The Stoic Division of Philosophy*

KATERINA IERODIAKONOU

To discuss philosophical issues under the three broad headings of logic,
physics, and ethics, is customary in every introduction to Stoicism'. After
all, the justification of this threefold presentation of Stoic philosophy can be
found in the ancient sources; for there are many texts which report that the
Stoics themselves approved of such an exposition of their philosophical
system. For example, Sextus Empiricus (PH II 13) explicitly states that the
Stoics, as well as several other philosophers, advocated a division of philos-
ophy into logic, physics, and ethics; also, Philo of Alexandria (Leg. alleg.
57) and [Plutarch] (I Prooem. 2 = SVF 2.35) clearly confirm that the Stoics
followed a tripartite division of philosophy.

Nevertheless, a systematic inquiry into all the existing textual evidence
which either directly or indirectly bears on this subject-matter, shows that
the Stoic view on the three parts of philosophy certainly is more complex
than it has generally been presented. In fact, difficulties in comprehending
the exact nature of the threefold division of Stoic philosophy already arise
from the study of a well-known passage in Diogenes Laertius (VII 39-41),
which is found right at the beginning of his doxography of Stoicism and
which constitutes one of our main pieces of evidence concerning the Stoic
account of the parts of philosophy. Given its importance, I quote this textin
full:

Toweehy paciv elvor tov xatd @ulovogiav Adyov: elvar yao adtod TO pév
<

T guowdy, O 6 AHwmov, O d& hoywrdv. oltw Ot medtog dieihe Zivwv 6
Kutiete &v 1 Iepi Adyov nal Xeboutrog év 1@ & Iepl Adyov xal &v 1@ 6 TV

* 1 am grateful to J. Barnes, M. Frede, A. Long, M. Schofield, and R. Sharples for their
helpful comments on earlier versions of this paper. Also, the work on this paper has been
made possible under a post-doctoral fellowship granted by the British Academy.

! For example, see: E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichilichen
Entwicklung, vol. 11, Leipzig, ed.5 1923; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa. Geschichte einer
geistigen Bewegung, Gottingen, 1948; A.A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, London/
Berkeley/Los Angeles, ed.2 1986; F.H. Sandbach, The Stoics, London, 1975.
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puoLrdy xal *Amorhodweog xal ZVMhog &v T medtw 1oV Eig td ddypato €i-
oaywydv zai Eddgopog év tif "H ki otoryeidosel xail Aroyévng 6 BaBuhdviog
%ol [Mooeddviog. Tobto 8¢ td péen 6 utv *Anorhédmeog tdmovs nahel, 6 O
Xeotowtmog noi Eddgopog &idy, dMhov yévn. eixdlovor 68 T ™V @uk-
ocopiov, 60Tolg uEv wal vedEO TO AOYLKOV TQOCOMOLOUVIES, TOlg OF
cooxwdeoTéQoLg TO Tthatdv, T1) OF Yyt TO QuoLndv. 1 v OG- T uEV YiQ Entdg
£ivor 1O Aoyirov, Td 8¢ petd tadta 1o Aoy, T &’ E0wTaTw TO YUOLKSV. 1| dYed
TOpPoe®. <0v> TOV utv mepLBefAnuévov @ooypodv 1O Aoytxrév, tov 8 xaemdv to
Hhuwmdy, Ty Ot yiv 7 Td dévdoa TO QuowkdV. #i moder nakdg TETELXLONEVY HOL
%010 Abyov diotxouvpévy. Kal otdiv pépog tob Etépou dmoxergiodar?, nadd
TWES oUT@V @aowy, GAMG pepixydor odtd: xal v magddoow wwtiv Enoi-
ouv. dAhoL Ot medTov piv 1O Aoywrdv tdrtovol, dehtegov Ot 1O QuOLKSY, nail
toltov 10 Atmdv: Gv fon Zivov &v 1@ Ileol Adyouv xai Xpboinmog xoi
*Apyédnuoc xai Eddgopog. ‘O piv yap ITrohepoedg Aloyévrg dmd tdv ABundv
doyetan, 6 & Anolrodmgog devtega th Nhxkd, Mavaitog 8¢ xal Mooceda-
viog &md TV QUOK@Y doxovial ... GAhot 8’ o Tod Adyou tadto puéen gaoty,
AN adtiic Thc @ithodopiag, g Zivov 6 Tagoels.

There are four points in this text which are extremely puzzling: First,
Diogenes’ claim that according to the majority of Stoic philosophers, it is
not 1| prhocogio but 6 natd gihocopiav Adyog which should be divided
into physics, ethics, and logic. Second, Diogenes’ report that different Stoic
philosophers used different terms when referring to the three parts of
philosophical discourse. Third, Diogenes’ statement that Stoic philoso-
phers were not unanimous in the order of the three parts of philosophical
discourse. Fourth, Diogenes’ presentation of quite different similes used by
the Stoics to describe the close interrelation of the three parts of philosophi-
cal discourse. In what follows, I undertake to investigate these issues; for I
believe that it is only through their closer analysis that we may come to
understand in what sense Stoic philosophers divided philosophy, and how
they perceived the unity of the philosophical disciplines thus divided.

To start with the first issue, although most ancient sources and certainly all
modern scholars talk about the Stoic division of philosophy without any
further qualification, Diogenes indicates that the Stoics for the most part
talked of the division of philosophical discourse into physics, ethics, and
logic, and not of that of philosophy. His claim is made sufficiently clear not
only by the use of the term »oatd guhoco@iov Abdyog instead of @ul-

2 dmonexglodou is only Cobet’s conjecture, whereas all the codices have mpoxexgi-
otau. For the significance of the difference in meaning between the two verbs, see: 1.G.
Kidd, “Posidonius and Logic”, in J. Brunschwig (ed.), Les Stoiciens et leur logique,
Paris, 1978, 274.
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ooogia, but more importantly by the information that a group of Stoic
philosophers, among them Zenon of Tarsos, disagreed with the other Stoics
and declared that physics, ethics, and logic should be viewed as the three
parts of philosophy itself.

Therefore, even if it is doubtful whether the early Stoics actually dis-
tinguished between philosophy and philosophical discourse, Diogenes pro-
vides us with strong evidence that by the time of Chrysippus’ successor this
distinction was in the centre of a significant dispute among Stoic philoso-
phers. After all, Diogenes is not unique in testifying to the Stoic preference
for dividing philosophical discourse into physics, ethics, and logic, rather
than philosophy itself; there is a passage in Stobaeus (Ecl. II 42,7f.), in
which it is twice stated that Eudorus suggested — following, obviously, a
Stoic practice — that 6 natd guhocopiov Aéyog should be divided into
ethics, physics, and logic. The same idea, namely that it was philosophical
discourse and not philosophy that some Stoics proposed to divide into these
three parts, seems to lie behind a text by Plutarch (St. rep. 1035A) on the
division of Stoic philosophy. For in this text also, Chrysippus is not pr'esent-
ed as having stated that philosophy should be divided into logic, ethics, and
physics; rather, he is reported to have suggested the division of td tod
PLhocdgov Fewpruata into logical, ethical, and physical theorems®.

But what is the distinction between, on the one hand, 1) pthocopia and,
on the other, 6 xatd grhocogpiav Adyog or Td Tod prhocdgpov Fewpruata?
Moreover, how are we to interpret the fact that some Stoic philosophers
favoured the division of philosophical discourse or of the philosopher’s
theorems into logic, physics, and ethics rather than that of philosophy
itself?

There are, of course, no Stoic fragments explicitly dealing with the
difference between 1 @ilodogia and 6 xatd guhocopiav Aéyos. Thus
Hadot’s hypothesis*, according to which 6 xatd @uhocogiav Aéyog refers
to the exposition of philosophy for teaching purposes, seems at first quite

3 The stress on the division of T& 100 @Lhocbépov Jewenpota rather than on that of
@ihocopia reminds us of a difficult passage in Aristotle (Top. 105b19-26), where he
presents a threefold division of wwootdoeig and sgoPMijuata into ethics, physics, and
logic. Taking into consideration that Aristotle defines medfMua as a duahexntindv
Dedonua (Top. 104b1), it becomes clear that it is the philosophical theorems that he
divides here into ethical, physical, and logical, and interestingly enough, this division
does not correspond to that other division by Aristotle of é&motiun dravonmixy into
theoretical, practical, and productive (Met. 1025b25).

4 P. Hadot, “Les divisions des parties de la philosophie dans I’Antiquité”, Museum
Helveticum, vol. 36, 1979, 215.
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plausible. However, what becomes obvious from Diogenes’ text is that this
constitutes a rather hasty and not well-grounded speculation; for it is clearly
implied here that even the Stoics who insisted on keeping the exposition of
philosophy mixed, i.e. Thv mapddootv, presupposed the threefold division
of philosophical discourse. Hence, 6 xatd guhocogpiov Adyog is distin-
guished from 1) mapddooig i prhocogiag, so that it cannot be taken to
refer simply to the process of transmitting philosophy in the form in which
the teacher expounds philosophy to the students.

At this point another Stoic distinction may be introduced, as it proves to
be quite illuminating in specifying the difference between the terms @uA-
ocogia and xotd @rhocopiav Adyog; that is to say, we need to discuss
briefly the distinction between the terms dAndeia and 16 dAndéc as de-
fined in Stoicism®. According to our sources (cf. PH I181-83; M VII 38-45),
the Stoic philosophers declared that truth and the true differ in three ways;
namely, in essence, composition, and potency. To focus just on the differ-
ence between truth and the true in essence, it was thought that although
truth can be said to be a body, the true is incorporeal. In particular, truth
was defined as knowledge declaratory of all true things, and since knowl-
edge was viewed as a disposition of the soul’s commanding part, it was
concluded that truth was a disposition of the soul’s commanding part, and
hence it was said to be corporeal; on the other hand, the true was defined as
a proposition and a sayable, and therefore it was said to be incorporeal.

To compare now this distinction with that between philosophy and
philosophical discourse, the similarities between the terms gulocogio and
dMdera should first become obvious. For philosophy was defined by the
Stoics as the practice of wisdom (cf. M IX 13; Philo, De congr. erud. 79;
Clement, Stromat. 15 30,1) or as indistinguishable from wisdom (cf. Sene-
ca, Ep. 89,4-8); but whether philosophy was thought of as striving after
virtue or as identical with virtue, it would be understood as a disposition of
the soul’s commanding faculty, and hence it would be treated as corporeal.
Therefore, philosophy was seen as being similar or comparable to truth, for
both 1 gpLhocogia and 1 dAjdela were perceived as bodies identical with
certain states of the soul’s commanding faculty. As for the term xotd
@uhocogiav Adyog, it seems quite reasonable to associate it with 0
dMO€c; in that case, the claim is that the Stoics viewed philosophical
discourse in the same way they thought of the true, namely as incorporeal,
and more precisely as the incorporeal counterpart of philosophy under-

5 For a systematic discussion of this issue, see: A. Long, “The Stoic distinction between
Truth and the True”, in J. Brunschwig (ed.), above n.2, 297-315.

60



stood as a body. Besides, there are two further passages (Epictetus, Diss.
IV 8,12; Papyrus 1020 = SVF II 131 41,27-30) which, though elliptical,
support the view that 6 xotd guhocogiav Adyog was conceived by the
Stoics as the articulate, ordered collection of true philosophical proposi-
tions. To make my point clear, I suggest that the Stoics regarded philosophy
as a body identical with a disposition of the soul’s commanding part,
whereas they understood philosophical discourse simply as the incorporeal
articulate aggregate of true philosophical propositions.

Having this distinction in mind, it is time to make sense of the preference
expressed by the majority of Stoic philosophers for dividing philosophical
discourse into physics, ethics, and logic rather than philosophy itself. For if
philosophy was seen as a body identical with a disposition of the soul’s
commanding part, it could not be said to have as its parts the philosophical
disciplines of logic, physics, and ethics. The division of philosophy thus
understood would rather resemble the division of virtue, a controversial
subject raised in Stoicism and discussed by modern scholars®; more specifi-
cally, by applying in the case of philosophy the divergent Stoic views on the
unity of virtue (Galen, Plac. 7.1.10-15; Plutarch, Virt. mor. 440E-441B; St.
rep. 1034C-E; Stobaeus, 2.63,6-24), one could argue that the parts of
philosophy are different relative dispositions of the soul’s commanding
faculty or that each part is a distinct quality of the virtuous state of the soul.
Leaving aside the complexities arising from this comparison, what seems to
be important from our point of view is that the parts into which philosophy
is divided are the logical, the physical, and the ethical virtue and not the
" philosophical branches of logic, physics, and ethics. On the other hand,
there seems to be no obstacle to dividing the true propositions of the
incorporeal philosophical discourse under the headings of logic, physics,
and ethics; in fact, it is reasonable to assume that most Stoics, being
concerned with the study of philosophy, proposed and employed the divi-
sion of the philosophical theorems rather than that of philosophy as a
disposition of the soul.

The next interesting issue in Diogenes’ passage concerns the different
terms used by Stoic philosophers for the parts of philosophical discourse.
After all, Diogenes is not our only source mentioning the Stoic debate over
the terminology preferred in this context; apart from some Greek passages
in which the terms eidog, témog, and yévog, are actually used, there are
also Latin texts testifying to the Stoic use of different terms. That is to say,

6 M. Schofield, *Ariston of Chios and the Unity of Virtue”, Ancient Philosophy, vol.4,
1984, 83-96.
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the Latin authors do not always talk about the “partes” of philosophy, but
on some occasions they attempt to produce translations of other terms
which follow closely the original text; thus, they often name the parts of
philosophy “species” or “loci”. For example, in Apuleius (De interpr.
176,1-4), “species” is presented as an alternative way to talk about the
branches of philosophy; also, in Seneca (Ep. 89,11; 16), a philosophical
discipline is given the name ‘“locus” more than once.

But having established that the Stoics disagreed as to the terms used for
the parts of philosophical discourse, we next need to understand the rea-
sons for such a dispute; in other words, it is important to explain why some
Stoic philosophers suggested to replace the common term pégog with
£100g, or with T6mog, or even with yévog. Were these terms used promis-
cuously with no intended differences or were they thought to represent
different views on the division of philosophical discourse? To answer this
question, it is first necessary to inquire whether there is any difference in
meaning among these terms, and if so, to discover what is the rational that
renders them more or less appropriate for the division of philosophical
discourse.

To start with the term &{dog, an intuitively rather sensible hypothesis is
put forward by Verbeke’ concerning the particular meaning of the term and
the motivation that led some Stoic logicians to prefer €ldog to pégog in
this context. According to his view, some Stoics did not like to use the term
uégog to refer to the various branches of philosophy, because this term may
refer to a component which has some independent existence, and hence it
does not reflect the fundamental unity of the various disciplines; on the
other hand, they preferred the term gldog, because it reflects the fact that
philosophy does not include distinct, independent parts, but several kinds
ofinquiry. Tempting though it may be, Verbeke’s suggestion is not convinc-
ing, for it does not sufficiently explain why it was the term &idog and not
the term pégog that was more in accordance with the unity of Stoic philoso-
phy. In other words, Verbeke’s undestanding of the two terms is not based
on their Stoic use, since there is no evidence that uéon had more of an
independent existence than &idn. On the contrary, the Stoic account of
uégog together with that of €idog suggest that it was probably the other
way round: according to our sources (cf. PH II198), if a part ceases to exist,
the whole is also said to be destroyed; on the other hand, the standard view
in Greek philosophy (cf. Aristotle, Met. 1059b34-40), which we may rea-

" G. Verbeke, “Ethics and logic in Stoicism”, in M.J. Osler (ed.), Atoms, pneuma, and
tranquility, Cambridge 1991, 14.
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sonably suppose was shared by the Stoics, is that the genus does not perish,
if one of its species becomes extinct. Hence, uégog was perceived as
indispensable for the constitution of 8hov, but though it was accepted that
eldog presupposed yévog, it was also thought that it did not presuppose
the genus with all its species, and consequently it did not presuppose the
other species.

A more plausible hypothesis concerning the significance of replacing the
term pépog by €ldog can be suggested after investigating the meaning of
the term &idoc together with that of the other alternative term t6mwog. But
first a preliminary remark: it is worth observing that the frequent use of the
terms &idog and témog in a variety of Diogenes’ passages, relevant to the
division of philosophy not only does not prove to be illuminating, it can also
be misleading. To make my point clear, I cite some of Diogenes’ texts:

o Ot loywdv pfpog gaoclv Evior eig dvo dwapeloBor Emotipag, Eig
onroounty xol &ig Siohewmwiv. Tveg 88 wol elg 1O OGoukdV eldog, TO
meol navovay nal xguineiov: Eviow 8¢ 10 Souov meguongodor. (VIL 41)
Tiv dwahentinv SroupeloBon elg te TOV mEPl TOHV onuporvopévov xol Tig
Qwviig Témov: %ol TOV pEv TV onuorvouévev eig te TOV mEQL QaVIaOLOY
témov ol ... (VII 43)

TO & #hndv pégog Tilg Prhocopiag Siongolowy eig te TOV mepl Oouiic xail
gig 1OV megl TV &yaddv ol xax®dv témov %ol ... (VII 84)

Tov 8¢ puotrdv Adyov dioigodoly gig Te TOV el owpdtwv Témov nai ... (VII
132).

The above passages are misleading in the sense that they could be taken as
evidence in favour of another view according to which eldog was used by
the Stoics for the parts of philosophy —namely, dialectic, physics, and ethics
—, whereas 10moc was used only for the subparts of philosophy —namely, the
parts resulting from the subdivision of the three main parts of philosophy.
But although this account seems at first elegant in its simplicity, it is
certainly wrong; for not only does Diogenes’ text mention the terms £idog
and t6mog as alternatives, there are some passages in Diogenes where it is
obviously the main parts of philosophy themselves which are called témou:

Soa e 10U Quowod Témov TuyxGver ol ab Tdhv doa Tod ftuod. (VII 83)
TOV TE QUOWOV Témov %ol TOV Aoywov dviiget... (VII 160)
Aoyuxot témov (VII 189 = heading in the catalogue of Chrysippus’ works).

But there is another passage in Diogenes (VII 61-62) which deals with
both eidoc and témog. What is particularly interesting about this text is
the fact that, although it is not directly related to the discussion of the
division of philosophy, it nevertheless introduces the two terms in the
context of a clearcut Stoic distinction between two notions of division;
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namely, the distinction between Siaigeoig and pepropndcs:

Awaipeoig B¢ gotu yévoug 1 elg Td moooeyd £idn toud, oiov Tdv {Ywv Td

puév €otL hoywd, Ta 8t dhoya ... Mepwouos 8¢ &omu yévoug elg témovg
xotdragg, dg 6 Koivigr otov Tdv dyaddv ta uév €ot megl Yuydv, td O
mwepl  odpo.

In other words, it seems that there are two ways to divide a genus; when we
divide it into species, it is called “division” in a technical sense, whereas
when we divide a genus into topics, it is called “partition”. What still
remains unclear is the difference in the actual processes of division and
partition; in fact, it is only after we understand this difference, that we can
come to a conclusion as to the reasons that made some Stoics divide
philosophical discourse into €idn, whereas others were in favour of its
partition into tomot.

Fortunately, there are some Latin texts which confirm the significance of
the difference between division and partition, i.e. between “divisio” and
“partitio”, and which provide us with illuminating details as to its nature.
Specifically, in Cicero (Top. 28; 30), we first find two passages discussing
division and partition as distinct ways to produce a definition. Cicero
repeats here more or less the information provided by Diogenes, with the
difference that he does not give a translation of the term témot but uses
instead the general term “membra”; otherwise, division into species is
“divisio” and the equivalent of diaigeolg, whereas “partitio” is the
division into parts and, obviously, the equivalent of pegiopds. It is mainly
later in the same text (Top. 33-34) that Cicero stresses what distinguishes
the actual procedures of division and partition. According to this text, the
species of a genus are definite in number, and division should not fail to list
all the species; on the other hand, the parts resulting from partition are
infinite, and failure to enumerate all of them is acceptable, if not un-
avoidable:

At si stipulationum aut iudiciorum formulas partiare, non est vitiosum in re infinita
praetermittere aliquid. Quod idem in divisione vitiosum est. Formarum enim certus
est numerus quae cuique generi subiciantur; partium distributio saepe est infinitior,
tamquam rivorum a fonte diductio.

The last point also emerges from another passage in Sextus Empiricus (M
X1 10-17), in which the systematic and definite character of the process of
division is also regarded as its distinctive feature. In particular, Sextus

8 An informative historical survey of the different notions of division can be found in: J.

Mansfeld, Heresiography in context. Hippolytus’ Elenchos as a source for Greek Philos-
ophy, Leiden/New York/KoélIn, 1992, 326-331.
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introduces here the notions of téhetog dwaigeoig and Uyuig daige-
oug, indicating that in order to have a proper division it is necessary to
enumerate all the species belonging to a genus, and especially all its proxi-
mate species. Moreover, there is a passage in Alexander of Aphrodisias (in
Top. 93,27-94,2) in which, although nothing is said about the distinction
between division and partition, it becomes nevertheless clear that the parts
into which the class of philosophical theorems is divided only qualify as
€tdn in those cases in which the division is actually systematic and com-
plete. This difference between division and partition, and thus between
€tdn and tomor, helps to explain why any particular area or subject which
falls within philosophy might be called a T6mog when it is not clear that it
corresponds to a part reached by division, and in particular, when it is clear
that it does not correspond to a proper division of philosophy into &idn.

However, does the systematic character of division constitute the only
reason to distinguish it from partition? To decide this issue, more textual
evidence is needed; this is provided by two additional passages on the
difference between partition and division, namely a passage by Martianus
Capella and another by Boethius. To start with the passage by Martianus
Capella (De Nupt. Phil. et Merc. 111 352-354), the definitions of “divisio”
and “partitio” are similar to Cicero’s. However, the passage which concen-
trates on the distinction between the two notions, introduces a further
element; what Martianus stresses here is the fact that although in the case of
division we talk about species for which the name and definition of their
genus is appropriate, in the case of partition we talk about parts for which
the name and definition of their whole cannot be used:

Interest autem inter DIVISIONEM et PARTITIONEM quod in divisione per
formas currimus, in partitione per partes. formae autem sunt, quae generi sub-
iciuntur et eius definitionem tenere possunt et nomen. partes sunt quae in toto sunt et
definitionem numquam, nomen interdum totius recipere possunt.”

Furthermore, Boethius (In Top. 1105B-1106C) also comments on Cice-
ro’s concise passage on the difference between partition and division, but
he gives a more elaborate account of the distinction. So after establishing
the difference between species and parts by a reasoning similar to that of
Martianus, Boethius focuses on the distinction between the genus and the
whole; the genus which is constituted by the species is a universal, whereas
the whole which is composed by the parts is a particular. Leaving aside the
details of this latter distinction, it is important to note that according to
Boethius, the genus remains intact even when a species becomes extinct,
whereas the whole is really destroyed if a part perishes:
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Quo fit ut si genus pereat, species quoque perimantur; si species intereat, maneat
genus quod in partibus totoque contrarium est. Nam si pars quae libet una pereat,
totum necesse est interire; si vero totum, quod partes junxerant, dissipetur, partes
maneant distributae.

To summarise, what distinguishes daigeoig or “divisio” from pegio-
uéc or “partitio” is mainly the fact that the first procedure results in the
enumeration of the species of a genus, whereas the latter leads to alist of the
parts of a whole or of a genus; more precisely, some of the features which
are supposed to differentiate the species from the parts are the following:
(i) the number of the species belonging to a genus is well-determined,
whereas that of the parts may be indefinite;

(i) the species share the characteristics of the genus, whereas the parts do
not;

(iii) the species are not indispensable for the existence of a genus, whereas
the parts are.

But how can we apply this distinction between diaipeoig and pegro-
uog in the case of the Stoic division of philosophical discourse? Although
there is not sufficient evidence attributing all the features of this distinction
specifically to the Stoics, by following Diogenes’ definitions of partition and
division, we may infer that the Stoics who named the parts of philosophical
discourse €idn had in mind a procedure similar to daipeols, whereas
the Stoics who used the term témoL were more in favour of something like
the process of peguopds. However, the issue that still remains unsettled is
what it really means that some Stoics preferred to divide philosophical
discourse into species, while others chose to part it into topics.

Taking into consideration the first difference between the species result-
ing from division and the parts resulting from partition, it might be suggest-
ed that the Stoics who used the term &idn stressed the systematic and
complete character of the division of the philosophical disciplines, whereas
those who used the term t6mol considered the number of topics discussed in
philosophical discourse as not strictly defined.

On the other hand, the second feature differentiating the division into
species from the partition into parts cannot be said to have a straight-
forward application in the case of philosophical discourse; for although in
the division of philosophical discourse its species share the same character-
istics with the genus, i.e. the theorems of logic, ethics, and physics share the
same characteristics of being philosophical theorems in general, it makes no
sense to claim that the topics into which philosophical discourse is parted
cannot accept the definition of their genus. Therefore, it is more plausible
to understand this aspect of the distinction between the division of philo-
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sophical discourse into species and its partition into topics in a different
way; that is to say, I suggest that each species resulting from the division of
philosophical discourse shares with the rest all the philosophical theorems
but from different perspectives, whereas each topic resulting from the
partition of philosophical discourse deals only with a portion of the philo-
sophical theorems. In other words, it seems that the Stoics who used the
term tomoL viewed philosophical discourse as a unitary discipline divided in
parts which correspond to different areas of knowledge; on the other hand,
the Stoics who used the term €idn stressed the fact that each part of
philosophical discourse shares with the rest common theorems but from
different perspectives.

Having this distinction in mind, it becomes now clear how the third
feature which differentiates the division into species from the partition into
parts can be applied in the case of philosophical discourse; for if each
species shares with the rest all the philosophical theorems, it certainly is not
indispensable for the existence of any kind of philosophical discourse,
whereas if each topic deals with a portion of the philosophical theorems and
it is abandoned, the whole of the philosophical discourse is destroyed.

In general, the difference between the two Stoic views concerning the
terms €{dn and tomoL as alternative ways to name the parts of philosophi-
cal discourse seems to have reflected a different approach towards the unity
of philosophical discourse. Of course, there is no doubt that as Diogenes
Laertius points out (VII 46-48), most Stoic philosophers declared that the
philosophical disciplines are inseparable; however, this does not exclude
the possibility that the unity of philosophical discourse was actually based
on different grounds. That is to say, I suggest that the term &idn repre-
sents a Stoic approach which views the philosophical discourse as a plurality
of independent parts which are united as far as they all share the same
theorems from different perspectives, whereas the use of the term tomor
implies another Stoic approach which views the philosophical discourse as a
unitary whole divided into interdependent parts which deal separately with
a portion of the philosophical theorems. Speculative though it may sound,
this interpretation is supported both by some examples of philosophical
theorems which are present in all parts of the philosophical discourse (for
example, the definition of xatoAnmtixy @ovraocia or the doctrine about
oppoi), as well as by some texts which testify to the Stoics’ insistence
about the at all times unbreakable interrelation of the different parts (cf.
Plutarch, St. rep. 1035E-F; Epictetus, Fragm. 1).

Having dealt with the terms &{0n and Témoi, we now turn to the use of
the term yévog in the context of dividing philosophical discourse. The
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standard Stoic definition of yévog associates it with the term &idog (DL
VII 60-61), and thus it seems appropriate to deal with yévog as connected
with the process of duaigeoig; in other words, I suggest that the term
vévoc should not be perceived as being associated with a completely
different further alternative to the view associated with the term &idog.
This should already be clear from the fact that, although Diogenes reports
that Chrysippus used the term &idn for the parts of philosophical dis-
course, Plutarch quotes Chrysippus as referring to the three yévn of philo-
sophical theorems. So, instead of attempting to find an elaborate interpre-
tation for this alleged discrepancy, we should simply understand the use of
the two terms as representing the same alternative to uégog, but seen from
different points of view: from the perspective of the particular philosophical
theorems and their kinds, logic, physics, and ethics are obviously called
vévn; from the perspective of philosophical discourse itself, logic, physics
and ethics are its species.

The third important issue raised by Diogenes’ account concerns the differ-
ent opinions expressed by Stoic philosophers about the order of the parts of
philosophical discourse. For it is not only that according to Diogenes
different Stoic philosophers proposed different orders; the information
other ancient sources provide us with also makes it difficult to determine
what the standard view was and suggests inconsistencies in the doctrine of
particular Stoic philosophers. More specifically, although Diogenes claims
that the order of the philosophical parts according to Zenon, Chrysippus,
Archedemus, and Eudromos was logic-physics-ethics, and Sextus Empir-
icus (PH 11 13) agrees that this was the order followed by the majority of the
Stoic philosophers, Sextus elsewhere (M VII 22) declares that the most
favoured order was in fact logic-ethics-physics. Furthermore, Plutarch (St.
rep. 1035A-F) criticises Chrysippus severely for being contradictory, be-
cause the Stoic logician is said to have on different occasions suggested two
different orders; namely, the order logic-ethics-physics as well as the order
logic-physics-ethics.

Therefore, what becomes clear is that there were at least four different
Stoic opinions about the order of the parts of philosophical discourse: the
first two assumed a sequence that started with logic which then was fol-
lowed by physics and ethics, on the first view, and by ethics and physics, on
the second; as to the other two opinions, the third started with ethics and
the fourth with physics, but there is no evidence as to the order they
adopted for the remaining parts. What remains puzzling is which order
constituted the mainstream Stoic view, and why Chrysippus seems to have
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contradicted himself in following on different occasions different orders.
To settle these issues, I suggest that we now should closely examine the
reasons offered in the ancient texts to justify the different Stoic accounts of
the order of the philosophical disciplines.

To start with the third and the fourth order, it is extremely difficult to
reconstruct the criteria on which they are based, for there is no text which
explicitly tells us what motivated some Stoic philosophers to propose these
specific orders with ethics and physics respectively as their starting point.
Fortunately, a passage in Sextus (M VII 20-21) may prove to be of some
help:

’AMG YaQ ToLuegoDg obong Ths @uhocoiag ol pév mo®dTov pégog TATTOVGL
0 Quowndy, el nol xedve pev moeoBurdrn Eotiv 1 mepl TNV QUOLKTY
npoypotel Mg ®ol péYEL VUV TOUg TEMTOVS QLAOCOPROOVIAS QUOLHOVS
xohetodor, taEer 8¢, Ot mEdrov GoudTiEL mepl v GAlwv dwadafelv xal
1618 el TV én’ eidovs xal tavigdmov oxénreadar. ol 8¢ Gnd TV AIHDY
RATHOEOVTIO WG AvayxaloTépwy xal mEos evdawoviay Emondviwy.

Of course, it is not clear who are the philosophers to whom Sextus refers
here, but their reasoning may give us a clue as to the reasons that urged
Ptolemaeus to start with ethics, while Panaetius and Posidonius started with
physics. That is to say, it really seems plausible that the Stoics who started
with physics could have done so either with reference to the order in which
the different parts of philosophical discourse emerged from the history of
philosophy, or by claiming to start from universal nature before moving on
to the role of the particular in it; on the other hand, those who started with
ethics might have found it more convenient to begin their philosophical
inquiry from what is more important to human life.

Concerning the first and the second order, Sextus (M VII 23) indicates
that those Stoics who presented logic as the most appropriate introduction
to philosophical discourse, thought that logic can guard us from mistakes in
reasoning: :

npdTov yap detv notnopariclar tov voiv eig dvotxxpovotov TV maadL-
doubvarv guhannv, dyvowtndov dt eivar Thg Sravolog TOV SLodextindv témov.

As to the difference between the first and the second order, the idea is that
the first order was meant to leave physics at the end of philosophical
discourse because it would ultimately deal with the gods, whereas the
motivation behind the second order was to start from universal nature
before tackling the issue of the individual’s life; actually, this latter point is
made clear in an illuminating passage by Plutarch (St. rep. 1035A-D):
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ng@tov ptv oty doxel por xatd T& deddg VnO TMOV agxawov eionuéva tola
yév TdV 100 Prhocdpov Fewenudtwv elval, Té pEv Aoywd T & Ahuka T 88
Quowd: gt TovTov Selv Thrreodol nEGOTO PEV TA Aoyma debrega 8¢ tal
Ao toito 88 TO Quowd’ TV 8¢ Quowkdv Eoyarog elvar 6 meQl TdV Jedy
Adyoc: 10 xal telerac mooonydpevoay TG TOUTOV MaQEAdSTE ... OEL Yoo
ToUTOLS oUVapoL TOV TeQl Gyaddv nol xax®dv Adyov, odx olong é’ul}tqg aox7ic
adt@dv Guelvovog 0Bd’ dvagopdc, 0B’ dllov Twde Evexev tijs guowrijs Yew-
oloc mapadnmtijs odiong ff mEods Ty megl dyaddy ij xaxdv dudoraoy.

The suggested reconstruction of the reasons behind the different orders
shows that the general character of these criteria was not necessarily con-
nected with the philosophical importance of each part of the philosophical
discourse; it rather seems that the different criteria which the Stoic philoso-
phers presupposed in the different orders were related to the most appro-
priate way of setting forth the philosophical theorems. For though the
Stoics certainly gave overall priority to ethics and considered theology as
the ultimate stage of knowledge, the different orders of philosophical
discourse could be said to reflect simply their interest in a clear exposition of
the Stoic doctrines. In other words, starting from physics for historical
reasons and because we should place the general before the particular, or
starting with logic because it enables us to reason correctly, can be certainly
seen as criteria that are concerned with the better presentation or more
effective teaching of philosophical doctrines; even the criterion on which
philosophical discourse begins with ethics, namely the need to start with
what is most important for human beings, can also be understood as
presenting first something which is closer to the interests of the student.
Thus, it is reasonable to suggest that the apparent conflict among the
different orders should be viewed simply as a conflict among different
expository and pedagogical orders.

This approach to the different orderings of the parts of philosophical
discourse also helps to settle the problem concerning the standard Stoic
view on the order of the classes of philosophical theorems. For if the criteria
which motivated the different orders merely concerned the exposition of
philosophy, it would make sense that the ancient sources insist that the
majority of Stoic philosophers subscribed to a view according to which the
order of the parts of philosophical discourse should start with logic. Never-
theless, there is no way to judge whether the order logic-ethics-physics in
general was regarded as preferable to the order logic-physics-ethics, or
conversely; for it becomes clear now that if the criteria were merely expos-
itory, the acceptance of the first did not exclude the acceptance of the latter
on different occasions.
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This conclusion brings us finally to the question regarding Chrysippus’
alleged inconsistency. The Chrysippean texts cited by Plutarch show that
the Stoic philosopher advocated the order logic-ethics-physics, although on
some occasions he also declared that the study of physics should precede
that of ethics. But even if Chrysippus on different occasions did follow the
two different orders logic-ethics-physics and logic-physics-ethics — after all,
both these orders are said to have been suggested by the Stoics —, would
Plutarch be justified in accusing Chrysippus of inconsistency? Of course,
there is no doubt that Chrysippus stressed the practical aspect of philosoph-
ical discourse and thus the importance of ethics, but also acknowledged the
crucial role of theology as the initiation to the mysteries. Nevertheless, the
importance of the disciplines of ethics and of physics does not seem to
contradict the pedagogical orders logic-ethics-physics and logic-physics-
ethics respectively, as long as these are understood as orders followed for
expository reasons. For example, if for a given audience one wanted to
present a very strict and highly scientific account of ethics, this would have
to be based on a prior treatment of physics; if, on the other hand, the
audience required a lower level introduction to ethics, an antecedent ac-
count of physics would not be necessary. Hence, if the two different orders
were introduced on different occasions because of different expository
criteria, they should not be thought of as contradictory; and consequently,
Chrysippus— or any other Stoic philosopher who at different times suggest-
ed different orders — could be defended against Plutarch’s polemic.

But before we move on to the next issue, a further remark concerning the
order of the philosophical theorems is needed. According to Diogenes’
account the teaching of philosophy in the Stoic school did not always follow
the different orders of the three parts of philosophical discourse, for there
was a group of Stoics who insisted that the presentation of the different
theorems should be mixed; for example, one should start with an ethical
theorem and then refer to the closely related theorems in physics or in logic.
This extreme view reflects the Stoics’ attempt to emphasise their doctrine
about the close interrelation of the parts of philosophical discourse.

Let us turn, finally, to the fourth issue raised by Diogenes’ report on the
division of the philosopher’s theorems; that is to say, let us ask how
effective the Stoic similes were in representing the interrelation of the parts
of philosophical discourse. But in order to resolve this question, we first
need to establish the Stoic origin of the standard three similes; namely, the
similes of the garden, the animal, and the egg.

Diogenes Laertius includes these similes in his doxography of Stoicism,
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but the other passage which also presents the same similes gives an in-
teresting account as to the philosophers who first introduced them. It is
Sextus Empiricus (M VII 16-19) who vaguely implies that, apart from the
Stoics, the Academic Xenocrates and the Peripatetics may have had their
share in formulating these similes:
ontovato 8 of megl Tov Eevowgdrny xal oi dnd toU megurdrov Eru OF of
Gned Thc orodc Exoviol thode tig dionptoewe. dviEvde mbavidg duorotol T
@uhocopiov mayrdonw Glwf, tva T ptv dyYMoTTL AV QuIAY elndlnTol T
Quowdy, 1@ 8t vooting T@v xoendv 10 by, ti Ot dxvedmTL TOV TELXGV TO
Aoyindv. of 8 d@ paoiv adtv elvan magomAtiotov: dduer Yoo Th pEv henido,
fiv Tuveg veotrov Dmdoxew Aéyouor, th ik, 1@ O Aevud, 8 oM o) EotL Tiig
rex{dov, 1& puowd, Td 5t EEwdev dotgaxdder 1& hoyind. 6 02 Ilooeiddviog,
gnel 10 pdv péon i @rhocopiog dxdeiotd oty dlhihev, Th 08 QuTd TOV
®apmdv Erega Pewpeitar ol T TEiXN TAV PUIDY xeEYdELoTAL, [P@ pdrhov
eindlewv AElov v @hocogiov, ofpott ptv nal cogEl O QuUOGY,
dotéolg 8¢ xal vevgolg 1O Aoywov, Yuxi) 68 1o fdundv.

In addition, there is further evidence which shows that it is quite doubtful
whether the garden simile is specifically Stoic; for both Philo (De mut. nim.
74f.; SVF 11 39) and Origenes (SVF 11 40) talk about the garden simile, but
they make no reference to its Stoic origin; on the contrary, Philo attributes
it in general to “‘the old philosophers”, which presumably suggests a pre-
Stoic origin. However, the most important argument in favour of the view
that the garden simile is not specifically Stoic comes from the analysis of the
simile itself. For according to the garden simile, logic is the wall of the
garden, physics are the plants, and ethics are the fruits; thus, the in-
terrelation of the parts of the garden, and consequently, that of the three
classes of philosophical theorems seems to be extremely loose. In other
words, since the garden simile does not emphasise the unity of philosophi-
cal discourse the way the Stoics stressed it in their philosophical system, it
may reasonably be concluded that the garden simile did not originate in the
Stoic tradition. Hence, it was probably first used by other philosophical
schools who also accepted the threefold division of philosophical discourse,
and some Stoics just availed themselves of an already traditional simile.

On the other hand, the unity of philosophical discourse is nicely repre-
sented in the egg and animal similes; after all, Sextus explicitly states that
the animal simile was introduced by Posidonius to bring out the insepara-
bility of the parts of philosophical discourse’. But if the animal simile is
definitely Posidonius’ invention, who was the Stoic philosopher who in-
troduced the egg simile? Of course, it is extremely difficult to answer this

® For the advantages of Posidonius’ simile over the others in connection to the unity of
philosophical discourse, see: I.G. Kidd, op.cit. 274-275.
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question; however; there is some evidence that may help us at least to
exclude some Stoic philosophers from the list of possible candidates. I
suggest that it could not have been Chrysippus or Eudromus who first
proposed the egg simile, since their view of the division of philosophical
discourse would have been rather badly illustrated by the use of this
particular simile. Since both Chrysippus and Eudromus preferred the term
£idm instead of the term péom for the parts of philosophical discourse, we
should be able to infer that it is unlikely that either of them would have
introduced this simile, as the shell, the white, and the yolk of an egg are not
its species.

Focusing now on the egg and the animal as the genuinely Stoic similes, we
have to ask how effective they are. Actually, if their descriptions in Dio-
genes and Sextus are analysed more, some further points concerning the
function of the two similes become clear. In particular, let us first study the
actual comparison of the parts of philosophical discourse with the parts of
an egg or of an animal, and then let us examine the order of the parts as it is
presented in these similes. In fact, in both aspects our sources differ
considerably: That is to say, for Diogenes the shell and the bones are logic,
the white and the flesh are ethics, while the yolk and the soul are physics; on
the other hand, for Sextus the shell and the bones are also logic, but it is the
white and the flesh that are physics, while the yolk and the soul are ethics.
Moreover, Diogenes presents the parts of philosophical discourse with the
order logic-ethics-physics in both similes; on the other hand, Sextus pre-
sents different orders in the two cases, namely the order logic-physics-ethics
in the case of the egg simile and the order physics-logic-ethics in the case of
the animal simile.

But if we start with the order of the parts in the similes, it soon becomes
clear that the two issues are interrelated; in other words, comparing the
parts of an egg or of an animal with those of philosophical discourse seems
to have depended primarily on which order was actually preferred for a
clear exposition of the philosophical theorems. For example, Sextus’ pre-
sentation of the animal simile corresponds exactly to Posidonius’ doctrine
about the order of the parts of philosophical discourse; that is to say, since
Posidonius accepted physics as his starting point, it obviously made more
sense to compare physics with the animal’s flesh, logic with the bones, and
ethics with the soul. Similarly, since Sextus’ description of the order in the
egg simile ends with ethics being the yolk, it seems probable that this simile
was used by the Stoic philosophers who favoured the order logic-physics-
ethics for expository reasons, or because they really wanted to underline
the practical aspect of philosophical discourse. Furthermore, I am inclined
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to read Diogenes’ expositions of the order in the egg and animal similes as a
presentation of these similes from the point of view of those who preferred
the order logic-ethics-physics for teaching purposes, or because they also
needed to stress the crucial role of theology as the initiation to the myster-
ies.

Hence, the differences in our ancient sources concerning the compari-
sons between the parts of philosophical discourse and the parts of an egg or
of an animal, can be better understood by taking into consideration the
different orders suggested by the Stoics for the philosopher’s three classes
of theorems. Actually, this conclusion proves to be important, for it clearly
implies that the different ways of comparing the parts of philosophical
discourse with those of an egg or of an animal are not contradictory, and
they should not necessarily be interpreted as the outcome of different Stoic
views on the significance of the parts of philosophical discourse; rather, as
in the case of the differences in the order of the parts of philosophical
discourse, these differences could also be perceived as resulting from
different views on the exposition of the philosophical theorems.

To conclude, the inquiry into the four problems raised by Diogenes’ text
shows that the division of philosophy in Stoicism is not merely interesting
for its systematic character, but also for the subtle distinctions which it
presupposes. Differentiating between philosophy and philosophical dis-
course, choosing very carefully the terminology used for the parts of philo-
sophical discourse, arranging the order of the parts in accordance with the
different occasions, introducing suitable similes to depict the unity of the
philosopher’s theorems, all these aspects strongly suggest that the Stoics
had to offer an elaborate approach to the issues concerning both the variety
of philosophical theorems and their unity. So even if the parts of Stoic
philosophical discourse do not exactly correspond to the different branches
of modern philosophy, the study of the Stoic views does not only prove
illuminating for those interested in reconstructing the Stoic philosophical
system; it may also help to deepen the insight of those who try to compre-
hend the diversity as well as the unity of philosophy.

King’s College, London
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