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brad inwood

Introduction:
Stoicism, An Intellectual
Odyssey

Stoicism has its roots in the philosophical activity of Socrates. But
its historical journey began in the enrichment of that tradition with
other influences by Zeno of Citium almost a century after Socrates’
death, and it continued in the rise and decline of the school he
founded. An apparently long pause followed during the Middle Ages,
although it seems clear that its philosophical influence continued to
be felt through a variety of channels, many of which are difficult to
chart. In the early modern period, Stoicism again became a signifi-
cant part of the philosophical scene and has remained an influential
intellectual force ever since.

In the middle of the last century, Max Pohlenz, in a book whose
value was always limited by the cultural forces of its time and place
(Pohlenz 1948), described the school as an ‘intellectual movement.’
‘Intellectual movement’ captured something of the longevity and
protean variability of Stoicism. The dynamic connotations of that
metaphor are apt, but I prefer the metaphor of a special kind of jour-
ney. An intellectual engagement with Stoicism is an odyssey in three
ways. First, the historical trajectory of the school itself and its influ-
ence is replete with digressions, narrative ornament, and improbable
connections, yet moving ultimately toward an intelligible conclu-
sion. Second, the task of recovering the history of Stoic thought is an
adventure in the history of philosophy. It can be a perilous journey
for the novice, one requiring guides as varied in their skills and tem-
peraments as was Odysseus, whose epithet polutropos (‘man of many
talents’) indicates what is called for. And third, for those readers who
find the central ideas of Stoicism appealing either in a purely intellec-
tual way or in the moral imagination, the ongoing confrontation with
Stoicism is one which refines philosophical intuitions, challenges
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both imagination and analytical talents, and leads ultimately to hard
philosophical choices which, if taken seriously, define the kind of life
one chooses to lead.

This Companion is intended as a resource for readers of various
kinds as they approach Stoicism along any of these paths, whether
they do so for the first time or after considerable prior experience. The
authors contributing to this volume are all masters of their fields,
but they are as different in their intellectual and literary styles as
were the Stoics themselves. I hope that the variety of talents and
approaches brought together in thisCompanionwill serve the reader
well.

Since this book is to serve as a guide to an entire philosophical tra-
dition and not just to one philosopher, it has an unusual structure. It
begins with two chapters that chart the history of the school in the
ancient world. David Sedley (Chapter 1) takes us from the founda-
tion of the school to the end of its institutional life as a school in the
conventional ancient sense, and Christopher Gill (Chapter 2) picks
up the story and takes it through the period of the Roman Empire,
an era often thought to have been philosophically less creative but,
paradoxically, the period which has given us our principal surviv-
ing texts written by ancient Stoics. It is therefore also the period
which most decisively shaped the understanding of Stoicism in the
early modern period, when philosophers did not yet have access to
the historical reconstructions of early Stoicism on which we now
rely.

The central part of the book is a series of chapters on major themes
within the Stoic system. We begin with epistemology (Chapter 3,
R. J. Hankinson) and logic (Chapter 4, Susanne Bobzien), two areas in
which the philosophical influence of Stoicism has been particularly
enduring. Ancient Stoicism produced the most influential (and con-
troversial) version of empiricism in the ancient world, and the logic
of Chrysippus, the third head of the school, was one of the great intel-
lectual achievements of the school, though it was not until the mod-
ern development of sentential rather than term logic that its distinc-
tive merits became visible. Natural philosophy is, of course, founded
on cosmology and the analysis of material stuffs, so in Chapter 5
Michael J. White sets out the framework in which the following three
chapters should be read. Theology (Chapter 6, Keimpe Algra), deter-
minism (Chapter 7, Dorothea Frede), and metaphysics (Chapter 8,
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Jacques Brunschwig) complete the cycle of topics in natural philos-
ophy and open up, each in its own way, an area of philosophy in
which Stoicism set an agenda for centuries to follow. Yet it is ar-
guable that ethics is the heart and soul of the Stoic system (as one
might expect of a school whose traditions go back to Socrates); it is
covered in two chapters that take markedly different approaches to
the topic: ‘Ethics’ (Chapter 9, Malcolm Schofield) and ‘Moral Psy-
chology’ (Chapter 10, Tad Brennan).

With that, one might regard the standard three-part account of
Stoic philosophy as being complete, since the main topics of logic,
physics, and ethics are covered. But Stoicism had a profound influ-
ence on intellectual life outside its own boundaries as well, and
three shorter chapters explore the relationships between Stoicism
and medicine (Chapter 11, R. J. Hankinson), ancient grammar and
linguistics (Chapter 12, David Blank and Catherine Atherton), and
the astronomical sciences (Chapter 13, Alexander Jones). In each case
some of the more extravagant claims of influence (in both directions)
are challenged, deflated, or modified in light of recent advances in
the understanding of Stoicism by authors who are expert historians
of the ancient sciences in question.

Finally, the Companion concludes with two chapters that aim to
give readers a small taste of what is possible in the way of future ex-
ploration. The influence of Stoicism on later thought has often been
discussed, yet in the last twenty-five years our understanding of an-
cient Stoicism has improved so fundamentally that much of what
used to be taken for granted must be reassessed. With medieval phi-
losophy, the state of research is still too preliminary to permit a reli-
able guide to be written, but significant reassessments of the impact
of ancient Stoicism on modern philosophy are beginning to appear.
Chapter 14 (‘Stoic Naturalism and its Critics’, T. H. Irwin) offers a
sharply focused case study of the philosophical reaction to ethical
naturalism in the Stoic mode through to Butler in the early modern
period. Similar studies could be developed in other areas of philoso-
phy as well, but one example must suffice. Chapter 15, ‘Stoicism in
the Philosophical Tradition’, by A. A. Long, provides a suitably broad
sense of where these possibilities might be found. Long’s generous
assessment of the historical impact of Stoicism in the early mod-
ern period covers Spinoza, Lipsius, and Butler and sets the stage for
further study of the period down to Kant.
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Throughout the Companion, the reader will find a wide vari-
ety of philosophical approaches, from the reflective explorations of
ethics by Malcolm Schofield to the magisterial exposition of logic by
Susanne Bobzien. Authors have been encouraged to write in the man-
ner that best suits their topic, and the result is as varied as the paths
taken by the Stoic tradition itself. Similarly, no attempt has been
made to impose a unified set of philosophical or historical presuppo-
sitions on the authors, as is apparent in the differing assessments of
Aristotle’s influence on early Stoicism made by Sedley (who tends
to minimize it) and by White and Frede, who see the early leaders
of the school as reacting rather more directly to Aristotle’s work. A
similar variation will be found in the handling by various authors
of some of the more specialized technical terms coined or used by
the ancient Stoics, since the best translation of any such term is
determined by the authors’ interpretations. Take, for example, the
term kathêkon in Stoic ethics. In Chapter 10, Brennan explains it
without translating it; Sedley renders it ‘proper action’; Gill as ‘ap-
propriate’ or ‘reasonable action’; Hankinson as ‘fitting action’; and
Brunschwig follows Long and Sedley (1987) in rendering the term
‘proper function’. In such cases the authors have made clear the orig-
inal technical term so that themes can be followed easily across the
various chapters where it might occur. And the reader will certainly
find significant overlap and intersection of themes in this Compan-
ion. The Stoic school in antiquity prided itself (rightly or wrongly)
on its integration and internal consistency. The ‘blended exposition’
(DL 7.40) that characterized their teaching of the three parts of phi-
losophy is bound to replicate itself in any modern discussion of their
work.

The variety of interpretation found in this Companion is, the
reader should be warned, typical of the current state of scholarship
in the field. There is little orthodoxy among specialists in the study
of ancient Stoicism – and that is wholly appropriate in view of the
state of our evidence for the early centuries of the school’s history.
But although a standard ‘line’ is not available on most issues, there
has developed a broad consensus on the most important factors that
contribute to the study of Stoicism, as they do for any past philosoph-
ical movement: the sources for understanding it, the external history
which affects it, and the leading topics to be dealt with. This growing
consensus is reflected in a number of excellent works of which the
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reader of this book should be aware. Without pretending to provide
a guide to further reading – a virtually impossible task – I merely
indicate here some of the key resources about which any reader will
want to know. Bibliographical details appear after Chapter 15.

A fuller and more authoritative account of the school during its
Hellenistic phase is in the Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philos-
ophy (Algra et al. 1999), in the context of a comprehensive account of
other movements in the period. English translations of primary texts
are scattered in various collections and other publications, many of
which will be difficult to use for readers who are limited to English.
But two particularly useful collections are Long and Sedley (1987),
which includes extensive philosophical discussion, and Inwood and
Gerson (1997). There have been several highly influential volumes of
essays in the area of Hellenistic philosophy; for example, Schofield
et al. (1980), Schofield and Striker (1986), and Brunschwig and
Nussbaum (1993). Collections of papers by Brunschwig (1994a), Long
(1996), and Striker (1996a) are also excellent sources for challenging
detailed discussions. But, inevitably, the only way for a newcomer
to find his or her way around the primary and secondary sources
for Stoicism is to dive in – and this Companion aims to make that
plunge more inviting and less hazardous than it would otherwise be.

I am hopeful that many readers will find this plunge worth taking;
if they do, the labours of the authors and editor will not have been in
vain. Stoic philosophy is a curious blend of intellectual challenges.
It will reward those whose strongest interests are in the historical
evolution of ideas, but it will bring an even greater reward to those
whose concern with Stoicism lies in the wide range of still challeng-
ing philosophical problems they either broached for the first time or
developed in a distinctive way. There are also rewards for those who,
like Lawrence Becker (1998), are convinced that a fundamentally
Stoic approach to the role of reason in human life is worth exploring
and developing in the present millennium, just as it has been during
the last three.

As editor, I have many debts to acknowledge. The first is to the au-
thors of the chapters that follow. They have been genuinely compan-
ionable throughout the long gestation of this project, devoting time
and thought to its overall well-being, often at the cost of personal
and professional inconvenience. The expert assistance of Rodney
Ast made it possible to prepare the final manuscript in far less time
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than I could otherwise have hoped for. Financial support for the edi-
torial work has come from the Canada Research Chair programme of
the Canadian government and from the Social Sciences and Research
Council of Canada. I am particularly grateful to the Cambridge Uni-
versity Press for its patience and flexibility (and for permission to
include the chapter by A. A. Long, which also appears in Hellenistic
and Early Modern Philosophy).

But my greatest debt is to my family, especially to my wife, Niko
Scharer. The compilation of this Companion took place during an
unusually busy stretch of our life, one beset by more distractions
and activities than are normally compatible with Stoic tranquillitas.
Without her tolerance for an often-absent domestic companion, this
Stoic Companion might never have been completed.

Brad Inwood
Toronto, June 2002



david sedley

1 The School, from Zeno
to Arius Didymus

1. phases

The history of the Stoic school is conventionally divided into three
phases:

� Early Stoicism: from Zeno’s foundation of the school, c. 300,
to the late second century b.c.: the period which includes the
headship of the greatest Stoic of them all, Chrysippus

� Middle Stoicism: the era of Panaetius and Posidonius
� Roman Stoicism: the Roman Imperial period, dominated by

Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius

Although the Stoic tradition’s continuity is at least as important
as any resolution into distinct phases, the traditional divisions do
reflect key changes which no school history can afford to ignore.
The following account will, in fact, assume a rough division into
five phases, despite acknowledgment of extensive overlaps between
them:

1. the first generation
2. the era of the early Athenian scholarchs
3. the Platonising phase (‘Middle Stoicism’)
4. the first century b.c. decentralisation
5. the Imperial phase

The primary ground for separating these is that each represents, to
some extent, a different perspective on what it is to be a Stoic – that
is, on what allegiances and commitments are entailed by the chosen
label.
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2. athens

The history of Stoicism in its first two centuries is that of a marriage
between two worlds. The major figures who founded and led the
Stoic school came, with remarkably few exceptions, from the eastern
Mediterranean region. Yet the city that gave their school not just
its physical location but its very identity was Athens, the cultural
metropolis of mainland Greece.

According to Socrates in Plato’s Theaetetus (173c–e), the true
philosopher is blissfully unaware of his civic surroundings. Not only
does he not know the way to the agora, he does not even know that he
does not know it. Yet, paradoxically, it was Socrates himself, above
all through Plato’s brilliant literary portrayals, who created the in-
dissoluble link between the philosophical life and the city of Athens.
There the leading schools of philosophy were founded in the fourth
and third centuries b.c. There the hub of philosophical activity re-
mained until the first century b.c. And there, after two centuries of
virtual exile, philosophy returned in the second century a.d. with
the foundation of the Antonine chairs of philosophy, to remain in
residence more or less continuously for the remainder of antiquity.
During all this time, only one other city, Alexandria, was able to pose
a sustained challenge to Athens’ philosophical preeminence.1

The founder of Stoicism, Zeno, came to Athens from the town of
Citium (modern Larnaca) in Cyprus. His successor Cleanthes was
a native of Assos, in the Troad (western Turkey); and his successor,
Chrysippus, the greatest of all the Stoics, came from Soli, in Cilicia
(southern Turkey). In the generation after Chrysippus, the two lead-
ing figures and school heads were of similarly oriental origin: Dio-
genes of Babylon and Antipater of Tarsus. Nor does this pattern –
which could be further exemplified at length – distinguish the Stoics
from members of other schools, who were almost equally uniformly
of eastern origin. Rather, it illustrates the cultural dynamics of
the age. Alexander the Great’s conquests had spread the influence
of Greek culture to the entire eastern Mediterranean region and
beyond. But among those thus influenced, anyone for whom the

1 The many valuable studies relating to the history and nature of philosophical
schools include (in chronological order) Nock (1933), Ch. XI, ‘Conversion to phi-
losophy’; Lynch (1972); Glucker (1978); Donini (1982); Natali (1996); and Dorandi
(1999).
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philosophical tradition inaugurated by Socrates held a special appeal
was likely to be drawn to the streets and other public places of the
city in which Socrates had so visibly lived his life of inquiry and self-
scrutiny. (In this regard, philosophy stood apart from the sciences and
literature, for both of which the patronage of the Ptolemaic dynasty
in Alexandria offered a powerful rival attraction.) So deep was the
bond between philosophy and Athens that when in the first century
b.c. it was broken, as we shall see in Section 8, the entire nature of
the philosophical enterprise was transformed.

3. zeno

The early career of Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, eloquently con-
jures up the nature of the Hellenistic philosophical enterprise. He
was born in (probably) 334 b.c. at Citium, a largely Hellenized city
which did, however, retain a sufficient Phoenician component in its
culture to earn Zeno the nickname ‘the Phoenician’. Nothing can
be safely inferred from this latter fact about Zeno’s intellectual, eth-
nic, or cultural background, but what is clear is that, at least from
his early twenties, he was passionately addicted to the philosoph-
ical traditions of Athens, encouraged, it was said, by books about
Socrates that his father, a merchant, brought back from his travels.
He migrated there at the age of twenty-two, and the next decade or
so was one of study, entirely with philosophers who could be rep-
resented as the authentic living voices of Socrates’ philosophy. If
Stoicism emerged as, above all, a Socratic philosophy, this formative
period in Zeno’s life explains why.

His first studies are said to have been with the Cynic Crates,
and Cynic ethics remained a dominant influence on Stoic thought.
Crates and his philosopher wife, Hipparchia, were celebrated for their
scandalous flouting of social norms. Zeno endorsed the implicitly
Socratic motivation of this stand – the moral indifference of such
conventional values as reputation and wealth. The most provocative
of Zeno’s own twenty-seven recorded works – reported also to be his
earliest, and very possibly written at this time – was a utopian po-
litical tract, the Republic. In characteristically Cynic fashion, most
civic institutions – temples, law courts, coinage, differential dress
for the sexes, conventional education, marriage, and so forth – were
to be abolished. What was presumably not yet in evidence, but was
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to become the key to Zeno’s mature philosophy, was his attempt to
rescue an ethical role for conventional values.

Polemo, the head of the Platonic Academy, and the Megaric
philosopher Stilpo, both of them known above all for their ethi-
cal stances, were among Zeno’s other teachers, and both will have
helped him develop his own distinctive ethical orientation. Polemo
defended the position of the Platonist and Aristotelian schools that
there are bodily and external goods, albeit minor ones, in addition
to the all-important mental goods. Stilpo’s most celebrated doctrine
was the self-sufficiency of the wise, maintained on the precisely op-
posite ground that nothing that befalls one’s body or possessions can
be in the least bit good or bad. Zeno sided with Stilpo’s Cynicising
view on this, but also seems to have inherited from Polemo, and de-
veloped, an ethical stance which associated moral advancement with
‘conformity to nature’. In this synthesis of his two teachers’ contrast-
ing positions, we can already glimpse the makings of the most dis-
tinctive Stoic thesis of all. For according to Zeno and his successors,
bodily and external advantages such as health and wealth are not
goods – Stilpo was right about that – but they are, on the other hand,
natural objects of pursuit. We should, therefore, in normal circum-
stances, seek to obtain them, not caring about them as if their posses-
sion would make our lives any better, but on the ground that by pre-
ferring them we are developing our skills at ‘living in agreement with
nature’, the natural ‘end’ whose attainment amounts to perfect ratio-
nality, happiness, and a good life. In this way, Stoicism could under-
pin a thoroughly conventional set of social and personal choices, and
was thereby enabled to commend itself more widely in the Hellenis-
tic world than its essentially convention-defying forebear Cynicism.

Zeno’s rejection of Platonic metaphysics, which marks a vital
break from Polemo and his school, may also have been influenced
by Stilpo. Finally, Diodorus Cronus, whose classes Zeno attended
alongside the future logician Philo, represented the dialectical side
of the Socratic tradition, offering Zeno a training in logic as well as
in the study of sophisms.

It was around the turn of the century that Zeno formed his own
philosophical group, at first known as ‘Zenonians’ but eventually
dubbed ‘Stoics’ after the Painted Stoa (Stoa Poikilê) in which they
used to congregate. Zeno remained in Athens until his death in 262,
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and the school he had founded was to become the dominant school
of the Hellenistic Age.

Soon after the emergence of Zeno’s school, the minor ‘Socratic’
movements headed by his teachers Stilpo (the ‘Megarics’) and
Diodorus (the ‘Dialecticians’) seem to have vanished from the scene.
The impression is that the Stoa, having absorbed their most impor-
tant work, had now effectively supplanted them.2 There is, in fact,
evidence that the Stoics themselves were happy to be classed gener-
ically as ‘Socratics’.3 And with good reason: their ethical system,
characterised by its intellectualist identification of goodness with
wisdom and the consequent elimination of non-moral ‘goods’ as in-
different, was thoroughly Socratic in inspiration. True, the standard
of perfection that they set for their idealised ‘sage’ was so rigorous
that even Socrates himself did not quite qualify in their eyes. But
there can be little doubt that, even so, the detailed portrayals of the
sage’s conduct which generation after generation of Stoics compiled
owed much to the legend of Socrates. A prime example is the sage’s
all-important choice of a ‘well-reasoned exit’ from life, an ideal of
which Socrates’ own death was held up as the paradigm. Roman
Stoics like the younger Cato and Seneca even modeled their own
deaths on that of Socrates.

As for the Academy, Zeno’s other main source of inspiration,
within a few decades it had largely shelved its doctrinal agenda and,
under the headship of Arcesilaus, become a primarily critical and
sceptical school. The main target of this ‘New Academy’ was, by all
accounts, none other than the Stoa, and the two schools’ polemical
interaction over the following two centuries is one of the most invig-
orating features of Hellenistic philosophical history. In Zeno’s own
day the Peripatetic school, founded by Aristotle and now maintained
by his eminent successor Theophrastus, retained much of its prestige
and influence, but for the remainder of the Hellenistic Age only the
philosophically antithetical Epicurean school could compete with
the Stoa as a doctrinal movement.

2 Likewise another minor Socratic school, the hedonist Cyrenaics, was eclipsed by
the Epicureans.

3 Philodemus, De Stoicis XIII 3: the Stoics ‘are willing (thelousi) also to be called
Socratics’. This should not, as it sometimes is, be misinterpreted as expressing a
positive preference on their part for ‘Socratics’ as a school title.
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One apparent feature of early Stoicism that has caused contro-
versy is the surprising rarity of engagement with the philosophy of
Aristotle. Even some of the most basic and widely valued tools of
Aristotelian philosophy, such as the distinction between potential-
ity and actuality, play virtually no part in Stoic thought. Although
there is little consensus about this,4 the majority of scholars would
probably accept that, at the very least, considerably less direct re-
sponse to Aristotelianism is detectable in early Stoicism than to
the various voices of the Socratic-Platonic tradition. It is not un-
til the period of Middle Stoicism (see Section 7) that appreciation of
Aristotle’s importance finally becomes unmistakable. Yet Aristotle
and his school were among the truly seminal thinkers of late-fourth-
century Athens and, in the eyes of many, Aristotle himself remains
the outstanding philosopher of the entire Western tradition. How
can a system created immediately in his wake show so little con-
sciousness of his cardinal importance? One suggested explanation is
that Aristotle’s school treatises, the brilliant but often very difficult
texts by which we know him today, were not at this date as widely
disseminated and studied as his more popularising works. But an al-
ternative or perhaps complementary explanation lies in Zeno’s pos-
itive commitment to Socratic philosophy, of which the Peripatetics
did not present themselves as voices. Either way, we must avoid the
unhistorical assumption that Aristotle’s unique importance was as
obvious to his near-contemporaries as it is to us.

Zeno’s philosophy was formally tripartite, consisting of ethics,
physics, and logic. His ethics has already been sketched above as
a socially respectable revision of Cynic morality. His physics –
stemming in large part from Plato’s Timaeus but with an added role
for fire which appears to be of Heraclitean inspiration, and which
may reflect the input of his colleague Cleanthes – posits a single,
divinely governed world consisting of primary ‘matter’ infused by
an active force, ‘god’, both of them considered corporeal and indeed
depending on that property for their interactive causal powers. As
probably the one good and perfectly rational thing available to hu-
man inspection, this world is a vital object of study even for ethical

4 Views range from that of Sandbach (1985) that Aristotle’s school treatises were all
but unknown to the early Stoics, to those of others, such as Hahm (1977), who give
Aristotelian philosophy a very significant role in the formation of Stoicism.
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purposes. ‘Logic’, finally, includes not only the formal study of ar-
gument and other modes of discourse, but also what we would
broadly call ‘epistemology’. Here, in a clean break with his Platonist
teacher, Zeno developed a fundamentally empiricist thesis according
to which certain impressions, available to everybody through their
ordinary sensory equipment, are an infallible guide to external truths
and, therefore, the starting point for scientific understanding of the
world.

Zeno appears to have been more an inspirational than a systematic
philosophical writer, and it was left to later generations to set about
formalising his philosophy (see especially Section 5).

4. the first-generation school

The temporary title ‘Zenonians’ must have reflected Zeno’s intel-
lectual dominance of the group gathered around him, more than any
formal submission to his leadership on their part, or for that mat-
ter any official institutional structures (on which our sources are
eloquently silent). For during Zeno’s lifetime there is no sign of the
phenomenon that, as we shall see, was to hold the Athenian school
together after his death, namely, a formal commitment to his philo-
sophical authority. His leading colleagues were a highly independent
and heterogeneous group. It would be wrong to give the impression
that no degree of doctrinal conformity was expected: when, for exam-
ple, one of Zeno’s eminent followers, Dionysius of Heracleia (later
nicknamed ‘Dionysius the Renegade’), was induced by an excruci-
ating medical condition to reject the doctrine that physical pain is
indifferent and so to espouse hedonism, he left the school altogether.
Nevertheless, by contrast with later generations, it is the lack of con-
formity that stands out.

This difference should not cause surprise, since it reflects the
broad pattern of philosophical allegiance in the ancient world. The
evolution of a formal school around a leader was likely to be, as in
Zeno’s own case, a gradual process, during which emerging differ-
ences of opinion would continue to flourish. It was, typically, only af-
ter the founder’s death that his thought and writings were canonised,
so that school membership would come to entail some kind of im-
plicit commitment to upholding them. Plato’s school, the Academy,
is an excellent illustration of this pattern. In Plato’s own lifetime,
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it could house fundamental philosophical disagreements between
Plato and his leading associates (including Aristotle). After his death,
a commitment to upholding Plato’s philosophy and to respecting
the authority of his text becomes evident among his successors over
many centuries, despite their widely divergent positions on what
his philosophy amounted to (as we have seen, the New Academy re-
garded its essence as critical rather than doctrinal). A similar distinc-
tion between the first and subsequent generations can be detected
even in the reputedly authoritarian Epicurean school.5

Among the first-generation Stoics, Zeno’s most notable colleague
was Aristo of Chios, who, if he ever tolerated the label ‘Zenonian’,
did so in virtue of being a member of Zeno’s circle, certainly not
a devoted follower on doctrinal matters. He explicitly rejected the
two nonethical parts of philosophy – physics and logic – endorsed
by Zeno, and in ethical theory he stayed much closer to the recent
Socratic-Cynic tradition than Zeno himself did, rejecting the lat-
ter’s keynote doctrine that bodily and external advantages, although
morally ‘indifferent’, can be ranked in terms of their natural prefer-
ability or lack of it. According to Aristo, the term ‘indifferent’ must
be taken at face value: since health or wealth, if badly used, does more
harm than illness or poverty, there is nothing intrinsically preferable
about either, and typically Zenonian rules such as ‘Other things be-
ing equal, try to stay healthy’ damagingly obscure that indifference.

It was probably only after Zeno’s death (262), with the consequent
canonisation of his thought, that Aristo’s independence began to look
like heresy. It may well have been at this stage that he went so far
as to set up his own school,6 said to have been in the Cynosarges
gymnasium outside the city walls of Athens. The later Stoic tradition
chose to revere Zeno but not Aristo and, because history is written by
the winners, Aristo has come to be seen with hindsight as a marginal
and heretical figure. This was certainly not so in his own day, when
his impact at Athens was enormous. For example, Arcesilaus, who
led the Academy into its sceptical phase, appears to have engaged in
debate with Aristo at least as much as with Zeno. Aristo’s own pupils
included a leading Stoic, Apollophanes, and the celebrated scientist,
Eratosthenes.

5 On this and other aspects of school allegiance, cf. Sedley (1989).
6 DL VII 161.
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There are signs of philosophical independence also in other fig-
ures of the first-generation school. Herillus of Carthage, who had
unorthodox views on the moral ‘end’, is specifically reported to have
included critiques of Zeno in his writings.7 And Persaeus, himself a
native of Citium and undoubtedly a close associate of his fellow cit-
izen Zeno, nevertheless wrote dialogues in which he portrayed him-
self arguing against him (Athenaeus 162d). The one first-generation
Stoic who clearly appears in the sources as committed to endorsing
Zeno’s pronouncements is Cleanthes; and, for all we know, the evi-
dence for this may entirely represent the period after Zeno’s death in
262, when Cleanthes himself took over the headship of the school.
It is to that second phase that we now turn.

5. the post-zenonian school

Given what we will see (Section 6) to have been the apparent lack of
an elaborate institutional framework, it was perhaps inevitable that
the school’s sense of identity should come from a continuing focus
on its founding figure, Zeno. Without his personal engagement in its
debates, teaching, and other activities, it may have been equally in-
evitable that his defining role should be prolonged by a new concern
with scrutinizing his writings and defending and elaborating his doc-
trines. At any rate, doctrinal debates between leading Stoics quickly
came to take the form of disputes about the correct interpretation
of Zeno’s own words. Numerous disputes of this type are evident
between Cleanthes and Chrysippus, the latter of whom went so far
as to teach outside the Stoa before eventually returning to succeed
Cleanthes as school head on his death in 230. A typical case con-
cerns the nature of phantasiai (i.e., ‘impressions’, ‘presentations’, or
‘appearings’).8 Cleanthes took these to be pictorial likenesses of their
objects, imprinted on the soul, itself a corporeal part of the living
being. Chrysippus, insisting on the impossibility of the soul simul-
taneously retaining a plurality of these imprints, argued that they
were modifications of the soul but not literal imprints. What is sig-
nificant in the present context is less the details of the debate than
its form. For Zeno, following a tradition inaugurated by the famous

7 DL VII 165.
8 S. E. M VII 227–41. Cf. Ch. 3, Hankinson, this volume.
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image of the mind as a wax tablet in Plato’s Theaetetus,9 had de-
fined impressions as mental ‘imprints’, and the respective positions
of Cleanthes and Chrysippus were presented and developed as rival
interpretations of Zeno’s own words. Although there is no reason to
doubt that their competing arguments were in fact focused on the
philosophical merits of their respective cases, the formally exegeti-
cal character of the exchange speaks eloquently of the authority that
Zeno, once dead, came to exert in the school. Various other debates
seem likely to have taken on the same formal framework. Consider,
for instance, the controversy between (once again) Cleanthes and
Chrysippus about whether Zeno’s definitions of each virtue as wis-
dom regarding a certain area of conduct made all the virtues iden-
tical with one and the same state of mind, wisdom – as Cleanthes
held – or left each – in line with Chrysippus’ doctrine – as a distinct
branch of wisdom.10 Even the most high-profile and enduring of all
Stoic debates – regarding the correct formulation of the moral ‘end’
(telos) – seems to have started from Zeno’s laconic wording of it as
‘living in agreement’ (although he may himself have subsequently
started the process of exegesis by adding ‘with nature’), bequeathing
to his successors the unending task of spelling out its precise im-
plications.11 Even where intraschool disputes were not a factor and
the criticisms came from outside, Zeno’s formal assertions and ar-
guments had to be defended and vindicated. Thus, a number of his
extraordinarily daring syllogisms were defended against his critics.
Many of these were defences of theistic conclusions that no Stoic
would hesitate to endorse;12 but one – his syllogistic defence of the
thesis that the rational mind is in the chest, not the head – had a
conclusion which itself became increasingly untenable in the light
of Hellenistic anatomical research – despite which Chrysippus and
other leading Stoics resolutely kept up their championship of it.13

In all this, the actual source of authority was Zeno’s writings,
now recast in the role of the school’s gospels. Although the works
that were preserved under his name undoubtedly conveyed some

9 Plato, Tht. 191–5.
10 Plutarch, Virt. mor. 441a–c, St. rep.1034c–e.
11 See, e.g., Stobaeus Ecl. II 75–76.
12 For these syllogisms, and later Stoic defences of them, see Schofield (1983).
13 For Zeno’s syllogism and the defensive reformulations of it by Chrysippus and

Diogenes, see Galen, PHP II 5. See also on Posidonius, n. 16.
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of the intellectual charisma which had won Zeno the leadership of
his movement, it is equally apparent that they were far from sys-
tematic, leaving all the more room for exegetical debate. As for his
first treatise, the Republic, with its endorsement of outrageously
unconventional social practices, it became a celebrated source of
embarrassment to later Stoics, some of whom resorted to bowdler-
isation,14 while others dismissed it as a folly of Zeno’s youth – be-
longing, by good fortune, to his pre-Stoic phase. Others, however
(almost certainly including Chrysippus) had the courage to defend
its contentions against the critics.15

Chrysippus himself (school head c. 230–206) is universally recog-
nized as the most important thinker in the history of the school; to
a considerable extent, the Stoicism expounded in this volume is the
Stoicism of Chrysippus. His preeminence should not be mistaken,
as it often is, for a newly arrived ‘Chrysippean orthodoxy’, as if his
authority now somehow supplanted Zeno’s. Subsequent members of
the Athenian school showed a healthy readiness to express disagree-
ment with Chrysippus, whereas Zeno to all appearances continued
to be above criticism.16 His acknowledged importance is attributable
rather to his encyclopedic elaboration and systematisation of Stoic
thought, in a series of treatises running to an astonishing 705 vol-
umes or more. Above all, the school’s logic – today widely consid-
ered the jewel in the Stoic crown – is agreed to owe its development
overwhelmingly to Chrysippus. His ‘authority’, such as it was, con-
sisted in the uniquely high respect which his work had earned among
his fellow Stoics, and did not depend on his formal standing in the
school’s history or institutional structure.

In the sixty or so years following Chrysippus’ death, there were
just two scholarchs: Zeno of Tarsus and Diogenes of Babylon. Not
surprisingly after the Chrysippean overhaul, their own respective im-
prints on the Stoic system can seem relatively minor ones. Minimal
information survives on Zeno, and Diogenes earns his appearance

14 Cf. n. 57.
15 The main evidence is discussed by Schofield (1991).
16 A nice example is the way in which Posidonius, who openly challenged Chrysippus’

version of Stoic monistic psychology (see Section 7) in favour of Plato’s tripartition
of the soul, nevertheless departed from Plato in locating all three soul parts in the
chest (Galen, PHP VI 2.5 = F146 EK), in deference, undoubtedly, to Zeno’s express
argument for placing the rational mind here (see n. 13). For further critiques of
Chrysippus by Posidonius, cf. T83, F34, 159, 164–6 EK.
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in the school’s history largely for his skillful handbook-style defini-
tions of dialectical and ethical terms, and for his formal defences of
Zeno of Citium’s controversial syllogisms. The main area in which
Diogenes can be seen to go beyond mere consolidation of the school’s
achievements – and this may well be a sign of the intellectual fash-
ions of the day – is aesthetics: Philodemus preserves evidence of
major contributions by Diogenes to musical and rhetorical theory.

6. institutional aspects

Even less is known about the institutional character of the Stoa than
about that of other Athenian schools. We have no evidence that Zeno
bequeathed to his successor any kind of school property, financial
structure, or organisational hierarchy. What is well attested, how-
ever, is that – as in other philosophical schools – there was a formal
head (the ‘scholarch’). Whether he was nominated by his predeces-
sor or elected after his death is unknown but, once appointed, he cer-
tainly held the office for life.

Although the school’s institutional structure remains obscure, the
question of finance clearly bulked large. Not all school adherents
were wealthy; Cleanthes in particular was reputedly impecunious
and is reported to have charged fees.17 His successor Chrysippus
wrote in support of the practice, which he himself plainly adopted,18

as did at least one of his own successors, Diogenes of Babylon.19 In
his work On livelihoods, Chrysippus enlarged the question, asking
in how many ways a philosopher might appropriately earn a living.
The only three acceptable means, he concluded, were serving a king
(if one could not oneself be a king), reliance on friends, and teach-
ing. There is no evidence that Chrysippus adopted the first of these
practices, and Zeno was said to have explicitly declined invitations
to the Macedonian court.20 Other leading Stoics did adopt it, how-
ever: Persaeus took up the invitation to Macedon in Zeno’s stead,
and Sphaerus, a younger contemporary, had strong links with both
the Alexandrian and Spartan courts.

17 Philodemus, Ind. St. 19 with Dorandi (1994) ad loc.
18 Plut. St. rep. 1043b–1044a.
19 Cic. Acad. II 98.
20 DL VII 6.
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Quite apart from financial considerations, some of these dynastic
links were undoubtedly of considerable political significance for the
long-term fortunes of the Stoa.21 In Athens itself, too, the school’s
public standing seems to have been high. After the brief period
in 307 during which the philosophers were exiled from the city
(ironically, a symptom of their growing political importance), all the
signs are that they enjoyed considerable public esteem. Although,
other than Epicurus, virtually all the Hellenistic philosophers of
whom we hear were non-Athenians, it seems clear that many were
granted Athenian citizenship.22 In addition to citizenship, other
recognitions of eminence were conferred on philosophers. Zeno of
Citium, for instance, although he is said to have refused the offer of
citizenship out of respect for his native city, was formally honoured
by the Athenians in a decree at the time of his death:23

Because Zeno of Citium spent many years philosophising in the city, and
furthermore lived the life of a good man, and exhorted those young men who
came to join him to virtue and self-discipline and encouraged them towards
what is best, setting up as a model his own life, which was one in accor-
dance with all the teachings on which he discoursed, the people decided –
may it turn out well – to praise Zeno of Citium the son of Mnaseas and to
crown him with a golden crown, as the law prescribes, for his virtue and
self-discipline, and also to build him a tomb in the Kerameikos at public
expense.

(The decree then continues with details of the commissioners ap-
pointed to oversee the work.)

It is from the mid second century onward that the philosophers’
civic standing seems to have been at its most remarkable. In 155, the
current heads of the Stoa (i.e., Diogenes of Babylon), the Academy,
and the Peripatos were chosen as ambassadors to represent Athens
in negotiations at Rome, pleading for remission of a fine imposed on

21 This aspect is explored by Erskine (1990).
22 Cf. Philodemus, Hist. Acad. XXXII 6–8 Dorandi (1991), where the Academic

Charmadas, returning to Athens from Asia, ‘easily obtained citizenship, and opened
a school in the Ptolemaeum . . .’ For the epigraphic evidence on this honorific prac-
tice, see Osborne (1981–3).

23 DL VII 10–11. The decree was, rather pointedly, exhibited in both the Academy
and the Lyceum.
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the city for the sack of Oropus.24 The occasion was of especial his-
torical importance because of the packed lectures that the philoso-
phers gave while in Rome, causing shock waves among the Roman
establishment, but doing more than any other single event to ignite at
Rome a fascination with philosophy which was to remain undimin-
ished for the remainder of antiquity and to have special importance
for the future fortunes of Stoicism.

7. the integration of platonism

From the mid second century b.c. onward, a new trend in the Stoic
school’s orientation becomes visible: a revised recognition of its
Platonic heritage. Some have traced this trend back to Diogenes of
Babylon (see Section 5), but the best evidence points to his successor
Antipater of Tarsus (school head in the 150s and 140s b.c.) as its true
instigator. Antipater, notable among other things for his innovative
work in logic, wrote a treatise entitledOn Plato’s doctrine that only
what is virtuous is good (SVF 3 [Antipater] 56), in which (we are
told) he argued that a wide range of Stoic doctrines in fact consti-
tuted common ground with Plato. We do not know his motivation,
but a plausible conjecture links the treatise to his well-attested en-
gagement with his contemporary critic, Carneades, the greatest head
of the sceptical Academy, with whom he fought a running battle over
the coherence of the Stoic ethical ‘end’. There were obvious tactical
gains to be made by showing that Stoic ethical and other doctrines,
under fire from the Academy, were in fact identical to the doctrines
of the Academy’s own founder.

Be that as it may, the new interest in exploring common ground
with Plato25 gathered pace in the late first century b.c. with
Antipater’s successor Panaetius (scholarch 129–110), and Panaetius’
own eminent pupil Posidonius (lived c. 135–51 b.c.). By this stage,
the motivation was certainly much more than polemical. Plato’s
Timaeus in particular had exerted a seminal influence on early Stoic

24 The absence of an Epicurean representative among them attests the apolitical
stance adopted and promoted by this school.

25 One area where Antipater seems likely to have been doing just this is metaphysics:
he is the first Stoic recorded (Simplicius, In Ar. Cat. 209.11ff., 217.9ff.) as writing
about hekta, ‘properties’, a theme which here and elsewhere involves comparison
between Platonic Forms and the entities equivalent to them in Stoicism.
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cosmology, and Posidonius evidently made the Timaeus a special
object of his own study and veneration. Most famously, in devel-
oping his disagreement with Chrysippus’ analysis of moral failings
(‘passions’), he adopted a version of the tripartite psychology that
Plato had developed in that dialogue, among others. In doing so,
however, he was not seeking to set up Plato as the new patron saint of
Stoicism. Nor, for that matter, was he merely using Plato’s dialogues,
in the way that previous Stoics had undoubtedly done, maintaining
their distance from Plato’s own thought26 while plundering him as a
historical source for the life and philosophy of Socrates, a uniquely
revered figure in the school; for Socrates is not the principal speaker
of the Timaeus. Rather, Posidonius was apparently relying on the
traditional (and probably correct) identification of Plato’s spokesman
Timaeus as a Pythagorean, thereby using the dialogue as a step to-
ward fathering his school’s philosophy on that most august of all the
early sages, Pythagoras.27 So much for his formal stance; none of this
is to deny that the close study of Plato (as well as of Aristotle) had a
profound impact on Posidonius’ style of philosophical thinking.

In adopting this Pythagoreanising mode, Posidonius was rewrit-
ing Stoicism’s ancestry in a way which goes beyond anything we can
plausibly attribute to Panaetius. The latter was already, like his pupil
after him, an avid reader of Plato and his philosophical successors,
but the evidence repeatedly suggests that the ultimate authority fig-
ure lying behind those thinkers was for him still Socrates. In addition
to writing a treatise on Socrates, he is said to have branded Plato’s
Phaedo inauthentic because of its (un-Stoic) insistence on the soul’s
immortality, an indication that he regarded Plato’s genuine Socratic
dialogues as philosophically authoritative. Even what is often seen
as his most striking philosophical innovation, the bipartition of the
soul into rational and desiderative components,28 could easily have
been defended as authentically Socratic on the evidence of Plato’s

26 Examples of anti-Platonic works by early Stoics include Persaeus, Against Plato’s
Laws (DL VII 36) and Chrysippus, On justice against Plato (SVF 3.157, 288, 313,
455).

27 Galen, PHP V 6.43. Pythagoras should not be thought of as supplanting Zeno’s
authority (cf. n. 16), but as underwriting it. Posidonius might have pointed to Zeno’s
own work, Pythagorika, about which we know nothing beyond its title (DL VII 4).
On the growing importance attached, from around this time, to establishing an
ancient pedigree, see Boys-Stones (2001).

28 Panaetius 121–7 Alesse.
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Gorgias.29 It was Posidonius’ tripartition of the soul that first clearly
went beyond what the Stoics recognized as ‘Socratic’ and invoked an
earlier, allegedly ‘Pythagorean’, tradition.30

Leaving aside this last development, most other features of
Panaetius’ and Posidonius’ work show an impressive harmony of
approach. Both, for example, are said to have made regular use of
early Peripatetic as well as Platonist writings.31 One way in which
their Aristotelianism manifested itself was in an encyclopedic poly-
mathy which had not been at all characteristic of their Stoic forerun-
ners. Beyond the usual philosophical curriculum, both wrote widely
on historical, geographical, and mathematical questions, among
many others. Posidonius’ history alone – it was a continuation of
Polybius’ – ran to fifty-two volumes. Both, but especially Posidonius,
traveled widely in the Mediterranean region, and both became in-
timates of prominent Roman statesmen (Scipio the Younger in
Panaetius’ case, Pompey and Cicero in Posidonius’).

There are a number of aspects in which this reorientated Stoicism
points forward to the school’s future character, as will become in-
creasingly evident in the following discussion. It is also of vital
relevance to the history of Stoicism to mention the impact of this
new approach on the Academy. For what Panaetius and Posidonius
had brought about was a pooling of philosophical resources among
what could be seen as three branches of the Platonist tradition: early
Platonism, Aristotelianism, and Stoicism. This ‘syncretism’, as it
has come to be known, had a visible impact on a younger contempo-
rary of Panaetius, Antiochus of Ascalon.32 Antiochus was a member
of the Academy – at this date still formally a sceptical school but in-
creasingly interested in the development of positive doctrine. From
his side of the divide, he came to share the Middle Stoa’s recognition
of a common heritage, differing only in that he reclaimed it – or at
any rate all that was best in it, which for him excluded some central

29 Cf. Plato, Gorgias 493a–d. Importantly, it could also be presented as the correct
interpretation of Zeno of Citium, as indeed it was by Posidonius (Galen, PHP V
6.34–7 = F166 EK).

30 In addition to these remarks on Posidonius and the Timaeus, note that Chrysippus
already regarded tripartition as Plato’s own contribution rather than Socrates’
(Galen, PHP IV 1.6), and that at least one tradition (cf. Cic. Tusc. IV 10, DL VII
30) located the antecedents of Platonic tripartition in Pythagoras.

31 For Panaetius, see Philodemus, Ind. St. 51, Cicero Fin. IV 79. For Posidonius, Strabo
II 3.8 = Posidonius T85 EK.

32 On Antiochus, see Barnes (1989) and Görler (1994).
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aspects of Stoic ethics – for the Platonist school. How influential
Antiochus was on the later history of Platonism is disputed, but what
is not in doubt is that he became enormously influential in late re-
publican Rome, where he won many followers, among them such
leading intellectuals as Varro and Brutus. Cicero, too, knew him
personally and, although probably never an Antiochean by formal
allegiance, showed Antiochus’ philosophy special favour in his own
writings. Thus it is that a significant part of the influence that Stoic
thought achieved at Rome in the first century b.c. arrived indirectly,
through Antiocheanism. A symptom of this is that when Cicero in
his Academica presents what to all intents and purposes is Stoic
epistemology, its formal guise is as Antiochus’ theory of knowledge.
Similarly, Varro’s surviving writings illustrate how Antiocheanism
helped to establish in the intellectual bloodstream of the ancient
world the fundamental contributions of Stoicism to linguistic the-
ory. The syncretism that Panaetius had inaugurated became, in these
and comparable ways, a vital factor in the broad dissemination of
Stoicism.

It remains to ask whether this ‘Middle Stoicism’ marks a clean
break from the preceding Stoic tradition. Panaetius did, it is true,
abandon several of the older Stoic dogmas. Notably, he rejected the
thesis of the world’s periodic dissolution into divine, creative fire
(the ‘conflagration’), and instead advocated the Aristotelian thesis of
the world’s eternity. In doing so, he may have been consciously align-
ing himself with the Stoa’s Platonist forerunners – for the thesis that
the world is in fact eternal had been adopted by some of Plato’s im-
mediate successors as the correct reading of the Timaeus. But he was
not thereby severing a link to the Stoic tradition. On the contrary,
doubts about the conflagration had already been expressed by his pre-
decessors Zeno of Tarsus and Diogenes of Babylon;33 and, because the
theory may well have originated as Cleanthes’ Heraclitean importa-
tion to early Stoic cosmology, no doubt there were ways in which it
could be rejected without formally repudiating the authority of the
school’s founder, Zeno himself.34 At all events, Panaetius’ view on

33 For the plausible proposal that Antipater too had denied the conflagration, see Long
(1990), 286–7. The apparent counter-evidence at DL VII 142, which Long considers,
can be disarmed: it almost certainly refers to the scholarch’s namesake, Antipater
of Tyre (see ibid. 139; I am grateful to Thamer Backhouse for pointing this out).
Long argues persuasively that Carneades’ critiques influenced this Stoic retraction.

34 Diogenes’ strong commitment to defending Zeno’s explicit arguments (see nn. 12–
13), placed alongside his eventual rejection of the conflagration, strengthens the
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the conflagration was in keeping with the thought of his immediate
forerunners. Moreover, Posidonius appears – on this issue, as on at
least one other of Panaetius’ innovations, his reported doubts about
divination – to have reverted to the older Stoic thesis, thus confirm-
ing that we are here witnessing nothing more than one of the familiar
internal school divisions over individual points of doctrine.

It would be possible to make similar contextualising remarks
about other innovations associated with Panaetius.35 Overwhelm-
ingly, the synoptic picture comes out as one of continuity rather than
radical change. On the vast majority of philosophical issues, what we
know of both Panaetius and Posidonius places them firmly within
the main current of Stoic debate. Their innovatively hospitable atti-
tude to Plato and Aristotle enables them to enrich and, to a limited
extent, reorientate their inherited Stoicism, but, for all that, they
remain palpably Stoics, working within the established tradition.

8. the philosophical diaspora

A vital watershed in philosophical history are the years 88–86 b.c.,
when first a Peripatetic philosopher, Athenion, and then an Epi-
curean, Aristion, briefly gained absolute power at Athens, both siding
with Mithridates against the Romans.36 Ironically, given the role
played by philosophers, these were also the events – a product of the
protracted Mithridatic War (89–84) – that finally destroyed Athens’
standing as the centre of the philosophical world. It was during

suggestion that he did not regard the latter as inalienably Zenonian. And although
DL VII 142 distinguishes Panaetius’ assertion of the world’s indestructibility from
the destructibility attributed to it by many other Stoics, including both Zeno of
Citium and Posidonius, it must be borne in mind that in one acknowledged sense
of kosmos (the sum total of all world phases: SVF 2.528, 620) all Stoics agreed on the
world’s eternity, thus leaving a certain scope for reconciling apparent differences.

35 One innovation often attributed to Panaetius is a shift of ethical focus from the
sage to the non-sage. But there is no evidence that his celebrated treatiseOn proper
action (Cicero’s main source or model forOff. I–II) involved any such shift.All Stoic
treatises on this theme had been aimed primarily at offering advice to the non-
wise, with the sage’s conduct invoked as a paradigm. Panaetius’ alleged innovation
is inferred from an anecdote at Seneca. Ep. 116.5, in which he offers advice to
a non-sage which, he admits, might not be applicable to a sage. If this anecdote
is trustworthy (which cannot be assumed), the doctrinal novelty consists not in
moving the spotlight to the nonsage, but in a new emphasis on possible differences
between the conduct appropriate to the sage and to the nonsage.

36 The fullest discussion of these events is Ferrary (1988), 435–94.
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Athenion’s brief reign as tyrant that Athens suffered a crippling siege
by Sulla’s army, at the end of which the city was sacked.

It is unclear how much physical damage was done during the
siege to the traditional public meeting places of the schools (both
the Academy and the Lyceum, being outside the city walls, had been
plundered for timber by Sulla).37 It is possible that the war made it
too difficult to recruit pupils, especially from abroad, and also that
the philosophers’ high political profile in these years made Athens
too dangerous a place for some of them. But whatever the precise
reasons may have been, after Sulla’s capture of the city in 86 many if
not most philosophers left, and the Athenian schools seem to have
lost their institutional importance. We have, for example, little infor-
mation on any successions of their scholarchs after this date. Philo
of Larissa and Antiochus, who fought for Plato’s mantle, conducted
their battles from Rome and Alexandria, respectively, and it was pri-
marily in these cities that new philosophical departures occurred in
the following decades.

If the philosophical centre of gravity now shifted away from
Athens, one possible explanation is the dispersion of the school li-
braries. Philodemus, who moved from Athens to Italy around this
time, brought with him a fine old collection of Epicurus’ own writ-
ings, possibly inherited from his master Zeno of Sidon.38 It is conceiv-
able that Philo, the current Academic scholarch, likewise brought
the Academy’s book collection with him when he moved to Rome.
Sulla, at all events, probably carried more than one book collec-
tion back to Rome with him as part of his war booty (including,
according to the story,39 some long-lost copies of Aristotle’s school
treatises). Just as the Athenian Peripatos had gone into decline af-
ter Theophrastus, on his death c. 287, had bequeathed his books to
Neleus of Scepsis, who promptly removed them from Athens, it is
a tempting hypothesis that disruption of school libraries in the 80s
b.c. was a leading cause of Athens’ decline as a philosophical cen-
tre. What better explanation of the fact that Alexandria, with its
magnificent library, was now to outshine it for many years? In

37 Posidonius (ap.Athenaeus 213d) presents Athenion in 88 speaking of the gymnasia
being in a squalid condition and the philosophical schools silent, but no causes are
mentioned.

38 See Dorandi (1997).
39 Strabo XIII 1.54; Plut. Sulla 26.
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the light of this pattern, we may legitimately suspect a similar
hemorrhage of books from the Stoic school after Panaetius’ death,
when, as we shall see, its centre of gravity shifted from Athens to
Rhodes.

The fate of the Stoic school during this era of decentralisation is
a matter on which we lack solid information. From Cicero,40 de-
scribing a nostalgic return to the Athenian schools in 79 b.c., we
hear mainly of past glories, along with some indication of what few
philosophical lectures and classes remain available. These include
no mention of Stoic teaching, and there is every reason to assume
that the Athenian Stoa was effectively defunct by this date.

As a matter of fact, it remains a strong possibility that its effective
demise had occurred two decades earlier. There is no clear evidence
of the Stoa’s survival as an institution after the death of Panaetius in
110 b.c., and Panaetius’ own frequent absences in Rome may well
both reflect and help account for Athens’ diminishing importance
as a Stoic centre at this time. Philodemus’ history of the Stoa (the
fragmentary so-called Index Stoicorum) closes with the scholarchate
of Panaetius and a survey of his pupils, and appears in an incom-
plete closing sentence to claim that all the successors to Zeno have
now been covered. Posidonius, undoubtedly Panaetius’ most distin-
guished pupil, never became head of the Athenian school but taught
in Rhodes. Since Rhodes was Panaetius’ but not Posidonius’ native
city, it is a reasonable guess that Panaetius – reported to have re-
tained his Rhodian citizenship and even his family’s priesthood in
the Rhodian town of Lindos, and to have refused the offer of Athenian
naturalisation41 – had himself already been fostering the Stoic school
there in absentia, especially if (as may be conjectured) he owned prop-
erty in or around the city. To all appearances, this Rhodian school in
effect now eclipsed or even replaced the Athenian one. For in addi-
tion to Hecato – another eminent Stoic of the day who, as a Rhodian,
may be guessed to have been at least associated with the Rhodian
school42 – we can link at least two other individuals with it, neither
of them a Rhodian. Paramonus of Tarsus, a follower of Panaetius,

40 Fin. V 1–6.
41 Fr. 10 Alesse.
42 Other known Rhodian Stoics of the same generation are a certain Plato (DL III

109), Stratocles (Philodemus, Ind. St. 17), and possibly Leonides (Strabo XIV 2.13).
For a valuable catalogue of philosophers associated with Rhodes (albeit lacking
Paramonus), see Mygind (1999).
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seems to have moved to Rhodes, as has been persuasively proposed
on the evidence of a Rhodian statue base dedicated by him.43 And
the fully institutional character of the Rhodian school is further con-
firmed by the fact that Posidonius’ own grandson, Jason of Nysa,
eventually succeeded him as its head.44 This presence in the early
first-century b.c. Rhodian school of a non-Rhodian contingent is a
striking feature, and suggests that what we are witnessing is not
yet the decentralisation of philosophy that was to become the hall-
mark of philosophy in the Imperial Age, but rather its attempted
recentralisation to a new headquarters, which at least for a while im-
itated the metropolitan role previously played by Athens. Although
the choice of Rhodes for this role may be suspected to have depended
at least in part on the geographical accident of Panaetius’ birth, it is
perhaps no coincidence that around the same time we hear of an
Epicurean school in Rhodes, whose members showed a degree of in-
dependence from the school’s Athenian headquarters sufficient to
shock at least one of the latter’s adherents.45

Meanwhile, the leading Stoics at Athens in this post-Panaetian pe-
riod are named by Cicero as Mnesarchus and Dardanus.46 Since these
two were both born around 160 b.c.,47 there is no reason why they
should not between them have remained active until 88–86 b.c., the
period of the great philosophical exodus from Athens. But there is no
evidence that either, let alone both, became scholarch,48 and the fact
that they are named jointly in this way may even count against any
such hypothesis (if one had been scholarch, we would expect Cicero
to privilege him over the other). Their being, in Cicero’s words, the
leading Stoics at Athens must surely be linked to the further fact –
hardly a coincidence – that both were in fact themselves Athenians,
who therefore had personal motives for remaining in Athens even
when others were leaving. This, along with the new prominence of
the Rhodian school, is strong evidence that, as far as the Stoa is con-
cerned, the process of regionalisation was already far advanced by
the end of the second-century b.c.

43 Ferrary (1988), 461–2.
44 Posidonius T40 EK.
45 The evidence comes from Philodemus,Rhetoric II, and is presented in Sedley (1989).
46 They were ‘principes Stoicorum’ at Athens at a time when Antiochus could, had

he wished, have defected to them (Cic.Acad. II 69), which must certainly be after –
perhaps twenty years after – the death of Panaetius.

47 Dorandi (1999), 41.
48 Ferrary (1988), 457–64, Dorandi (1994), 25.
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If Panaetius had no formal successor at Athens, we do not know
why. One hypothesised explanation, the advent of factional rifts
within the school, is not adequately supported by the evidence.49

An alternative conjecture would be that Posidonius formally inher-
ited the headship but decided to exercise it at Rhodes, thus leaving
the Athenian school leaderless and virtually defunct – especially if,
as speculatively suggested above, he inherited and took with him the
school’s library.

Nevertheless, if the disruptions of 88–86 can still be viewed as
marking the most decisive watershed in the school’s history, it is
because those years saw a wholesale decentralisation of philosophy
in all the leading schools, changing the nature of the philosophi-
cal enterprise in its entirety. The metropolitan headquarters of the
main schools at Athens either vanished or lost much of their impor-
tance. Relatively small local philosophical groups, of which there
had already been a significant number in existence, now proliferated
throughout the Greco-Roman world. Deprived of dialectical interac-
tion in their school’s authentic Athenian environment, but still well
equipped with books, adherents turned above all to the study of its
foundational texts.50 Thus we see, from the mid-first century b.c.
onward, the newly burgeoning industry of producing commentaries
on the treatises of Aristotle and the dialogues of Plato. For Stoics, al-
though writing or studying commentaries never became a habitual
mode of philosophising, we have clear evidence from Epictetus that
the exegesis of set passages from Chrysippus became a basic teaching
tool.

An important change of attitude to the entire history of philoso-
phy seems to start from this date. Philodemus’ history of the Stoa,
we have already seen, ends with the last generation of the Athenian
school and does not, as it might have done, continue with its Rhodian
counterpart. The same approach becomes endemic in the subsequent
historical tradition, so that even much later doxographies and bio-
graphical histories of philosophy, including those of the Stoa, tend to
stop with the thinkers of the early to mid-first century b.c. In the case

49 Ferrary (1988), 457–64 (cf. Dorandi [1994], 25), believes that after the death of
Panaetius the school broke up into rival factions, tied to the names of Diogenes,
Antipater, and Panaetius. For a preferable interpretation of the evidence, see p. 29.

50 See Hadot (1987). Further important remarks on this new style of philosophy can
be found in Donini (1994). The move away from Athenocentric philosophy is es-
pecially well characterized by M. Frede (1999c), 790–3.
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of the Stoa, Posidonius and other members of the Athenian school’s
last generation are usually the latest philosophers deemed worthy of
inclusion. Although we know of numerous significant Stoics of later
date, their doctrines are rarely ranked and discussed alongside those
of the school’s golden age. It is almost as if the history of philosophy
was felt to have come to an end with the demise of the Athenian
schools. Instead of continuing to take it forward, the primary task of
the philosopher was now to interpret and understand it, and to enable
others to do the same. The new pattern of philosophical teaching, in-
volving the scholarly study of school texts, is an integral part of this
picture. Needless to say, the tendency toward such an outlook did
not in practice prevent the emergence of much significant new philo-
sophical work, especially in the Platonist camp but also among later
Stoics. Yet, even the most innovative thinkers more often than not
saw their own work as that of recovering, understanding, and living
the wisdom of the ancients.

Seneca is considerably less beholden to the ancients than most
philosophical writers of his period, but there is little doubt that even
for him, as for at least some approximately contemporary Stoics such
as Cleomedes,51 the philosophers of the Athenian school – especially
its last major spokesman, Posidonius – remained objects of intense
study. But there is reason to suspect that there were competing views
as to which member of the Athenian school had really been its fi-
nal, summative spokesman. I say this because Athenaeus,52 writing
in the second-century a.d., knows of rival Stoic clubs calling them-
selves ‘Diogenists’, ‘Antipatrists’, and ‘Panaetiasts’. Since Diogenes,
Antipater, and Panaetius had been the last three formal heads of the
Athenian school, it is a tempting inference that the split between
these groups represented differing views as to which authority repre-
sented the culmination of the Athenian Stoic tradition before its de-
cline.53 If that conjecture is correct,54 it remains a matter for further

51 See Ch. 13, Jones, this volume.
52 Athenaeus 186a.
53 This explanation is suggested by the analogous attitude of Antiochus, who, in order

to present himself as heir to the early Academy, placed especial emphasis on the
legacy of Polemo, not as the greatest of the early Academics, but as (to all intents
and purposes) the last scholarch before the school deserted Plato, hence as its best
summative spokesman.

54 A recently discovered papyrus (PBerol. inv. 16545) which discusses Antipater’s
epistemological views (see Backhouse [2000]), even comparing variant readings of
his manuscripts, could well be the work of an ‘Antipatrist’.
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speculation whether Posidonius, whose influence remained so
strong in later generations, could have represented for some the fig-
urehead of a fourth faction, or whether – more plausibly – he was
appropriated by the Panaetiasts as an authentic spokesman for his
mentor Panaetius. Unfortunately, we have too little evidence about
the factional structure of imperial Stoicism for any such approach to
be profitably pursued at present.

Whereas the new philosophical decentralisation had a dramatic
impact on the great cultural centres – Athens, Alexandria, and to a
lesser extent Rome – in the regional capitals the change was no doubt
more gradual. A good illustration is offered by Tarsus in Cilicia.
Strabo55 judged that in his own time, the late first century b.c.,
the educational establishments at Tarsus, including the schools of
philosophy, were outstripping those of Athens and Alexandria, even
though he conceded that they differed from the latter two in attract-
ing only local residents as pupils. As a matter of fact, the city had
produced eminent Stoics for at least the previous two centuries –
including two scholarchs: Zeno of Tarsus and Antipater of Tarsus
(even the greatest of the Stoics, Chrysippus [see Section 5], was the
son of a Tarsian father) – and it may well be that it had had its own
Stoic school long before Strabo’s day. But its new growth in impor-
tance as a philosophical centre does represent the changing intellec-
tual world of the first century b.c. Further testimony to this growth,
and to the high standing which such regional schools achieved, is
Augustus’ choice of two philosophers in succession, both natives of
Tarsus and one of them (Athenodorus) a Stoic, to govern the city.
Strabo is able to recite a long list of Tarsians, past and present and
of various persuasions, who have become professional philosophers,
and most of whom have ended up working abroad: Rome, he informs
us, is packed with them.56

By the mid to late first century b.c., Rome had acquired what is
probably as strong a claim as any city’s to being a hub of Stoic activ-
ity. It is often remarked that the value system of patrician Romans
made them natural Stoics. Admittedly, we know of surprisingly few
Romans in this period who became Stoics, whereas these did in-
clude the most celebrated of all the Roman Stoics, Marcus Cato. We

55 Strabo XIV 673.
56 Strabo XIV 5.14–15.
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actually know of somewhat more late republican Romans who were
Antiocheans, New Academics, or even Epicureans, than were Stoics.
At the same time, however, there can be no doubt that Greek Stoics
acquired a strong foothold in the city, especially around the time
of transition from the Republican to the Imperial age. Some lead-
ing Greek Stoics of the day seem to have had the ear of Augustus,
hence to have had the opportunity to become influential figures in
the Roman world.

Two of these in particular – Athenodorus and Arius Didymus –
should be mentioned, since they conveniently encapsulate the na-
ture of Stoicism in the late first-century b.c. and, to that extent, may
provide an illuminating background to Seneca, the best-known Stoic
of the next generation. What we know of them suggests a synthesis
of practical counseling to a dynast and his family, and scholarship on
the history of philosophy – the latter by no means confined to study
of the Stoic tradition.

Athenodorus, having been appointed governor of his native Tarsus
by Augustus,57 spent most of his career at Rome where, as the
emperor’s moral counselor, he is reported to have been held by him
in high regard. His ethical work on the subject of ‘nobility’ was al-
ready known to Cicero, writing in 50 b.c.58 Seneca too consulted
his ethical writings, critically discussing his views on the relative
merits of public and private life in On Peace of Mind (De tran-
quillitate animi). But his ethical writings were at least partly dox-
ographical, since in 44 Cicero, when working on his philosophical
masterpiece De officiis (itself a basically Stoic treatise), is found ob-
taining from him his notes on Posidonius’ teaching on ‘duties’.59

In another related aspect of his oeuvre, Athenodorus joined in the
spate of critical commentary writing on the newly rediscovered or
revivedCategories of Aristotle. Textual exegesis – interschool as well
as intraschool – and philosophising were becoming twin aspects of a
single enterprise.

57 Athenodorus of Tarsus is unfortunately the name of two eminent Stoics – see
Goulet Dictionnaire (1989), pp. 654–9 – but the following sketch applies, so far as
the two can be distinguished, to the one nicknamed ‘Calvus’, also known as ‘son of
Sandon’. The approximately contemporary Athenodorus of Tarsus who, as director
of the Pergamum library, expurgated the writings of Zeno of Citium (DL VII 34) is
thought to be the other one, surnamed Cordylion.

58 Cic. Ad fam. III 7.5.
59 Cic. Ad Att. XVI 11.4.
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Much the same can be said of Arius Didymus. Like Athenodorus
a Stoic, and like him a court philosopher who gained Augustus’
confidence, he achieved eminence as an exponent of practical moral
philosophy. His consolation to Augustus’ wife, Livia, on the death of
her son Drusus is portrayed by Seneca60 as a classic of emotional ther-
apy, and other legends abounded concerning Augustus’ deep trust in
him. However, once again the roles of moral adviser and scholar
of philosophy prove not to be mutually exclusive: Arius Didymus
is widely, if controversially,61 identified with the Arius whose
Epitome – summarising large areas of Stoic, Peripatetic, Platonic,
and other philosophy – is excerpted in extenso by Stobaeus. Such
engagement by a leading Stoic in the compilation of philosophical
history is another sign of the times (compare, in the Epicurean school,
his older contemporary Philodemus, whose histories of philosoph-
ical schools were probably his best-known prose works). To some
extent it may reflect the fact that probably already by this date, as
certainly in subsequent centuries,62 a full philosophical education
was understood ideally to involve a training in all four of what were
now recognised as the principal sects – Platonism, Aristotelianism,
Stoicism, and Epicureanism. Although this need not in itself entail
the fashion of philosophical ‘eclecticism’ that has sometimes been
associated with the age,63 it is at the very least symptomatic of a
constructive softening of school boundaries.

It was in such a philosophical milieu – one in which someone
could be simultaneously a scholar of philosophical history, an author
of ethical treatises, and a counselor to dynasts, and in which narrow
philosophical sectarianism was starting to look outmoded – that the
‘Roman’ phase of Stoicism began life.64

60 Sen. Ad Marc. de cons. 4.2–6.1.
61 Against, see Göransson (1995); cautiously in favour, Mansfeld and Runia (1997).
62 Apollonius of Tyana (Philostratus, Vit. Ap. I 7), in the early to mid first century

a.d., is said to have found for himself at nearby Aegae teachers of all four main
philosophical systems, and for good measure a Pythagorean teacher too. Galen (De
cognoscendis curandisque animi morbis 8 [Scripta minora 1.31.23ff.]), in the mid
second century, was able to study with representatives of those same four schools
at his native Pergamum.

63 Dillon and Long (1988)
64 My thanks to Brad Inwood for his valuable help in drafting this chapter.


