HELLENISTIC PHILOSOPHERS ON PHAEDRUS 229B-30A

1. Introduction

At M. 7.433 the sceptic Sextus Empiricus infers from the statement that the early Stoics
did not profess themselves to be sages that ‘Cleanthes did not know whether he was a
human being or a beast more complex than Typhon.”! Since in two other passages, at
M. 7.264 and PH 2.22, Sextus ascribes (variations upon) this confession of ignorance
to Socrates rather than Cleanthes, whom Sextus otherwise obviously presents as one
of his dogmatic adversaries, it has been alleged that the reference to one of the heads
of the Stoic school must simply have been a ‘wilful misreading’ on Sextus’ behalf.” As
I hope to show, there are good reasons for Sextus to refer to a Stoic here, or rather even
better reasons for a Stoic to have brought up this reference himself.

As has been picked up well in modern scholarship, Sextus’ inference at M. 7.433
(as in the other two passages) ultimately refers back to the beginning of the Phaedrus,
at 229¢-30a, which contains an image (or perhaps even self-portrait)® of Socrates.*
It is my contention here that Sextus’ inference is a faint reminder of the fact that
this image functioned as a kind of touchstone among the different newly established
Hellenistic philosophical schools: Epicureans like Colotes rejected Socrates’ words as
insincere and hence as without value; the Stoics not only took Socrates’ confession of
ignorance very seriously indeed, but also extrapolated their ideal of the sage from it;
and probably even Pyrrho and Timon understood Socrates’ characterisation of himself
as a description of the human state of ignorance accepted and praised.

As it is my intention to reconstruct how the Hellenistic philosophers used the image
of Socrates in the Phaedrus passage,’ I will thus not deal with what Plato makes out of

oux fmiotato KhedvOng eite dvBomnds €otv glte T Onplov Tuddvog morumhoxmtegov. For an
assessment of the fact that the Stoics did not declare themselves to be sages see Brouwer (2002).

Annas and Barnes (2000) ad loc.

That is of the historical Socrates, as suggested by Rowe (1988) 140, who describes Plato as ‘extending a
genuinely Socratic idea’ here.

*  See e.g. Fabricius (1718), Bury (1935), Bett (2005), who all refer ad loc. to Phdr. 230a, albeit via
the cross-reference of M. 7.264. Mutschmann (1914) is the exception here in not referring to either
passage.

The Hellenistic reception of the Phaedrus passage has not been well understood in the modern litera-
ture. The Epicurean usage of the passage is well known (see e.g. Einarson and de Lacy (1967), Warren
(2002b)). However, the use made of it by the sceptics is dealt with in a couple of remarks only (as in
Decleva Caizzi (1980a) 409, (1980b) 62, loppolo (1995) 103ff., Bett (2006) 301) and furthermore the
Stoic usage is downplayed in Decleva Caizzi (1981) 272-3: ‘Passi come Pyrrh. hyp. I1 22 e Adv. math.
VII 264 [M. 7.433 is not mentioned here] mostrano che egli [Socrates] rimaneva nella tradizione come
una figura eccezionale € non facilmente tacciabile di dogmatismo.’
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it in the continuation of the dialogue.® After presenting the passage and its immediate
context (section 2), I will discuss how it was rejected by the Epicureans (section 3),
but otherwise put to use by the Stoics (section 4) and probably the early Pyrrhonists
too (section 5).

2. Phaedrus 229b-30a

Taking a stroll outside Athens, Socrates and Phaedrus arrive in the area where
Oreithyia, daughter of Erechtheus, one of the first kings of Athens, is said to have
been seized by Boreas, the North wind. There Phaedrus asks Socrates whether he
is convinced that this ‘mythological account’ (puBohdynpa, 229c) is true. Socrates
answers that he rather accepts these accounts or, as he puts it at 230a, ‘believes what
is commonly said about them’. He admits that it would be normal not to be convinced
by this mythological account, just as the ‘sages’ as he calls them (only partly in jest, as
we will see) are not convinced either. He could, as he explains at 229c, like these sages
‘play the sophist’ (codpLLopevog), and explain instead that the wind blew the girl off
the hill.” But, Socrates continues, this constitutes a weighty task for ‘an excessively
clever and industrious man who is not altogether fortunate’ (229d), for he can go on and
on, having to give interpretations of the shape of the Centaurs, of the Chimaera etc.:

[TEXT 1] If someone is unconvinced by these [sc. mythological accounts] and
tries to reduce each to what is likely, with some rustic wisdom, he will need a
great deal of leisure.® (Phdr. 229¢)

Usually dygowog is here interpreted as ‘rude’, ‘boorish’, opposed to ‘civilised’,’
mostly combined with the interpretation that Socrates rejects the sages’ wisdom
altogether,!® but here it can just as well be taken in its first meaning of ‘rustic’ (opposed
to doteiog, ‘urban’, already mentioned in 227d), as a characterisation of the wisdom
that concerns the countryside — a meaning towards which the setting of the dialogue
in the immediate countryside that surrounds the city of Athens should already have
made us sensitive. Rustic wisdom is thus knowledge of local geography, including the
knowledge of the savage monsters inhabiting the countryside, such as Centaurs, the
Chimaera and others. This wisdom, Socrates explains at 229e—30a, concerns things
that are ‘alien’ to him:

¢ E.g. using it as an illustration of the instability of the tripartite soul, to be compared with the image of the
charioteer and the horses at 246a-b. Cf. e.g. Rowe (2005) 154, (2007) 139-40.

On revealing hidden meanings as an activity of (at least some of) the sophists see Richardson (1975).
aig i Tig Amotdv mEooPiBd xatd T eindg Exaotov, &te dypoixm TV GOl XeMpUEVOS, TOMAS
avTd oxOoM|g denoeL.

See the monograph on (ygowxog by Ribbeck (1888) esp. 3940, where he deals with dypowrog in
relation to Socrates, although Phdr. 229 is missing.

W Cf. e.g. Hackforth (1952) 24, Verdenius (1955) 268.

=
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[TEXT 2] But I have no leisure for these [mythological accounts] at all; and
the reason for it, my friend, is this: I am not yet capable of, in accordance with
the Delphic inscription, knowing myself; it therefore seems ridiculous to
me, while I am still ignorant of this subject, that I inquire into things that are
alien."

Some commentators have interpreted this rejection of rustic wisdom as a rejection
of the method of rationally interpreting myth itself. I see no reason here to think of
an attack on the ‘rationalists’'? or, better but still inaccurately, to accept mythological
accounts only in so far as they are ‘inoffensive’.'* For Socrates does not reject the
reductive interpretations of things that do not concern him because they are reductive,
but because they do not concern him, that is: they do not contribute to his quest for
self-knowledge. The reductive method can thus be important in as far as it contributes
to self-knowledge. Socrates already hinted at that at 229d by making clear that the
sages’ sayings are very ‘attractive ... in other respects’, and suggests at 230a that it

ought to be applied to the mythological account of Typhon:

[TEXT 3] So then, saying goodbye to these things, and believing what is
commonly thought about them, I inquire, as I was saying just now, not into these
things, but into myself, to see whether I am actually a beast more complex and
more violent than Typhon or a more cultivated and simpler living being, sharing
some divine and &tvdog portion by nature.™

Unlike the other savage monsters Typhon apparently can be connected with self-
knowledge. As for the Greeks Typhon is a (source of) wind, the point can also
be formulated in these reductive terms: whereas Socrates was dismissive of the
mythological account of the death of Oreithyia explained as caused by Boreas the
North wind, the reductive account of Typhon apparently contributes to self-
knowledge. '3

AsTEXT 3 shows, Socrates’ inquiry into himself oscillates between two alternatives,
in which ‘complex’ is contrasted with ‘more simple’, and ‘more violent’ with ‘more
cultivated’. Two further noticeable features are the word-play upon the root ‘Tv¢-’and
‘divine portion’ (Beta poilga). ‘Violent’ (€mtteBuupévov) is derived from émtidw,

£U0L 8¢ EOC AVTA CVSUUGE £0TL OYOM TO B¢ aiTIov, M dike, TONTOU TOSE. OV Fhvapal o xaTd
TO AEAPLHOV YA YVDVOL € LauTOV- YeEAOToV O] ot palvetal ToUTo ETL dyvoobvia Td aAAOTOLR
O%OTELY.

12 de Vries (1969) 51, Rowe (1988) 139.

" Hackforth (1952) 26.

60ev 31|, yalgewv €doog Tabta, meldouevog 08 T@ voLopuéve Tegl avtdv, 6 viv o1 £heyov.
oxomd oU TadTa GAL uautdy, gite T ONEiov TVYXAVe TupdVog TOATAORDTEQOY %ol LEAAOV
emrebuppévov, eite NueQTEEOY Te %0l Gthovotegov L[oov, Delac Twvog ual dridov polpag
dvoEL peTéyov. ’

On Typhon as a source of destructive winds see Hes. Th. 86980, esp. 869-72.
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‘to puff up’.'* drvdog is impossible to translate, but means ‘lacking T0¢og’, where
T0¢og means vanity or pride, but also delusion or craziness.'” In this context of
playing with words a relation with Typhon is most likely: just as ‘puffed up’ can be
associated with Typhon as a source of wind, so dtudog, especially in connection with
‘divine’ in ‘divine portion’ (on which more directly below), can be associated with
Typhon as the many-headed monster, who challenged the rule of Zeus: having been
chased by Typhon Zeus finally managed to conquer the monster with the help of his
fiery thunderbolts, thus single-handedly establishing his world order, proving himself
worthy of it.'® The meanings of dtv¢og therefore include ‘free from vanity’, ‘free from
delusion” or — from a ‘reductive’ point of view — ‘divine’. The other feature, ‘divine
portion’, has been explained by commentators on Plato in various ways.'” Some take
it as something outside human nature, that is divine assistance or grace,” others as
something inside human nature, where a distinction can be made between those who
distinguish the divine part from human nature,?' and those who identify the two.?2 This
is not the place to decide which of these interpretations is the correct reading of Plato.
It is, however, important to be aware of the different possibilities.

In the Phaedrus passage Socrates thus presents himself,” or is at least said to
present himself, as searching for self-knowledge. He does not claim to possess it, and
tries to find it by means of a method of reduction: by comparing himself to Typhon he
asks himself whether he is more complex, more violent, more vain or more deluded
than this beast, or whether he is more simple and cultivated, possessing something
divine or sharing in the divine.

The term is hence clearly difficult to translate. Apart from my simple, and admittedly rather bland ‘vio-
lent’, in which I follow Rowe (1988), translations include ‘burning with pride or passion’ in Thompson
(1868), ‘furious’ in Fowler (1914), ‘puffed up with pride’ in Hackforth (1952), Griswold (1986) and
Ferrari (1987), “fierce’ in de Vries (1969), ‘fumante d’orgueil” in Brisson (1989) and Moreschini and Vic-
aire (1998), ‘pervasa di brame’ in Reale (1998), ‘aufgebléht” in Ritter (1922), ‘aufgeblasen’ in Heitsch
(1993).

7 See e.g. LSJ s.v.; de Vries (1969) 52; Rowe (1988) 140-1.

Early accounts are in e.g. Hes. Th. 853-8, Aesch. Pr. 358-61. The monster is also referred to as
Typhoeus: Typhon at Th. 306 and Pr. 354, and Typhoeus at Th. 820-80 and Pr. 370 (ct. Hymn to Apollo:
Typhon at 306 and 352, Typhoeus at 367). The variations upon his name are of no significance: see West
(1966) 252. For the interpretation of Zeus beating Typhon all by himself (unlike the previous battle
against the Titans, which the gods won together) and thereby proving himself worthy of his rule see
Most (2006) xxxiii.

See the literature mentioned in the next three notes and cf. also des Places (1949) 149-62, Canto-Sperber
(1993) 315 n. 338.

Festugiere (1932) 102 n. 3 ‘assistance divine’, Shorey (1933) 199 ‘grace of God’, followed by Bluck
(1961) 435-6 *a divine allocation or dispensation’. Hackforth (1952) 24 suggests as much by translating
‘whom heaven has blessed’.

Souilhé (1930} 25 ‘Elle est I’expression d’une sorte de surnature qui se greffe sur la nature humaine.’

2 Berry (1940) 51 “The sense of moira is perhaps best taken here as “part” or “share”’, Greene (1944) 420
‘Ol polga is associated or identified with pboig.’

Presumably a trait of the historical Socrates: see (apart from well-known passages in Plato, such as Ap.
21b, 21d, 23b, Symp. 216d, Tht. 150c) e.g. Arist. Soph. El. 183b6-8 (fr. 20 Giannantoni).

v
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3. Epicureans

Explicit evidence that the Phaedrus passage was discussed in the early Hellenistic
period comes from the Epicurean Colotes, a contemporary of Zeno and Cleanthes, and
his book entitled On the point that it is impossible to live according to the doctrines
of the other philosophers.* Colotes’ treatise is lost, but from Plutarch’s reply, entitied
Against Colotes, we can reconstruct that it contained several attacks against Socrates.

At Adv. Col. 1118f-9c¢ Colotes argues that the quest for self-knowledge leads to
the ‘collapse of life’ (1119a tod Blov olyyvoLg), saying ‘These are the enormities in
the Phaedrus that bring our affairs into disorder’ (1119b éxeiva 8" fv T¢ év Paido
OeLva nol TOQARTLRA TV ToayudTwY), after which the latter part of TEXT 3 (gite
Tvodvog ... petéyov) is quoted. Plutarch replies that he cannot see how asking
questions like ‘What am 1?7’ can lead to the collapse of life, and continues with a
counter-attack upon Colotes’ ‘master’ Epicurus (fr. 558 Usener), in which he explicitly
refers to Typhon, playing upon its different connotations: ‘He [Socrates] cleared life
from madness and T0¢og, and from burdensome and excessive illusions about oneself
and arrogance. For this is what Typhon signifies.’*

A little earlier on in the treatise, at 1118c, Plutarch had already presented Colotes’
argument against Socrates’ quest for self-knowledge itself and his claim (made ‘with
youthful insolence’ (veavievdpuevoc), as Colotes characterised it) that he knew nothing
himself. (As both the claim and the quest occur in TEXT 2 and TEXT 3 respectively,
Colotes may yet again have been referring to the Phaedrus passage here.)® This
argument, more than the earlier one, reveals why Epicureans like Colotes rejected
the Phaedrus passage and the (self?-)portrait of Socrates in it. For Colotes, quoted by
Plutarch at 1117d, Socrates’ words or arguments were ‘dishonest’ (GAalmv): ‘What
you said to people in your conversations was one thing, but what you actually did was
something else.””” As is well known, for Epicureans Socrates’ dishonesty consisted
in claiming not to know anything, whereas in fact he did know a few things, and
hence — even more importantly from the Epicurean perspective — not sharing this
hidden knowledge with people he should have treated as his friends, thereby making
life impossible, that is, making the Epicurean ideal of living together with friends
impossible.?®

# The title ITegl ToU 6TL ®OTA TA TOV GAAOY PLAOCOPGWY dOYPOTO OUSE LAY €0ty is in Plut. Adv. Col.
1107e.

B v & éuPgovinoiav éx 100 Plov kol tOv Thdov EEfhauve nal tdg Emaybels nal Umegdyroug
xarolfoelg val peyohavyiog. tadta yag 6 Tudpdv ¢otiv.

% Cf. Einarson and de Lacy (1976) ad loc.

7 xoi Etega uev dtedéyov toig éviuyydvouory, Etega & Emguttes. On Ghaldv see Ribbeck (1882) and
MacDowell (1990).

2 Cf. Philodemus, Lib. dic. fr. 41.1-2 Olivieri and Cic. Brut. 292 with Riley (1980) 65-6. The things he
thus did know would, of course, not have appealed to the Epicureans either, whether interpreted in a
Stoic way (infra) or in a Platonic way (discussed by Warren (2002b) esp. 351-4).
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4. Stoics

No explicit reference to the Phaedrus by the Stoics has survived. The Stoic usage of
the Phaedrus passage is hence somewhat less easy to establish. However, a variety
of the most remarkable terms in the Phaedrus passage reappear in the extant sources,
making the conclusion inescapable that the Stoics exploited the passage. I will start
with the occurrences of (variations upon) dtvdog in the Stoic corpus.

A Stoic definition of dtvdog can be found at DL 7.117 (SVF 3.646): the sage is
drtvgog, as he has the same attitude towards fame (or a good reputation) as towards
the absence of it.?” Cleanthes ap. Clement, Protr. 6.72.2 (SVF 1.557) included dtuvdog
in his long list of synonyms of good. In both cases drtudog is obviously used in an
ethical sense. Furthermore, with regard to Zeno (&)tugog is used twice. First, Zeno’s
eagerness for learning is described in terms of T0¢o¢: according to the late third-century
(BCE) historian of philosophy Hippobotus in DL 7.25 (fr. 10 Gigante) Zeno, although
having made considerable progress, still allowed himself to study with Polemo, one
of the earliest successors of Plato as head of the Academy,® thus being declared to
possess dtvdia, which here surely means ‘freedom from vanity’.*! Secondly, at DI.7.15
(SVF 1.22; fr. 812 Lloyd-Jones/Parsons;* LS 3F; FDS 108, fr. 38 di Marco) a satirical
characterisation has been preserved, composed by Timon of Phlius, Pyrrho’s leading
disciple and a contemporary of Zeno, in which Zeno is described in terms of T0doc:

And I saw a greedy old Phoenician woman in her shadowy tv¢ocg,
desiring everything, but her basket is gone,
small as it was, and she got no more insight than the plunking of the four strings.*

The interpretation of the passage is notoriously difficult. It has been taken to show
Zeno’s ‘vain attempts ... to catch philosophical fish in a net of fine mesh, a satirical
representation of Stoic dialectic.”® However, as we just saw with regard to the
Hippobotus passage, Zeno is not usually presented as being particularly interested
in (dialectically) fighting other philosophers (if anything other philosophers fought
him), he is rather presented as wanting to learn from them.** Diogenes Laertius’

¥ Jrudov TE elvan TOV 6oPov- 10w YoQ Exew mdg Te TO £vaoEov xal 1O BdoEov.

% For an interesting proposal as to what Zeno might have learned from Polemo see Sedley (1999) 151-2.

See the parallel with Zeno’s contemporary and rival Arcesilaus, declared ‘free from |professional] vanity’

by Diogenes Laertius at 4.42 (text 1A 176-9 Mette) in contrast to Timon’s ‘Why do you like a fool talk

big (hativear) of yourself?’ (fr. 808 Lloyd-Jones/Parsons; LS 3E; fr. 34 di Marco).

* This most recent edition of Timon also gives the references to the still valuable collections by Wachsmuth

(1885) and Diels (1901).

xol Poiviooay Bov Ayvoygavy onepd Vi Thd | mhvtov ipelgovoay: & & Egost Yveyadog

adTig | ueog £hv- voiv 8 elyev Ehdocova mvdayoio.

* E.g. by Long (1978) 80. Cf. also LS 2, 15. Long followed Diels (1901) 194, whose argument is also
quoted by Lloyd-Jones and Parsons (1983) 381; cf. Wachsmuth (1885) 104-6.

# Cf. Pianko (1948-9) 122; Billerbeck (1987) 132; di Marco (1989) 195. In the revised version of his 1978
paper, Long (2006) 92 seems to have taken these criticisms into account.

https://doi.org/10.1017/51750270500000567 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1750270500000567

36 RENE BROUWER

introduction to Timon’s three lines on Zeno as ‘searching and precisely reasoning
about everything’ (CnTnTindg »al el Thviov axglforoyotuevog) fits well here.
Moreover, both expressions have Socratic connotations: ‘searching’ is a familiar way
of Socrates describing himself (see for example Plato, Ap. 23b Tntd xai €Qeuvd
®oTO TOV OebV); ‘precise reasoning’ is a quality that Timon elsewhere uses with
respect to Socrates in another of his characterisations again preserved by Diogenes
Laertius, at 2.19 (fr. 799 Lloyd-Jones/Parsons; fr. 25 di Marco), in which he describes
Socrates as ‘having presented precise arguments’ (GxoUpordyovg dmmodnvag).®
Timon’s lines are therefore more appropriately interpreted as if Zeno desired to know
about ‘everything’ (Té mdvta), but that his searching had little result: starting out
from his ‘shadowy confusion’ (oxi1eQ0g T0¢hOG), his collecting did not bring much:
not only did the basket go missing in the process,* it also did not ‘bring insight’ (voiv
gyewv). Interestingly, ‘bringing insight’ is one of the Stoic ways of describing the state
of wisdom.* If his searching brought Zeno anything, Timon continues, then it is no
more insight than (o)xivdapog. The Stoics are attested to have used this term as a
sound without significance,® but it was also used as the name of an instrument with
four strings.*” These two meanings probably go back to the onomatopoeic rendering
of the sound of the instrument, and thus presumably also with regard to the Stoics both
meanings should be taken into account.” Both expressions ‘to have insight’ and ‘the
plunking of the strings’ are related to order: the former can be related to the ‘order of
things” (r0opog; cf. Ta mdvta)* and the latter to an order of a musical kind. Thus
when Timon ascribes to the Phoenician old woman not so much insight, but rather
the sound of the plunking of strings, he could well be taken to say that she did not get
insight into the order of things, but only produced, at best, some meaningless harmony
by the plunking of strings. If this is a correct interpretation of Timon’s characterisation

Only two commentators discuss Diogenes Laertius’ introductory words, although disappointingly: as
qualities that will be illustrated in Timon’s persiflage (Billerbeck (1987) 132-3) or as insufficient to
interpret them (Gannon (1987) 603).

di Marco (1989) 198 on fI. 38 suggested reading €ppeL as the imperfect tense of g€w, “to flow over’,

rather than the present tense of £gpw, ‘to perish’. However, Trapp (1991) 470 rightly pointed out that “to

tflow over’ is an unlikely meaning of ¢éw.

*® See e.g. Stob. 2.102.20 (SVF 3.563) mévia T €1 molel & voiv gywv; Stob. 2.66.9 (SVF 3.717); Plut.
Comm. not. 1068d (SVF 3.672%); Plut. Stoic. repugn. 1053e (SVF 3.701). The point is also noted by
Gannon (1987) 611,

¥ See esp. Galen, De diff. puls. 8.662 K (SVF 2.149; FDS 510) dAhd »ai 10 PA{tugl, ¢paotl, noi 10

orvOapog donuo tovtekdg éott. Further (Jate and also non-Stoic) examples are mentioned by Hiilser

in FDS 509 (to which can be added Hermias, /n Phdr. 218.3, translated as ‘XY’ by Bernard (1997)

372).

LSJ refers to Athenaeus 4.183a—e, who quotes three comic poets, Matron, Theopompus of Colophon and

Anaxilas.

41 See Gannon (1987) 611, Hiilser in FDS 509.

4 Seee.g. Aetius 1.7.23 (SVF 1.157) Zfjviwv & Zronnog volv #O0pov moguvoy (sc. 080v dredpivato):

DL 7.138 (SVF 2.634; LS 470) tov d1 néopov oixeioBal natd volv nal mpdvolav xadd ¢pnot

Xgboutnog év toig Iegi povoias.

A
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of Zeno, Timon’s usage of tO¢og, although presented in a satirical manner, could
even have found approval of some kind from Zeno, who did not consider himself a
sage, and therefore must have considered himself to be in a state of ignorance.* With
regard to dtudog the conclusion must be that it was used by the Stoics in the ethical
sense as an aspect of the good, that it was used with regard to Zeno to declare him
‘free from (professional) vanity’, and that t0¢oc was used to characterise his state of
ignorance.

However, it might be objected that these four occurrences of T0¢og in the Stoic
corpus, rather than pointing us already to the Phaedrus passage, go back to the
Stoics’ more immediate predecessors such as Stilpo and the Cynics.* Stilpo was the
subject of one of the parodies upon lines in Homer (sc. Il. 11.582 and Od. 2.783)
by Crates the Cynic (preserved at DL 2.118; fr. 67 Giannantoni): ‘And I saw Stilpo,
suffering great pains | in Megara, where they say the beds of Typhoeus are.” As
there is no mythological connection between Typhon/Typhoeus and Megara, whereas
Stilpo was from Megara, an allusion to T0¢og is more than likely.* Furthermore,
there is something to be said for this story of Stilpo as referring to Socrates’ dilemma
at Phdr. 230a, if the anecdote preserved at DL 2.119 (fr. 11 Giannantoni) is given
any weight: on drawing a crowd, Stilpo is said to have responded to the remark
‘Stilpo, they stare at you as if you are a beast (Bnptov)’ with the phrase ‘Not at all, but
as if I am a genuine human being.” With regard to the Cynics and their predecessor
Antisthenes there is quite a bit of evidence that shows that they made td¢og into
a topos.* For Antisthenes the goal in life is dtvpio (Clem. Strom. 2.21.130; fr.
111 Giannantoni), where t0¢oc is guiding the masses (Stob. 3.593.15; fr. 289
Giannantoni). Furthermore, in the anecdotes preserved by Diogenes Laertius at 6.7
(fr. 27 Giannantoni) Antisthenes declared Plato to be ‘puffed up’ (tetudpwuévov),
calling him a ‘showy horse’ (futog Aapmpuvtic), and expressed surprise at the
fact that Plato, when ill, simply vomited bile rather than td¢og. With regard to
Diogenes the Cynic an anecdote concerning an exchange with Plato survived in two
versions (DL 6.26; fr. 55 Giannantoni): in one version Plato responds to Diogenes,
who trampling upon Plato’s carpets says ‘I trample upon Plato’s vainglory’, with
‘How much t9¢og do you show, by appearing not to be puffed up (teTvphobal)’;
in the other version Diogenes would have said: ‘I trample upon Plato’s t0¢og’,

43

On the Stoics as followers of Socrates see the classic article by Long (1988) 15071 (reprinted with a

“Postscript 1995’ in his (1996) 1-34), although if the interpretation of the Stoics’ use of Socrates’ confessio

ignorantiae offered here is correct, the contrast between the dogmatic Zeno following the Xenophontic

Socrates and the sceptical Arcesilaus following the Platonic Socrates is too sharply drawn there.

*# On Crates as Zeno’s first “Socratic’ teacher to be followed by Stilpo see e.g. DL 7.2 (SVF 1.1), DL 2.114
(not in SVF), cf. Numenius ap. Eus. PE 14.5.11 (SVF 1.11; fr. 25 des Places).

*# See e.g. Dudley (1937) 57, Marcovich (1999) ad loc.

% See further Norden (1892) 311-12, Dudley (1937) 56 (‘almost a technical term’), Goulet-Cazé (1986) 17

n. 2, and esp. Decleva Caizzi (1980b).
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which drew Plato’s response thus: ‘With another kind of t0¢og.” For Crates the
Cynic, besides the parody on Stilpo already mentioned, there are two more pieces of
direct evidence that he used T0dog: in the so-called Pera fragment (preserved in DL
6.85; fr. 70 Giannantoni) he described Pera, his ideal community, as surrounded by
t0dog; in another composition Crates stated that wealth may lead to TD¢og (DL 6.86;
fr. 74 Giannantoni). Finally, Monimus of Syracuse, a pupil of Diogenes the Cynic
and a companion of Crates, said according to Sextus, M. 8.5 (fr. 2 Giannantoni) that
“‘everything is T0¢0g”, which is thinking of things that are not, as if they are’,*’ and
according to Menander in his play The groom ap. DL 6.83 (fr. 1 Giannantoni; fr. 193
Kassel/Austin) that “all that is being undertaken is TOpog’, where it is used to explain
that Monimus “did not speak a word to match the saying “know thyself””.* What we
see here is thus a clear interest in TO¢oc, as well as some hints that may point in the
direction of the Phaedrus: Socrates’ dilemma in the anecdote on Stilpo, Diogenes’ use
of the word-play ‘puffed up’, and Monimus being linked (however pejoratively) with
the Delphic saying.

On the basis of this evidence it can be argued that the Stoics’ interest in TOPOg
was simply taken over from their immediate teachers. However, there is evidence
that suggests that the Stoics went beyond Stilpo and the Cynics and indeed must
have returned to the more specific formulations of the Phaedrus passage itself.*” In one
of the two horns of Socrates’ dilemma in TEXT 3, that is ‘a more cultivated and simpler
living being’, both ‘cultivated’ and ‘simple’ can be traced back in our Stoic sources.
Both terms are relatively infrequent, and thus make it probable that the Stoics took it
from the Phaedrus passage. ‘Simple’ recurs as a characterisation of the sage and can
be found in Stobacus 2.108.11 (SVF 3.630).° The term is easily explained within the
framework of Stoic theory: the simplicity (or non-complexity) of the sage is that the
sage has got a rational nature, free from alien elements.®' ‘Cultivated’ is also used with
regard to the sage, that is to say it can be derived e contrario from Stobaeus 2.104.3—4
(SVF 3.677), where ‘uncultivated’ is used with regard to the inferior person. However,
there is more in this passage in Stobaeus, at 103.24-104.5, that really ought to make
us think of the beginning of the Phaedrus. The passage is therefore worth quoting here
in full:

4 1dov ... Td nGvta, 6mEQ 0iNois E0TL TMOV 0VR OVIWV g GVTWV.

ofjud Tl EpBEYEQT 0VIEV Epdepég, P ToV Ata, | T@ Yv@OL cavtdv.

Wholly in line with the anecdotal tradition according to which Zeno’s interest in Cynicism is explained
out of an interest in Socrates (see DL 7.2-3; SVF 1.2), and with Philodemus’ remark at Stoic. 13.3-4
Dorandi (not in SVF) that the Stoics wanted to call themselves Socratics at first.

OV 8¢ onmoudaiov ... AThoDYV.

Cf. DL 7.98 (SVF 3.102), where knowledge is described as a simple good. In physiological terms the soul
(or rather its leading part) of the sage differs from the soul of the inferior person in that the latter consists
of fire and air, whereas the former freed itself from the air and consists of (a special kind of?) fire only:
see Brouwer (2007) 305-11.
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They also say that every inferior person is rustic. For rusticity is inexperience
of the practices and laws in a city, of which every inferior person is guilty. He
is also wild, being hostile to a lifestyle which is in accord with the law, bestial,
and a harmful human being. And he is uncultivated and tyrannical, inclined to
do despotic acts, and even to cruel, violent, and lawless acts when he is given
the opportunities. 5

‘Uncultivated’ is preceded by ‘bestial” at 2.104.3 and followed by ‘violent’ at 2.104.5,
clearly reminiscent of ‘the beast more complex and violent than Typhon’.** ‘Rustic” at
the beginning of the section, and explained by Stobaeus as ‘not having the experience
of the customs and laws of the city’ can be contrasted with doteiog, ‘urban’ as a
characterisation of the city, discussed in the preceding section at 2.103.12-17, one of
the most elaborate passages on the Stoic city we still possess.* This pair of opposites
again reminds of the beginning of the Phaedrus.>

It may be objected that in these passages the Stoics’ use of ‘simple’ and ‘cultivated’
is rather different from the use Socrates made of the adjectives in TEXT 3: whereas
the Stoics applied them to the sage, Socrates applied these — in the comparative — to
a human being. From a Stoic point of view this objection can be readily rebutted,
precisely because of the usage of the comparative. The Stoics, especially in this kind
of context, that is the contrast between the sage and the non-sage or inferior person,
use the comparative in a special, ‘paradoxical’, way. Rejecting the commonsensical
reading of a comparative expressing ‘more of the same’ as in ‘amongst all sweet
objects one sweet object can be sweeter than the others’, they offer their ‘paradoxical’
reading of the comparative as an expression of approximation that in the end has
nothing to do with the basic quality from which the comparative is derived. The most
prominent Socratic example can be found in Plato’s Ap. 23b, in which Socrates finds
himself wiser than all other human beings, but not at all truly wise; the best-known
Stoic example is surely with regard to someone who makes progress towards the good:
someone who makes progress, becomes a better person, but is in no way a truly good
or virtuous person.’® In the same manner ‘more cultivated” and ‘more simple’ can be
taken as approximations of ‘cultivated’” and ‘simple’, which as such can only be said

5 (103.24) dool 8 nal dygoov elvan navio Gadhov- rnv 25) yag (XYQOIMLO.V OUISLQL(XV elval TV
®ratd TOAMV 00V %ai (104.1) vopmv n névio. q)avXov gvoyov Unagxuv glvon 8¢ uak (2) O(YQLOV
EvovioTivov Gvta i) xotd vopov dieEaymyh xal (3) Onptddn xal Prantrdv dvOgmmov. Tov
9" altov TodTov (4) %ol Aviuegov LIAEYEY xnad TvEOVVIROY, obtwg dla- (5) xeluevov dote
deomotindt molelv, £ 8¢ dpdt nal Blolo nol Tapdvoe xadv émiafopevoy.

3% “Tyrannical’ can also be linked with Typhon: cf. Dio, Or. 1.67, with Dudley (1937) 57.

#* See Schofield (1999) 131-5. For the Stoic usage of dotelog predominantly attested in refation to the law
pervading the world see Schofield (1999) 136—41. On the opposition between Gypotrog and dotelog
with regard to the Stoics see further Ribbeck (1888) 46-7.

% Cf. Cicero, who — following the early Stoics? —also uses this contrast at the beginning of his (Stoicised)
Leg. 1, with explicit reference (at 3) to the beginning of the Phaedrus. See e.g. Dyck (2004) 20-2.

% See e.g. Plut. Comm. not. 1063a (SVF 3.539); cf. in the form of the paradox ‘all mistakes are equal’, DL
7.120 (SVF 1.224), Cic. Par. St. 20-6 (referred to at SVF 1.224).
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of the sage. So for the Stoics Socrates’ ignorance about whether he is being either
a beast or a human being, at the same time offers a clue as to what self-knowledge
should amount to. Socrates’ confession of ignorance thus interpreted contains both
an analysis of his present condition as an inferior person as well as a suggestion as to
how this condition might be overcome or perhaps better what it would entail, i.e. being
simple and cultivated.

The apposite ‘divine and dtudog portion’ can also be understood on these two
levels of imperfection and perfection, as imperfect reason possessed by all full-grown
human beings on the one hand and as perfect reason acquired by the sage on the
other. ‘Portion’ (pnolga) was used by the Stoics, notably by Chrysippus, as we know
from Diogenianus (ap. Eus. PE 6.8.9; SVF 2.914) in his critique of Chrysippus’
contention that the different names given to fate, such as Moigau, support the doctrine
that everything is fated: ‘The name of the Moigar derives from their function of
apportioning and distributing some lot to each of us’,” thus relating poiga to the verb
pelgopa, ‘to receive as one’s portion’. As everything is determined by fate and we all
have a share in it, poipa is thus one’s personal fate that is a portion of the fate of the
whole.”® Since, according to the Stoics, the fate of the whole is just another expression
for the reason pervading the cosmos,” polgo as individual fate must be just another
expression for one’s personal portion of the reason of the cosmos. ‘Sharing’ (Letéyov)
and ‘by nature’ (pUogL) fit well too. ‘Sharing’ might be read as sharing alongside other
poipan which together constitute divine cosmic reason, and nature in ‘by nature’ might
be read as human nature, in which our portion of divine reason can be developed by
our rational capacity. The problem discussed in section 2 whether Oelat poilpa should
be interpreted transcendentally as divine grace or immanently as a (divine) portion in
us would thus have been decided by the Stoics in favour of the immanent reading.

What is more, Socrates even offers a method of how to achieve this good state,
that is by applying the reductive method from TEXT 1. As is well known the Stoics
were interested in the method of ‘reducing’ mythological accounts, that is — in
standard Stoic terminology — of reading myth allegorically.” In contrast to all these
other strange creatures inhabiting the countryside mentioned at Phdr. 229d—e and for
which he has no leisure, Socrates does have time to mention Typhon in his inquiry of
himself, which suggests that it does make sense ‘to reduce’ this monster. Besides the

T aAAG nal tag Molgog @vopdoBor dmd tod pepeoloBar xol xotaveveufjodal tva [sc. TV

€iQUaQUEVIV] LAV éxdot. Cf. Stob. 1.79.11-12 (SVF 2.913; LS 55M) Moigag d¢ xaheloOan amo
10D not’ 0bTdg Suapegropod.

Like poipa ‘fate’ (eipaopévn) is presumably also related to peigopan (see e.g. LSJ s.v. petpopa,
Gundel (1912) 26234, Greene (1944) 402). The Stoics also seem to relate fate to €ipw, ‘to connect’, as
in DL 7.149 (SVF 2.915) 011 8" gipaguévn aitio tdv dviwv eigopévn.

See e.g. Chrysippus in On definitions [or On seasons?, the text is uncertain] 2 and in the books On fate
and elsewhere according to Stob. 1.79.5-6 (SVF 2.913; LS 55M) eipoguévn €otiv 0 100 #Oopov
rOv0g; Stob. 1.133.3-5 (Arius Didymus fr. 20; SVF 1.87) d0 tadtng [sc. matter] d¢ drobelv 1OV TOD
Tavtog Aoyov, Ov éviol eipagpévryy ralotowv; DL 7.149 (SVF 2.915).

On allegorical interpretation in early Stoicism see e.g. Steinmetz (1986) 18-30, Boys-Stones (2001)
31-43.
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interpretation of Typhon as a source of wind (see above n. 15) there are various other
and more meaningful ways to allegorise upon Typhon. As the Stoics identified Zeus
with cosmic reason,® his battle with Typhon may well be understood as a metaphor
for reason prevailing over unreason,” and hence of (the possibility of) overcoming
ignorance. Another possible manner in which the mythological acccount of Typhon
can be ‘reduced’ is in connection with Python, the monster that had to be beaten by
Apollo before he was able to found his sanctuary at Delphi, to the extent that ‘before
the fifth century some Greeks, if not all, called Apollo’s opponent Typhon’ and that
‘the names Typhon and Python are in fact variants of a single name.’® Interpreting
Socrates’ inquiry into himself ‘in accordance with the Delphic inscription’ (or as put
in Plato, Ap. 23¢ “in the service to the god’, du1d v 100 OeoD Aatpeiav) as a search
for self-knowledge, the Stoics may have thought that Socrates allegorically brought up
the suggestion that finding self-knowledge is to repeat what Apollo did.* Like Apollo
beating Typhon, we should beat Typhon or ignorance or badness. This reductive
interpretation of Typhon/Python has an interesting implication concerning our relation
to the gods: whereas in the search for self-knowledge one is a servant to Apollo only, by
finding self-knowledge or developing one’s divine portion in the world one becomes
equal to the god or even divine oneself. This victory could thus have been the true
apotheosis (or better entheosis, as we discover the divine in ourselves, cf. for example
DL 7.119 (SVF 3.606) £xewv yap €v éautolg oiovel Bedv) of the Stoics’ project.

To sum up: apart from t0¢oc, which can well be regarded as a common theme
among the Cynics, not only the string of adjectives which occur in Stobaeus, such as
‘rustic’, ‘urban’, ‘bestial’, ‘violent’, ‘urban’, ‘simple’ and ‘(un)cultivated’, but also
their application of the reductive method ought to lead to the conclusion that the Stoics
must have drawn from the beginning of the Phaedrus, allowing them to read in TEXT
3 not only their ideal of wisdom, but also a diagnosis of the condition humaine and a
way to overcome it.

E

See e.g. Chrysippus, On the gods 1 according to Philod. Piet. col. 4.12—18 Henrichs (SVF 2.1076) GA[Ac

unv] zad (i.e. the Stoics earlier than Chrysippus, cf. Obbink (2002) 200 n. 40) XgUowmog 10 w]év £l

AV alvaymy ¢l 16 modte [Megl Oedv Ala dnloiv elvor 10}V dmavi|a dowodlvra Adyov; DL 7.88

(SVF 3.4; LS 63C) 6 0000¢ Aoyog, dii mdvtwv £0xouevog, O aiTog v Td A, xadnyepdvL TOUTR

TS TOV OVTHV dlotxNoeEws OVTL.

2 Typhon has been characterised as ‘acosmia incarnate’ by Clay (2003) 26; cf. Blaise (1992) 362, 363 ‘un

anti-Zeus parfait’, ‘une menace pour I’organisation du cosmos’.

Fontenrose (1959) 77-93 at 91; cf. 95, 252. The parallel between Typhon and Python was noted by e.g.

Weniger (1870) 28, Gruppe (1906) 102, 812 (followed by Hofer (1902-9) col. 3398) and West (2007)

257-8.

® On the Stoic end as self-knowledge see e.g. Cic. Fin. 3.73 (SVF 3.282), Leg. 1.58-62 (not in SVF);
Julian, Or. 6.6 185d-6a (not in SVF) 6t 8¢ 10 TvdbL cavtov’ xepdharov TiBevran [sc. the Stoics]
drhooodlug. Cf. Wilkins (1917) 66, Gerson (1990) 144.

% The Stoic sage as a divine man is further attested in Chrysippus’ On gods 1 according to Philod. Piet. col.

6.14-16 Henrichs; Stob. 2.68.3 (SVF 3.604); Sextus, M. 7.423 (not in SVF); Epiphanius, De fide 9.41 p.

508.25-8 Holl-Dummer (SVF 1.538).
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5. Pyrrhonists

In contrast with the Stoics there is no such piece of evidence that shows that Pyrrho
and Timon drew directly from the Phaedrus. However, Pyrrho and Timon not only
took up the topos of T0dog, as we will see, but also other terminological similarities
between the extant evidence and the Phaedrus passage indicate that they too may have
gone beyond the Cynic topos, which makes it at least likely that like the Stoics Pyrrho
and Timon were also inspired by the image of Socrates in the Phaedrus.

thdog appears in two passages with regard to Pyrrho. In the first of these, one of
Timon’s Silloi preserved in the long and hostile account on Pyrrho by the historian
Aristocles of Messene (ap. Eus. PE 14.18.19; fr. 58 Decleva Caizzi; fr. 783 Lloyd-
Jones/Parsons; LS 2B; fr. 9 di Marco), Pyrrho is favourably described as dtvdog
in contrast with ‘the empty hosts of people weighed down on this side and on that
| with affections, opinion and haphazard law-making’.®® According to the second
passage, the endnote to Aristocles’ account of Pyrrho (ap. Eus. PE 14.18.27; fr. 23
Decleva Caizzi), Pyrrho called himself dtugog. As with the Stoics it may be thought
that Pyrrho’s use of t0¢og goes back to the Cynics here, more specifically through
Anaxarchus, Pyrrho’s teacher, whom Sextus associated with Monimus the Cynic (see
n. 48).% Aristocles already suggested as much, describing Pyrrho as ‘wrapping himself
up in that Td$0Og’ i.e. taking over Anaxarchus’ teachings.®

However, there are a couple of indications that Pyrrho and Timon went beyond the
Cynic topos.® “To inquire’ (oxon®) in TEXT 3 is obviously a pivotal Pyrrhonist (or
sceptical for that matter) term, as e.g. Sextus, at PH 1.2-3, makes clear, describing
the Pyrrhonists as ‘inquiring’ and ‘searching’ (Cntelv, yet another Socratic term).

% grudov ... hadv E0vea nobda, Poaguvopev’ EvBa xai évBo | ex mobéwv d6ENg Te nal eixaing
vopodnung.

o7 At M. 7.88 (LS 1D; fr. 16 DK; Monimus, fr. 2 Giannantoni; Antigonus, fr. 64B Dorandi). See further
Zeller and Nestle (1920) 1190 and esp. loppolo (1980) 506 against Long (1978) 76 (= (2006) 84), who
attributes the Cynic traits in Pyrrho’s characterisation primarily to Timon. For a judicious treatment of
Anaxarchus’ philosophical stance see Warren (2002a) 73-85.

For this reading of Aristocles ap. Eus. PE 14.18.27 there are several good arguments for following des
Places (1987) ad loc., Léger (1997) 174~7 and Brunschwig (1999a) 242 n. 40 against Decleva Caizzi
(1981) 179-80, Dorandi (1999) 45 n. 18, Chiesara (2001) 133—4: the first part (6 pgv obv [Mgpwv
AvVOEGQYOU TVOG EYEveTo podMTHG, OG TO pév TedToV v Loveddos, oud’ oltwg svTuyig, Eneita
T0lg Anpoxgitov PiPiiolg Evivymv xenotov pév ondiév obTe gbgev olte Eyoayey, nandg 8¢
névrag eine ol Dol nol dvBodmovg) deals with Anaxarchus (rather than already with Pyrrho),
the second part (001G & HoteEov TODTOV TOV TOPOV TEQPUALOPEVOE UL AADY GTVHOV EQUTOV
00dEv £v youdf xatélumev) with Pyrrho. Not only does the ahtog &' mark a contrast with the earlier
part of the sentence, but also the description in the first part fits in well with the little we otherwise know
of Anaxarchus: as Pyrrho’s teacher see further DL 9.61 (fr. A2 DK; fr. | Dorandi); on his Democritean
background see DL 9.58 (fr. Al DK; fr. 1 Dorandi), Clem. Strom. 1.64.4 (not in DK; tr. 1A Dorandi):
on his speaking badly see e.g. Athen. 548b (fr. A9 DK; fr. 8 Dorandi); and for his writings see notably
Clem. Strom. 1.36.1/Stob. 3.686.15-7.5 (fr. Bl DK; fr. 65A/B Dorandi). Finally, this reading removes
the apparent inconsistency in 27 with regard to Pyrrho writing and not writing.

“ 1If Menander’s sentence quoted above in n. 48 is in any way related to Monimus® views, it may well have

been he who — via Anaxarchus — drew Pyrrho’s attention to the Phaedrus.
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The Pyrrhonists offered a meaning rather different from the Stoics’ striving (for
self-knowledge)’ discussed in the previous section, a meaning elegantly conveyed by
Hankinson’s paraphrase as ‘pottering around, comparing and contrasting things’.”® A
good example of what this ‘pottering around’ may result in can be found in (again)
TEXT 3, that is in not taking up a position (‘whether I am a beast or something else’
or ‘whether I am worse than Typhon or dtudog’). Timon seems to have described
this attitude in his (lost) book Python,” which was to offer a clear account of Pyrrho’s
‘personality’ (d16.0g015).7> As the book also contained an explanation of the notion
of the Democritean expression ‘no more [this than that]’ (o0d&v pdAlov) as ‘not
to determine anything and not to take up any other position besides’ (used to make
the point that for the sceptics Democritus’ ‘no more’ did not go far enough, as it
implied taking up a position after all),” it seems reasonable to apply this explanation
to Pyrrho’s personality.

A further indication that the early Pyrrhonists went back to the Phaedrus passage is
their lack of interest in the reductive method described in TEXT 1. In marked contrast
with the Stoics, this lack of interest was unconditional (but then the Stoics needed it to
g0 beyond the state of ignorance, as we have seen), as again a passage from Timon’s
Python (and the Silloi)™ preserved at DL 9.65 (fr. 78 (= 48) Diels; fr. 60 Decleva
Caizzi; fr. 822 Lloyd-Jones/Parsons; LS 2C; fr. 48 di Marco) makes clear. Timon offers
us a couple of lines on Pyrrho, in which he compares ‘sophists” unfavourably with
Pyrrho: “You did not concern yourself with discovering what winds | pass over Greece,
and from and to what these pass.”” Socrates in TEXT 1 springs to mind here, who
— distinguishing himself from the people who, playing the sophist, are ‘excessively
clever’, ‘with some rustic wisdom’ — neither wishes to occupy himself with which
winds pass over Greece, such as Boreas, nor with how they can be explained (as
opposed to traditional accounts of Typhon as the source of winds), as it is an activity

" Hankinson (1998) 299 (cf. 13).

"' The most recent collection of sources on the Pyrhon is still Diels (1901) 205-6.

Cf. DL 9.67 (fr. 79 Diels; fr. 51 Decleva Caizzi) nat 6 T{pwv 6¢ duaoadel Tiv ddbeov albrob [sc.
Pyrrho] &v olg mpog [TH0wva SitEewowy.

¥ The explanation is extant in in DL 9.76 (fr. 80 Diels; fr. 54 Decleva Caizzi; LS 1G) 10 undév opitewv,
AaMha drtpooBetelv. My translation of the hapax drtpooBeteiv here follows Brunschwig (1999b) 1113
n. 1, who remarks that it ‘évoque la rupture d’équilibre provoquée par I’addition d’un poids dans I’'un
des plateaux d’une balance’. It hangs in the balance as it were, leading in sceptical terms to ‘suspension
of judgment’ (€moy1). It is usually translated, without the connotation of the balance, as ‘withholding
assent’ (based upon Sextus, M. 7.225, where its opposite tgootiBeaBau is put next to ovyratatiBecOol,
the standard term for ‘to assent’; for a discussion see LS 2, 7).

The reading of the manuscripts of Diogenes’ introduction to the lines, retained by Long and Marcovich
in their editions of DL, state that they can be found ‘in the Python and the Silloi’. Wachsmuth and
Diels amongst others assumed a lacuna here: as the Python seems to have been a prose work (‘in a
long account’ according to Aristocles ap. Eus. PE 14.18.14 (fr. 77 Diels; fr. 52 Decleva Caizzi)) the
lines would not fit in well, and could hence only be found in the Silloi. For a judicious treatment of the
question see Ferrari (1968) 214 n. 2 and (1981) 344.

ovd’ Euehév ool Tadto petedifoa, tiveg avgal | EAAGS’ Exovol, mo0ev e %ol ig & TL xUQEL
EnaoTa.
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that brings rustic wisdom only.”® What is more, like Socrates Pyrrho accepted these
mythological accounts, without the need to go beyond them, or as can be found
elsewhere, to go beyond ‘normal practice’ (ocuvf|0eiar).”

A final indication of the Phaedrus as a source of inspiration for the early Pyrrhonists
is the expression ‘on his way to Pytho’ (ITuBoide), as the place to which Pyrrho was
on his way when meeting Timon, so formulated by Timon in ‘a long account’ in his
Python.™ *To Pytho’ obviously refers to Delphi, as the place where Apollo defeated the
Python (also indeed the title of Timon’s book) and founded his oracle, and has hence
been taken to recall the oracie’s declaration on Socrates as the wisest amongst human
beings, interpreted by Socrates as realising that he did not possess any wisdom.™
The rusticity of the place where Pyrrho and Timon actually met, ‘in the vicinity of
the temple of Amphiaraus’,*® comparable to the rusticity of the place where Socrates
expressed his self-ignorance, can be added as a further theme from the beginning of
the Phaedrus.

These topological references as well as the lack of interest in the reductive method,
which leads to accepting accounts on offer, and finally the pottering around and
contrasting things, being worse than Typhon as well as dtvdog yet again suggest
Hellenistic interest in the Socrates of Phdr. 229b—30a, this time as the embodiment of
the perfect sceptic.”!

6. Conclusion

The reconstruction of the Hellenistic usage of Phdr. 229b-30a can be taken one —
chronological — step further. As we have seen, Stilpo and the Cynics showed a distinct
interest in the notion of TO¢og, which figures so prominently in the Phaedrus passage.
As I hope to have shown, the Stoics at any rate and probably the early Pyrrhonists,
influenced by the Cynics, both exploited the notion, marking their philosophical
positions by reference to the image of Socrates as depicted in the Phaedrus passage.
For the Pyrrhonists Socrates served as the embodiment of the sceptic, with Socrates’

" Wachsmuth (1885) 148 already distinguished these two aspects. The connection with the Phaedrus ob-
viously gives an extra dimension to the interpretation by Diels (1901) 197 (followed by LS 2, 10) as
Pyrrho’s rejection of the physicists’ speculations on meteorology and cosmology.

7 DL 9.105 (fr. 81 Diels; fr. 55 Decleva Caizzi). Cf. Decleva Caizzi (1980b) 62 ‘accepting accounts’ on
offer.

7 Aristocles ap. Eus. PE 14.18.14 (fr. 77 Diels; fr. 52 Decleva Caizzi).

" Long (1978) 74 = (2006) 80.

% The exact location is unclear, however: Wilamowitz (1881) 38 suggested Amphiaraus’ oracle in Oropus
in the border region of Boetia and Attica, Wachsmuth (1885) 11 n. 5 and Long (1978) 73 (= (2006) 80)
suggested his shrine in Phlius, Chiesara (2001) 25 his temple in Delphi.

81 Tt needs to be said that the Pyrrhonists’ allegiance to Socrates (cf. Cic. Or. 3.6 alia genera philoso-
phorum, qui se omnes fere Socraticos esse dicebant ... Pyrrhoneorum) probably did not go beyond the
traits as depicted in the Phaedrus passage. According to Timon (DL 2.19; fi. 799 Lloyd-Jones/Parsons:
fr. 25 di Marco) Socrates is a ‘chatterer about laws, the wizard of Greece’ etc.
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words being understood as a description of the human state of ignorance accepted
and praised. For the Stoics Socrates” words contained an expression of this state of
ignorance too, which they took not only as the description of the human state of
imperfection, but also as containing an implicit formulation as to what striving for
wisdom eventually leads to, that is being part of the divine cosmic reason, and thus
how ignorance can be overcome and wisdom achieved, that is by developing one’s
rational capacity through the reductive method. Obviously, against the background of
these interpretations of the image in the Phaedrus Colotes in his typically Epicurean
hostile attitude towards Socrates would have been even more enraged.®

The reference Sextus made to the Phaedrus passage at M. 7.433 connecting it to
Cleanthes thus backfires badly: rather than showing the inconsistency of the Stoic
dogmatic position it actually deepens our understanding of it. It can thus even be
assumed that, rather than simply having been cooked up by Sextus (or his underlying
sceptical source, for that matter), the reference originated amongst the Stoics
themselves.®

UNIVERSITY OF UTRECHT RENE BROUWER

2 In a late piece of evidence, Them. Or. 32.358b Harduin (SVF 1.449), in which Antigonus puts Persaeus,
Zeno’s favourite pupil, to the test, two noticeable expressions that occurred in Colotes’ attack against
Socrates already discussed in section 3, T& xouYd 01 TadTO THG MOLKIANG Veaviebpata and tdoav
sneyelonoev oy EMyEa Ty ToUTov dhafoveiay (note also the use of the Socratic term éAéyEa
here) are used against Persaeus. If Themistius’ usage of these terms ultimately goes back to Colotes,
we may well have a trace here of a polemic between Epicureans and Stoics relating to the Phaedrus
passage.

1 wish to thank Myles Burnyeat, Malcolm Schofield, James Warren and CCJ’s two anonymous referees
for their helpful and constructive comments.
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