up,¢ép.ea., )o The Christian should feel
free bn_ly to build up ( eikodou&l ) the work of
‘the Church. C. K. Barrett, Commentary, p. 239,
comments, 'A mén who acts on the principle that he
is free to do anything he likes is in danger of
losing his freedom through becoming enslaved to the

_practices for which he feels himself to be free'.

?O. Chs. 3-". "l'-
71l Iv 3, 8; cf. IV &,.36.,
'72'. : Pbilo's es'say‘,.OmniSj Probus ILiber Sit (Every good

' man is ffee),~ prdvideé ‘a very close parallel to
this .-discourse, -Two points particularly emerge:

1. that freedom is primarily freedom from the
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passions through asceticism, and one should desire
what virtue demands. 2. Freedom implies service

in obedience to God. (cf. Epictetus'- ?npom'p.ea-ns

oia §& ..
73. Cf. Ench. 5 -~ 9.
4. Iv 1, 176.
75. III 24, 64 ff, and particularly III 22, passim,
76, There is a useful discussion on the limiiations of

freedom in Reid, Philosophy and Education, p. 112 - 3,

77 This self-discipline is admirably expressed in

Wordsworth's Ode to Duty. The best illustration

in Epictetus is Fragment 169 (Schweighauser): the

right use of freedom involves law and self=control,

( ng Kol s ew4>poo-6vv’, ). N
78. On this, see section 2, above,

79. I 26, 15.
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8o. IV 4, 42,

81. IV 4, 47.

82. v 3, 8.

83. In St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, i}seueep{u

again is uséd in the sense of a freedom that is a
positive goal, where we share the freedom of the
heavenly order ( eleuBepia rﬂg-“s»‘; rOv Téxvwv
To¥ feov, Bom.§21) at the end of the world. The sons
of qu enjoy a 'glorious liberty'. In Epictetus the
freedom is definitely fixed in this life, in having
a free mind or will (mpooipeoisg ) which.is immune
from the groanings of our bodily hurts. The
parallel of the free Stoic avoiding groaning within
( yu;) a-'rc.v.a'tfns écwbev I 18, 19) with the groaning of

creation in Paul's Epistle (Rom. 8, 23) stuT o1 év ;&07535

orevkfopev is again striking.

84, See especially Fragment 169 (Schweighauser), which
could well represent Stoic thought anterior to

Epictetus,
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92,

93.
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See Ch., 2, 6, where the Platonic characteristics

' /
of the .eewplok doctrine were noticed.
III 7, 27,
IV 5, 35; cf, III 3, 5 - 8; I 22, 16,

. ’
Cf. Aristotle's d?lkoun'm y N E. IX.
See Ch. 3, 4.
Cf. Cicero, De Finibus III 16 - 20; though
Bonhoffer, Die Ethik, p. 205 - 6, prefers to regard
the triple division as a gloss, but the longer
treatment of duties in II 10 does appear to owe
something to such a classification.
See section 2, above.

I28, 4-5; IVv5, 28 - 32.

Iv 12, 16 - 18; I1II 7, 28.
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9. III 24, 20 - 24; 58 - 60.

95. IV 4, 24£; IV 7, 5; II 5, 15,

96, oUKET) ﬂa{agw , IV 7, 30.

97. IV 6, 35; II 10 .- 15, esp. 13 - 14,

98. III 10, 17 - 20.

99. Ch. 6, 1.

;00. Christ, in the New Testament, affords a contrast

here; since His teachiﬁg demands both an outer

love, 'love thy neighbour' (-for love's sake), and
an inner purity, in the_Sérmon on the Mount. The
combination of the two, is a‘characteristic mark of
the Christian, but rarely.for the Stoic, who at the
best,-lévés his neighbour for his own sake. In
Seneca, however, thefé was found a strong suggestion
pf_thié self-giving, br Christian love, (See Ch.

4; 4,). What place self-giving love had in the

ancient world, and how far our ideas about this kind
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102.
103.
104,

105.

106.
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of love are shaped by Christianity, is a question
of considerable interest; were the Stoic duties
always undertaken either for self interest (towards
friénds), or from some long association of

(in civic duties)? The responsibility of correcting others,
however, is firmly stated throughout Plato 8 nggh;;g, partic-

ularly in the Cave Allegory, and at 519 DTe
I. 17, 11 = 14; Fragment 13 (Oldfather); II 17,

2 - 6; 11 13, 18.

IV 8' l - l"; cf. IV l*, l"ll'o

I1 26, 1 - 7; cf. I 18, 13; IV 5, 10.

II 5, 29; II 6, 21.

Compare the ending of Socrates' Apology (#D).
Socrates wishes at the same time both to accept that
his death, and therefore the miscarri&ge of justice,
was fated, and yet to rubuke, gently, ( ol mawvu )

the judges who were responsible for such a miscarriage.

II 5, 2 and 7 - 8.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CONCLUSIONS AND AN EPILOGUE
It was seen in the last chapter that Epictetus’

importance in Stoic thought lies in his introduction and use

of the term 'prohairesis'. My thesis has devolved upon an

interpretation of this term. The very adoption of the term
indicates an intrusion of an element of uncertainty or

choice intorthe determinist account of ethics given by the N
Stoics. This element of choice is at the centre of Epictetus!
doctrine, in contrast to other Stoics, who felt the need to
give an account of freedom and choice, but allowed nothing to
turn them from their rational determinism, and so found the
normal védabulary adequate.

My chapters on the Stoics and Seneca afforded a chance
to trace certain trends in Stoicism‘léading to a fuller
appreciation of man.in all his aspects, including will and
personality. These two aspects were seen to be a late develop=-
ment in Stoicism, and prepare for Epictetus' fuller consider-

ation of them by examining the concept of prohairesis. The

chapter on Plato and Aristotle had a twofold importance: first
it indicated the approach of these philosophers to the

irrational aspects of man's character, showing how, in each
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activity, there is a desiring function as well as a reasoning
function. This was élearly seen in Aristotle's account of
knowledge, and the practical syllogism. The problems
encountered there have direct bearing on the concepts of will
and freedom in Epictetus. Second, we examined Aristotle's use

of 'prohairesis', and found some useful points of comparison

with Epictetus, particularly in choice exercised in making
moral decisions. The fuller account of man's personality in
the later Stoics has much in common with the complex psychic
elements appreciated by Aristotle and Plato, in the
co=-ordinating of reason and desire.

With the wider appreciation of man's nature, two
concepts rapidly developed in Stoicism, will and the
individual's freedom., The Stoic position, particularly that
.0of Epictetus, is interesting‘because these concepts have to be
framed within the Stoic rational monism. The impact of
theories of mixed psyéhic functions (rational and non-rational)
on the strict rationallsystem coerced the development of
concepts of will and freedom, and much of Epictetus! doctrine
appears to be the result of certain Platonic and Aristotelian
coﬁvictions super~-imposed on the Stoic rationalism.

It has not been the purpose of this thesis to fix an

exact point or exponent of Stoicism where these modifications
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took place. I do not hold that Epictetus was solely responsible
for the change. As early as Posidonius new influences were
apparent in Stoicism, and a keen interest in personality and
will was seén in the writings of Seneca. Epictetus rather
stands at the end of this development, and is the fullest
éxponent on the concepts of will and freedom. In Marcus
Aurelius, writing later than Epictetus, there is a regression
éo the earlier Roman Stoicism of the period of Panaetius and
Cicero, with an emphasis on the brotherhood of mankind; there
are instances also of the free-will versus determinist
arguments, and of freedom from the passions, but the central
theme of the individual's will and freedom is missingl.

By Epictetus' time, the Stoic rationaliém was not
impregnable, Only with difficulty had Chrysippus abébrbedr

the irrational motions in his basically rational hegemonikonj;

weaknesses in the rational bastions 6f the system were
mentioned earlier in the thesis, notably in the concepts of

prolepseis and conscientia. These imperfections in the Stoic

account of causatidp; - ‘on the causation of khowledge and of
moral conduct respecti?ély; - afforded greater consideration
to be given to the concept of will, In the history of
philosophy, the time was now ripe f;r this concept to be

developed, and along with it, a fuller account of the individual's
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freedom. This development was possible in Epictetus because

he adopted a single term (prohairesis) for the ruling part,

the former hegemonikon, and the choosing element, and set

this firmly in reason. Seneca's use of ‘'voluntas' did not

necessarily combine will and reason. In Epictetus, prohairesis

shares the attributes 6f reason and of choice, as the

controlléd desiring function evident in Aristotle and Plato.
Since will is a specific aspect of individual freedom.

I shall consider Epictetus' important contributions on this

subject presently. First we must examine his conéept of

freedom in its broader aspect., In the previous chapter, we

saw how Epictetus arrived at three 'levels' of freedomr freedom

of choice, freedom from anxiety, and freedom for existence.

The operation of pgphairesis is important at each level. The

perfect state of the will (or prohairesis) is to be fully

rational. This-canrbe aéhieved by eduéation and habitual
training ( askésis ). When our choosing function is fully

rational, it is guided by reason to make identical choice with

what actually occurs by natural determinism. In the final

level of freedom,.reasbn will be so perfected that the prohairesis
-chooses in advance of the course of nature. This is the
exercise of positive freedom.

The will finds its freedom in reason; this reason is in
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substance identical with the reason that governs nature, =~ it
is an apospasma of cosmic logos. Consequently, if operating
perfectly, it will reach the same rational conclusions,
allowing a choice to be made in accordance with nature, - not
following nature, but arriving at the same conclusions of its
own accord., But reason itself is free, (this is one of its
essential attributes in Epictetus), and so there is no coercion
from oufside in reaching the conclusions;- the conclusion is
dependent on reason alone, fhat is on a process of logic where
each stage is a contingent truth. Provided at each stage the
premises are correct, reason will operate freely towards
necessary conclusions. Each stage in reason is approvéd of

by our own choice (prohairesis), whereby we become responsible

for that reasoning, Accﬁmulated choices of this kind, building

up the entire choosing personality (prohairesis in the wider

sense ), result in our whole life being directed willingly
towards the circumstances and ends ordained by natural reason.
| This liberation by reason has much in common with
Spinoza,”@ho regards activity as continuous thought, with each
idea following its predegcessor, and found freedom in self-
evident truths.2 The Fheory is criticised by Berlin, together
with the view that virtue is knowledge (which is the ethical

application of the former)., For pure reason can only operate
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when knowledge is perfect. Knowledge and certainty offer a
limiting restraint to freedom, which true freedom should not
feel3. Epictetus might be allowed, or at least excused his
position, more than the laﬁer exponents of liberation by
reason, since he was still in the tradition of the materialist
concept of reason: logos was a substance pervading the
universe, and man's reason was a part of this substance. The

apospasma and the hegemonikon were thought of as parts of an

individual, as substantial as we regard heart and mind, and

frequently Epictetus even makes prohairesis similarly a

materialistic conceitu. This consideration makes the theory
less‘idealistic and more acceptable, but since it depends on
a tradition which can be traced back to the earliest Greek
philosophers being used by Epictetus, but not re-examinéd,
and which is today seen to be invalid,'it cagnot ultimately
acquit Epictetus of the impossible idealism contained in
this particular theory.

The materialistic concept also prevents frecdon in
Epictetus from assuming an emptiness which often accompanies
the philosoPhicél examination éf the term, as for instance
in Karl Jaspers' theory. In many points the two concepts of
freedom are identicals, but Jaspers tended to see freedom as
an empty goal. He was seeking some nature, or original

essence 'which has some positive content, and is not empty
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libefty.'6 He finds no complete solution to this emptiness.
Epictetus can at once £ill the vacuum by the apospasma, or
prime reason., This is the objective original self, which
is realised in freedom., It is the self given by Zeus. The
difficulty expressed by Jaspers' "I come to myself as a gift",
is solved by Epibfetus' doctrine, where we are given reason
as an apospasma, and our freedom consists in perfecting this.
We may note a further consequence of Epictetus' use
of the materialist concept of reason in his doctrine of
freedom; this is the restriction of freedom to a necessity.
This is a baslic idea in many views of freedom, and was
discussed in the previous chapter. Freedom is best when it
is limited by certain laws. This applies particularly to
freedom in behaviour, and is found in ﬁany moralists. One
"of the earliest instances is in Psalm 119, "I shall walk at
liberty, for I seek Thy commandments." 1Je have noticed the
same teaching in St., Paul and Wordswofth. But the limitation
of freedom by nécessity, also applies in the philosophical aspects
of f;eedom. The views of Spinoza, Locke, ("Where there is no
law, there is no freedom."), Montesquieu, Kant and Burke are
cited by Berlin.” 411 have in common the idea that freedom,
as a philosophic concept, involves necessary restraint.

’
Epictetus' " TRpoaxkipeois ofax 8@ " (choosing
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as one ought), is an early instance of this philosophic
paradox, and is more easily resolved than similar positions
occurring in later philosophers. The 'proper choice' is the
course of nature, - the events ordained by the natural logos;
part of the logos (as aBOSBasma), exists in each individual,
and 'free choice' consists in recognising the natural and
nécessary conclusions of this reason. How far this solution,
(depending on rational materialism), is valid is less
important than the fact that Epictetus did recognise that
perfect freedom was free submission to some necessary rule of
being governed.

There is one other important consequence of rational
meterialism.in Epictetus' doctrine, namely that reason (the
apﬁsgasma) affords a link between the general (nature) and the
partiéular (the individual). Reason is co-extensive with the
Absolute and the individual. If the Stoic rational monism =
that regsdn is the absolute caﬁSe and substance - were valid,
the criticism put by Berlin against freedom as an absolute
goal, would have to be rejected, But Berlin's criticism8 is
based on a transcendent not a co-extensive view of the
Absolute. The Absolute in Epictetus is not found in an ideal
realm whose characteristics we in our finite state cannot

conceive, The Absolute, reason, pervades the world, causes
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and is the”world we encounter in ordinary experience.
Epictetus' freedom lies in the perfection of this substance,
not in attaining a unity with a transcendent concept.

The rational monism also helps the problem of
knowledge inherent in any absoluie system: namely, how can
anything less than the Absoluté have knowledge of it, This
was a problem in Plato, and in the many aspects of mysticism.
We noted that rafional mysticism was a fair intqrpretation of
Epictetus' religious convictions, Epictetus! concept of reason
at least contributes to an easing of the dilemma of the one and

o

the many.

)

Ve have therefore in Epictetus a theory of freedom
embraced in the Stoic rational monism, The reason in the
individuél is the cause of his thought and activity: if the

reason is perfect, his activity will accord with nature. Each

stage in reasoning is accompanied by choice, or prohairesis.
It is this choice which is responéible for the perfecting of

reason, An individual strives to identify his prohairesis

with reason; it does not, however, thereby lose its function
of approving reason, or of willing reason: it becomes the
desire ever to will what rcason deétnands, yet remains the essence

of individuality. 4s this individuality identifies itself
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with reason, it partakes of a generality, namely reason., Then
any action resulting from this individuality-reéson
jdentification, can be said to be caused, since cause can only
be explained by reference to generalities., So far is the

person's activity determined. But in so far as action results

from individuality (the prohairesis), the activity is free,
since therevis ultimately no generality of the individual
essence, therefore no causation., Though not definitely stated,
this appears to be Epictetus' position in the free-will versus
determinist debate, and like Aristotle, he clearly accepts
free-=will. Thus far the Stoic monism might allow him progress
on principles that may satisfy in part, both determinists and
free-will adherents. But for reasons we have noted in the
chapter devoted'to their doctrines, the Stoic position cannot
stand.

The study of Aristotle's theory of knowledge has shown
a’specific weakness in the rationalist view, which is relevant
to the question of will. It was seen that the same type of
reason caﬁnot operate in the practicql syllogism as in
theoretical reasoning. An additional desiring function was
present in the former. This importaht conclusion from
Aristotle has been repeated by modern authors on the sub ject

of will, notably Hampshire, who drawé a distinction between
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two kinds of knowledge: knowledge of intention and knowledge
of fact., The latter is obtained from deductive reasoning,
both from the natural course of events and from objective
self knowledge. Such knowlédge can be proved wrong.
Intentions can never be proved wrong since they depend on
beliefs and desires, and on a degree of probability, not
certainty. Our intentions are in the end responsible for

9

making our decisions, This knowledge of intentions is very
close to the knowledge‘with desire that was ﬁecessafy for
the specific or particular premisses in Aristotle's practical
‘syllogism. They both indicate a breakdown of general
reasoning (and no other type of reasoning is really valid) or
of objective knowledge, when an individual makes a decision in
a particular circumstance. Epictetus' failure to observe this
shortcoming in reason and knowledge is the chief criticism of
his doctrine of freedom,

' Howe%er, whilst‘Epibtetus is not explicitly aware of this

shortcoming - he could not openly criticise reason on these

grounds and at the same time maintain his position as a Stoic -

the introduction of the term 'prohairesis' indicates Epictetus'
dissatisfaction with a fully rational system, and his use of

the term shares many éspects of the uncertainty principle in the
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knowledge of intentions. His adoption of a single term is
the nearest approach to a concept of will that exists in
ancient philosophy, and we must see how far the concept

developed under this term.

In Seneca, will was closely attached to decision

(voluntate ac iudicio). This was a development of the free

adoption, by a’uykotﬂ;toecos, of the phantasiai in the earlier

Stoic account., In using prohairesis, Epictetus makes the

decision and the will one and the same. That is, no decision
in behaviour can be made without the intervention of will,

The prohairesis was seen in the previous chapter to be an

orektic function, neither essentially rational or irrationali o
but desiring to function with reason. It was the fadtof wﬁich
individualised each person's activity, making it their own.
Thus it is not true to say, as Souilhe comments,lo that in
Epictetus the rational is always superior to the irrational.
The factor that is basic in Epictetus' psychology is

prohairesis, which is the free individual personality which

may seek the rational or irrational, and which is ultimately
responsible for each decision. Epictetus here progresses
beyond his predecessors by allowing uncertainty, something not

subject to the laws of reason, in his principle which causes
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behaviour (prohairesis).

Epictetus also gives a useful account of what
constitutes this uncertainty principle of will. As seen in

the previous chapter, the prohairesis is the entire willing

and desiring personality of the individual. Epictetus

. ‘ \
stresses that everything that is individual ( Te 35&6\! ) is

in, or depends-upon, prohairesis, We have noticed this in
the indivi;iﬁal dynameis and character (Tpocwnov ), in the
degree of knowledge each person attains, and in displayihg
certain inner virtues of ro mo"'rolv_ and aidos. All these

individualising aspects contribute to prohairesis.

The teaching on dynameis was particularly important
in respect to will: these qualities or capacities remain

dormant until activated into actuality by prohairesis. The

individual, through prohairesis can determine whether to

r?alise his powers‘orlqof,‘énd-to what extent. Modern accounts

of will have given mucﬁ attention to|the comparison of will

and power, of capacity, in human actions.11
Another aspeét of will in Epictetus, agalin repeated

in modern accounts, is its organic constitution: each choice

dontfibutes to some change in a person's total personality.

His individual identity is changed in some way, however small,

by any single act of will. This was seen clearly in the two
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]
uses of prohairesis in Epictetus, - as choice, and as the

total wiliing personality. The latter is an accumulation

of the former. "What I do or will, is caused by the whole of
my complex personality at that moment, but the decision I
make, what I do, subtly alters this personality." This
treatment by E. R, Eﬁmeté reflects the positibn of Epictetus:

"prohairesis compels prohairesis'". The will - the 'I' - is

organic and dynamic, not a static substance as reason is,
Thié is the will, or the orektic element, that functions in
attaining tﬁe knowledge that leads to decisions, as opposed
to objective reasoned knowledge (see above). According to
Jaspers, the personal self-determination of the.free
personality is manifest in "fugitive sensations, perceptions,
feelings, intuitions and intimations of the private

12

consciousness," These are precisely the areas controlled

by prohairesis in Epictefus' teaching.

Thefe is no adequate account of tﬁe part of desire
in willing in Epictetus. The reasons for this omission are
connected with the thoroughly inner concept of ﬁpictetus'
idealism, and were examined in the pfevious chapter. The
omission however must detract from a useful account of the

will., We are left with the impression that while prohairesis

is orektic and reprecents a tendency towards rational or
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irrational, it is only valuable to the individual when it
is fully identified with reason. In actual practice, will
is a Slend of desire and reason, and a proper account of it should
attemﬁt some analysis of the Slend, as was done by Aristotle,
especially in his discussion on akrasia.

The essence of will is that it is something outside
the process of caused events, It is free., Philosophers often
have to place the will quite arbitrarily in the string of
caused events, This was evident in Aristotle's account of
deliberation, and even more so in modern approaches to the

13

philosophy of action.’ In Epictetus this elusive quality

is displayed in having to regard prohairesis from two different

points of view:. as the individual choice, and as the total
willing personality. They are not different concepts, but
two ways of looking at the same thing; but at what point can
they both be regarded as the same? Where do they meet? This
difficulty in pinning down the will to a particular function
is common to both ancient and modern accounts. The reason is
probably because the will by definition is uncaused, and any
notion that is by nature uncaused, ultimately escapes analysis.
Why then do we use these terms of freedom and will at
all? Here we fall back on the final argument of the free-will

adherents, - that because the terms will and individual freedom
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are meaningful_concepfs in the language, even to the extent
that notions of good, bad, praise and blape, in fact the
whole of ethics depend upon them, they must represent some
basic freeddm in the willing and activity of the individual.14
Ve may say that the concepts of will and freedoﬁ are part of
our 'experiential reality'. In thie 'experiential reality'
events may occur which are not predictable, and therefore are
not experienced. as caused events; such are efents of the will,
and free-will is-ﬁeaningful. Opposed to this is what we
might call 'actual reality', the reality of the world of
causation., It may-be that all events are caused, including
those of will, Those who>hold a determinist position,
particularly amongst psychologists, believe that events
occurring in the'mind obey the laws of the méchanistic universe,
and can all be reduced to cause and result. It is difficult
to prove this position of thorough determinism wrong: it has
not yet been demonstrated to be right. But if it were right,
and all psychic-events were caused, we would still not be in
a position.to-prediqt results, so long as the processes of
causation remain unanalysed., So allowing that it is right,
we can hold that there is an 'actual reality' in which all
events are caused; the analysis of this causation could well
be an impossibility: amongst modern thinkers it is so regarded
15

by Jaspers and Emmett, But so long as there is causation
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without prediction, ideas of will and freedom are valid in
terms of 'experiential reality'. The Stoic rationalism

represents a view of 'actual reality', and prohairesis in

Epictetus a view of 'experiential reality', and for this
reason, the Discourses present a notable position in
discussions on freedom.’

In a sense, the above account only takes the free-will/
determinist problem a stage further back, to ask which of the
two realities is truth. 'Actual reality' may be regarded
as truth because it is reducible to laws and reason. But
in support of 'experiential reality' is the consideration that
it provides a strong enough basis of all ethics and the entire
human applications of philosophy. Science and metaphysics are
concerned with t'actual reality'; anﬁ'most of the problems of
metaphysics on the one hand, and ethicé on the other, have
their origin in this divorce of ‘'experiential' and 'actual!
reality.

WWe must now consider the question of ethics and the
individuai's responsibility. The conclusions on this were

reached in the:ﬁrevious chapter, that the individual's
vrespohsibility was primarily.to himself alone, in perfectiﬁg

his own prohairesis. From this initial responsibility, social

responsibility would result. Essentially, Bpiotete foilows the
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earlier Stoics in placing the point of responsibility in
cruyxotﬂftpec'ls s ~ the choice of approval of rational

suggestions. His account of prohairesis as the willing

personality necessarily extends the notion of responsibility
to all a person is at any moment.

This teaching is consistent with the oikeiosis
doctrine of the Stoics, that man's proper function is the
free contemplation of the rational universe; from this,
social oikeiosis will follow, This is theoretical, and
consistent with Stoic ideals. But a concept of freedom can
Se criticised on two levels: first on the philosophic
understanding and approach to the concept and terms involved;
this we have examined in relation to freedom and will; second,
on the value of freedom as a moral virtue: is it sound ethical
sense? The term 'freedom' lends itself to limitless
philosophicai debate and analysis, but in Epictetus it is
pﬁt as the highest goal of moral conduct, and its value as
such must be examined.

He?e Epictetus is disappointing, but at least
consistent. The aim of his freedom is the perfection of the
individual, His ultimate aim is a world peopled with perfect
individuals, - a Utobia of perfect wills. Epictetus meets |

the objection that perfect indiviiduals can never form a
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perfect society, by the rule of natural reason, which is
responsible for the making of perfec£ individuals in a
perfect society. This is the social oikeiosis. The real
flaw in the argument again turns on the shortcomings of the
Stoic concept of reason, which were discussed earlier.

Each act of an individual towards society has to be
individually willed. In terms of the practical syllogism,
it is an event of behaviour, and the will must be involved.
Epictetus' concept of will is always internally directed,
whereas the notion of willing, as desiring, is naturally
externally directed. Compromising though it may be, the
position of Aristotle is at least more practical, and the
same practical attitude is adopted in modern times by Berlinls,
who criticises the Stoic 'retreat to the inner citadel'.
Wlhile reason may demand a single virtue, such as truth or
freedom, perfect human life and life in society requires a
blend of virtues, and freedom must take its place with
Jjustice, generosity, and so on., Epictetus could recognise,
through the oikeiosis doctrine, that self-identity (perfection

of prohairesis) and total harmony with others were compatible,

but this was possible only through his idealism., The more

common-gense view adopted by Aristotle and Berlin recognises

that for society and the individual to attain towards‘_
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perféctioﬁ; self-identity cannot be completeiy meaningful
in the sense thatlthe individual exists freely in himself
alone, nor can social harmony ever be perfect, each must
sac:ifice a little in mutual compromiée.

There was a glimpse of such a compromise in the
middle period of Stoicism, especially amongst its Roman
exponents; but Epictetus‘returns to the full Stoic tradition
and concentrates his whole feaching on thé freedom of the
inner person, hoﬁing thereby'that externals and society
will look after themselves. But let us not dismiss this
uncompromising freedom without noting its importance, both
phiIOSophically.and practically. 'We are dealing here with
the third and final 'level' of freedom discussed in the
previous chapter, fréedom for existence.

‘The attainment of this freedom brings each
individual to his self-identity, that is, to a state where
his inner will is-directed_towards goals of which he is the
only cé;ée aﬂd’sourde of responsibility. In its simplest
terms, this goal is ghe maintenance of the perfect’ freedom
in order fhaf;gll virtues and attributes of the individual
may be fully his‘own; caused only by his willing personality,

and the self finds itself through freedom., The emphasis on

self and prohairesis as the essential 'I', is very marked in
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Epictetus' teaching.

In some recent thinkers, thic freedom of existence of
the self-identity has been a characteristic of the
existentialists, Parallels befween Epictetus and these
thinkers are numerous, both in spirit and detail, though less
in the French School. I have taken Karl Jaspers as
representative, though equally one could find parallels in
Nietzche and Kierkegaard:

"At the bottom is my liberty, the source of my
possibilities, of what I will to be. Existence for me is this
active choice of myself in liberty. If I do not come to
myself and exercise my liberty in the realm of being=-oneself,
I remain in the realm of being-there, objectivei& determined,
a thing. When I do come to mysglf, accompanied by the anguish
and the thrill of knowing that all I think, decide, and do,
separates me from the solid ground of being, there I launch
myself‘in flight."l?

The three levels of being in Jaspers, = being~there,
being-oneself, and being-itself, are parallelied in Epictetus

-
to the external world ( Tt wa ), the willing personality

(prohairesis) and the cosmic reason (logos). From this it is

seen that Epictetus' freedom does not entail the despair of

Jaspérs, "My essence is freedom, I have no essence." The three
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modes in Epictetus are unified by reason. Reason is
responsible for the external world; the willing personality
is only free when it is reason-tending; and the logos is
pure reason., Jaspers remarks that to fail to attain the
freedom of the willing personality, or 'being-oneself', is’
more to be feared than death. The loss of oneself (one's
freedom) which comes from attachment to objective substitutes,
(for example, a party or state), or by falling back into
being-there, causes one to die without having lived. This
was exactly Epictetus' position. Absolute inner freedom is
necessary to maintain a personal identity of existence;

This then is the purest aspect of freedom as a goal,
to attain freedom for the sake of freedom, that is, in order
to be wholly oneself. There are however two aspects of inner
freedom where its importance is rather in application.

Both of these have to some extent been represented in
Epictetus' idea of freedom. They are the freedom of the
individual for intellectual speculation, and freedom for
religious mysticism.

Aristotle stressed the importance of self and 4HquTﬂ*
in his excursus on 9€oop:d. (contemplation). In Epictetus,
the individual oikeiosis was Totpat Koxobe‘r)d’ls sy the

understanding of the use of phantasiai. Satisfaction is
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is gained from speculation and contemplation of the universe,
only if it is donec in a free spirit. And it is possibly the
only activity to which we can devote ourselves in a free
spirit. Russell's remarkable essay in praise of Stoic freedom
for twentieth century man, makes this point: "In thought, in
aspiration, we are free., Let us learn.then that faith which
enables us to live continually in the vision of the good."18
Intellectual contemplation of man's ideals is the last reserve
of freedom we have,

From the intellectualist application of freedom, we
pass to the mystical: here freedom is found in communion with
an Absolute, Eefore such communion is possible, there has to
be purification to dissociate the mind and personality from
anything in the external world, to become his true self alone;
then the mystic's freedom is perfected in communion. '"Strain
every nerve in every possible way to know and experience
yourself as you really are", séys the author of the Cloud of
Uhknbwing. ‘The mystical tendency in Epictetus was examined in
chépter six, and we concluded that whilst he shared many

aspects of mysticism in the purifying of the prohairesis,

the communion he seeks is with pure reason, which is the
immanent source of creation.und regeneration, and all activity,

including his own willing personmality, rather than a
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transcendent Absolute being. Here again the rational monism
of the Stoic system presérvés Epictetus from true spiritual
mysticism, just as it preserved him from thorough idealism in
his theory of wu,pomo)\o'ua‘qmg o The same consideration,
incidentally, preserves him from insisting on a transcendental
will of the individual (Kant), or on a transcendental self
(Jaspers).

These are the philosophic considerations surrounding
the concept of the individual's freedom., But what is this
freedom in practical terms? Here we must be content with
defining it as 'feeling free', or labelling it spiritual, or
perhaps, 'poetic' freedom., It cannot be defined in more
precise terms for exactly the same reason as 'will' could
not be so defined. Freedom (like will) is part of our
‘experiential reality', which ultimately is not reducible to
definition in terms of cause and analysis, but only in terms
of experience, of 'feeling free'.19

But we must not allow such a definition to detract
frdm the importance of 'poetic! freedom, as Berlin tends to
in preferring a compromise approach to freedom. 'Feeling
free!' is a positive value, relative to the importance one
attaches to being an individual person, or to the worth of

one's individuality. If one is convinced that this is
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everything, and whatever happens éutside an individual
ultimately concerns his innermost self in no way whatsoever,
than this freedom must be guarded at all costs. This was
Epictetus' position, and is present in some degree in most
individuals=-ta yearning to be free - particularly in those
who look forward to a perfection of individuality either in
this world, as Epictetus does, or in a spiritual world, which
is the concern of those who believe in the immortality of
the soul, Uhamuno states that, '"there is nothing more
uni;ersal than the individual, for what is the property of
each, is the property of all. Each man is worth more than
the whole of humanity, nor will it do to sacrifice each to
all, save in so far as all sacrifice themselves to each."ao
If ultimate ends are regarded as individual ends,
not social, then the 'poetic' freedom is valid. Again, through
the Stoic monism of reason, the individual end perfects the
social énd, and consequently Epictetus does not feel the
same tension in holding a philosophy of 'poetic' freedom as
modern thinkers do, This tension is marked in Jaspers from
the existentialist point of view, and in Berlin, from the
socialist angle. Further examples abound in the plays of

Ibsen, notably, 'Hedder Gabblex!?,

Epictetus' teaching should hold a place in philosophy
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for the account he gives of will, and of the 'poetic' freedom,
Both aspects have in common a certain elusive quality, since
they are both in the realm of 'experiential reality’'.
Therefore, our philosophy of them may be enriched by studying
different approaches by philosophers schooled in different
philosophical traditions. The tradition of Epictetus combines
one of the most thorough-going systems of rationalism known
in the history of philosophy with an emerging awareness of
human experiences outiside this rational fabric, - the aware-
ness of will, personality and individuality, and the desires
and aspirations which accompany these. In Epictetus, thesé
aspects are constantly breaking in upon the bulwarks.of
reason, but our conclusions have shown that the rational
monism stands firm against the ideas of will and freedom, to
give a unique interpretation of these concepts which arise

from experience.

An Epilogue: Epictetus and Christianity.

I have deferred discussing similarities between
Epictetus and Christianity since it is difficult to compare
usefully until both objects of comparison are carefully
understood in themselves., In this postscript, I turn to survey

this question not because I think that literature on this
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subject needs augmenting, but because some of the conclusions
of this thesis may help to assess the tradition emerging

from the Renaissance and adhered to in the majority of
studies and commentaries on Epictetus, of concentrating on
Christian parallels and the religious aspects of Epictetus.

Published in 1911, Bonhoffer's "Epictet und das Neue

Testament" was a scholarly examination of the similarities,
and\has become the definitive work on the relation between
Epictetus and Christianity., His inquiry was a reply to
current thinking in Germany led by Thgodor Zahn and others
who advanced the theory that the Stoicism of Epictetué was
influenced by the New Testament documents.

Bonhoffer opposes this case for "Abhangigkeitsverhaltis!
(dependence through direct influence) by showing that the
Discourses are the expréssion of a man who places his entire
faith in the Stoic materialism and who preaches these
doctrines so unfalteringly and with such complete conviction
and satisfaction that he had no need to turn to a different
quarter for new thoughts to supplement his beliefs.21 This
mainspring of Bonhoffer's refutation is borne out by a close
examination of words which are common to Epictetus and the
New Testament, and of significant words which are peculiar

to either, and also of specific parallel passages. He examines
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in addition the influence of Stoicism on the ﬁew Testament
writers,22 and shows that the parallels which exiéf arise
from the two faiths emerging amongst the same intellectual
tendences. In the systematic comparison of Epictetus and
the New Testament, which forms the last part of Bonhoffer's
work, he admits a far-reaching common spirit shared by both
'faiths'.z3 But when we meet these remarkable parallels of
thought between the two, we must be satisfied that there is
no causal connection between them, Consequenﬁly, if
discussions are going to be useful, they must be directed
elsewhere than attempting to show direct influence of
Stoicism on Christianity, or vice versa, in any essential
dogma, however tempting the parallels at first appear,
There has however been an equally miélééding-trend
in the discussions, which has not been so authoritatively
countered, .It was cspecially prevalent at the peginning of
this century, and may have been influenced by,ﬁoéhoffer's
final rejection of an adtﬁai connection between the New
Testament and Epictetus} This is the sentimental view
expressed by P. E. More?ﬁ;bill and 6_1:hers’,__2’+ that Epictetus
was typical of an age gfoPing in darkness before the
enlightenmeqt‘of;Christianity, and we are to discern in the

late Stoics a deficiency to be filled by the revelation of
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Christ. Such thinking engenders a desire to read into
Epictetus much that is unwarranted, and to overstate the
case for Epictetus! religious personality, as though he would ba
an immediate convert to Christianity once in possession of
the Gospel. To speak as Dill does,25 gives a false impression
of Epictetus: "By love and emotion he solved the dualism of
the world. God is within the human soul as the voice of
conscience, spiritual monitor and comforter, - Holy Spirit,
still small voice." Such love, if it has any place in ancient
philosophy is Platonic or even pre-Socratic, not Stoic, and
nowhere is the Stoic divinity regarded as ''cherishing in
mercy'.

P. E. More also admits that he wishes to come to
Epictetus as a Platonist not as a Stoic, and to regard him
as '"almost a Christian".26 Nor is there any evidence in the
Discourses that Later Stoics feel an "inadequacy of man's
will alone and long for divine aid".27 On the contrary, as
Bonhoffer had demonstrated, Epictetus regards the will as
sufficient in itself for virtue and the attainment of freedom,
and its perfection is through human endeavour., Epictetus!
religious zeal, which cannot be denied, docs not detract from
his rational convictions; as I have shown already in Chapter

Sim, his religion, a kind of mysticism, is rational and,
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paradoxical though it may seem today, there is little indication
that hé wanted a more spiritual religion.

Je may then dissociate our discussion from this
sentimental thinking that Epictetus just missed Christianity,
and putting aside for the moment any correspondence in religious
fervour, we can consider common aspects of the intellectual or
rational content of the two beliefs., First there is the
existential agpect, that both beliefs concentrate primarily
on the inner well-being and existence of the individual. In
Epictetus the life of the individual is unconcerned in the
first place with the external world, being totally concerned
with having his own will directed in the way of reason. This
is most élearly expressed in Discourse IV, 11, on 'Cleanliness’,
Man exists to perfect his will, and thereby his life, for by
thié means he attains freedom.

Christ's aim was to give life more abundantly,

(St, John 10, 10), and this more abundant life was the
spiritual, inner life of the individual, preparing for salvation
after life. This way of salvation for the individual was by

a personal and continual commitméent to follow Christ.

Epictetus demands a commitment constantly renewed of the
individual's will to follow reason: both require a continual

adjustment of the will towards a life-giving ideal. This
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focus of attention on the individual's will, common to both
faiths, could account for the many simila:ities which occur
in their mofal teaching. The differences emerge from the
end on which the will is fixed, rather than on the means.

Stodicism is traditionally offered as comprising a
large part of the intellectual background to the New
Testament and the Apostolic age, but in such treatments this
later development of Stoicism - the individual's responsibility
fof his inner perfection which is his true life, receives
little attention. Whether or not there were common social
and political factors causing this concentration on inner
perfection to emerge at approximately the same time in Judea
and the Graeco-~Roman cities,28 this parallel in thinking is
important and basic in comparing the two beliefs.

The second common intellectual factor is metaphysical
andglogical rather than moral. Epictetus' doctrine of the
in&ividual's freedom has to be reconciled with the Stoic
determinism. Similarly the message of personal commitment
of the Gospels has to be accommodated to a doctrine of
historical destiny in Judaism, and this led to many compli-
cations in the Gospels, and to the problem of predestination

29

in St., Paul's epistles. In this way Epictetus and St. Paul

are faced with a similar philosophic problem, and compromises
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led to the same kind of logical difficulties,

In the writings of St. Paul, as well as in the Gospels,
these two aspects account for much of the parallel thought.
The concern for the inner man accounts in addition for a
similarity in their spirit of preaching., For both Paul and
Epictetus are committed to turning man away from the
licentious worldliness of the age and the temptations of the

flesh. The First Epistle to Corinthians is a notable example.,

But the mistake must not be made of thinking that because
Paul was pressing the same cause, he used Stoic dogma in any
form to present this aspect of his teaching to the Gentiles.

The introduction to I Corinthidns, clearly shows how Paul

rejected the wisdom of the Gréeks, in preference to the
wisdom of God in a mystery; God is not in logos but in power.30
Whilst there are incidental and imporfant similarities of
expression, Stoicism is not a vehicle which Paul can use to
make the Christian faith iqtelligible to the Gentiles..31 Nor,
since Stoicism was based entirely on the material concept of
reason, could he even adjust the theories to the extent that
the Christian Fathers were able to accommodate fléto and
Aristotle in their theology. |

In‘thé Patristic period, philosophy made definite

incursions upon theqlogicai thought, and we may inquire whether
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the writipgs of Epictetus had any influence on this thinking,
and particularly whether his philosophy of the will had any
effect on the debates that were to take place in the Church
in the following centuries, and on the Church's concept.of
freedon.

After Plotinus the chief philosophic trends from
300 AD were set:by the Church, and until Augustine developed
mainly from Neo-platonism, and the concept of the will
dominated“many discussions and treatises., It was prominent
in Gnosticism, particularly Origen, whose psychology is
Neo-platonic rather than Stoiec, He beiieved that it was man's
duty to overcome sin by his own will, aided by God's grace;
through the will man can attain freedom from sin and fellow-
ship with God, Right desire was emphasised by Macarius and
Clement of Alexandria. The latter held that the will was the
instrument of the stronger desire. It may be that this
emphasis on will was influenced by the later Stoics, Seneca,
Epictetus or Marcus Aurelius, perhaps transmitted through the

32

~Neo-platonists, but no compelling argument can be found to
support the view firstly-because the part of the will was a
natural postulate in the Church's doctrine of rddemption,

and not necessarily allied to any previous philosophy, and

secondly because the concepts and the psychology were
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insufficiently worked out by these Fathers to make any doctrine

recognisably similar to that of Epictetus.33

Accordingly, in
the absence of any references by the Fathers to the Stoic
philosophers on the concept of will, we can say no more éhan
that the predominance of will in Epictetus and other Stoic
philosophers might have provided a sufficient traditiom for
the concept of will to be such a widely acceptable topic for
theological discussion.

In the theology of St. Augustine and those following
him, there is a much stronger admixture of Aristotelean
though£ with Neo-platonism. His teaching on will and freedom
is complex, since he sets out to retain an insistence on will
whilst defending the doctrines of salvation by grace and
predestination, égainst the salvation by will alone' heresy
of Pelagius. Augustine's compromiée position required the aid
of a doctrine of Original Sin. In his arguments he has a
strong tendency to regard the will as & faculty of the mind
following the tradition of Plato and Aristotle, rather than as
a function of the whole personality which is making the choice,

This latter was Epictetus' concept of prohairesis. This

characteristic feature of Augustine's arguments on will is a
regression from the stage reached by Epictetus.

It is rather St. Augustine's concept of soul as a
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'‘prohairesis!. Soul is described as, "a certain substance

o

participating in reason and suited to directing the body;

on it depends all sensual perception and memory, will and
intelligence, which have no existence apart from the soul,

but are identical with it; they are three relatively, but

one substantially. Also he states in De Trinitate,

35

"Omnes nihil aliud quam voluntates suntl This is closely

parallel to Epictetus' '"You are prohairesis™. For as with

Epictetus, will is the controlling influence in the
acquisition of kpowledge, and on it depend the mental
operations of judging and reasoning, and it determines the
resuit of bothrsensations and feelings. Thus when
Augustine is using a coﬁcept'of will incidentally, as he is
in the above passage which illustrates the doctrine of the
Trinity by analogy to human faculties, there are similarities
to Epictetus, But.in works more specifically related to
'will', especially when cohnteting heresies, there is far
less resemblance,

Augustine provides‘a'further parallel in an idea of
a perfect‘freed§m, that is,’ﬂthe free decision of the self-

determination of the will towards the good and holy,
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exercised in the next life by the righteous: thé freedon only
to do good because @ only wills the goodﬁ36 Again it is
chiefly the doctrine of original sin, demanding an inhérently
evil will, which prévents this freedom being attained in this
lifu,tht:fn&adona preached by Epictetusﬁrﬂbm*blm good was
reaso;, and also by later Christian mystics,y—ms for thie ‘1_1?6‘0
From these instances it will be seen that the germs of
the philosophic problems of will and freedom which were
evident in the Gospels developed rapidly during the period
of the Church Fathers, and it was natural that many of the
observations made by Epictetus were to 'be repeatedly voiced by
theologians. But there is no evidence that the Fathers based

37

any part of their doctrines on Epictetus; thus as with
Paul, so with the Fathers, we must conclude that any
similarities that exist are the result of parallel development
of basic philosophic questions, not of direct contact. In the
absence then of any association between Epictetus and Christian-
ity during the early history of the Church, what justification
is there for the established and fervent connection between the
two?

The attraction of Epictetus' works has always been for .

their moral content rather than literary worth, and not for

moral content alone, but for the sincerity with which this is
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téught, thus distinguishing Epictetus from Cicero or Seneca.38

In the resurgence'of-Stoicism during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, Epictetus was considered to be
outstanding as a tcecacher of morals. This at least was the
opinion of Justus Lipsius of the Low Countries, "Non est

' t".39

qui bonam mentem magis aut trahat aut forme Primarily,

the popular book was the Encheiridion, and we may assume that

this was frequently translated and read without reference to
the Discourses; it iseiie#gﬁﬁﬁif@&,by Lipsius, and the
' 40

Discourses are dismissed as other works.,

The first translation, and this was of .the Encheiridion

alone,-appeared ;n an age and country where it was less
enthusiasticelly received than its successors, - fifteenth -
century Italy. This was a translation into Latin by Perotti
in Rome fcr‘Pcpe Nicolas V in 1450.51 The elaborate rhetoric
acd,seif inportance of;the age found little to admire in
Epictetue' unembellished style and meekness, But towards the
end of the century another translatlon, apparently 1ndependent
of Perotti's, was made by Politlan,ua and was far more
favourably accepted. perhaps because of some propaganda on

the part of the translator defendlng Epictetus against the

prevaillng tendencles of Renaissance thought.

In 1604, a translation of the Encheiridion, together
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with the commentary to each chapter by Simplicius, appeared
in English from the hand of Geoffrey Stanhope. - In the
introduction it is definitely stated that the work should
be used as a Christian handbook.l"'3
During the eighteenth century it is probable that the
impact of the Age of Reason was leading Christian preachers to
adopt Epictetus' teaching more carelessly, without the
reservations specified by Stanhope, For it would be to counter
such a tendency that Elizabeth Carter wrote her Introduction
to her translation of Epictetus of 1758, which claims to be
the first modern translation (except in French) of the entire
extant works.44 Writing in an age "Fond of preferring the
guesses of human sagacity before the uﬁerring declarations of
God", throughout her exposition of the Stoic philosophy, she
condemns the basis of Stoic doctrine as being'obscure and
contradictory, and favours the revelation of God in the Bible.
She is worried by the corporeal nature of God, by the lack of
an after-life and its accompanying rewards, and by the belief
that virtue alone is sufficient to produce happiness, a
belief "repugnant to sense and reason',
We may infer from her invective that certain Christian
preachers had been confusing aspects of the Stoic rationalism

and materialism with the Christian religion. She finally admits
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however, that, "the Stoics may be read with advantage,
especially in roles of self-government, social behaviour,
of the noble reliance on the aid and protection of heaven,
and of a perfect resignation and submission to divine will, -
but in subordination to Christian reflections'., Allowing
this, she states, "The Stoics everywhere testify the noblest
zeal for viftue and the honour of God, but they tended to
establish them on principles inconsistent with the nature
of ma.n."Ll'5
The observation is both accurate and important,
anticipating the conclusions of the enquirers of this century.
For she admires Epictetus for sharing to a great extent the
spirit of Christianity, but rebukes those using him as a
substitute for the Bible; and, as Bonhoffer notes, Christians'
appreciation of Epictetus had oscillated between these two

L7

views.46 Subsequent translations followed Miss Carter's
cautions, but they had the advantage of increasing knowledge
about the development of Stoic thought. For it was notable
that Miss Carter was referring to the spirit of Stoicism in
general, without realising Epictetus' distinctive free use
of religious expression, Unfortunately, the nineteenth

century commentators used their extra knowledge, that the

religious element in Epictetus was a distinct development from
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the earlier Stoics, against the background of the established
association of Epictetus and Christianity. Consequently,
they immediately tried to show that the two had some

special relationship historically, This was the view which
Bonhoffer set out to correct, and the general conclusions of
his work compare well with lliss Carter's Introduction.

But even the more recent commentators are still
enthusiastic to indicate the Christian parallels in
Epictetus. Sounhé48 finds the religious attitude more
fervent in Epictetus than in either Seneca or the Marcus

49

Aurelius, Lagrange, writing close upbn Bonhoffer's study,
suggests that there does exist.a parallel of spirit between
Epictetus and the New Testament.

This religious "esprit'" of Epictetus has already been
examined in Chapter Six, and certain aspects of this, set out
below, can readily be related to Christianity:

l. The urgency of the preaching.

The repetitive and unembellished sfyle of Epictetus,
and his dependence upon illustrations dnd anecdotes,
unparallelled by any other Stoic writer is similar to the
urgency of the CGospels and the evengelistic spirit of the

Church in the Apostolic Age. They are pressing, without

recourse to unnecessary rhetoric.
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2. The Mystic Spirit.

This has élreaﬁy been discussed in Chapter Six.
Christianity has had many mystic followers. The Church has
condemned fanatical mystic movements as heresy, such as the
"Pantheist Heresy" of the thirteenth century, but more
moderate experiences of Mysticism are entertained within the
Church, and indeed are almost inseparable from its theology.so
The most dominant mystical aspect which is shared by
Epictetus and Christians, is the unity of God and man, and
the spiritual freedom resulting therefrom, The Christian
mystic, in becoming like Christ, ghares_His will, becoming
detached from self; he wills vhat Christ wills, and so gains
a perfect freedom. The parallel with Epictetus is clear,
(thougsh the differences are immense): Epictetus perfects
himself in reason which is his'universal, or God. The
Christian perfects himself in Christ-likeness, that is,
following the example of perfect“humanity particularly in
humility and love; of love, at'ieast, there is no hint in
Epictetus., But the result of the mystic tendency, the harmony
of wills and perfect frecdom has made Epictetus greatly
admired by the Christians,”t
3. The claim upon the.inner man :

"Both in Epictetus and Christianity, goodness, or, for
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the Christian, salvation is dependent on the state of the
inner man., In both beliefs, the purification of the internal
dispositions are towérds an jideal, in Epictetus the ideal of
reason, in Christianity the ideal of Christ-likeness.
Similarly, the attainment of this ideal results in a perfect
freedom. Because of this common orientation of their moral
thinking, the personal conduct of the Stoic and Christian

has much in common.

First, their moral conduct requires a certain
detachment from material goods, from wealth and extravagance
and positions of honour. These are not to be held in esteen,
for such externals are unable to benefit the inner man. The
Stoic extends this detachment to human relationships, since
the rational spirit can be sullied even by ties of affection.
For the Christian seeking Christ-likeness, the perfection of
love is an essential aspect of the Christian character.52

On the attachment to life itself, there is a distinct
difference between Stoic and Christian, Martyrdom, that is,
to be killed while defending one's belief against persecution,
is admired by both, But suicide is contrary to the Christian
belief in the sanctity of life.53 For the Stoic, it is
permissable and laudable if in any act he has no alternative

but to transgress his principles and soil his personal inner
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vi#tue; The Christian only ‘faces voluntary death if the
alternative is to deny in public his professed faith, and
to betray Christ or the Church. If he is merely forced to
act in an un=Christian way, he may pray for God's grace and
forgiveness. |

' Second, this attitude bf detachment is inclined to
create a tension in the individual between the natural man of
wqudlg'desires, and the inner or - spiritual man seeking
detachment ffom these, Both Stoic and Christian experience
this tension between an inner will or conscience that desires
the good and passing desires stimulated by some external
object which tempt the inner will to yield. Although the
exact terms of this tension vary considerably, - and significantly -
the problem is basically the same as that encountered in
Aristotle's position of akrasia.

The third common characteristic in moral conduct arises
from this need to conguer the natural man, It is the method of
self-discipline or askesis. In formal discipline the
brotherhoods and sisterhoods of the Church have much in common
with Epictetus' training programme., In order for the inner
will to attain perfection, it must be fortified against
temptation through thorough schooling and habitual exercises.
This repetiﬁion of moral principles, the self-examination of

conduct, and the examples of Stoic 'saints', are important
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aspects of Epictetus' askesig. The moral discipline extends
from the formal discipliée‘of the school to fhe self-
imposed discipline of daily life., Thus the ascetic¢ism of
the Stoic was far from mere denial, but rather a striving
after virtue, which is the perfecting of the will, just-as
St. Paul speaks of exercising himself ( xowké&iv. ) to have
a clear conscience.54 |
Today, amid the restlessness iﬁ theological thinking
and the indecisiveness in fhe principlgs of Christian
morality, appeal is again being made to the discipline of
orthodoxy, and for Christians to strengthen their practical
profession of the Faith through the traditional ascetic of
regular prayer, office and sacrament. And equally important
is the habitual recollection privately, to keep thé>tenets of
faith in constant rehearsal.55
Finally, in pursuing moral progress, Christians:and.the
Stoic practise self-effacement, the virtue of becoming'nxwavés,
- an adjective common to Epictetus and the New Tesfament,
Epictetus admired the Cynic's way of life, and is eager not
to make a show of philosophy, but rather to undertake every-
thing for the improvement of one's own inner life. This. -

virtue is not conspicuous in other Stoic writers of the

period. Self-effacement however does not preclude holding



423

one's own lifo as an example to others. Epictetus and

St. Paul did this unashamedly,56 but the sincere believer,

Stoic or Christian, expects no praise nor material reward.
These are aspects where there is a general

similarity of spirit between Epictetus and Christianity,

which we can now define further as a similarity in moral

commitment and method of moral progress. These are

immediately recognisable in reading the Encheiridion, or

any selection of the Discources. If thoroqghly examined,
they will always testify Miss Carter's observation that
Epictetus' ethics are based on a different concept of man's
destiny from the Christian view., DBut we are not here making
a systematic comparison between the two beliefs, but
enqﬁiring‘with what justifiéation Epictetus has been a
popular author amongst Christians.

Thevmajority of Christian people through the ages,
have not involved themselves primarily with thoughts on
the destiny of man and the nature of God, or the relation
between man and God. Their faith has simplified.these
important theologicai questions to an expectation of lifé
after death, to a conviction that God is love, and to'the
observancé of the sacraments of the Church, approached in

holiness and purity of life., Accepting this faith, the

|
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everyday,thduéhts'df'the-ordinary Christian are concerned with
purity aﬁd morél'prégress. This pilgrim's progress is not an
intellecfual grasp of theological questions, but a progress
towards-é'moral perfectiqnithrough the imitation of Christ.
It is pfecisely this purity of life that is emphasised in
Epictetus' ethics, and for this reason his writings are
iﬁmediately attractive to the ordinéry Christian, irrespec-
tive of the principles on which the homilies towards moral
p;dgress ére based;57 To eierCise the means for reaching

the énd is possible for every Christian, but to understand
,fq;ly the end, requires much learning.

Thus the common spirit shéred by Epictetus and
Christians is a common method or approach to the perfect
life; and a Christian readihg the Diséourses will be struck
:by this commén.ésprit; will be uplifted by it, and will want
to re-read. He will not base his beliefs on the parallels,
for he is likely to knbw gsvlittle about the philosophic
basis of Epictetus"mqral8 as he does of the principles of
Christién theology, but he will feel inspiration finding
that a Greek pagan could share even to this extent the moral
spirit of Christianity.

| Just ac, in‘eXamining the 'common spirit', the

parallels were seen ©o be in préctical conduct and the moral
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outlook of one's life, so now, in turning to specific
similarities in the theories on which conduct is based

we find considerable correspondence between the ethics of
Epictetus and the moral theology of the Church, but not
extending to the metaphysical or religious basis of the
ethics. And in this sphere of ethical concepts and theory,

the following parallels may be ndted.58

Commentaries have
given comparatively little attention to these parallels in
theory, concentrating more upon the incidental parallels in
the practical outlook of the 'common spirit',

l. The end of man,

For the Christian, the end of man is God: to share
in His goodness, For Epiotetus, the end is reason, and
perfection consists in sharing this..all-pervading reason,
Further, the Christian believes that there is a special
sharing for man, which the rest of creation does not enjoy,
because man, although a creature, reaches nearer to

59 The

perfection since he is made in the image of God.
distinction in Epictetus was that man possesses the faculty

of understanding ( 7T« po(KO)xOb,o"]FIS ), and is therefore
equipped to reason ideally, on the level of universal reason;

his reasoning faculty is an apospasma, or 'off-cut', of that

reason,
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2. The will.

Neither Epictetus nor the Church arrived at a clear
concept of will, In Epictetus' view some elusive or
incalculable factor was involved, yet this did not deter him

from placing prohairesis at the centre of our whole moral

being. Belief in will also had its problems for the Church,
as we have noted, but its importance in human nature and
conduct is always stressed. "It is by will that we both
sin and live righteously." says St. Augustine.eo External
acts add nothing to the moral character of the individual.
Every deed must be the result of an inner will and commit-~
ment to the good. This is the teaching in the Sermon on the

Mount. The will likewise is essential in sin.61 Sin is a

"yoluntary aversionvfrom the immutable and universal good,
and the turning to one's own good and to external and
inferior goods;"62 An evil desire arises from perverse will.
This aspect of the Christian doctrine of sin closely resembles
Lpictetus'! teaching on the Tto'f.eﬂ. |

The Church teaches that man has conscience, as the
power of knowing what conduct is right, and he also has free
will to determine his own self to adopt this conduct. The
will may be feeble and lead him to act against conscience, as

St. Paul's, "The good that I would I do not" (Romans 8, 19).
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On the question of conscicntia, we waw that Seneca was

nearer to the Church's teaching than Epictetus, and the
omigsion of conscience in Epictetus' doctrine requires
eiplanation.

The term 'conscience' involves not only knowledge
of what is good, but also an accompanying desire tb do this
good. This desire would .be the general ,Bo':ox'qus which
Aristotlg adopts. Any tempting immediate desire can then
pull against this knowledge, and even overmaster this
general will., In Epictetus, as was seen in the discussion
on akrasia in Chapter five, man potentially has the knowledge
of the good in his reasoning faculty. But in order to adopt
the correct coanclusions of reason, the choice of the

prohairesis is required in the judgement, or KP:¢'S. This

control by a fational will then becomes our 'conscience', in
the sense that it is knowledge of the good, accompanied by
an orektic factor, But if the will judges against reason,
the 'conscience' (reason with will) is destfoyed.

In reaching this position on 'conscience', Epictetus

was following the traditional unity of the hegemonikon in

Stoic thought, which disallows opposing desires. The
contrary drives in deliberating conduct occur in the

phantasiai, which are of varying strength, and are regarded
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as external to us, But it was noted in Chapter Five that the
phantasiai were not really external, but since they contained

a subjective elcment, were only external to the prohairesis.

For this reason, whilst the idea of 'conscience' is foreign
to the Stoic psychology which Epictetus was following, his
writings often suggest that to be tempted against reason was
to act against conscience. Moreover, it is natural that
Seneca, being more eclectic, abandoned the strict Stoic

teaching on this point in favour of a concept, conscientia,

which accords better with our experience.
3. Natural and supernatural virtues.

The Church has distinguished between natural and
63

supernatural virtues. The natural virtues can be acquired
by habituwation, such as by maintaining a right attitude
towards externals. The supernatural virtues are attained
‘only through a sﬁpernatural principle, God's grace., Moreover,
ngtu:al virtues unless‘assisted by supernatural virtues, will
not femain virtues, but will degenerate into habits. In
accordance with these two classes of virtues, there can be
naturally good'actions and supernaturally good actions.

There is a resemblance here in the virtues frequently
 listed by Epictetus, - se}f—respect, faith.and magnanimity,

.and his over-riding virtue, the perfection of the prohairesis.




429

The separate virtues which the good man displays are only
properly adquired if they aré the result of a good

prohairesis, and this prime (cf. supernatural) virtue is

acquired through a universal principle, namely reason.
A naturally good action in Epictetus, may be
desoribed as one in which the agent accepts the will of
nature as he sées it expressed. This offers freedom at the
secoﬁd stage, the stage of resignation, in the analysis given
in Chapter Seven. By consistently willing each event as
it happens, a person is doing the right thing. A supernaturally

good action would be one in which the prohairesis perfectly

reflocts universal reason, so that prohairesis of its own

natural accord, chooses the course of nature; this is freedom
in the third stage. In this two-tier concept of moral actions
there is resemblance to the Church's: teaching, for attainment
of viftue at the higher level depénds on the perfection of

the universal principle in us, -

Knowing how readily a comparative study may degenerate
into a game of intellectual 'snap', I have tried in this
epilogue to accountf&hiid,in a sense, to justify the association

between Epictetus and Christianity, not by indicating every
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incidental parallel, but by finding grounds for the existence
"of a common spirit, and further, by showing some common
approaches in ethical theory., The ‘'common spirit' has
appealed to Christians of different periods, because it
serves a number of intellectualising aspects of Christianity,
such as mysticism and rationalism. Today, the existential
thought of thenlate nineteenth and twentieth centuries has
influenced some theological discussions, and this spirit also
is reflected in Epictetus, as was noted in the Conclusions.
Less intellectual aspects, especially the strong sense of
moral discipline, have also held their appeal.

In ethical guidance, we have seen that parallels
between Epictetus and Christian, occur on a level deeper
than mere practical moral conduct, and exist in some
of their basic ethical concepts. And I believe this does
more than explain the association of the two beliefs: it
Jjustifies the usefulness of Epictetus' doctrines for the
Christian, provided he realises that these parallels are
confined to the moral beliefs. For as Elizabeth Carter
remarked, the concepts of man and God, and the relationship
between man and God are basically different. Interest in
comparing the moral aspect of the two beliefs is enriched

by understanding those essential differences: Epictetus
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shows a religious aspifaﬁibn.f61r5590#;'whiCh in his
psychology is 'supereman', - the pcrfection_of each
individual's personal~iife, and in hiS'metgphysiCS'is
‘super-men', - the common univgfsai matériél of all
‘mankind and creation; he has no God apart from this
rational material.

Even though the association of Epictetus' teaching
with Christianity is valid to a point, this ought not to
influence commentators to regard this aséociation as the
major importance of Epictetus' works. If it was likely
that BEpictetus had influenced the Church in any essenﬁial
aspect, or if the New Testament had influenced Epictetus,
which theory Bonhoffer has rejected, then this associa-
tion would warrant the most diligent investigation. But
since this evidence is lacking, a full comparative study,
although being interesting, would 1ittle advance our
kndwlgdge either of Epictetus or of the Christian faith.64
For the Christian certainly therc is justification to
approach Epictetus sympathetically, for they share a
common spirit; but those approaching Epictétus cpitically
should view him in his rightful ‘flace in the history of
philosophy, as representative of-the final treﬁd in .
Stoicism, not as the precufsor of Christianity. Th;s

-has been the object of this thesis, and approached in
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this way, there will occur to the stident many
parallels with philosophers and beliefs other than

Christian, particularly of the modern era.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHT

The social oikeiosis is stressed throughout the

Meditations, (II 4f; IX 22 - 3; XI 21, etc.):

the individual is important as part of the
entire plan of the cosmos, and attention should
be given to the inner man, that his 'will'
always accords with nature, Conseduently there

are references to the self-examination, (III 5 - 6),

. \ 14
and the inner virtues of Yo M&Tov and aidos,

which are reminiscent of Epictetus.

But ‘the Meditations contain no positive

°

function of will, and no mention of prohairesis.

. ) . Y]
Man comprises hegemonikon, e&opkKiov  and

\
To MYeUp &TI0V, After Epictetus, prohairesis

again lapses into the hegemonikon, from which he

had de&eloped the concept,of will, (see Chapter
Five ) . -

A

' The nearest approach to will in Marcus Aurelius

\ ‘ ’
is To TpootipeTIKOV » a single occurrence,

(VIII 56). The context is to be noted: will is
introduced as a solution to the problem of evil. If

each individual is designed.tp function in harmony
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with nature, how can evil arise? -~ through will
( T wpooipeTiKE) ), that is, an
inclination to turn from reason. The function

is the same as Epictetus' 'prohairesis', - a

controlling factor of will outside reason,
prompting choice. But will is not generally
used in Marcus Aurelius in this sense, and we
may interpret this single instance as the

author being forced to introduce a term,

almost a 'dirty word' into his pure Stoicism, in
order to ease a real problem. Epictetus had
pushed the non-rational too far in adopting

\ /
prohairesis, that a reaction set in. To WpooipeéTinov

(=: prohairesis) was still current, but not for

Stoics. Marcus Aurelius well illustrates the
negative kind of freedom ('freedom from') typical
of the Stoics, the 'retreat to the inner citadel’

(VIII 48); Epictetus' prohairesis preserves him

from a purely negative position.

Hampshire, Spinoza and the Idea of Freedom, p. 197.

Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty, p. 141 - 154,

Epictetus, II 22, 19, etec,
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10.
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For further parallels, see below.

Blackham, Six Existentialist Thinkers, p. 48 - 9.

Berlin, Op. cit. p. 147.

Beriin, Op. cit. p. 146f.

Hampshire, Freedom of the Individual, p. 85 - 90.

Souilhé, Epictete, Vol. IV, p. 12 - 13 (note):
"ﬁpictéte, comme toute la morale Stoiciénne
dfaiiiéurs se caractérise beaucoup plus par une
exaltation du jugement que par une exageration de la
volﬁnt@;"

Souilh® fails to recognise that in Epictetus,

prohairesis is anterior to judgement. Judgement is

certainly the all-important factor in living

according to'nature, but prohairesis is responsible

for judgement, and must include desiring as well as
calculating faculties.
kEpictetus is distinctive amongst Stoics for

stressing will (prohairesis) in favour of rational
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12,

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.
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judgement, as the controlling factor in decisions.
Souilhé's interpretation disregards this important
developnent, "Le Jjugement entrainant fatalement la

tendance, le désir et l'aversion."

Hampshire, Freedom and the Individual, p. 24 - 7.

Blackham, Op. cit. p. 46.

For instance, Melden, in The Philosophy of Action

(Ed. White), p. 70. A selection of modern studies
which afford useful comparison with Epictetus'

position, appears in the Bibliography.

Berlin has recently put this argument, Op. cit.

Introduction, xxvii - xxxvii.

Blackham, Op. cit. p. 46. Emmett, Learning to

Philosophise, p. 208,

Berlin, Op. cit. p. 167f.

Paraphrased by Blackham, Op. cit. p. 48 ~ 9
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18. Russell, A Free MHan's Worship, contained in,

Mysticiem and Logic, p. 43.

19. A general pdint may be made here: when persons are
involved in discussions on their personal or
political liberty, it is a feeling of liberty they
wish to preserve. In colloquial use the word is
rarely meant to extend to absolute freedom; if at
this moment I was not 'free' to speak to the
person I ém with in the room, I should feel a
restriction of my liberty. But if I was not 'free'
now to walk to Lands End, I should perhaps
intellectually accept that this was a restriction
on my freedom, but I should feel no such restriction.
A recognition of this feeling of frcedom, or
relativism, is important to our understanding of the

concept, 'freedom’,

20. Unanuno, The Tragic Sense of Life, p. 61.

'EPILOGUE

21, Bonhoffer, gEpictet und das Neue Testament, 1911, p. 75.



22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

38

Op. cit. Book one, Second part.

In parts of his comparative study, especially
p. 382 -~ 90, Bonhoffer presses this common
spirit almost to the point of contradicting

his main refutation.

P. E. More, Hellenistic Philosophies (1923);

S. Dill, Roman Society from Nero to Marcus Aurelius

(1904); J. Baldwin Brown, Stoics and Saints, 1893;

F. W. Ferrer, Seckers after God (1902) p. 186f.

Op cit. p. 389.

Op. cit. p. 63.

C. H. Moore, Ancient Beliefs in the Immortality of

the Soul, (1931) p. 51 - 2.

E. R. Dodds has traced a similarity in the stresses

faced by individuals in the lst. and 2nd centuries

in Pagan and Christian in an Age of Anxiety. He
notes, for instance, the idea of confession of sin

in Epictetus, (III 10, 2.) A similar view is held



439.

by Gilbert Murray, Stoic, Christian and Humanist,

p. 7h4.

29. The difficulty is not only noticable in St. Paul,
but also in Philo, who adopts intermediaries to
explain the transcendence and immanence of God,
which is a related problem. See especially,

Quod deus sit immutablis, 10, 47 - 8.

30. II Corinthians 2, 5.

3. On Paul's attitude to the Stoic tradition, see

Bonhoffer, Op, cit., p 98 - 101,

32. For instance, Simplicius of Cilicia, the last of the
Neo-platonists, was sufficiently interested in
Epictetus to write a full commentary on the

Encheiridion, in the early sixth century.

33, In reflecting generally on the development of
Ancient and Medieval philosophy, it is surprising .
to find so little advance in the concept of will,

From Soerates onwards,.philosophers are increasingly
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aware of its importance in moral discussion, Yet
if it was sometimes central to the philosophers'
thought, it was never central to the tradition or
system which they were following. The question
was rarely asked: "What constitutes will?" The
most objective analyseS, by Aristotle and the
Middle Stoa, were incomplete and lacked a clear
definition of terms. It is only in modern times
that we can speak of a Philosophy of the Will, when
the development of linguistic philosophy and
psychology affords a clearer terminology for
‘description than was possible before. Against

this general background of will in the history of

philosophy, the idea of prohairesis in Epictetus,

cannot be regarded as meagre.

3k, St. Augustine, De Trinitate, ix.
35, St. Augustine, De Trinitate, xi.
36. J. Morgan, The Psychological Teaching of St. Augustine,

p. 156, c¢f. St. Augustine, Encheiridion, cv.




38.

39.

Ll

Bonhoffer gives evidence of certain Christian

paraphrases of the Encheiridion, such as the

Encheiridion of Nilus, but these were confined to

the Eastern Churbh; op. cit. p. 383 - 5.

W. S. Landor, in his Imaginary Conversations,

(1821 - 1863) composes anniﬁterestiﬁg dialogue
between Epictetus and-Seneca, in which the latter
is severely censured for ﬁis parade of philosophy
and rhetoric: "Are philosophers only philosophers

for the people, and instead of instructing them,

must they play tricks before them?" Perhaps in his

admiration for Epictetué, Landor was influenced by
Robert Southey,Awho in a letter to Landor writes:
"Christian Stoicism is-wholesbme.for all minds: were
I your Confessor, I shoulaienjoin you throw aside

Rousseau and make Epictetus your manuald (1808) -

‘from R. H. Super, Walter Savage Landor: & Biography.

Justus Lipsius, Manductionis ad Stoicam Philosophiam

Libritres. (Antwefp, 1604), Dissertatio XIX on Epictetus.
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Lo, On Epictetus' works, Lipsius says: "Encheiridion
sane egregium et Stoicae moralis philesophiae
velut anima; item Dissertationes quas obiter in

via domo schola habuit."

41, Now edited by R. P. Olivexy Niccolo Perotti's Version

of the Encheiridion of Epictetus, (Illinois, 1954).

42, R. P. Olivery op. cit., p. 28.

43, "The instructions are so wise, the allusions so
lively, the exhortations so moving and the arguments
so strong that they may well be allowed to excite
our greatest admiration. The épplication is so easy,
by a little change of philosophy into religion, and
the plurality of Divine Beings intb the one True God,
that any comnsidering Christian ma& here f£find a scheme
of what he himself ought to be." (Introduction to

Stanhope's translation, 1604)

L4y, Elizabeth Carter, Zpictetus' Discourses and Encheiridion,

1758, now re-published in the Everyman edition. In

1702, a further rehdering of the Encheiridion alone



L5,

46,

47.

48,

L9,

50,

51.

43

had been undertalien by Ellis UWalker: Epictetus made

English in a Poetical Paraphrace.

Op. cit. Introduction p. xix,

Bonhoffer, Op. cit. p. 2: "...... teils als Geistesver-

wander der Christlichen Lehre, teilsals Ersatz fursie."

G. Long, 1877. P. E. Matheson, 1916, . A. Oldfather,

1946,
Souilhé, Introduction:to his translation, p. viii.

Fr. M. J. Lagrange, La Philosophie religicuse

d'Epictete. Revue Biblique, 1912, p. 192 ff:
"Le parallele vient 5 l'esprit de chacun, (Epictetus

and N, T.)."

For evidence of the mystic spirit within the Church,

see S. Spencer, Mysticism in World Religion, Ch, 7,

especially p. 231 - 56,

The simila;ities and contrasts befween Epictetus and



52.

55

54,

Lol
Christianity on the mystic freedom are well expréssed

by C. T. d'Arcy, God and Freedom in Human Experience,

(1915), p. 217: "The principle of love harmonises
wills without destroying their freedom. There is

a relationship amongst spiritual beings, and a
reiationship which can be characterised as goodness
or harmony df wills. The all;inclusije aim of the
universe is a realisation of love; this definition
includes all goodnéss,_all-freedoﬁé,,and is as far
as possible from regarding the spiritual world as a
great mechanical system working out inevitably a

pre-~determined end."

/
$1hooTopyin |, natural brotherly affection, is
mentioned as a virtue by Epictetus, but only secondary

to the prohairesis. It is not the 'love' which is at

the centre of the Christian character. See Bonhofifer,

op. cit. p. 134,

Ephesians 5, 29.

Acts 24, 16,
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55. Martin Thornton, The Rock and the River, (1965,
London).
56, Epictetus, IV 10, 14 - 15; and St., Paul, II Corinthians

L, 8ff. On -rom'ewés,see.Gh.Z--ﬁpte-lb'B.

57, P. E. Matheson, in his introduction to the
translation, p. 38, sums up the spirit of the
Discourses thus: "His overméstering conviction of
the supremeéy of reason, his impatience of unmanlinecs
and loose-~living, his belief in the unity of nature and
the kinship of fhe ragional world, in whic@ all men
are related as children of one father, -~ all these
doctrines are enforced by a dramatic method which
arrests and convicts, a sarcasm which strips
affectation bare, and a fiery éarnestness which robs

his crude strokes of their crueltyf

58. For a basic Christian moral theology I have used the

work of the Roman Catholic theologian, Hormann, An

Introduction to Moral Theology, (trans. Quinn, London,

1961).

59. Philippians 3, 10 - 15.




60.

61.

62,

63,

6k,
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St. Augustine, Retr. 1l c.9, n.4.

St. Matthew 15, 19.

St. Augustine, De Lib, Arb. 2 ¢.19, n, 53,

Hormann, Op. cit, p. 126, cf. R, C. Mortimer, The

Elements of Moral Theology, p. 103 - 8.

In the German Language a thorough comparison has

been made in Bonhoffer's work (op. cit, p. 195 ff.)
in which all the comparative material has been
collected. Interest lies in the conclusions to be
drawn from this material, and these he leaves for
each individual reader to decide for himself (p. 389).
The comparative material is a basis for speculation

only.
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APPERDIX I

PROLATRESTIS I BPICTETUS' WORXS

The different categories of reference of the term

prohairesis in Epictetus, are set out below. Note has been

taken of each distinctive occurrence of the term. These

occurrences are:

Diccourse: I. 123 17 26 29 3
2 33 18 8 291, 2
4 18 18'17 29 12
8 16 19 8 29 47
12 9 22 10 30 4
17 21 25 1

Discourses II. 112 10 27, 29 22 29
54, 6 161 23 17 - 19
6 25 22 19 23 22
10 1 22 21, 26 - 23 40

Discourses III, 1 40, 42 57, 2 22 103
2 13 10 18 22 105
28 18 passim 23 5
49 19 2 . 26 24

Discourses IV, = 4 23 5 32 - 13 14
511, 23 12 12 ’ 13 21

Encheiridion 4 9 13 30
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0f these instances I have chosen seven classifications; where

two references are put beside each other, their contexfs are

closely similar:

A, The prohairesis is free, i.e. independent of externals.,

I1, 23 129, 47 II 16, 1

I4, 18 II 5, 4 6; 6 25 III 18 passim
I12, 9 II 10, 1 III 216§§§
I17, 21 II 10, 27 IV 12 12

I18, 17; 19 8

B. Prohairesis as the choosing function in making a judgement

or decision.

122, 10 II 22, 29; III 22 103

II 1, 12 I1T 2, 13

C. Good and bad is only meaningful in terms of a good or bad

prohairesis. Prohairesis is the source of moral

responsibility.

I18,16:291 -2 IT 10, 25

I29, 3 v 12, 7
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D. Prohairesis implies right, or necessary, choice, in

accordance with nature and reason.

118, 8 II1 3, 8; 57
T 30, 4 v 5, 32
III 4, 9 Ench. 4; 13; 30.

E. Prohairesis as choice, affecting prohairesis as moral

character. Moral character in turn is responsible for

choice,
I17, 26 I1 10, 27 29 I1I lB,passim
I 18, 8 IT 23, 17 19 IIT 19, 2
IR29, 12 II 23, 40; III 142 Diss. IV 4, 23,

F. Prohairesis as a man's moral character.

I2, 33; IV 13, 14 ‘ I1 5, 2
II 22, 19 III 10, 18
II 22, 26 III 23, 5

G. Prohairesis as a man's character in terms of a willing

personalify, directing his free existence. It is the
essential self,

I 18, 17; 19 8 | III 1, 40

1T 22, 21 | IV”5; 11 23

11 23, 22 Ench. 9
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APPENDIX II
SOCRATIC REFERENCES IN EPICTETUS' WORKS

The resurgence of Socratic eiements in latef Stoicism
was noted in chapters two and three, 1 believe the interest
in the Sodratic Dialogues of Plato, and Xenophon's account
of Socrates' life, accompanied a general tendency found in
writers of lst centuries B, C, and A, D, towards certain
Pythagorecan precepts and doctrines. There is at any rate,
material here for study, and its importance in the later
deveioPment of philosophy, particularly Neo-Platonism, could
be considerable.,

Below I have listed and classified the references to
Socrates in Epictetus' works. 1 havé included direct
references only. The study could be extended to include
parallel terminology, particularly with the 'Apolo 'y for
instance, the use of Su’uy,wv (I 14, 14), okl 8ws
(passim) and &1 oV Tok | e"'sé\/a“(II 11, 2).

A. Socrates, an example of the Stoic sage.

I2, 33 III 7 34 III 26 23
I19 6 IIT 16 5 IV 8 22
IT 4 8 ' III 22 26 IV 96

II 13 24 | ITI 24 38 Ench. 33
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C.
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His methods of philosophy, dialectic etc.

I17 12 IT 12 14

*II 2 32 II 26 6

II>12 5 III 14 9
IV 1 41

*A remarkable reference to writings by Socrates.

The importance of self-examination,

I25 31 IITI 5 14
I 26 18 IIT 12 15
II 2 32

He was unaffected by externals and 'duties'. His own
life was self-sufficient, and his attention was on

inner will,

II 16 35 IV53 -4 IV 9 19
II 18 22 IV 5 33 Ench. 46
III 24, 60 v 7 28 Frag. 1l(Schweighauser)

By willing resignation, he was unaffected even by his
imprisonment and death, This was God's role for hin,

and they therefore cannot affect the inner man,

I4 2, II 28 Iv 1123

I12 23 II 5 18 IV 1159 - 169
I2917 II 6 26 IV 421 -2
12965 IIT 18 4 Ench. 5

II 1 15
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E. God stations each person at his post, (military metaphor).

I9 22 III 21 19
I29 29 II 24 99
III 1 19

F. His belief in a personal God

I91 I112 3

G. An attitude to divination.

EnCho 32 °

. A recent gtudy of some Pythagorean sources has been made
by LC‘-.deb Voge], : Phiiloso;ghiaﬁl".(:1970),Pﬁ.oé7-107..Thése chapters are
of valule‘ in mak:l.ng an eé@:;l.mat,e of Socrates and the later Socratic
influences upon’Stgiciem,;particu;arlyohﬁhe'spi;itqalisingf ]
tendency, discussed at the—en(:i of chépter tﬁrees of_this thesis,
Her second volume of Ph:_i.loso-ph:‘la, on asbeqts of Christian and
Patristic thought, will,I hope, contritute conside:ab]y to some
of the problems of development of later Stoicism referred to

in this thesis.
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INDEX OF PRINCIPAT PASSAGES CITED

Aetius

( see Stoicorum

veterum fragmenta

Aristotle
Nic. Ethics,
1109 b - 1115
1139 a - 1144
1147 a - 1151
1168 b - 1169

P P o P

1177 a, 12 et seqq.

Aurelius, llarcus
Meditations
VII 56

Chrysippus
( see S.V.F. )

Cicero
Acadcmica post.
I11, 40
De Finibus,
V 24-6
V 47-59

De Natura Deorum,

I 43-4
Paradoxa
v

Cleanthes
( see S.V.P. )

Rage

35-41
45-50
49-50
68
76

433n.1

113-4
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Judgement (Séypw)in of sclf 68,400
cognition 115,192,196, seo Desiro,im_auy.c’eg
202,210,223f.327,341 Tucrctius 8,372n53
Knowlcdge, thcory of 54, Martyrdom 420
112-20,133,196-8,200-4, Wixed Lifc (Plato) 61-2,64
208-12, 283-4,287f,388-9 More P.E, 323,330,407
of'can', 'ought*' otc.218 Musonius Rufus 14,20, 27nl9
of correct conduct 215f. Mysticism 74 ,175-6,279,
of future 217-9,283,287 281-2,283-4,350
of God 282 401,419,430
of good 67 Nature, _ _
and frecdom 286,241, as circumstancos  268-9
383-4 endowmonts of . 159
self-kn. 66,133,135,160 live acec.to m. 121,135
218,284 ,2861. 154,160,235
of Stoic principles 286 of man 110,111,135,151
and will 286-9 as physical thcory 259
Lagrango 1. 418 260-2,298n17
Landor W.S. 441n38 in Stoic theory 120-7
Language, : will acc.to n. 65;]1.09;192
roligious . 275f. 237,262-4,269,290,
rhetoric & myth. 280 317,348,429

Tipsius J. 415
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Natural,
inclinations 153
kmowledge 200-1,247Tnl6
relationahips 354
virtucs 293,428-9

Neo-Platonism 6-7,411,412
Now Testament 362n2,373n69,
375n83,377n100,
405-6,409-10,418,431
Notitics,see 'ltpﬁ\q\lns .
Rumen - 175
Officium, see duties.
Oldfather W. 17,254n65,323
132,168-9,353,
364n3,381
Pantheism 172,173,175,281
Pantheist Heresy 419
Paradoxes,Stoic 150-1,169
Passions,
in Arist. .33,36,37,52-3
in Epicurus 119
in Epictetus 220-32,225,

Panaetius

330,426
freedom from pp;_3,342—3
in Plato 59
in Posidonius 132-3
in Senecca 164-7

in Stoa 112,124-7,164,226
see EUnaBeia,

Perotti 415
Porgona ' 159

; / .
gsee WpPpoeTWIOV

Personality 158-61,266
271-2,295,318,319
Philo 363n2,373n72,439n29
Philosophy,
in Patristic period410-11
purpose ofinHell.era 106=7

of synthesis 134,154
of will 439033
Plato Ch;2,passim
Dualism R
desire for good & reason 8,
9,57f.223

ethiecs 58,70
goodness 291
the irrational 379
and Posidonius 134,137n7
and soul 291
Apology 79,378n105
Laws 58,63f.70f.343
Phaedo 58,79,279,302n53
Philebus 58,60-4,75,79, 225
Ropublic  58£.61,72,233
Symposium 58,77
Pimaeus 58,73
Ploasures 61-4,79,230
Plotinus 111,172,191
Plutarch 117,123
Pohlenz M. 7,134,161,177
Politian 415
Polybius 362n2

Posidonius 33,95n102,111,125,
131-4,164,226,229,25h087381
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Practical syllogism 49f.55 .

143n60,199,203,212f.
216,228,241-2,388,397
Prayer 422
Proprium 151,160
PsYchology,
of Epictetus Ch.5,passim
of Origen 411
in Stoa : 112

Pgychological conflict,
59f60,63,421
~ Monism 116f.126,166-7,

253n53

Punishment 358-9
Purification 279,281-2,284,
| 320,350
Pythagoreanism 79,163
164,281

Rational lonism 6,7,198-9202,
216,226,229,380,384,404
Reality, actual -and

experiential  394~5,402
Reason,
Age of R. 416

cosmic r. 70-l,109-2G,133,
172,191,193-6,232f.259
countering n&Bq 2231,
and desire44f. 242,331,340
in emotion 166,220-32
faith in-r. 9
andfreedom 178,191,232-3
240-4,348-9

reason (contd.)

as Gad 281f.284
as goodness 120,127,130
241,277

human r. (judgement( 123

in kmowledge 0210
and personality 159-60,348
and pleasure ' 62

and right conduct 216
seff-analysis of  194-5
in Seneca 160
in Stoa 108-9,120-4,
190-6,245n1
335,383,387
as apospasma 173
232-6,384-5
as prohairesis . 326
as_wrolegsis 197
as phahtasiai ' 205£
Religion, -
in Athens 8
in Bpictetus 16,275-285;
350,407,418
of Stoicism 111,154,17f. 177
Religious meaning in
conscientia 162-3
-owarehess in Sen. 173-6

and will

-reéponse to reason 233
405,415
Resignation 328-90,343,

345-6,348,360-1

Renaissance
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Responsibility,
of correcting others,
357-61
in duties 293,357-61160
inner r. 4,332-5
in knowledge 203-4,285
to keep character 293-4

336~7
in Medea 227-229
in reason 193,242-4

self-r.  346-7,350,357
and wapar o Aoy Onrig 208
in prohairesis 316,319,

325,326

see Voluntary acts,

Goodness.
Roman,
conscientia 162
empire 4,20

literary circles 153
religion 175-6,275,281
Stoicism 151,167,168
St.Paul 30n36,373n69,

375n83,385,409-10,422
Sallust 180n9
Sapiens 108,151,152,153,
156,168-9,170,285,335
Sceptics 117,131,134

see Academy

Self-effacement 422
Self-identity 262, 335-17,
349,397-8

Self-love 68,400
Seneca 13,33’133 ,145n691
Ch Pass 379,390,411, 415427

De Beneficiis 171,174
Epigtles Ch.4,passim
De Ira 163,165-7
Simplicius 416,439n32
Sin 411,426
original s. 412,414
Socrates 51,58
and determinism 378n105
dialectic ° - . 201
in Bpictetus 66f.79,4p2
imagery 280
inner freedom 354
knowledge 200,216
purificatibn 279
suicide 302n53
will 97nl24
daimon 100n148,305 n83
Sophocles 85n38
Souilhé 66-7,255n65,274
390,418,435n10
Soul,
and conscience 162-3
in Epictetus 229,279
and passions 125-6
perfecting of s. 174
in Posidonius 132,229
in Republic 58-9
in S8t. Augustine 412-3
world s. 58
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soul (cond.) |
and hegemonikon  236-7

as pneuma 123a3
species 221
see phantasia
Stanhope, Geoffrey '416
Stoic¢ doctrine Ch.3,passim
on conditioning 65

physical theory 71,259,
260-2,298n17

on soul 57
on euvrabeix 230
op prohairesis 313-4
on phantasia 89n62
Stoie frecedom 317-8
- paradoxes 150524
- terminology in E. 12
- 'wheel! 330,370n§%
Stoicism Ch.3,passin
and Arist. 80
and Christianity 406
development of 9,10,
- 150,379
in New Testament 409
Suffering(&injustice),
140n40,262,360~1
Suicide 274-5,420
Temttation,

in New Testament 410

phentagia as t. 220-1

see ‘mOefvqus
Thucydides 2

Tragedy,Greek 8,44
Unamuno 1M. 25n13,403
Vaughan,Henry 305n86
Vergil - 175,176
Virtues,
in Aristotle - 34
blend of 397

in Epictetus ~ 179nd4,292
innervvwv. 129,155,170,
290-5,332-5,352,433nl

intellectual v. 42
natural v. 46,428-29
as a potential 159
Roman v. 153
Social v. 294;352

aidos principal v. 230,290

v.as dynameis 270-1,290

prolepsis of v. 198
Virtuous acts 128%

Voluntary actions 69,14 ,222
Voluntas 156,158,163,166,178

Whitman,Walt 268
will, |
as an activity 348
and causation 393
and character T2

in Christian thought,
408-9,411-4, 426
developmeng of w.in Stoa,
Ty¢llo,112,131,157,320-21
disciplining of w.,
202-3,288-9
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will (c6ntd) will (contd.)

divine w. 173,277,284~5 _and reason 243
348,419 as gelf 339
generalélarticular 157 in Seneca 390
irrational w. 165-7 & logos in w. 127
& moral end 263f.269, 332 and 114,342
philosophy of w. 439n33 see Nature,Choice,
in Plato 65 Wordsworth 370439,374n77,385
rational w. 203,218,326 Zeno  79,109,113f.126,226

327,427 Zeus 172,201-2,276

B. Index of Greek Terms

&8iadopx 112,128f.132,135 | Hounois (askesis) 14,202-3,
(adiaphora)155,170,321,353 218,220,222,224,
18 (aidos),ro ouSywov, 287-90,295,382,421-2
14,230, 290-1, X totpoct fot 107,110,343
337,349,391,428 KXDTp K Iot 66,75-6

_ehaBneis 42-3,50,89n59,119 Bouheverig 144165 ,228
_ZKOAAE ot 53 in &uparis 56
_:(xpao'fd. (akrasia), in Arist. 36,46-T7
in Arist. 51f. 68,70, BovAneis 231,313,316
90n71,144n68,393,421 in Arist. 36-9,51,56,427

in Bpictetus 228-9,242 in Plato &Arist. 63,77
in Plato 78 &x’;pwv (daimon) T4-5,
dxpatris  47,133,143n60 . 100n148,134,172,184n47,
gt-mam&cy.ot(apospasma) 69, 235,2%8,282-3,305n83
194-5,232-6,240,243,276 Sevorns 46-7,92n81,144n66

- 288,383,384 Sirxbecig 155

. AMPopéTL SE TPopPETIKK - SiaBpricig 201

_&rbEvein 56 E'O:OPGO’OS 365n4
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Sidvora 37
Soyus  192,224,225,240
see prcs s Judgement.
So¢x 36,55
SJ-V-e\y.ls (dynamis) 152,

159~60,267-72,274,
290,293, 295,341,391
- )-o.y-mr') 192-3
~ WPOoXIPETIKY) 320
Sovapmers,
Aristotle 48
--:«}.ummf; 271
,z\/Kpa('rem. 68,133
ex)\oyv’ 355-7
euo"ru-ruzo\ Py 57
e%euecmu 1f. 22nl
see PFreedom
Evdpyeix 115,231
é’vvonot ’ '2vv5~7p.ot 116,
118-20,196-7
¢v'ros €. 200-1,247nl6
- dl) Konvgu 119
e L) To See externals.
34,41,42,48
85n35 .
_'npoanpe-rmq 65,80 158
emBo)\q ' 322
émauwa 36,39,55,87,231
see Desire. -
equ 114
e'repo:wms _ 116
ﬁ&uoqud ' 349

_e.a'rré,e_eut 230-1
cupow 31,109,263,327,350
€ ur'anGcat 349 .

qyepovmov To (hezemonikon)?
69,81,125,164,178,221,
227,236-40,243,264,279,
293,325-6,348,384,427

in M.Aurelius

433nl

in Chrysippus 116

. as reason 122~-3
Pewpla ,

as contemplation 69-7Q,

as knowledge 54
Bupos 36~7,39,83n12
eupoevSe's To 59
K&B apeig 279
Kocsv‘lfwn( Tot see Duties.
Ktv iy 201
mtéxq\y.; 113,115,117
Koﬁ'op fwpa 155
npwcs 81,83n18,318
KVplevov o 239,258n92
Aoyos (logos)  45,26n14,
212,234,336,339
as craftsman 127,172

personification of 276
in practical syll. 50
in Stoa 120£
> A}

opfos A. 42,44,53,133,194
and 1 Bos 127
-o1 cneppanindt 127,172,232



479

,_vov,ms 39 Mpostipecis (contd. )
__vopd, & 5 characteristics listed,
wo‘ds 69,76,98n129,194 324-6

OIKE I wos (oikeiosis), as choice 212,217,220

122,127,160,352, choosing personality,

357,358,396~7,433l 226-7,243-4,318-9,383,391

in individual 266-75 conditioning of 65,
in man 262 - 66 185n51,289-90
°'in universe 259-62 and conscience 163-4,428
opekis 322,330-1 as decision 229-30
in Arist. 36,422,167 and desire 396-92
in QPo'vo,ns 45£.48,50,53 in deliberation 36-40
in Stoa 124 desire + reason 231-2
oppn 124,167,237,317 double aspect of 321,
, 322,329,353-4,358 , 338-9,383,390

_Taew 1o 209,231 elusiveness of 48,80-81,
Tab% sco Passions. 87n52,393
Tapaxoovdens 122,192, 207-8 freedom of 324-5,429

213,263-5, 324,357,4 02,425 as goodness 12,31,207,316
l’dP&d’KGUV, 300n33 in Jaspers . 398
1w Oa vo‘rqs 220 and knowledge 286
TUGTOV To 14,271,291,337 and mysticism 401

__Tve Uy.d. 121,122,172 perfection of 337
.ﬂpcdfpea'cs (prohairesis), Plato and Epict. 80

Ch.7,passim & Platonic love 78

Arist. 36-50 pufification off 76

Arist. & Epict. 80 rational nature of 103,

badw.as punishment 366 ‘ 194,325.

central in Epiet.11,13,178 and retional will 158,178,

as character 40,43,48-9, 203,218,219-20
267,272,294-5, and St Augustine 413

319-20,335-40,391 in Souilhé 435n10
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Tposlipeass (contd.)

and virtue 40
in akpaTNs 56
and dynamisg 212
and ék)\oyﬁ 357
and hegemonikon 238f.
- o B 158,236
and 'm;LOr) 53
and MpocwTov 223-4

and ovy KaTR Beons 113
in #P(’:vqns 42f,

ﬂ.pompe-nkﬁ, :(tpompe"rd 313,
- 314-6, 317

in M.Aurelius 453nl1
Suvapis TpoaipeTINT 265

:ltp.oa'opoépm 316,362n2
po Beons 322
TpoBypin 221

.WP'OX'N 'S (prolepsis), 118,
120,123,195-204,218,

mpé voia 193
'r,tponé'recoc 56,82n11
Wpéo'w'nov 152,160,267,
| 272-4,291,295
auykaTaBe s - 113,116,
1 117,123,129,158,165, -
192,216,237,316,317,

322,327,329,342
o‘upuu@em 134,278,282,283
L Wyl 134
covato Oneig 300n33

q&u&'i&'ﬂc‘us see Conscientia
a?w,ct»poo't;vq' 59,60,68,133,291
ToTE VDS 98n133,422
Texvrlc“r,g 127,234
Toxo), o1  85n32,222,283, 322f.
‘[P_c'nrou : 117
-vzéwwa—.g 113

)\n 339
u:n'npeo-m 260

¢.aw Tow'vot (p_hantasia),

in Arist. 50-1,56,89n62
in Epict. 204-232
in Stoa 63,79,90n71,

113f.125,133,205
in animals 122
categories of 210-11
and duties 353
false ¢. ~ 203,210-12,219
forming evvmeu 197
and hegemonikon 237
judgement of 202,315
material of reason 195
and Tol&n) 165 ,167-8,

220-30,251n36
subjectivity of 221f. 240,

242,251n36

true and false 208-11,215
xyo( fov 231
'“"“'P"'"’T 115-6,117,118
DTS T 68,352,400
dn)«w"roof’\/wL 354,444n52

¢povqng 33,35, 425,60-1,8/n44,289
¢uro S 109,121, duowdrdpéun293



