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Susanne Bobzien (1998) uses Diogenianus’ testimony (in Eusebius’
Praeparatio Evangelica V1 8) alongside with that of Cicero (De Fato 28-30)
and Origen (Contra Celsum 11 20) as a source for Chrysippus’ reply to the
Idle Argument (&pyog AdyoG, ignava ratio). In so doing, I believe she
overlooks some important peculiarities of Diogenianus’ testimony. In what
follows, I shall argue that Diogenianus bears witness to Chrysippus’ reply to
a different argument, one which, although related to the Idle Argument, deals
specifically with the notions of “that which depends on us” (0 map’ Nudg)
and “that which proceeds from us” (T0 €€ U®V), as well as with the issue of
accountability and the ascription of praise and blame, all of which are
remarkably absent from both Cicero and Origen.

Cicero (Fat. 28-29) and Origen (Cels. 150.13-17)? report the Idle
Argument in a very similar manner:

el elpaptal oot dvaoTtijvat €k tijg vooou, £&v Te gloaydyng
Tov latpov €&v te pny eloayayng, avaotion” GAAX kol i
elpaptal oot pr) dvaotijval £k tiig vooov, £av te eloaydyng
Tov latpov éav te pn eloaydyns, ovk dvaotion fitol 6&
eipaptal ool GvaoTtijvat €k Tiig vooou 1 glpaptal oot pn
avaoTijvar patnv dpa eicayelg tov iatpov.

si fatum tib1 est ex hoc morbo convalescere, sive tu medicum
adhibueris sive non adhibueris, convalesces; item si fatum tibi
est ex hoc morbo non convalescere, sive tu medicum
adhibueris sive non adhibueris, non convalesces; et alterutrum
fatum est; medicum ergo adhibere nihil attinet.

2 Pagination as in Koetschau (1899).
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If it is fated for you to recover from this disease, then you
will recover, whether you call in a doctor or not; similarly, if
it is fated for you not to recover from this disease, then you
will not recover, whether you call in a doctor or not. But one
or the other is fated; so there is no point in calling in a
doctor (trans. Sharples).

From their testimony one can easily extract the following
schematization:

P1 If it is fated that you will p, then you will p whether or not you q.
P2 If it is fated that you will not p, then you will not p whether or
not you q.

P3 Either it is fated that you will p or it is fated that you will not p.
CTherefore, it is idle to q.

As is evident from the conclusion, what is at stake is the futility of q—
and the futility of q in the conclusion is derived from the futility of q in the
consequents of P1 and P2, where it is at stake in quite different ways. In P1,
the consequent “you will p whether or not you q” means “you will p even if
you don’t g,” that is, your g-ing is not a necessary condition of your p-ing,
or, alternatively, “it is not the case that (if you do not g, then you will not
p).” In P2, on the other hand, the consequent “you will not p whether or not
you q” means “you will not p even if you g,” that is, your g-ing is not
sufficient to bring about your p-ing, or, alternatively, “it is not the case that
(if you g, then you will p).” Thus, given that the argument has roughly the
form of a constructive dilemma,? what is meant by “it is idle for you to q” in
the conclusion must be “it is not the case that ((if you q, then you will p) and
(if you don’t g, then you will not p)).”

Cicero (Fat. 30) gives what seems to be a direct quotation from
Chrysippus in reply to the argument:

3 The following is a valid form: ((p=(p.7(=q>7p))).(7p=>(7p.7(g>p)))-(p X-0r p))>((g>p).(7g>p)). One
may also think of substituting (Chrysippean) strict implication for (Philonian) material implication.
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« . PO T
quaedam enim sunt,” inquit, “in rebus simplicia, quaedam
copulata; simplex est, ‘Morietur illo die Socrates’; huic, sive
quid fecerit sive non fecerit, finitus est moriendi dies. at si ita
fatum sit, ‘Nascetur Oedipus Laio,” non poterit dici ‘sive
fuerit Laius cum muliere sive non fuerit’; copulata enim res
est et confatalis.”

“For,” he says, “there are some cases in things that are simple,
others complex. A case of what is simple is ‘Socrates will die
on that day’; whether he does anything or not, there is a fixed
day for his death. But if it is fated that ‘Oedipus will be born
to Laius,” one will not be able to say ‘whether Laius has slept
with a woman or not’; the matter is complex and co-fated”
(trans. Sharples).

The example of a simple event has puzzled many interpreters. Where
one would expect “Morietur Socrates” (“Socrates will die”), one finds instead
“Morietur /lo die Socrates” (“Socrates will die on that day”)—and it is in the
very least difficult to see how that event could fail to be fated along with the
causes leading to it.

David Sedley (1993) has proposed the following interpretation. While
recognizing that “the route to Socrates’ death is just as fated as the event
itself,” and taking into account Socrates’ prophetic dream (in Plato, Crito
44ab, cited in Cicero, De Divinationel 52) while in prison that he would die
on the third day (316), he states that

“there is not just a single-stranded causal chain leading from
Socrates’ birth to his death as a result of drinking hemlock,
but one which repeatedly breaches out into Aypothetical
alternative strands, such as Socrates’ escaping from prison but
thereafter being re-arrested, or falling ill in flight, or whatever,
and thus dying on that very same day on which he in
actuality drank the hemlock (317, his emphasis).”

Susanne Bobzien (1998) has criticized Sedley’s interpretation along
the following lines: in her terms, Sedley takes simple occurrents to be
occurrents which obtain in all possible worlds, while there are non-actual
possible worlds in which different actions lead to the same outcome. Thus,
she claims,

346



Dissertatio, UFPel [36, 2012] 343 - 364

“On this reading of the Cicero passage, there is no criterion
that helps to distinguish between what is a simple occurrent,
what a conjoined one, apart from the fact that the divine
intelligence determines—more or less randomly as far as
human knowledge is concerned—that some are simple, others
conjoined... Instead of being an argument against idleness,
Chrysippus’ answer on this interpretation seems rather to
open the door for excuses of the naive fatalist kind: why
should I call the doctor, it may well be fated simply that I will
die from this disease anyway (218-9, her emphases).”

She then presents two alternative proposals as to how one should read
the passage—and there is simply no way of squaring her proposals with
Socrates’ prophetic dream or, for that matter, with Cicero’s text as it stands.
In effect, she claims (219-20) that either (a) there are no examples whatsoever
to be given of simple occurrents, since everything is always fated along with
something else in reality (on which assumption Cicero made up the example
“from scratch”), or (b) the original example was not “Socrates will die on this
day” but rather “Socrates will die” or “you will die” (understood as a
necessary consequence of Socrates’ (or the person’s) mortal nature), and was
modified by either Cicero or his source.

There may be a way out of the difficulty, however. It may be the case
that simplicia and copulata refer not to events or states of affairs themselves
but to more or less precise descriptions of events or states of affairs. On this
reading, simplicia are more general descriptions of events or states of affairs
that admit being coupled (in the sense of, as far as the description goes, not
being contradictory) with descriptions of a number of antecedent or
concomitant events or states of affairs. This would allow for the fact that
everything is always fated along with something else (or even everything else)
in reality while making room for more general descriptions of events or
states of affairs which may intelligibly be put to use in the case of non-
conditional predictions such as Socrates’ prophetic dream (see below, p. 360,
on copulata and conditional prophecies).

On this reading, Chrysippus’ reply would consist in pointing out that P1
and P2 are true only of very general descriptions of events or states of affairs,
while any account in more precise terms—one which entails that ((if you g, then
you will p) and (if you don’t g, then you will not p))—allows no room for the
addition of “whether or not you q”. Thus, when Cicero says (Zat. 30),
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si esset dictum, “Luctabitur Olympiis Milon,” et referret
aliquis, “Ergo sive habuerit adversarium sive non habuerit,
luctabitur,” erraret; est enim copulatum “luctabitur,”

“If someone had said, “Milo will wrestle in the Olympic
games,” and someone else answered, “So, whether he has an
opponent or not, he will wrestle,” he would be wrong, for “he
will wrestle” is complex (trans. Sharples)”,

his point is that, as far as it goes, the description “he will wrestle”
entails Milo’s having an opponent, which not only is a necessary condition
of the match, but is also sufficient to bring it about under the circumstances
(when, say, everything else is ready and the only thing missing is the
opponent).

With that in mind, I would now like to turn to Diogenianus’
testimony. The chapter as a whole (Eus., Praep. Ev. VI 8) can be divided into
three sections of roughly equal length ([A]: 321.3-323.6; [B]: 323.8-325.24; [C]:
325.26-328.4),% separated by brief remarks introduced by Eusebius (323.7: kai
ned’ £tepd @not, “And among other things he says”; 325.5: TouToLS £E7jG
émAgyel, “In the sequence he adds”). As one can gather from the following
chapter (VI 9), where Eusebius excerpts from Alexander of Aphrodisias’ De
Fato (chs. 3-6, 89, 11-12, and 18-19), Eusebius sometimes skips over or
paraphrases portions of text without any explicit advertence to that effect,’
but never otherwise tampers with his source.

In [A] Diogenianus argues that the Homeric quotations adduced by
Chrysippus in Book I of his work On Fate in order to show that everything
is subsumed under Necessity and Fate (t0 [...] mav®’ OTO Tiig dvarykng kal
Tii¢ elpapuévng kateldfjeBat, 321.5-6) are not sufficient to establish that
thesis, which in addition (always according to Diogenianus) conflicts with
the Homeric quotations adduced by Chrysippus in Book II of the same work
in order to establish that many things also depend on us (td kal Tap’ Nuds

4 Pagination as in Mras-Des Places (1982-3).
5 For instance, 331.2-6 in Eusebius is a paraphrase of 170.1-9 in Alexander, and 332.1-9 in Eusebius is
an assemblage of 172.19-21, 25-26, 172.30-173.3, and 173.8-10 in Alexander.
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TOAAX YiveoBat, 321.16-17). In [B] Diogenianus both reports Chrysippus’
etymologies of Fate and related notions and criticizes (what he claims to be)
Chrysippus’ use thereof. And, finally, in [C] Diogenianus reports and
criticizes Chrysippus’ reply to an objection leveled against Stoic Fate-
determinism. The latter section will be our focus in what follows; below,
original and translation of 325.26-327.12:

[325.26] Ev ugv olv ¢ mpwtw IMept eipapuévng BipAin
Tolavtalg tiotv amodelfeot kéxpntay, v 8¢ @ Seutépw
AVev melpdtal Ta dkoAovBelv SokoTvta dtoma T@ Adyw
T® mavta katnvaykaoBal Aéyovty, dmep kal NUEG Kat'
dpydg éti- [326.1] Bepev: olov T avatpsicBal St' aiTod
mv €€ MUV avt®v mpobupiav mept Poyous Te Kal
émaivoug kal Tpotpomds kai mave' doa Tapd TNV
fuetépav aitiav yryvépeva @aivetal @notv obv év 1
Seutépw PLAlw TO pev €€ udv moAAa yivesBat Sfilov
glvay, 0082V 8¢ fiTtov ouykaBepudpBot kal Tadta Tf [5]
TV 0Awv Slowknoet. kExpntal te Tapadeiypact TolovToLg
ol 1O yap un amoAeiobat, @noi, Bolpdtiov ovy ATAGDG
kaBeipapto, GAAG petd ToU @uAdttesOal, Kai 0 €k TGV
ToAepiwv ocwbnoeoBal tOVSe Tvd peTd TOU @eVYEWY
aUTOV TOVG TIOAEpiOLG, Kal TO yevéoBat Taldag HeETA TOU
BovAeoOal KOWwVEY yuvalki. ®omep ydp, @notv, el
Aéyovtog Twog ‘Hynoapyov tov muktnv €ge- [10]
AgvoeoBat 100 dy®vVog TAvTws ATANKTOV ATOTIWG AV TIG
néiov kabiévta tag xeipag tov ‘Hynoapyov paxeobal, £mel
AmAnktov aVTOV  KaBeipapto GmeABelv, ToU TNV
amépaocwy  Tomoapévou St TNV TIEPLTTOTEPAV
TdvBpwToOU TIPOG TO pN TATTECOAL @UAAKTV TOUTO
€lmoVToG, oVTW Kal €ml TV dAAwvY £xeL TIOAAQ yap un
SUvaocOal yevéoBal xwpig ToU Kal Mfuds BovleocBat kal
éxteveotamyv [15] ye meplt avtd mpobupiav teE Kal
omoudnVv eio@épecOal, £meldr) et TovTou, PENoiv, adTA
yevéoBat kaBelpapTo. ALY 00V kGvtadfa Baupudoeté Tig
Qv TavOpWTOoL TO ABEWPNTOV KAl AVETIAGYLOTOV Kal TV
£VapyeLedv Kol Tiig TV i8lwv Adywv dvakoiovBing. olpon
Ya&p 6Tt KaBAmEP TO KAAOVUHEVOV YAUKD TG KAAOUUEVQ
TKPE CUUBEBNKEV EVAVTLMOTATOV EVAL, TG) TE AEUKE TO
nédav [20] kol t@® Yuxpd T Bepuody, ovtwol 8¢ kal T
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map' NUaS T@ ko' elpappévny, el ye ko' eipapuévnv pév
éKkelva KaAely mpoeidn@ev 6o Kal €KOVTWV NUOV Kol
AkOvVTwv mavtwg yivetal, map' Nuag 8¢ doa €k ToU
omoudalelv NUAG Kal Evepyelv Tl TEAOG EpXETaL §| TP
TO AUEAETV Kal PpaBupelv ovk émiteAeital éav Tolvuy €K
ol omovdadetv épg BolpdTIoOV PUAATTELY £KETVO oMINTAL
kol [25] €k ToU BovAeoBatl T Yuvatki TANGLAdew Td TEKVQ
yivntal xai éx ol BovAeoBat @evyev Tovg ToAgpiovg TO
un amoBviokew VT ATV Kal €k ToU Stapdyeobat TTPOG
TOV AVTaywvIoThv avépeiwg @uAdtteobal te atod TAG
TOV Xep®dV EmLBoAAG [327.1] TO dmAnkToVv €k ToD dy®dvog
amoAdattecBal, TOG TO KaB' elpapupevnv  Evtadba
ocwbnoetay; €l pev yap kat' ékeivnv tadta cupPaivel,
map' Nuds ok &v Aéyotto cupPaivew, i 8¢ map' NUAS,
oVk aGv kat' éxeivnv &nAadn, Sux tO pr SVvacHat
oLVSpapElV Taita AAANAOLS. GAAX Tap' Mubs puev otal,
onot, [5] mepletinupévou pévtol tol map' Nuds VO TG
elpappévne. kai ag, eimop’ dv, meplednpuuévou; el ye kol
TO @UAATTEWY BOlUGTIOV Kol TO M) QUAATTEWV GTO TG
£Eovoiag £ylveto Tiig éufig. obtwg yap kal To0 owleohal
ToUTo dnAovdTL KUpLog v v éyw. kai €& avTig 8¢ Tijg
SlaotoAfig, v moteltar Xpuvoummog, Sfjdov yivetatr To
amoAeAvoBat Tiig eipappévng Ty map' Mudg aitiov.
kaBei- [10] paptal yap, ¢noi, cwbfjvar Boipdtiov, et
PUAGTTOLG AUTO, Kal Taldag oeabay, £l kai oL BouAnBeing,
A wg 8¢ pun Gv €oecBal Tt TOUTWV. €Ml 8¢ TGOV VIO TH|G
ELLOPUEVNG TIPOKATEIAN LUEVWV OVK (v TTOTE VTIOTIUTOEDL
TolavTalg xpnoaipeda.

[325.26] He makes use of such demonstrations in On Fate
Book I, but in Book II he tries to solve the absurdities that
are taken to follow from the thesis that everything is
necessitated, those which we set out [326.1] at the beginning,
for instance, the suppression, for that reason, of the readiness
to act that proceeds from our own selves and concerns blame,
praise, and exhortation, and of everything that manifestly
depends on our causation for its taking place. He says, then,
in Book II that it is evident that many things proceed from
us, and are no less fated along with the [5] administration of
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the whole. He makes use of examples such as these: the
garment’s not being destroyed, he says, is not fated simply,
but along with its being taken care of; this man’s being saved
from the enemy, along with his fleeing from the enemy; and
having children, along with wanting to have intercourse with
a woman. For, he says, if someone had said that Hegesarchus
the boxer would [10] come off from the match completely
unscathed, it would be absurd if someone thought that
Hegesarchus would wrestle with his arms down since it was
fated for him to come off unscathed, because the one who
made the assertion said so because of the man’s extraordinary
guard against the blows; and so it is also in the other cases.
For many things cannot take place without our wanting them
and bringing into play our most intense [15] readiness and
effort regarding them, since it is along with that, he says, that
those are fated to take place. Here again one may wonder at
the man’s lack of consideration and appraisal both of the
clear view of things and of the lack of logical consequence in
his own arguments. For, I think, just as that which is called
sweet happens to be most opposed to that which is called
bitter, and black to white, [20] and hot to cold, so also that
which depends on us to that which takes place according to
Fate, if one preconceives that which takes place according to
Fate in such a way as to call it that which takes place in any
event, whether we will it or not, and that which depends on
us as that which comes to its fulfillment from our effort and
activity, or depends on our carelessness and sluggishness not
to come to its fulfillment. If, then, the garment’s being
preserved proceeds from our effort in taking care of it, [25]
and the children’s being born proceeds from wanting to have
intercourse with a woman, and not dying at the hands of the
enemy proceeds from wanting to flee from them, and coming
off unscathed from the match proceeds from wrestling
courageously with the opponent [327.1] and guarding oneself
against the blows of his hands, how is that which takes place
according to Fate preserved in those cases? For, if everything
takes place according to Fate, it is not possible to say that it
depends on us to take place, and if it depends on us to take
place, evidently it does not take place according to Fate,
because those cannot square with one another. But these will
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depend on us, he says, [5] as that which depends on us is
nevertheless comprehended under Fate. And how, I would say,
comprehended, if both taking care and not taking care of the
garment stem from our control? For, evidently, it is thus that
I rule over its being preserved. And from this distinction that
Chrysippus makes it becomes evident that causation that is
dependent on us dissolves Fate. For, he says, [10] the garment
is fated to be preserved if you take care of it, and the children
are fated to be born if you want to have intercourse with a
woman, otherwise none of these things will happen. But in
the case of that which is from the very outset subsumed under
Fate we should make use of no such pleadings.

The objection addressed by Chrysippus in [C] is not reported in the
text, and its precise content is open to question. When Diogenianus says that
in Book II of his work On Fate Chrysippus tries to solve the absurdities that
are taken to follow from the thesis that everything is necessitated (¢v [...] T®
Sevtépw AVeY melpdTal T akoAovBely Sokolvta dtoma TH Adyw Td
mavta KatnvaykdoBat Afyovty, 325.27-28) and gives as an example the
following difficulty,

olov TO dvatpsioBal 8 avtod TV € HuUdV avTtedv
mpoBupiav mept PoOyous Te Kal EmMaivous Kal TPOTPOTIAG
kal Tave’ Goa Tapd TV THETEpAV aitiav yryvopeva
paivetal,

for instance, the suppression, for that reason, of the readiness
to act that proceeds from our own selves and concerns blame,
praise, and exhortation, and of everything that manifestly
depends on our causation for its taking place (326.1-3),

Bobzien (1998) claims that the difficulty consists simply in the fact
that his theory “has been accused of destroying human readiness to act”
(209). Her claim to that effect depends in part on her seeing TpoBuplia, or
readiness to act, simply as the opposite of apyla, or idleness, and therefore
on her seeing the objection addressed by Chrysippus in Diogenianus as
identical to that of the Idle Argument as reported in Cicero, where the
argument is said to be rightly so called because “if we obeyed it we would do
nothing at all in life” (cui si pareamus nihil omnino agamus in vita, 28) and
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“all activity would be removed from life” (omnis e vita tolletur actio, 29); but
her reduction of the difficulty to the issue of readiness to act depends also on
her previous claim (181) to the effect that

Chrysippus’ refutation [of the Idle Argument] was countered,
in a standard way, by pointing out that it destroys that which
depends on us; but note that that which depends on us does
not feature at all in any of the reports of the Idle Argument.

“That which depends on us” is Bobzien’s rendering of TO Tap’ MU,
and what she says is true of portions of Diogenianus’ text such as 326.16-
327.4 (on which, see below, p. 355-356). However, one could express some
doubts as to her reading of the whole of Diogenianus’ text in [C]. First of all,
Diogenianus explicitly says that the objection addressed by Chrysippus in his
report concerns not only mpoBupia, “readiness to act,” but 1) €€ U@V
avt®v Tpobupia mepl Pdyoug Te Kal €maivoug Kai TPOTPOTAS, “the
readiness to act that proceeds from our own selves and concerns blame,
praise, and exhortation.” Surely it may well be the case that the terms he uses
to frame the objection are his own—and, in effect, there is a striking parallel
in the use of mpoBupia (or its cognate verb mpoBuuelobat), €& MUV
avT®V, and TTOPA + accusative in the sense of “dependent on” in Book XXV
of Epicurus’ work On Nature, lines 48-53:
“€pyov 8" oVBEV NUOV LETAKOOUNOEL, MOTEP €T EViwV O
SUVWPEV TA Tola KAT &vayKknV €0Tlv AToTpETEWY elwbe
ToUG TTpoBupovpévoug apd Pilav TL TpaTTEw. ntoetl §
1 Stdvola gvpeiv TO Tolov [0]Ov Tt St vopi[Jew To €€
N[u]&dv avT®d[v Tlwg [Tplattopevov [u]n mpobup[ovpévwv
mpat]tew.” .

“[The determinist] will not be modifying any of our actions
in the way in which in some cases the man who sees what sort
of actions are necessitated regularly dissuades those who are
eager to do something dependent on force. And the intellect
will be inquisitive to learn what sort of action it should then
consider that one to be which we perform in some way as

6 Text and lineation as in Sedley (1983).
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proceeding from our own selves but without being eager to
(trans. Sedley, slightly altered).”

According to Sedley’s commentary on the passage (1983, 28-9),
Epicurus is here attempting to refute the determinist position by showing
that his adversary cannot distinguish between necessitated and unnecessitated
elements in an action, in such a way that he has nothing to say both (a) in
cases in which a person is eager to do something that goes against what is
forced upon her (e.g., cases in which one aims for impossibilities) and (b) in
cases in which something that goes against what the person is eager to do is
forced upon her (e.g., cases in which one chooses the lesser evil). Note the
terms used: in (a) our TTpoBupia contrasts with that which takes place Tapa
Bilav (and, presumably, not map’ fu&s); in (b) the fact that that which takes
place proceeds in some way from our own selves (¢ UV AVTOV TIWG)
contrasts with our mpobvopio. This being so, 1) €€ NU®V TGOV TpoBupia
mepl Poyoug Te Kal £maivoug kal poTpoTds would seem to refer to the
sort of convergence between an agent’s being eager to perform his action and
his action’s effectively proceeding from his own self that is at stake in one’s
full accountability for what one does.” On this assumption, Diogenianus
(who, against what Eusebius says at the heading of Praep. Ev. VI 8, is an
Epicurean: see Praep. Ev. IV 3 170.23-25) could here be framing the objection
in terms that are peculiar to his philosophical persuasion, and quite alien to
the original formulation of the objection, with a view to preparing his own
objection in 326.16-327.4—but, as we shall see, not only his formulation
apprehends quite well what is at stake in the original objection, but also some
of the same notions and terms recur in passages that explicitly report
Chrysippus’ positions both in Diogenianus (see below on €€ u@v in 326.3-4
and on map’ Muas in 321.16-17 and 327.4-5, as well as on the ascription of
praise and blame) and in other authors (see below, p. 360-362, on Gellius).

In what follows, it will be essential to take notice of the use of NGty
(“he says”) in 326.3, 6, 9, and 327.4, 10, which detaches what can be

7 Possibly, the kal in kai T&v0' doa Tapa v HueTépav aitiav yryvopeva @aivetal (“and of
everything that manifestly depends on our causation for its taking place”, 326.2-3) is epexegetical, in
such a way that such convergence between an agent's being eager to perform his action and his action’s
effectively proceeding from his own self is equivalent to his action’s depending on him (i.e., to its taking
place Tap’ avTOHV).

354



Dissertatio, UFPel [36, 2012] 343 - 364

attributed to Chrysippus in Diogenianus’ testimony from what constitutes
Diogenianus’ own objection to Chrysippus’ reply to the original objection.

In the immediate sequence to his presentation of the content of the
objection addressed by Chrysippus in the testimony, Diogenianus reports
that in Book II of his work On Fate Chrysippus says (@noiv, 326.3) that it is
evident that many things proceed from us, but are no less fated along with
the administration of the whole (T0 pev €€ Nudv mMoAAX yivecsBat 6fjAov
glvat, oLSEV 8¢ NTTov ouykaBeslpudpBal kal Tadbta T TOV SAwv
Sloknoel, 326.3-4; the presence of Sloiknolg T@V OAwv in the passage,
together with the absence of a0T®V in the phrase €€ U@V, the presence of
which is characteristic of Epicurus’ usage in Book XXV of his work On
Nature (cf., e.g., € NUOV aVT®V, lines 8 and 52 Sedley; or SU NUAV AVT®V,
lines 38, 41, 45, and 46 Sedley), may be further evidence (beyond the pnoiv)
that one is here dealing with the actual wording of Chrysippus’ On Fate). It
must be noted that that corresponds very closely to what Diogenianus says
earlier in the text (in [A]), namely that in Book II of his work On Fate
Chrysippus wished to establish that many things, despite being fated, also
depend on us (T0 kal map’ Hudg TOAAX yiveoBa, 321.16-17; see above, p.
348-349)—and Chrysippus’ conclusion in [C] is precisely that that which
depends on us (T0 Tap’ MpS) is compatible with Fate (cf. GAAG map™ Mg
pev €otat, enoi, meplenpuévon pévrot tod map’ NUAS VIO TG elapuévng,
327.4-5; notice the use of @noi). In effect, Chrysippus’ strategy in what
follows consists, as we shall see in a moment, in establishing that under Fate
many things proceed from us (i.e., are €§ MU®V) in order to establish that
under Fate many things depend on us (i.e., take place Tap’ fuag).

With a view to that, Chrysippus adduces four examples of outcomes
that, despite being fated, nevertheless proceed from us (326.5-13). It must be
noted that the examples are used by Chrysippus (cf. kéxpn L, 326.5, and the
two occurrences of noiv in 326.6 and 9) in order to show that many things
proceed from us—and, correspondingly, when Diogenianus alludes to
Chrysippus’ four examples in the course of formulating his own objection
against Chrysippus’ reply to the original objection (in 326.16-327.4), he
paraphrases the examples in terms of the outcome proceeding from one’s
actions or desires (cf. the use of €k in 326.24-327.1). Given that, and the fact
that in the passage from Book XXV of Epicurus’ work On Nature quoted
above one finds, as we have seen, a similar use of expressions, one could then
stipulate that the objection addressed by Chrysippus was originally framed—
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perhaps even by an Epicurean—in terms of an event’s not depending on us
(i.e., of its not taking place map’ NUdS) by virtue of its not proceeding from
us (i.e., of its not being €€ Nudv), and that in 326.16-327.4 Diogenianus as an
Epicurean opposes Chrysippus’ reply to the original objection on the
grounds that the TpoANPeLg, or preconceptions, of Fate and TO map’ Muag
are incompatible, in such a way that (one is left to assume) Chrysippus, on
Diogenianus’ view, does no more than alter the mpolfyeig of Fate and 10
map” fiudg—which, in the eyes of an Epicurean, are adequately characterized
in the Letter to Menoeceus® (note the Epicurean vocabulary of proof in
326.16-327.4, especially mpoeiAngev, 326.21 [subject 1ig, 326.16] and
AVETAGYLOTOV (TQV évapyel@dv), 326.17: on €MAOYIONOG as comparative
appraisal in Epicureanism and its use in inferences, see Schofield (1996); on
TPOANYIGS as a criterion of truth in Epicureanism and its use in refutations,
see Schofield (1980, 291-3), Sedley (1983, 27-8)).

Turning back to the examples, Chrysippus uses them to show that the
outcome is not fated simply (00) &TAGG, 326.6) but along with one’s actions
or desires (LETA + infinitive, 326.6-8, 15), which bring about the outcome (cf.
Sux v [...] @uAaknv (326.12-13) with LS 55A, where aitiov is said to be 8t
0 by Chrysippus) and without which the outcome could not take place (ur)
SVvaoBal yevéoBat xwpls, 326.14). That is a clear echo of Chrysippus’
distinction between simplicia and copulata in his reply to the Idle Argument
in Cicero, and more noticeably so if one is alert to the equivalence between
“the garment’s not being destroyed, he says, [...] is fated [...] along with its
being taken care of’ (td [..] un d&moAeloBai, @noi, Bowpdtiov |...]
kaBelpapto [...] petd tod @uAdtteobal, 326.5-7; notice the use of @noi)
and “the garment, he says, is fated to be preserved if you take care of it, [...]
otherwise not” (kaBeipaptat [..], nol, cwbfjval Bopdtiov, i uAdtrtolg
avtdl...], GAAwG 8¢ pn &v €oeobal, 327.9-11; notice again the use of M {),
which recalls our proposed reading of the non-futility of q for p as ((if q,
then p) and (if not-q, then not-p)). On this context, however, as has already
been pointed out, it serves the purpose of establishing that outcomes such
that ((if q, then p) and (if not-q, then not-p)) proceed from us (i.e., are €&

8 DL X 133: v [...] Um6 Twov deomdty gicayopsvny naviov [...] <eipopuévnv> (add. Usener),
“<Fate,> [...] which is introduced by some as mistress of all things”; 0 [...] mop’ Mudc ddéomotov, @
Kol TO pepmtov Kol 1o évavtiov mopakorovBelv népukev, “that which depends on us, on which
culpability and its opposite are naturally consequent, is without master.”
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NU®V) and, therefore, depend on us (ie., take place map’ fudg),” which
squares well with the thesis that the original objection addressed by
Chrysippus deals not only with TpoBuplia, or “readiness to act,” but with 1
£E MUV abT®V Tpobupia Tepl Pdyous Te kai émaivous Kal TPoTPOTAS,
or “the readiness to act that proceeds from our own selves and concerns
blame, praise, and exhortation.”

Finally, a (lack of) parallel between the Milo example in Cicero (Fat.
30) and the Hegesarchus example in Diogenianus (326.9-14) must be taken
into account. Bobzien (1998, 214-17), assuming that Cicero and Diogenianus
report the same reply to the same objection and depend ultimately on the
same source, despite supposed alterations in the examples in Cicero,
emphasizes the similar structure of the examples to the point of claiming
that their philosophical point is the same. Sharples (1983, 181), however,
notices that, if Milo, on one hand, will not compete unless he has an
opponent (and, one may add, he will compete if he has an opponent),
Hegesarchus, on the other, will not win unless he keeps his guard (and, one
may add, he will win if he keeps his guard), and concludes: “Chrysippus
must have made the same point in more than one passage with different
examples and emphases”—which is dismissed as “unlikely” by Bobzien (214-
15). However, it is plausible that Chrysippus made use of slightly different
examples when dealing successively with two different objections—namely the
Idle Argument in the first place, which has no direct connection to the topic
of praise and blame, and then the original objection in Diogenianus’
testimony, which has. (Notice that one can be praised for keeping his guard
and thus winning a match, but not for having an opponent and competing.)

The above considerations would then allow for the following
conjectural schematization of the argument addressed by Chrysippus in
Diogenianus’ testimony:

P1 One can only be praised or blamed for an outcome if the outcome
depends on one.
P2 An outcome depends on one if, and only if, it proceeds from one.

9 On the basis of which one could perhaps ascribe to Chrysippus a definition of op’ fudg in terms of 6§
NUAV (map’ Nag =pr T €€ MUdV V1O TG elpapuévng) such as the definition of £p” Muiv in terms of
St qudV (8¢° MUV =pr 10 81 HudV V1o Tiig eipappévng) in Nemesius' De Natura Hominis 35 (cf.
also the second hand in MSS B [Marcianus gr. 261] in Alexander's De Fato 13 181.14, together with
182.3-4, 7-8).
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P3 An outcome proceeds from one if, and only if, ((if one ¢’s, the
outcome takes place) and (if one does not q, the outcome does not
take place)).

P4 Under determinism it is not the case that ((if one ¢’s, the outcome
takes place) and (if one does not q, the outcome does not take place)).
CUnder determinism no one can be praised or blamed.

Note that P4 above is precisely the conclusion of the Idle Argument
(see above, p. 345). Matters being such, Chrysippus could have drawn on his
reply to the Idle Argument in order to establish that the objection in
Diogenianus concerning T0 ¢ NU®Vv and T0 Tap’ MUAG, as well as the
ascription of praise and blame, also fails.

The above results may be corroborated by the following observations:

(1) Homer, Odyssey

In 321.16-322.4 (part of [A]), Diogenianus says that, in the course of
establishing the thesis that, despite being fated, many things also depend on
us, Chrysippus quotes two passages from Homer’s Odyssey, one dealing with
the fate of Odysseus’ companions,

“atol yap opetépnotv atacBarinov 6Aovto”

“They were destroyed by their own recklessness”,
(o 7, trans. Lattimore, slightly altered)

the other presenting Zeus’ reply to charges such as Aegisthus’ to the
effect that the gods are to be held accountable for men’s misfortunes,

“® ooy, olov 81 vu Beovug BpoTtol aitdwvTaL

EENUEwV Yap paotL KAk Eupeval, ol 8¢ kat avtol
o@fiow dtacbaiinow Umep popov dAye” €xovol.”

“Oh, for shame! How the mortals accuse us gods,
for they say evils proceed from us, when it is they, rather,
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who by their own recklessness win sorrow beyond what is
due!”

(o 32-34, trans. Lattimore, slightly altered)

In the latter passage, Zeus implies that the gods are not to be held
accountable for men’s misfortunes because men’s misfortunes do not
proceed from the gods (cf. €€ Muéwv, a 33); rather, as the immediate
sequence of the passage!® makes clear, men’s misfortunes proceed but from
themselves, in the sense that ((if one ¢’s, then the outcome ensues) and (if
one does not g, then the outcome does not ensue)):

“o¢ Kol viv Alyiefog Omep popov Atpeidao

YA dAoxov pvnotry, Tov 8 £KTOvVE VOGTHOOVTA,
€10mg aimvv drebpov, Encl mpod ol gimopev NUETS,
‘Eppeiav mépyoveg Ebokomov Apysipdviny,

T a0Tov Kteivey, punte pvaocon diottv

€k yap Opéotao tiolg Eooetan Atpeidao [...]”

“As now lately, beyond what was due, Aegisthus married

the wife of Atreides, and murdered him on his homecoming,
knowing it was steep ruin, for we had told him beforehand,
having sent Hermes, the mighty watcher, Argeiphontes,

not to kill the man, nor court his lady for marriage;

for vengeance would come on him from Orestes, son of
Atreides [...]”

(o 35-40, trans. Lattimore, slightly altered)

Here it is said that if Aegisthus marries Clitemnestra and murders
Agamemnon, then he will be killed by Orestes; and it is implied that if he
does not marry Clitemnestra and murder Agamemnon, then he will not be
killed by Orestes. The structure ((if q, then p) and (if not-q, then not-p)),
however, becomes explicit in the following passage,!! which refers to
Odysseus and his companions:

“Tag el pév K’ dowéag €dag, vooTtou Te pédnal,

10 Not attested, however, for Chrysippus in Diogenianus.
1 Also not attested for Chrysippus in Diogenianus.
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kal kev €T €lg10GKNV, KakA Tep TTAOXOVTES, (KOLoOE"
el 8¢ xe olvnay, ToTE TOL TEKPAipoLp” 6AeBpov
vni e, kat étaipoig [...]"

“Then, if you leave these unharmed and keep your mind in
homecoming,

you might all make your way to Ithaca, after much suffering;
but if you do harm them, then I testify to the destruction

of your ship and your companions [...]”
(X 109-112 = 11 137-140,12 trans. Lattimore, slightly altered)

One must here observe that the conditional form of both prophecies
(which is implicit in o 35-40 and becomes explicit in A 109-112 = p. 137-140)
is of course not to be taken to imply that there are any real alternatives
available to the Homeric agent, only that his action is both a necessary
condition of the outcome and sufficient to bring it about under the
circumstances; on this assumption, if the action takes place, then the
outcome ensues; and, hypothetically, were not the action to take place, the
outcome would not ensue. (On Diogenianus’ criticism of Chrysippus’ stand
on conditional prophecies on the grounds that it introduces real alternatives
via its being €@’ MUy, or up to us, to perform or not to perform the action
in the antecedent, see Eus., Praep. Ev. IV 3 172.2-5).

(11) Gellius, Noctes Atticae VII 2
The use of map” NUAG in Stoicism is attested also in Aétius (I 27 4).
However, it is in Gellius (Noctes Atticae VI 2) that such use is coupled with
32-34 and correlated with the issue of accountability. There, the Homeric

passage is preceded by a direct quotation from Chrysippus and a paraphrase
by Gellius (§§12-14):

810 kol Vo TV Mubayopeiwv eipntar

“Yyvwoel 8 avBpwmoug avbaipeta mpat’ éxovrag,

®¢ TV BraBdV Ekdotolg Tap’ avTovg!3 ywopévwv kal
KaB’ opunv aT@OV qpaptavovtwy te kai BAaTTopEVWY
Kal Katd TV adT@®V Stavolav kat Béowy.”

12 Except for f T° év (4 138) in the place of kai kev (A 110).
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“Propterea negat oportere ferri audique homines aut nequam
aut ignavos et nocentes et audaces, qui, cum in culpa et
maleficio revincti sunt, perfugiunt ad fati necessitatem,
tamquam in aliquod fani asylum et, quae pessime fecerunt, ea
non suae temeritate, sed fato esse attribuenda dicunt.

Primus autem hoc sapientissimus ille et antiquissimus
poetarum dixit hisce versibus, etc.”

“Therefore it is said by the Pythagoreans,

“You will learn that men’s sufferings are self-chosen,’

much to the effect that each one’s harms depend on one to
take place, and that it is according to one’s impulse that one
errs and is harmed, as well as according to one’s reasoning
and stand.”

For this reason he denies that one should endure, and listen
to, men who are either worthless or idle or harmful or rash,
who, when bound fast in crime and evildoing, seek refuge in
the necessity of Fate as in the asylum of a shrine and say that
their wicked actions are to be attributed not to their
recklessness, but to Fate.

But the first to say this was the wisest and oldest of the poets
in these verses, etc.”

Noctes Atticae VII 2 may be divided into seven sections: [A] (§§1-3),
Latin paraphrase and Greek original of a definition of Fate from Chrysippus’
On Providence, Book IV; [B] (§§4-5), an objection to Chrysippus’ claim that
everything takes place according to Fate; [C] (§§6-10), Chrysippus’ reply to
[B]; [D] (§11), the cylinder analogy; [E] (§§12-13), quotation and paraphrase
from Chrysippus (above); [F] (§14), quotation of  32-34, illustrating the
point in [E]; [G] (§15), a fragment from Cicero’s On Fate.

Noctes Atticae V11 2 and Cicero, On Fate 40-43 are usually regarded as
parallel testimonies to the same objection to Stoic Fate-determinism and to
the same reply to the objection, illustrated by the same analogy.!4 I think,
however, that only [D] and [G] are parallel to Cicero, On Fate 40-43. In
effect, the objection in Cicero purports to establish the incompatibility

3 Following Hertz-Hosius (1903), who print adtovg (MS U [Urbinas 309]), not alrolg, the latter probably
being a contamination from ¢kdototg.
14 Cf., e.g., Bobzien (1998, 242-71).
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between everything taking place according to Fate and our assents and
actions being up to us (Fat 40), Chrysippus’ reply to it consisting in a
distinction between types of causes such that one may say of a cylinder
which, once pushed, rolls that the push is merely a principium motionis,
while the cause properly so called is its volubilitas (Fat. 41-43). In Noctes
Atticae VII 2 the incompatibility between omnia fato fieri and esse aliquid in
nobis figures only in [G] (a fragment which does not form part of Cicero’s
On Fate as it has come down to us), and the distinction between types of
causes according to which, in the cylinder analogy, the push is initium
praecipitantiae and the cause properly so called is formae volubilitas figures
only in [D]. When, moreover, one is alert to the use of deinde (“then”) both
at the beginning of §11 and at the beginning of §12 (thus detaching the
cylinder analogy and the distinction between types of causes from the rest of
the chapter), as well as to the fact both that the objection in [B] attempts to
derive from the claim that everything takes place according to Fate the
conclusion that one’s faults and offenses should be attributed not to one but
to Fate (““Si Chrysippus [...] fato putat omnia moveri et regi nec declinari
transcendique posse agmina fati et volumina, peccata quoque hominum et
delicta non suscensenda neque inducenda sunt ipsis voluntatibusque eorum,
sed necessitati cuidam et instantiae, quae oritur ex fato,” §5), and that the
paraphrase in [E] accuses those who attribute their misdeeds not to
themselves but to Fate (“Propterea negat oportere ferri audique homines aut
nequam aut ignavos et nocentes et audaces, qui, cum in culpa et maleficio
revincti sunt, perfugiunt ad fati necessitatem, tamquam in aliquod fani
asylum et, quae pessime fecerunt, ea non suae temeritate, sed fato esse
attribuenda dicunt,” §13), the hypothesis becomes tenable that [B]-[C] and
[E]-[F] constitute a sequence interrupted by [D]. On this reading, the
objection discussed in [B]-[C] and [E]-[F] aims to establish not the
incompatibility between everything taking place according to Fate and our
assents and actions being up to us—such as (one is to assume) in [D], and
explicitly in [G] and Cicero, On Fate 40-43, where the Latin esse in nobis/in
nostra potestate seems to correspond to the Greek ¢’ Muiv eivai—but,
rather, that between everything taking place according to Fate and one’s
misdeeds depending not on Fate but on one (notice map’ alToOUG
ywopévwv, §13), Chrysippus’ reply to which is illustrated by a 32-34—such
as in Diogenianus.
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Finally, one must notice that it is no longer men’s misfortunes, but
men’s misdeeds, that are now said to be evils dependent on men—which may
well point to Chrysippus’ adaptation of the examples, in line with the thesis
that only virtue is good and only vice is evil.

(iii) ps.-Plutarch, De Fato 574de

In contrasting his own philosophical persuasion to his opponents’
(who are presumably Stoic: 0 [...] évavtiog <Adyog> [..] ka®’ eipappévnv
mavta tibetat, 574d), ps.-Plutarch (De Fato 574de) mentions in the same
breath the Idle Argument, the Mower Argument,’® and 0 Tap& Trv
elpapuevnv ovopalopevos. To my knowledge, the sole conjecture regarding
the latter has been proposed by Eduard Zeller (1923, I11.1:171n.1), who takes
it as “the argument against Fate” in the sense of an argument to the effect
that man could render Fate vain through his actions; but it may as well be
read as “the argument that makes all events or states of affairs dependent on
Fate”—and both its placement side by side with the Idle Argument in the
passage and the use of Tapd + accusative square well with the results of our
preceding analysis.
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