2 The semantics of Aoyikog and the definition of
human beings

In this chapter, we will consider two aspects of the word Aoykdg. First, we will
summarise the semantics of Aoykdg in conversation with the detailed analysis
by Scott (2018). While his study is very helpful, it also is beset by methodological
difficulties which we point out. We will also directly challenge the evidence Scott
puts forward for his own reading of Aoywkog in Rom 12.1.

Second, we will perform a discourse analysis of the definition of human be-
ings as 6vntd Aoywka {@a, showing that it was pre-Pauline, associated with Sto-
icism, but also percolated through other philosophical traditions, and would
have been well known to broader audiences, such that it is plausible to assume
that Paul could allude to the concept. Furthermore, we will demonstrate how the
definition is used to construct discourse on the human place in the cosmos, on
their vocation as rational living beings and on what it means to lead a genuinely
human life.

2.1 The semantics of Aoyikog in conversation with Scott 2018

Scott’s recent study is the most detailed attempt to investigate the semantics of
Aoywdg in Greek literature.* Scott’s study achieves, despite some methodological
questions one might raise, as much as a lexical study can contribute to the in-
terpretation of a passage. While we argue for an approach that focuses on qual-
itative parallels, it will be useful to consider the results of Scott’s investigation,
before we raise some methodological points, and, finally, consider the evidence
on which his own proposal for Aoyik6g in Rom 12.1 rests.

2.1.1 Scott’s seven categories of the use of Aoyikdg

Scott observes, based on the distribution in his sample?, that the word Aoyikdg
was “primarily a philosophical term with a high register” (502), in contrast to

1 In this section, numbers in brackets refer to Scott 2018.
2 See below, section 2.1.2.

3 OpenAccess. © 2021 Simon Diirr, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110750560-003
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modern translation equivalents (503). He distinguishes “seven categories of use”
for Aoywdg (504—-515)%

First, used in substantivised form (10 Aoywkov) for “reasoned thought” (i.e.
“logic” as a branch of study). Scott’s preferred translation is “reasoned”.*

Second, used to distinguish “rational beings from irrational animals”. Here
often a contrast is made between the Aoywa {®a, including humans, and the
dhoya. Scott’s explanatory paraphrase here is that the one is “able to exercise
reasoned thought”, while the others are not (504). In this sense it is predicated
of humans, gods, and even the cosmos itself (505). Scott claims for this sense
that “[a]lthough rationality is our distinguishing feature, Aoywkdg never merely
means ‘human’. To refer to human beings as T& Aoywka in this sense is to high-
light humanity’s capacity for reasoned thought as our defining attribute” (505 -
506). The word “merely” in this statement makes it difficult to disagree, but what
Scott misses is that, as part of the ancient cultural encyclopedia, (i) Aoywdg is
used in this sense as part of the definition of human beings and (ii) this defini-
tion is often used in protreptic and normative contexts to speak about the role of
a being within the cosmos. Thus, it can be used to talk about human beings in a
normative or aspirational sense. This is based on the human capacity for reason
and speech (which should not be split too neatly for ancient thought®). We shall
come back to this point.

Third, used to distinguish “reasoning human beings from irrational people”.
In this sense Aoyikdg refers not just to those endowed with reason, but to those
who use it well. An example for this sense is Philo, Cher. 39 (Tov pév aOTd® [sc.
Aoyw] xpfioBat Suvapevov 6pdQg is called Aoyikodv 6vtwg, TOV 8¢ pn Suvapevov
GAoyov Te kai kakodaipova).® Scott claims that “[t]he mere capacity to reason is
not enough to make a person fully Aoywko6g (and so fully human) if that capacity
is not regularly put to work in actual reasoned thought” (507). Here he rightly
detects a normative and aspirational sense of Aoykdg, which he fails to detect
in uses of the concept “human”.” More problematic is the use of the phrase “rea-

3 Cf. his own summary (515-6).

4 Scott cites as one of the examples Philo, Leg. 1.57, where the form is not substantivised as
much as there is an ellipsis of pépog.

5 As Scott himself recognises (514), even though his preferred glosses with variants of “rea-
soned” or “reasoning” may suggest otherwise.

6 Though here the adverb 6vtwg is needed to disambiguate. Some of the examples offered by
Scott in n. 23 do not neatly fall under his description of “setting those who often exercise rea-
soned thought over against those who are dominated by their passions.”

7 On normative conceptions of being human in ancient philosophical context see Gill 1990.
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soned thought” because it might be taken to focus too narrowly on syllogistic
dexterity. It is better to take it more broadly, as we have indicated, for the
good use of the human endowment with Adyog.

Fourth, to distinguish “the reasoning aspect of the soul from other aspects”.
This sense is applied to models of the soul in which several parts are assumed.?
An example is Philo, Leg. 2.2 (¢éyw moAA& eipt, Yuxn owpa, kai Puxig dhoyov
Aoywkov). Scott also subsumes here expressions like Aoyikn dUvopug.

Fifth, “objects that consist of, result from, or are employed in reasoning”.
Scott’s examples in this category are less than clear. For instance, geometrical
lines (tag Aoytkag evbeiag [Heron, Definitiones 135.8]) are subsumed here suppos-
edly because they are “lines that exist only in reasoned thought” (510). Or Aoywkn
Opun is paraphrased by Scott as “an impulse that arises from reasoned deliber-
ation.”® Part of the problem may be that Scott seems to assume that adjectives
can only mark out definite properties of “objects”, whereas phrases with adjec-
tives can also function differently, for instance as a generic reference to a domain
or as a mere contrast term.

Sixth, used for “activities performed by or guided by reasoning”. This is the
sense which Scott proposes for Rom 12.1. He distinguishes between, first, mental
activities (e.g. okéPig, {NTNoOLg, Epunveia), in which case the combination with
M\oyik6g emphasises that they are “performed by reasoning” (511); second, for
other actions, the combination with Aoyik6g marks that their “execution is guid-
ed by reasoned thought” (513).'° Because it is these examples which Scott iden-
tifies as a parallel to the Aoy Aatpeia we will consider them separately in sec-
tion 2.1.3.

Seventh, “distinguishing what is related to discourse in general”. In this last
category Scott admits examples where “Aoyikn denotes discourse in a broad
sense, not just reasoned deliberation” (514)."

8 For a brief discussion of ancient models of mind see Annas 1992, Long 2015. The early Stoics
had a more unitary account which Posidonius modified. On Galen’s polemical report on Posido-
nius, see Sorabji 2000, ch. 6.

9 Scott cites Arius Didymus, Phil. Sect. 73.2 for this sense. But that passage explicitly distin-
guishes two kinds of oppr, namely v Te v T0ig AOYIKOIG Ytyvopévnv Oppny, Kai Thy €v Toig
a\oyolg {wotig. This passage in fact is a parallel to DL 751 (see our discussion in section
6.3.3.4). For a discussion of impulse in Stoicism see Inwood 1985.

10 Scott distinguishes a third category, where acts of discourse are involved, but we may ignore
it for our purposes.

11 An example is Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Comp. 11 where the rhythms and melodic patterns
(vocal accent) of speech and music are compared (p. 82 in the Loeb edition; transl. Stephen
Usher).
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One important corollary of Scott’s study is the observation that Aoyikog is
not used to offer a third-person evaluation upon an action (517-518). This
rules out those interpretations of Rom 12.1 which see it as a comment on what
is “reasonable”.”?

We have thus summarised the main findings of Scott’s semantic analysis of
Aoywdg, which is sufficient for our purposes. We have already indicated some

reservations, and now turn to several problems with Scott’s approach.

2.1.2 Problems with Scott’s approach

In this section we indicate several problems with Scott’s in many respects very
useful work.

First, his choice of corpus. Scott has chosen to include in his sample every
instance the TLG lists, in its chronological ordering, as later than Chrysippus and
before Plutarch (349 instances) plus 71 earlier instances (503). This means that he
considers roughly the evidence between 200 BC and AD 100. Unfortunately, this
means that he does not include in his sample writers like Epictetus, Dio Chrys-
ostom, or indeed Plutarch, who by many accounts are full of parallels worth-
while exploring when it comes to understanding the New Testament.”® Naturally,
there needs to be some delimitation of workload. But chronology may not be a
very good guide here: does Teucer the Astrologer offer better parallels to Paul
than Epictetus? Scott does mention the problem that many of the instances
that fall into the scope of his sample are fragments preserved in later authors
(e.g. Diogenes Laertius), but dismisses the influence on his chosen sample.**
Further, Scott’s results could be complemented by including more epigraphical
evidence of Aoykog.”

12 See section 6.3.5 for how our interpretation takes this observation into account, but also goes
beyond it.

13 In this respect McCartney 1991, 131 seems more appropriate.

14 501 n. 4. The chronological ordering of the TLG may be doubtful in certain cases, as Scott
admits (502 n. 4). But this would suggest widening the sample to include further authors, not
a sharp cut-off. There is also the problem that the TLG sometimes includes editions that are over-
lapping or based on less-well established texts. An example is Mullach’s edition in 1867 of Arius
Didymus’ Liber de philosophorum sectis (included in Scott’s sample), which at 53,2.25 ascribes to
Arius Didymus text which Wachsmuth in 1882 recognised as in fact belonging to Epictetus (now
frag. 1 in the ed. of Schenkl). This text is preserved in the fifth-century collection of Stobaeus.
15 Scott discusses one of the examples which LSJ (sv. Aoywkog) list, SEG 2.184 (515). Other epi-
graphic evidence in the Searchable Greek Inscriptions database (https://epigraphy.packhum.org)
documents the following uses. First, it appears in the context of festivals, which staged compet-
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Second, his use of his own translations. While this is in part inevitable,
where no translations exist, or where lexicographical traditions need to be chal-
lenged, there is a risk of supplying one’s own favourite rendering (“reasoned”) in
more cases than would be warranted and then presenting it with the supposed
weight of statistical evidence.

Third, overspecification in cases of polysemy. Many instances of a phrase
like Aoyikn 8vvaypug, for instance, are polysemous, without a possibility of neatly
distinguishing between the various similar and related senses. In several instan-
ces this leads Scott to overspecification (e.g. Philo, Congr. 17 in n. 27 is broader
than “rational” as the context makes clear).

Fourth, he does not account sufficiently for the different ways adjectives can
modify nouns.'® (We will discuss some of these in section 6.3.3.1).

Fifth, while he is rightly sensitive to grammatical and syntactical features,
the differences induced by the semantics of the noun modified are sometimes
not given sufficient weight (see below). He thus contextualises too narrowly.

Sixth, missing aspects of the cultural encyclopedia and indirect evaluation.
While it is not a problem for a lexical investigation, for the interpretation of the
meaning in a concrete text'” one should account for the fact that words may re-

itions in various disciplines, not just music and athletics (cf. Price 1984, 90). In lists of victors of
such competitions, the phrase évkwpiwt Aoyw@t indicates the category of prose encomia (IOro-
pos 523 [c. 80 - 50 BC], IOropos 526 [c. 80 —50 BC]; IG VII 2727 [first century BC], IG IX,2 531 [late
first century BC or early first century AD]). At imperial festivals in the first century AD compet-
itions in encomia to the emperor were held (cf. again Price 1984, 90), and the victors’ list in-
cludes the category of prose encomia with the phrase évkwpiwt Aoyw®t (IKorinthMeritt 19
[reign of Claudius?]). Similarly, a second-century AD inscription from Antinoopolis (IPDésert
10) mentions an organiser of a contest in declamation ([dyw]voBAg Aoykod dy@vog; cf. Del
Corso and Pintaudi 2016, 265).

Second, in several inscriptions Aoywkog appears to designate something like a profession,
i.e. a logician (e.g. TiBéplog KAavdiog Aoywkog [IG IX,2 969 (Roman period)], similarly TAM 11
48 [Roman period], TAM 1II 355 [Roman period]), though the dating is uncertain, and it might
function simply as an epithet. In IMaked 13 (AGywkr| Alovdow €0y1) it even appears to function
as a proper name, though the inscription is undated.

Besides these, there are two special cases. The first is SEG 2.184 (ca. 171- 146 BC at Tanagra),
in which the Athenian musician Hegesimachos is honoured for his theoretical and practical lec-
tures (£m0€TTO GKPOAOELG AOYIKAG TE Kok Opyavikag), which we already mentioned. The second is
an inscription from the middle of the first century AD, in which a physician named Menecrates is
honoured, among other things, as a founder of his own logical-empirical medical system (i8iag
Moykiig évapyois iatpikfig kTiotnt), on which see Benedum 1977, 386. This may be related to the
school of medicine that styled itself “rational” (cf. Scott, 507).

16 Though in n. 83 he is aware of some of them.
17 For this difference, see the useful discussion of Eco 2014, especially 550.
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call items of shared cultural knowledge from the ancient encyclopedia and may
activate evaluative connotations which escape a narrowly semantic investiga-
tion. So the fact that Aoywdg is used in the definition of human beings
means, as we will see, that broader themes of what it means to be human
could be in view (see chapters 2.2 and 3).

The pertinence of these critical remarks may only become apparent in light
of our own attempt at a broader contextualisation in the following chapters.

2.1.3 The evidence on which Scott’s solution rests

In this section we briefly analyse the parallels Scott offers as the closest for un-
derstanding the Aoy Aatpeia in Rom 12.1. Scott’s proposed sense is that this is
a Aatpeia which is “guided by rational deliberation”, since Aatpeia is not, he as-
sumes, a mental act, and it is one of the results of his study that in the case of
acts which are not “mental in nature”, the adjective “signals that the act is guid-
ed by rational deliberation” (516). Thus, in effect, based on the instances of his
sample that he assigns to this category of use (513-514),® Scott’s proposal

18 Some of Scott’s examples cited in this category are not pertinent. For instance, Scott cites
Philo, Det. 47, which he introduces as “Philo calls any action in which reasoning is not involved
an ‘irrational act’ (un Aoywkn @op&)”, but this example is misleading. For Philo has just distin-
guished (Det. 46) two senses in which the term &\oyog is used, first, to describe something mapa
TOV alpovta Adyov, as for example a foolish person (&ppwv); second, to describe something in
which there is no reason altogether (kat’ éktopnv Adyov), as in the case of animals not endowed
with reason (g T@V {@wv T& pr Aoyikd). Philo then applies this distinction to the movements of
the mind (tdg p&v ovv GAdyoug avTod [sc. vob, cf. Det. 45] @opdg [Det. 47]), which means this
example is not a case “beyond the sphere of mental acts” (513) to which Scott has assigned
it. And further, Philo describes the second sense of &G\oyog with pur| Aoywkai (Tag 8¢ ka® Etépav
gxSoxnv dAdyoug [sc. @opdg], ovy ol mapd TOV 6pBdV Adyov giotv GAN doat pfy Aoyikad, v kal T&
dhoya {@a kowwvel), not the first. These movements are such that they cannot and could not be
directly controlled by “reasoned thought” (though they may be trained to be aligned with it);
while Scott’s sense requires that they could be so controlled. Thus, this example does not sup-
port Scott’s analysis.

Similarly, Severus latrosophista, De instrumentis 7 (téxvn ... Aoyikwtépn) and 22 (Aoyikw-
Tépa péBodog), where the context is medical practice, are not good examples for acts “not mental
in nature” (516). Again, Scott cites (n. 90) Posidonius, Frag. 309b which compares the variability
of human actions with the uniformity of actions by other animals. Thus the Aoywai péEeig are
those performed by Aoywa {®a. Naturally, these actions involve the exercise of reason, but that
is not what is emphasised by the use of the adjective, which functions as a contrast term. Also,
Scott cites Arius Didymus, Phil. sect. 58.1.24, but misconstrues Aoyikov as adverbially modifying
ouvaoB&veobar, while it refers back to maog. (The ascription of frag. 309b to Posidonius is
problematic, cf. section 2.2.)
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amounts to the claim that the best parallels for the Aoywn Aatpeia in Rom 12.1
are 0 Aoywog Biog in Philo, Opif. 119" and Somn. 1.179, and the Aoywn {wr] in
Philo, Post. 68.2°

But these parallels are mainly grammatical and syntactical; the semantical
meanings of the nouns modified are all very similar (something with “life” or
“living”); and none of them is very close to Aatpeia or thematically close to
something about which Paul might be speaking in Rom 12.1.

Thus, having looked at the evidence put forward by Scott, we maintain that a
better approach is to evaluate qualitative parallels, which are linguistically close
and also thematically pertinent. This is what we attempt to do with a re-reading
of Epictetus 1.16 in chapter 4, for which chapter 3 provides a larger context in
ancient discourse. Before we do this, however, it will be useful to establish
that the definition of human beings as 6vnta Aoywa {@a was widely known
in Paul’s time.

2.2 The definition of human beings as {@ov Aoyikov

In this section our aim is to show that the definition of human beings as a {®ov
Aoykov or as a {@ov Aoyikov Bvntov is pre-Pauline, that it is distinctly associat-
ed with Stoic philosophy, and that it is more widespread and widely known.*
Furthermore, we want to chart some of the discourses in which this idea is ex-
plored, with our result being that this notion is used to discuss the human
place in the cosmos, the human vocation, and genuine humanness. We will
also consider the question of which audiences might be supposed to have
been familiar with this definition. The themes that appear in our discussions

19 The fragment from mepi &ptOu@v which Scott lists in n. 87 is basically the same as Opif. 119.
20 Scott also cites Arius Didymus, Phil. sect. 93.1.25-26 (Oig yop Aoytkév £t 1O {ijv, ToOTOIG
Kal TO evBaupovelv vriGpyewv) but the context of this last example does not permit a clear deter-
mination of the sense which Scott sees documented here. Scott’s phrase “guided by reasoned
thought” or “steered by rational judgments” cannot be neatly separated from the senses
which he rejects like “in keeping with reason”. We might compare, for a similar statement,
but with different import, namely a “vocational” sense for which we argue, Aspasius, In ethica
Nicomachea commentaria 18.1-2 (Aeimetau 8¢ [10] #pyov [elvau] Tob dvBp@mov /| mpakTik| Kai
Aoykn {wr, TouTtéoTt TO {fv WG Aoykdv), which comments on Aristotle’s function (£pyov) argu-
ment (cf. our discussion of Epictetus 1.16.21 in chapter 4).

21 Standard dictionaries used by New Testament scholars routinely note as evident that Aoyt-
KOG, in the sense of “with reference to reason” is “a favourite term in Greek philosophy, especial-
ly among the Stoics” (TDNT, s.v.) or a “favourite expression of the philosophers since Aristotle”
(BDAG, s.v.). This section aims to investigate the matter afresh with regards to {@ov Aoywkov.
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as directly associated with the notion of human beings as rational mortal ani-
mals will then be investigated from a different angle in the next chapter,
where we draw more on secondary literature to contextualise this discussion
more broadly, before launching into a close reading of Epictetus, and finally,
Paul.

Our aim for this section requires a closer investigation of the term {®ov Aoyt-
k6v and how it is used in the extant corpus of Greek literature. Our approach is
to use the proximity text search function of the TLG and apply it to its corpus,
using its inbuilt chronological ordering as a first approximation (which, howev-
er, needs to be critically evaluated).”? We have searched for instances of the
lemma {@ov occurring within 10 words near the lemma Aoykdg. This will gener-
ate some irrelevant search results (such as when the two occurrences belong to
different texts, for instance in a collection of fragments; or when there are count-
ing overlaps between phrases that occur closely together), but these can be elim-
inated by the examination of the search results. In this section, we will refer to
the results of our search (before the elimination of false hits) as our “sample”.

There are some methodological difficulties, which we will briefly discuss
here by looking at concrete examples from among our sample. The first issue
concerns the attribution of authorship in the TLG canon. In the case of early
Stoic figures like Chrysippus (3d century BC) or Posidonius (c. 135-51 BC)* we
only have access to their work through collections of fragments,* which reflect
the source-critical predilections of their times and their editors. The TLG canon
includes for Posidonius the collections of Jacoby and Theiler, but not those of
Edelstein and Kipp. While Edelstein and Kipp include as fragments only passag-
es in which Posidonius is named, Theiler includes over 300 passages in which he
detects Posidonius as a source, directly or in some way derived from him.” These
passages include Posidonius frag. 309a Theiler,?® which is taken from the work
De natura hominis by the bishop of Emesa, Nemesius (written around 400).” In

22 Thus, we are using the method of “corpus-based” discourse analysis here (see our comments
in section 1.4).

23 For ancient authors, we follow the chronology offered in the respective articles in the DNP.
24 Since von Arnim’s collection Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, in volumes 2 and 3, presents the
material attributed to Chrysippus alongside other generically assigned Stoic material, one can-
not straightforwardly assign the material to Chrysippus (the same policy applies in volume 1 for
Zeno).

25 On Theiler’s collection (1982) see the very useful review of Sandbach 1984.

26 Which is not included in the collection of Jacoby or Edelstein and Kipp.

27 For the dating, cf. DNP, sv. “Nemesios”. An excellent translation with introduction and notes
is provided by Sharples and van der Eijk 2008. Theiler 1982, 2.188-189 supposes, following W.
Jaeger and E. Skard, that Nemesius used both a lost treatise by Galen and, for the more obvious-
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this fragment there are clear references to human beings as a {@ov Aoywov?® and
the passage itself is a fascinating instance of ancient anthropological reflection,
gathering many of the motifs and themes that we study in section 3.1.* However,
due to the disputable nature of the evidence, we will, in a first instance, not
admit such passages as evidence for Posidonius having used the phrase {®ov
Aoywév for human beings.

The second issue concerns the attribution of ideas and formulations. Among
the earliest search hits for {@ov Aoyikov that occur in our sample there are multi-
ple instances in fragment 44b*° which is attributed to the philosopher Anti-
sthenes (c. 445-365 BC), a student of Socrates. Fragment 44b is taken from
Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria 1043 b23,
p. 553,29 -554,33. The commentary discusses the statements made by Aristotle
in book 8 of his Metaphysica (1043b 23-28) concerning a problem about defini-
tions “raised by the school of Antisthenes” (ot Avtio0évelot [1043b 24]).3! The
commentary on Aristotle explains the point Antisthenes is supposed to have
made using its own example (no example is provided in Aristotle for this
point), namely the definition (6ptopog) of human beings, in the longer version
{@wov Aoywdv, Bvntdv, vob kal érotiung dektikdv (“rational animal, mortal
and receptive of intellect and knowledge”), which using several words is a
long formulation (AGyov poxpdv), whereas the term “human being” (10 GvBpw-
1og Gvopa) uses only one word. Based upon this difference, they are supposed
to have rejected the possibility of a definition (oVk €oTwv Opioacat). In this ex-
ample, it is probable that the point about definitions itself does go back to Anti-
sthenes (or one of his students),? but it is highly unlikely that the formulation

ly Christian passages, Origen’s commentary on Genesis (wWhose supposed teacher Ammonius
Sakkas is assumed to have been familiar with the teaching of Posidonius). For a concise discus-
sion of Posidonius as a source for Nemesius see Sharples and van der Eijk 2008, 21-23, who are
sceptical of a systematical attribution to a work of Posidonius, even if they grant that it cannot
be ruled out in some cases.

28 For instance, in a longer version, “they define human being as a rational animal, mortal and
receptive of intellect and knowledge” tov dvBpwmov opilovtat {@ov Aoyikdv, Bvntodv, vob Kkal
émotung Sextikov (Posidonius frag. 309 1. 143 Theiler = Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.11;
transl. Sharples and van der Ejik, adapted).

29 The text is important, for instance, for Dierauer 1977, whose work gathers many ancient pas-
sages that include reflection on human beings (see section 3.1).

30 In the collection of Caizzi 1966.

31 Transl. W. D. Ross (in Barnes 1995).

32 Cf. also DL 6.3.
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{@ov Aoywov had already been used by Antisthenes.” The same holds true for
the other instances in frag. 44b: they all use the definition of human beings as
{@ov Noykdv as an example for a definition, but since this has become the stan-
dard example for a definition, certainly by the time of Alexander of Aphrodisias
(around AD 200), who uses it very frequently in his commentaries on Aristotle,
this cannot be taken as evidence for Antisthenes’ use of this formulation. How-
ever, in the case of fragment 44b it gets even trickier, since scholarship only con-
siders the first five books of In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria as genuinely
by Alexander of Aphrodisias, the rest (including the passage which is fragment
44b) were probably written by Michael of Ephesus in the 12th century.* Thus we
also have to rule out cases such as fragment 44b of Antisthenes, where the for-
mulation appears to be later than the point formulated.

Having considered these examples in detail, we will begin by seeking to es-
tablish the main and incontrovertible points with the most robust evidence, and
use the rest to complete the picture.>®

2.2.1 The phrase g@ov Aoywov is pre-Pauline

First, we can be certain that the phrase {@ov Aoywov for human beings was used
in the first century AD, since it occurs in a papyrus from Herculaneum (no later
than 79 AD, when Mount Vesuvius erupted). P. Herc 1065 represents a work by
the Epicurean philosopher Philodemus (c. 110 - 40 BC), Ilept @awopévwy kai on-
pewoewv, in which he defends the method of logical inference based on anal-
ogies between the world of appearances and things not directly recognisable.*”
As one example mentioned in this work we find the phrase:

33 In addition, the extension vob kai émotnung SekTikdv appears to have originated in Neopla-
tonic circles (cf. Sharples and van Eijk 2008, 46 n. 232).

34 That is, up to page 439 in the edition of Hayduck.

35 On which see DNP, sv. “Alexander von Aphrodisias”.

36 In a few cases, we will also complete the picture by using passages where the phrase {@ov
Moywov does not occur as such but is implied, or when it is clear on contextual grounds that the
same thought is expressed as in a related passage, which does use the phrase. We will also occa-
sionally bring in evidence from Latin sources. While Cicero (104-43 BC) understood himself to
be an Academic philosopher, his philosophical writings are nevertheless important sources for
Stoicism. For instance, Cicero draws heavily on the Stoic Panaetius (c. 185-109 BC) in his De
officiis. In book 2 of De natura deorum, he presents Stoic theological material, drawing also
on Posidonius (cf. ND 2.88).

37 Cf. DNP, s.v. “Philodemus von Gadara”.
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w[o]mep dTav | einwpev 10 o@pa kaBO o@pa | Gykov Exewv kat Gvti[tu]miav, | kal TOV GvBpw-
ov L &vBpwog | {@iov Aoykdv “as when we say that a body insofar as it is a body has
mass and resistance, so also (we say that) the human as human is a rational animal.” (P.
Herc 1065, col. frag. 52, 8—9 DeLacy)*®

Thus, it is clearly already established that the phrase in its use for humans is pre-
Pauline, attested in the first century BC (and by an Epicurean).

2.2.2 Early Stoics used {@ov Aoywév for human beings

Second, we can be quite certain that already the early Stoic Chrysippus used
{@ov Noywov for human beings, because Plutarch (c. AD 45— before AD 125) pro-
vides us with a valuable quotation that appears to be quoting directly from a
work of Chrysippus himself.

In his De virtute morali, Plutarch tries to refute those who deny the distinc-
tion between a “passionate and irrational” part (t0 madnTiKOV Kai GAoyov) and
one that is “reasoning and judging” (tob Aoyilopévov kai kpivovtog), and charg-
es his opponents with conceding the distinction in all but name.*®* He seeks to
show this by directly quoting from Chrysippus’ Ilepi Avouoloyiag (450C). We
can be confident that he is working with a copy of the text and not just relying
on a handbook by the fact that he indicates the order in which the statements
appear in his Vorlage, using characteristic formulations (¢v 8¢ Toig miept Avopo-
Aoylag 6 Xpvourog einwv 6Tt “in his books on inconsistency Chrysippus says
that”; pkpov mpoeNdwv “proceeding a little further” [450C]) and that he even
quotes the words of Menander, which he claims Chrysippus adduced as evidence
after the first two quotations (gita ypfitat pdptupt T@ MevavSpw AéyovTt
[450C]).“® The first two statements concern anger (f| 0pyn) and passions general-
ly and how they drive out “processes of reasoning” (ma6n £kkpovLel TOVG Aoyt-
opovg [450C]). This context of the passions makes it absolutely clear that Chrys-
ippus is speaking of human beings; the Stoic gods and the sage do not suffer
from these conditions.

Then comes the relevant quotation, which clearly demonstrates that already
Chrysippus used {®ov Aoywov for human beings:

38 Our translation.

39 Plutarch, Virt. mor. 450B. Transl. W. C. Helmbold, here and below, adapted.

40 Furthermore, there are other polemical works by Plutarch that could only be written with ac-
cess to written sources, e.g. De Stoicorum repugnantiis, Stoicos absurdiora poetis dicere, De com-
munibus notitiis contra stoicos.
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Kai A 6 Xpooumog poeAdwv “Tod Aoykod” @naot “twov @uatv £xovTtog ipoaypiodat eig
£kaota TQ Adyw kol VIO ToUTOV KUPEPVEaBal TOANGKIG AmooTPEPeadat*’ alToOv* Nuag
GAAN BLato TP Popd XPWHEVOUG,” OHOAOYMV TO GUHBAivov €K TiiG TPOg TOV Adyov Tod ma-
Boug Slapopag.

And again, Chrysippus proceeds to say that “every rational creature is so disposed by na-
ture as to use reason in all things and to be governed by it; yet often reason is rejected when
we are under the impulse of some other more violent force.” Thus in this passage he plainly
acknowledges what conclusion is to be drawn from the difference which exists between
passion and reason. (Plutarch, Virt. mor. 450D = SVF 3.390)*

Again, there are indicators that we have a direct quotation by Chrysippus
(mpoeAdwv ... @not), and the transition to the commentary by Plutarch is clearly
marked (6poAoy@v), given his intent to demonstrate that Chrysippus admits the
difference between reason and passion (or affections). Helmbold’s translation
“rational creature” is apposite here, because the statement in which {®ov Aoyt-
KoV itself occurs is only positive and normative (from toD Aoyikod to kuBep-
vaoBaw), nature (@Uvow) as it can and should be. In principle, in this statement
{@ov MNoywkov could also apply to other rational beings in the cosmos. But
human beings are certainly included among the referents here, and they come
into focus in the second statement (from TOAAGKLG ... ypwpEVoug), where UGG re-
fers to “us humans.” Thus this passage is also relevant in showing that {®ov
Aoywkov was already used by Chrysippus in a normative sense for the nature
of human beings, to which they should aspire to live up. The passage further
shows the close connection between {@ov Aoywov and (Adyog), which here
must be reason, and not only speech, given that it is contrasted with affections.

Our conclusions concerning Chrysippus are strongly confirmed by direct
quotations of Chrysippus in Galen’s De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, which
is very similar to the Plutarchean passage we have just discussed.** Galen
aims to expose inconsistencies in Chrysippus’ definitions of affection (t@v
KAt TO GBog Oplop@v [4.2.8]), one as “an irrational and unnatural movement
of the soul” (GAoyov Te kai mapa @Uov kiviow YuxAg [4.2.8]), the other as “ex-
cessive conation™ (mAeovalovoav OppnV [4.2.8]), and to show how they contra-

41 Cf. also the similar statement in DL 7.89 (StaotpépeaBat 8¢ 10 Aoykdv {@ov), where contex-
tually it is possible that Diogenes Laertius is still reporting on Chrysippus.

42 Sc. Aoyov.

43 We have inserted the quotation marks to indicate the direction quotation (the same words
are marked in SVF).

44 For PHP, we use the edition and translation of de Lacy 1978. Galen’s polemical interaction
with Chrysippus is excellently analysed in Sorabji 2000, cf. especially chapter 2.

45 Or “excessive impulse”.
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dict the Chrysippean thesis that “affections are judgments” (kpioeig eivar Ta
1GOn [4.2.8]). Galen introduces the following as quoting Chrysippus’ own
words (Tag proetg avtod napaypopavteg [4.2.9]), which thus include the phrase
{@ov hoywov used for human beings:

“Bel 8¢ mp@ToV £vrebupiiodat 6Tt TO Aoytkov {Pov GkohovbnTkdV UoeL 0Tt TG Adyw Kal
KAt TOV AOYOV WG Gv IyeROva TTPaKTIKOV. TIOMAKLG pEVTOL Kot GBAAWG épeTar €mi Tva Kai
ano Tvwv, Grelddg @ Aoyw wbovpevov Emi TIAETOV”.

First one must keep in mind that the rational animal is by nature such as to follow reason
and to act with reason as his guide. (11) But often they move in another way toward some
things and away from some things in disobedience to reason when they are pushed too
much. (Galen, PHP 4.2.10 —11, part of SVF 3.462)

In the passage quoted by Galen, Chrysippus applies both definitions of affections
to this irrational movement. He compares them to expressions found in ordinary
language (somebody is “pushed and moved irrationally, without reason and
judgment” @OeToBL Kai GAOYWS PEPeTbatl Gvev Adyov <kai> kpioewg [4.2.12]).
The last sentence of the quotation again includes the phrase Aoyikov {@ov for
human beings:

<0V yap> ... TadT émonpavopeda, GAAG pLdALoTa Ko’ Hv DTIOYPAQEL POPAV, 0V TEYUKOTOG
ToD AoykoD {@ov kvelobal oVTwG Kotd TRV Yoy, GAAG Katd TOV Adyov.”
[For when we use these expressions ...] we use them most of all with reference to the move-

ment that he describes, since it is not the nature of a rational animal to move thus in his
soul, but in accordance with reason. (Galen, PHP 4.2.13, part of SVF 3.462)

Galen clearly marks off what he claims is a direct quotation (t@v T0d Xpuoimnmou
prioewv) from Chrysippus’ first book “On the affections” (10 Tp@TOV GUYYpPOUUX
niept ad@v [4.2.14]). The context of the discussion makes it abundantly clear that
the phrase Aoywov {@ov is again used for the nature (ne@uk6Ttog) of human be-
ings; it is again related to reason (katd TOv Adyov), in a normative conception
(from which, however, there is often [moA\dkig] a deviation).”” Thus we have es-
tablished that at least since Chrysippus (3d century BC) the phrase Aoyikov {pov
is used for human beings, in a normative and ethical context (the emotions
under control of reason). Perhaps it is possible to push this even further, to
the founder of the Stoic school, Zeno of Citium (c. 334-262/1 BC), given that

46 We have omitted a few words.
47 The similarities with the Plutarchean passage are apparent, and they make the attribution to
Chrysippus even more probable.
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the referent of bmoypdgel (“he describes” [4.2.13]) might be Zeno,*® but of course
that does not yet show that the statement that follows goes back already to Zeno,
for which our sample offers no specific evidence.” However, given the impor-
tance of Chrysippus for the Stoic school,*® we can conclude that Stoics were fa-
miliar with the phrase Aoywov {@ov as applied to human beings at least since
Chrysippus became head of the school.”

2.2.3 Early Stoics used g@ov Aoywdv for the cosmos and God

Third, Stoics at least since Chrysippus applied the phrase {@ov Aoyikov to the
cosmos. There is some evidence that might indicate that the phrase {@ov Aoywdov
was already applied to the cosmos as a whole by Zeno himself. The Pyrrhonean
Sceptic Sextus Empiricus (end of the 2nd century AD), in his Adversus Mathema-
ticos attributes several arguments to Zeno of Citium which aim to show that the
cosmos itself is an animal and rational.> He compares some of them to those of
Socrates in Xenophon’s Memorabilia (AM 9.101),>®> whose conclusion is that the
cosmos is rational (Aoywkov** dpa €otiv 0 kOopog [AM 9.101, 9.104, cf. 9.103];
also “intelligent” [voepdg (AM 9.104)]). Sextus then discusses arguments in Pla-
to’s Timaeus (29d-30b), and quotes, in AM 9.106 the following passage:

48 This is suggested by Sorabji 2000, 60, who, however, adds a question mark to his suggestion.
49 In SVF 1, fragments 230 and 244 use the phrase in a way that applies to human beings, but
they are both generic statements about Stoic doctrine and not specific in pointing to Zeno. The
phrase oi T 00 Kitiéwg Zivwvog @losopoivteg (“the philosophers who follow Zeno of Citi-
um” [Origen, Cels. 7.63 = SVF 1.244]; transl. Chadwick 1986) is simply designating the school by
its founder.

50 Cf. the famous statement that there would be no Stoa if it were not for Chrysippus (DL 7.83).
51 The ascription of DL 7.61 (which uses {@ov Aoywov to illustrate a division [Siapéaig], quoted
below) to the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon (c. 240-150 BC, a student of Chrysippus), listed as a
part of frag. 25 in von Arnim’s collection (at SVF 3, p. 214), has been challenged by Mansfeld
1986, 367; so we will disregard this passage as evidence for early Stoic use of the notion of
{@ov Noywkdv, though of course it documents general Stoic use.

52 For Sextus Empiricus, AM we adapt the translation of R. G. Bury. Note that AM 7-8 = Adver-
sus logicos 1-2, AM 9-10 = Adversus physicos, AM 11 = Adversus ethicos.

53 Sextus Empiricus quotes from Xenophon, Mem. 1.4.2 at AM 9.92—94. Cf. section 3.1.6.

54 The fact that in AM 9.104 Aoyw6v (contrast with voepdg; cf. Aoywkog [AM 9.103]) is not con-
gruent with 0 kOopog might suggest that a neuter like {@ov is to be supplied. However, the con-
struction with a “neuter adjective used as predicative complement” is a noted exception to the
basic rule of agreement in CGCG 27.8.
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Guided by this reasoning (Aoytopov) he put (ouviotdg) intelligence (vobv) in soul (év Yuyii),
and soul in body (év owpatt), and so he constructed (cuvetektaiveto) the Universe (to
nav). He wanted to produce a piece of work that would be as excellent and supreme as
its nature would allow (6Tt KGAAMGTOV €l KATK VOV GPLOTOV TE EPYOV ATMEIPYAGHEVOC).
This, then, in keeping with our likely account (katd Adyov TOV €ikdTa), is how we must
say divine providence brought our world into being as a truly living thing, endowed with
soul and intelligence (tov8e TOV kdopov {@ov Eupuyov Evvouv Te T GAnBeia S v
Tob Beod yevéoBau mipovotav). (Plato, Tim 30b)*

Then follows the passage, which perhaps suggests that Zeno applied the phrase
{@ov Noykov to the cosmos, though it is tricky to evaluate, given that Sextus
presents a sort of blended quotation (the elements which also figure in the Ti-
maeus passage are underlined in the following):

Buvapet 8¢ TOV aTOV T@ ZNvwvi Adyov £EEBETO- Kal yap oUTOG TO TGV KGAALGTOV elvai @nat,
KATQ U0V AIEPYOOUEVOV EpyoV Kal KT TOV eikdTa Adyov, {@ov éubuyov voepdy Te Kai
AoyiKov.

In terms of its sense, he (Plato) has put forth the same argument as Zeno. For he (Zeno) also
affirmed that “the All is most fair, being a work executed according to nature and according
to the likely account a living creature endowed with soul, both intelligent and rational.”
(Sextus Empiricus, AM 9.107 = SVF 1.110)°

It does not seem possible, then, to consider this passage as providing robust evi-
dence for Zeno having used the words {@ov Aoywov for the cosmos, given that
Sextus put the point he understands Zeno to have made in terms of the words
of Plato’s Timaeus (in order to show how Plato’s argument is the same as
Zenos). Only for the summary phrase overlapping with what he had already pre-
sented from Zeno (voepov Te kai Aoytkdv) can we safely infer that it seems to be
material from Zeno (though it could just be a paraphrase added by Sextus to the
words from the Timaeus); for {@ov this is not possible, given the kind of quota-
tion Sextus employs. But we can be relatively certain that Zeno already used the
word Aoyikdg in the sense of “endowed with reason” in speaking of the cosmos.*”

While the phrase {®ov Aoywév used for the cosmos cannot be established
for Zeno, there is more robust evidence that Chrysippus already used it. In the

55 Transl. of the Timaeus Donald J. Zeyl (in Cooper 1997).

56 Transl. R. G. Bury, which we have revised (indicated by italics). Bury’s translation here seems
confusing; he renders oUtog as “the former” (i.e. Plato), when it should have been “the latter”
(i.e. Zeno). SVF, volume 1 figures under “Zeno” in the TLG canon.

57 Because 10 nv (the whole) appears in the passage of the Timaeus we cannot be sure wheth-
er Sextus implies they are found as such in a work of Zeno.
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doxographer Diogenes Laertius (3d. century BC), who summarises Stoic doctrine
in his seventh book of his Vitae philosophorum, we find the following evidence
for Chrysippus’ and other Stoics’ use of {®ov Aoywk6v>® for the cosmos:

The doctrine that the world is a living being, rational, animate and intelligent ("OTt 8¢ kai
{@ov 6 kOopog Kal Aoykov kai Epuyov®® kai voepov) is laid down by Chrysippus in the first
book of his treatise On Providence (Ilept mpovoiag), by Apollodorus in his Physics, and by
Posidonius. (143) It is a living thing ({®ov) in the sense of an animate substance endowed
with sensation (ovotav &upuyov aioOntiknv); for animal ({@ov) is better than non-animal,
and nothing is better than the world (kdopov), ergo the world is a living being ({@ov &p’ 0
k60pog). And it is endowed with soul (Eppuyov), as is clear from our several souls being
each a fragment of it (tfig AuEeTEPAG YuYTig €kelOEV oVong dnoomdopatog). Boéthus, howev-
er, denies that the world is a living thing. (DL 7.142-143 = SVF 2.633 [Chrysippus]® = Apol-
lodorus, frag. 10 [in SVF, vol. 3] = Posidonius frag. 304 Theiler)®*

In addition to Chrysippus and Posidonius, the phrase {@ov Aoywév for the cos-
mos is here also attributed to the Stoic Apollodorus of Seleucia® (2nd century
BC). The same point is also noted in an earlier passage in Diogenes Laertius,
where, in the light of the evidence already discussed, the connection to provi-
dence® is noteworthy:

The world, in their view, is ordered by reason and providence (Tov 81| k0opov StokeioBat
Katd vobv kal tpdvolav) ...¢* inasmuch as reason pervades every part of it (gig Grov avToD
pépog duqkovTog Tob vob), just as does the soul in us. Only there is a difference of degree; in
some parts there is more of it, in others less. (139) For through some parts it passes as a
“hold” or containing force (wg ££1g kexwpnxkev), as is the case with our bones and sinews;
while through others it passes as intelligence (8 Gv 8¢ @G vodg), as in the ruling part of the
soul (w¢ 81 Tod fyepovikod). Thus, then, the whole world is a living being, endowed with
soul and reason (TOv 6Aov kdopov {Pov dvta kal éupuyov kai Aoykov). (DL 7138139 =
SVF 2.634 [Chrysippus] = Posidonius frag. 345 Theiler)

58 Though the formulations (kai {@ov ... kai Aoywov [DL 7.143], {@ov 6vTa ... kai Aoykov [DL
7139] are not yet as closely tied together as the phrase {@ov Aoyikov is. We will pass over this
slight difference henceforth.

59 We note that here {@ov éupuyov (which was uncertain in Sextus Empiricus, AM 9.107) is ex-
plicitly stated.

60 Note that SVF 2.633-645 are all under the heading of the cosmos as a rational animal.
61 Transl. R. D. Hicks, for Diogenes Laertius, here and below, adapted.

62 Cf. SVF 3, p. 259.

63 This will be important also in chapter 4 on Epictetus.

64 We have omitted the explicit references to the works of Chrysippus and Posidonius to which
this point about providence is attributed.



40 —— 2 The semantics of Aoyik6g and the definition of human beings

This passage also suggests that the cosmos being a {@ov Aoyikov can be ex-
plained with reference to its being pervaded by reason (voig), which comes in
different forms. In human beings (8¢ v 82),% or, to be more precise, in the rul-
ing part of their soul (10 fyepovik6v), however, it takes the form of intelligence
(voig). The connection between reason in human beings and in the world as a
whole is important (see below).

Given the close association or identification of God and the cosmos in Stoic
thought,® it is no surprise to find that in early Stoic sources God (6£0¢) is also
called a {®ov AoyIKOV:

Bedv 8’ eival {PHov aBGvaTov, Aoyikév, TENEIoV® {| VoepOV £V ebSalpovig, KakoD TavTOg Gve-
TBEKTOV, IPOVONTIKOV KOGHOL Te Kol TV £V KOOw- 1| Evat HEVTOL AvBpwmOpop@OV. givat
8¢ TOV pév Snpuovpyov Ty BAwv Kol WOTIEP TIATEPE TTAVTWY KOWAMG TE Kal TO HEPOG aVTOD
TO Sifjkov 81 MAvTWV.

God, say they, is a living being, immortal, rational, perfect or intelligent in happiness, ad-
mitting nothing evil [into him], taking providential care of the world and all that therein is,
but he is not of human shape. He is, however, the artificer of the universe and, as it were,
the father of all, both in general and in that particular part of him which is all-pervading,
and which is called many names according to its various powers. (DL 7147 = SVF 2.1021)

Besides being a clear testimony for the Stoic use of the phrase {®ov Aoywév for
God (8e0g), this passage also hints at several other aspects of the Stoic doctrine
of God which are condensed here in the definitory formula.®® We have already

65 Other beings could be in view, but human beings are clearly included.

66 Note that the first of three senses of cosmos (k6opog) offered in DL 7137 is God (0£6¢): Aé-
YOUOL 8¢ KOOHOV TPLX@WG: aUTOV Te TOV Bedv TOV €k TAG Gmdong ovolag iBiwg motdv, dg 8y Gpbap-
TOG £0TL Kal dyévntog, Snpovpyds Qv TAg akooproewg “The term universe or cosmos is used
by them in three senses: of God himself, the individual being whose quality is derived from the
whole of substance; he is indestructible and ingenerable, being the artificer of this orderly ar-
rangement.” At DL 7148, the “substance of God” (Ovoiav 8¢ 6eob) is said to be “the whole
world and the heaven” (tov 8Aov k6opoV Kai TOV 00pavdv); the view is ascribed to Zeno, Chrys-
ippus, Posidonius. In Philodemus, De pietate 14 (= SVF 2.636) there is a statement that Chrysip-
pus (cf. SVF 3, p. 204), in the fifth book On nature (nept ®Voewg) “asked for accounts on whether
the cosmos is a living being and rational and understanding and a god” (kai Adyoug épwTd Tept
ToD TOV kOopoV {@Hov eival kai Aoyikov kal ppovoiv kai Beév [our translation]).

67 Several terms used in DL 7.147 are also interesting in view of Rom 12.1-2: TéAetov and koxoD
TavTog Gvemidektov for Rom 12.2 (10 &yaBov kai e0dpeaTov kai TéAetov). Further, we note (8t 6v
T& avta [DL 7.147]) in comparison with Rom 11.36 (8 avtod). Cf. also (tod {fjv aitidg [DL 7.147])
with Rom 12.1 ({Ooav).

68 Cf. also the links of 8e6¢ with voig and Aoydg implied in the following statements: “God is
one and the same with Reason, Fate, and Zeus” ("Ev T eivat 80 kal voiv kai gipappévny kai Aix
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established the use of voepov and Aoyikov, applied to the cosmos, in Zeno. There
is again a statement about providence (mpovontikov), both for the cosmos as a
whole and for its parts (including humans). The first term applied to God is
dBdvatov. Given that both human beings and gods are designated as a {{ov
Aoywov, the term aBavatog serves to distinguish, where required, between hu-
mans, who are also 6vntog, and gods.®

This distinction is explained explicitly in another passage in Plutarch’s De
communibus notitiis contra stoicos,’® which offers further confirmation for God
as a {@ov Aoywov, and links it to Chrysippus and the Stoic Cleanthes (c. 331/
0-230/29 BC).”™ Plutarch seeks to show that the common conception of God’s
indestructibility and eternity’® militate against the Stoic statements” that “all
the gods have come into being and will be destroyed (pBapnoopévoug) by
fire.””* This prompts the following argument:

Now, as the notion that human beings are immortal (16 GvBpwmov &8dvatov eiva) is at
odds with the common conception so also is the notion that God is mortal (10 8g0v BvnTov),

[DL 7135]) and fate (eipoppévn) defined as “the reason or formula by which the world goes on”
(A6yog ka® Ov O kdopog BieEdyetal [DL 7.149]).

69 The phrase {@ov Aoywkov dbavarov is also applied to the cosmos in works containing Stoic
doxographical material, cf. Pseudo-Galen, De historia philosophica 124 (x6opog), Pseudo-Plu-
tarch (c. 2nd century AD), Placita philosophorum 908F (koopog), Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.43
(xdopog). Diels 1879 (DG = Doxographi Graeci) has reconstructed from various sources, but in-
cluding all three works mentioned here, a doxographical work by the first century AD philoso-
pher Aétius, which features the passage on page 432. Curiously, Stobaeus and Aétius, also men-
tioned someone (or something?) inspired by a god (Tov évBeov) as a {@ov Aoykov dBavatov. The
critical editions indicate certain corruptions in the text. Diel’s reconstruction of Aétius is now to
be replaced by Mansfeld and Runia 1996 —2020.

70 Transl. Harold Cherniss for Comm. not., here and below, adapted.

71 They are mentioned at Comm. not. 1075A.

72 Cf. Comm. not. 1074F (“For what other human being is there or has there been in whose con-
ception the divinity is not indestructible and everlasting?” Tig yap €otv GANog avBpwniwv i
yéyovev, 0 ok GpBapTov Voel kal Gidlov To Belov); 1075A (“not a single man has there been
who having a conception of God did not conceive him to be indestructible and everlasting”
Beov 8¢ vowv pi| vodv 8 d&pBaptov pnd’ Gidiov &vepwmog ovdE £ig yéyovev). Cf. Rom 1.23
(Tob dbapTov Beod).

73 Plutarch notes that these statements are found “expressly stated” (Sappndnv) in their works
“on the Gods and Providence, on Destiny and Nature” (¢v Toig mept Oe@v kai Ilpovoiag Eipop-
pévng te kal Pvoews ypappaot [Comm. not. 1075B)).

74 ToU¢ &Movug Beolg &mavtag eivar yeyovotag kai (Bapnoopévoug bmd mupdg (Comm.
not. 1075C). Cf. Plutarch, Stoic. Rep. 1052A, where Plutarch quotes Chrysippus and paraphrases
him very similarly. For further Stoic texts where it is stated that the cosmos (koopog) is perish-
able (@Baptdg), see SVF 2.589 —595, especially DL 741 (dpéoket 8 ahTolg kai POapTOV £ival TOV
koopov “they hold that the world is perishable”).
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or rather I do not see what difference there would be between God and human beings (tig
£otan Beod TPog GvBpwrov Slaopd) if God too is an animal rational and subject to destruc-
tion (el kai 0 Be0G {Wov Aoykov kai PBapToV E0Twv). For, if they retort with this fine subtlety
that human beings are mortal (BvnTov ivat 1OV dvBpwrnov) whereas God is not mortal but
is subject to destruction (00 BvnTOV 8¢ TOV Bedv GAAK POapPTOV), look at their predicament:
they would be saying either that God is at once immortal and subject to destruction or that
he is neither mortal nor immortal (| y&p d8dvatov eivat @AoovoLy dpa ToV Bedv Kal @Oap-
6V, {| pTe BVNTOV eival pAT’ dBGvatov). (Plutarch, Comm. not. 1075C)

This passage is notable because it shows that even someone as critical of Stoics
as the Platonist Plutarch can take for granted that both God and human beings
should be defined as {@ov Aoyik6v (and it does not seem like he is simply adopt-
ing his opponent’s premises for the purposes of refutation).” The addition of ei-
ther BvnTov or dOdvatov then serves as the differentia needed in their respective
definitions.”® The same applies to the following passage in Sextus Empiricus, in
which he criticises a definition of @avtaocia (“impression”) made by Zeno on the
grounds that it fails to distinguish adequately from other things which also fit
the same description, but are obviously different. To illustrate this point about
a bad definition, Sextus resorts to a comparison with the definition of {@ov Aoyt-
KOV, which applies both to human beings and to God:

The definition (6pog), therefore, is a bad one, as it suits many different things; and just as
he who defines “human being” (6 Tov GvOpwmov Oplodpevog) and says that “humans are a
rational animal” (&vBpwmog éott {@ov Aoyikov) does not give a sound description of the
notion of “human being” (tf|v £vvolav Tob dvBpwrov) because “God” also is a rational an-
imal (810 TO kai TOV Bedv {@ov ivat Aoyikov). (Sextus Empiricus, AM 7.239)

Here Sextus seems to take for granted that {@ov Aoywév applies equally to
human beings and to God, though in his case it seems to be simply a sceptical
strategy of adopting the premises of an opponent and exposing their internal
contradictions.”” That the definition of human beings serves as a useful example
to illustrate points about definitions can also be seen in Sextus Empiricus, Pyr-
rhoniae hypotyposes 2.209, where the measure of wrong definitions is that they
“include any attributes not belonging either to all or to some of the objects de-

75 This is clear not least from Plutarch’s own use of the phrase at Am. prol. 495C.

76 Thus it is explicitly stated in Alexander of Aphrodisias’ In Aristotelis topicorum libros octo
commentaria, p. 353 1. 22— 24: (8 pév yap {wov Aoyikod GvBpwog kai 6e6g, Slapopd 8¢ avTolg
Kot TO BvNTOV Kot dBGvatov “For the species of the rational animal are human beings and God,
and their differentia is according to ‘mortal’ and ‘immortal’” (our translation).

77 Cf. his criticism of definitions at Sextus Empiricus, Pyr. 2.205-212. For the Pyrrhoniae hypo-
typoses we adapt the translation of R. G. Bury.
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fined”, so, for instance, defining human beings (tov dvBpwmov) as “a rational,
immortal animal” ({@ov Aoykov &Bdvatov) or as “a rational mortal literary an-
imal” ({@ov AoyKOV BVNTOV YPAUUATIKOV).

This is also the place to discuss a peculiar attestation of the phrase {®ov
Aoywov being used both for human beings and for God, and for that being
which in the view of his followers straddles the boundaries between the
human and the divine, namely Pythagoras. The Platonist lamblichus (c. 245-
325 AD), in his De vita Pythagorica writes:

oTopel 8¢ kot AploToTEANG év Toig mept Tig [TuBayopkiig @locopiog Suaipeoiv Tva TolGvde
VIO TOV AvBP@V €V TOIG VL AmoppnTolg Sta@uAdtteadat: ToD Aoykod {wov TO pév E0TL
0edc, TO 8¢ dvBpwog, TO 8¢ olov MuBaydpag.

Aristotle relates in his books On the Pythagorean Philosophy that the following division was
preserved by the Pythagoreans as one of their greatest secrets: of rational living creatures,
some are gods, some men, and some beings like Pythagoras. (Ilamblichus, De vita Pythagor-
ica 6.31 = Pythagoras, Testimonia frag. 7 DK’® = Aristoteles, frag. 192 Rose)”®

If these words could be traced back to Aristotle or even the “Pythagoreans”, they
would be the earliest attestation for {Pov Aoywdv, but this is very unlikely. Not
just because it is hard to be sure about the exact wording of “unmentionable”
secrets of an exclusive society, on which Neoplatonists and others liked to
foist their own views. It also does not seem like lamblichus signals he is quoting
the point from Aristotle’s work (Siaipeoiv Tva TolGvde “some such distinction”;
iotopel). Furthermore, this would be the only instance of the phrase {@ov Aoyt-
KOv in the Aristotelian corpus, which, had it really been used by Aristotle, we
might have expected much more frequently. A division into gods, ordinary hu-
mans and Pythagoras may well have been related in Aristotle’s work, but the for-
mulation very likely belongs to a much later period.

2.2.4 For Stoics, God and human beings as {@a Aoywké are related

Fourth, the Stoic use of {@ov Aoywov for God (or the cosmos) and human beings
is closely related.®® This can be seen already in an argument for the existence of

78 In the chronological ordering of the TLG, these are listed as 6th/5th century BC.
79 Transl. Jonathan Barnes and Gavin Lawrence (in Barnes 1995).
80 Cf. already the notion of &ndonaoua used in DL 7.143 quoted above.
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God (i. e. the cosmos as a rational living being) Sextus Empiricus ascribes to Zeno
of Citium:®

“That which projects (ripoiépevov) the seed of the rational (oméppa Aoyikod) is itself ration-
al (Aoyk6v); but the Universe projects the seed of the rational (6 8¢ kGopog TPOIETAL OTIEPHA
MoyikoD); therefore the Universe (kdopog) is rational (Aoywkog). And thereby the existence
thereof is also concluded.” (Sextus Empiricus, AM 9.101)

Thus the rationality ascribed to the cosmos is linked in Zeno’s argumentation to
that of the “seed of the rational” (oméppa AoyikoDd), which seems to refer to
human beings as Aoyikdg, but it might include other beings or be more abstract
in its diction, owing to the terse nature of syllogistic arguments. Sextus explains
the direct quotation in words that seem to reflect later Stoic sources (which his
aim will then be to refute). Sextus first refers to a principle that links the ruling
part with each particular thing:

For the origin of motion (f| katapxn TG KWoews) in every nature and soul seems to come
from “the regent part,” (Gnd nyepovikod) and all the powers that are sent forth into the
parts of the whole (ai émt T& pépn t00 6Aov é€amooteA\dpeval duvapelg) are sent forth
from the regent part as from a fount (46 Tvog Tmyfic®?), so that every power which exists
in the part exists also in the whole owing to its being distributed from its regent part (néoav
SOvopy TV Tepl TO PP oAV Kal Tept TO BAOV ival 1 TO 4md TOD &V aTH TYEPOVIKOD
S108i8000a). (Sextus Empiricus, AM 9.102)

Given a principle that the ruling part must be better than the parts, he reports an
interpretation in terms of {@a Aoywa (including human beings) which is as fol-
lows:

Consequently, if the Universe projects the seed of a rational animal (AoywkoD {wov), it does
not do so, like man (GvBpwmog), by frothy emission, but as containing (repiéxet) the seeds
of rational animals (oméppata Aoywk@v {@wv); but it does not contain them in the same
way as we might speak of the vine “containing” its grapes, — that is, by way of inclusion
(ko mieptypagrv), — but because the “seminal reasons” of rational animals (A6yot orep-
paticol Aoytk@v {Qwv) are contained in it. So that the argument is this ((oTe eivat Tol0HTO
70 Aeyopevov) — “The Universe contains (0 8¢ ye koopog mepiexel) the seminal reasons of
rational animals (omeppotikovg Adyoug Aoyik@v {@wv); therefore the Universe (k6opog)
is rational (Aoywkog).” (Sextus Empiricus, AM 9.103)

81 Which we referenced, but have not quoted above.
82 Cf. also Philo’s use of Aoywn rinyn in Det. 83, Migr. 47, Somn. 1.115 (God), Spec. Leg. 2.202. Cf.
also Marcus Aurelius 8.35.
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Thus, in the interpretation of Zeno’s argument as reported by Sextus, the oméppa
Aoywod is paraphrased as Adyol omeppotikol Aoywk@v {wwv, using the Stoic
technical term Adyot oneppotikoi (“seminal principles”),® and more particularly
the seminal principles of human beings, addressed as {@a Aoywa. The upshot
from this passage is that the rationality of the cosmos and that of human beings
within it are closely linked.

This link expressed in arguments for the existence of God also has ethical
implications,® as the following passage from Diogenes Laertius makes clear
with regard to Chrysippus. As Diogenes Laertius relates (DL 7.87), Zeno had
given, in his work Ilept GvBpwmov @Uoews (On the nature of human beings), a
formula for the goal of life (té\og) in terms of “living in agreement with nature”
(td 6poloyovpevwg Tf @uoet Cfjv). This is explained as “a virtuous life” (kat’
dpetnv {fjv), given that nature is said to lead us towards the goal of virtue
(Gyet yop mpodg TavTny [sc. dpetnv] nuéag n @uatg). Chrysippus’ own variation
is rendered as “living in accordance with experience of the actual course of na-
ture” (ko éumelpiav T@V @VOEL oupPBavOVTwV Cfiv). The reason for Chrysippus’
definition of the telos is given in a statement which expresses the close link be-
tween human beings and the whole:

For our individual natures are parts of the nature of the whole universe (uépn ydp eiow ai
AHETEPaL PUOELG TFG ToD BAov). And this is why the end (téAog) may be defined as life in
accordance with nature (10 dkoAoVOws Tfi UoeL {fv), or, in other words, in accordance
with our own human nature as well as that of the universe (kxatd Te TRV aOTOD Kal KOT&
v T@v 6Awv), a life in which we refrain from every action forbidden by the law common
to all things (6 vopog 6 kowvdg), that is to say, the right reason (6 6p86g Adyog), which per-
vades all things (81 mavtwv €pyopevog), and is identical with this Zeus (Ati), lord and ruler
of all that is (ka®nyepovt To0TW TAG TV BvTwv Sloknoews 6vtt). (DL 7.88)

The same point is then repeated about Chrysippus, in contrast to Cleanthes:

Ddoowv 8¢ Xpuoummog pév Eakovel, | dkohovBwg Sel (fiv, TAV Te kownv kal idiwg THY
GvBpwrtiviv- 0 8¢ KAedvOng TRV Kownyv povnv Ek8Exetal @uoLY, 1 GkoAovbelv Sel, OUKETL
8¢ kal TV €mi pépoug.

83 Long and Sedley (1987, 1.277, cf. 2.272) explain Adyol omeppatikoi as “seminal principles”,
which “describe the mode of god’s activity in matter, a rational pattern of constructive growth
which is both the life of god and the ordered development of all particular things.”

84 Cf. also Forschner 2018, 149, who comments on the aims of Stoic proofs of the existence of
God as follows: “der gottliche Grund, so das iibergeordnete Ziel aller Argumente der stoischen
Theologie, sichert die durchdringende Rationalitdt der Weltordnung und ermdoglicht es dem
Menschen, aufgrund seiner Rationalitit sich passend in das verniinftige Weltgeschehen einzufii-
gen.”
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By the nature with which our life ought to be in accord, Chrysippus understands both uni-
versal nature and more particularly the nature of human beings, whereas Cleanthes takes
the nature of the universe alone as that which should be followed, without adding the na-
ture of the individual. (DL 7.89)

Given that both human nature and the natural order are understood as rational
(being {@a Aoyika), living in agreement with nature or according to virtue can
simply be explained as living in agreement with reason (A6yog):

But when reason (A6yov) by way of a more perfect leadership (katd TeAelotépav mpoota-
olav) has been bestowed on the beings we call rational (toig Aoywoig), for them life accord-
ing to reason rightly (16 kat& A6yov {fv) becomes the natural life (6pO®g yiveoBou <Tov>-
ToIg KaTd Vo). For reason supervenes to shape impulse scientifically (texvitng yap oUTog
[sc. Adyog] émtyivetar TG Oppiig). (DL 7.86)

Here both human beings and gods are addressed as rational beings (toig Aoyl-
koig) and both are able (at least in principle) to live in accordance with nature
at the level of reason, in contrast to other animals.®

Having established that reason and their rational nature is what connects
human beings and the gods with regard to pre-Pauline Stoics, we can confirm
this basic picture by drawing on later Stoics, such as the Roman Emperor and
Stoic Marcus Aurelius (AD 121-180), who repeatedly makes these points explic-
itly, in the following passages, in which the phrase {@ov Aoyikov is used for both
human beings and gods, emphasising their relations:

T® Moykd (@ 1 avTh TPEEL KaTd VOV €0TL Kai KaTtd Adyov.

For a rational being, to act in accordance with nature is also to act in accordance with rea-
son. (Marcus Aurelius 7.11)%¢

For Marcus Aurelius, rational creatures include both gods and human beings,
both understood as part of a polity (moArteia)®” or a community (kowvwvia):

TENOG 8¢ Noyk@v {wwv T0 EneoBat TQ) TAG TOAewS Kai oAteiag Tfg peoBuTtdtng Adyw Kai
Beop®.

And the end for rational creatures is to follow the reason and the rule of that most vener-
able archetype of a governing state — the Universe. (Marcus Aurelius 2.16.1)

85 See the context of oikeiwotg in DL 7.85-86.
86 We have adapted the translation of Martin Hammond for the Meditations (Ta €ig €avToVv).
87 Cf. Marcus Aurelius 9.16, 10.2.
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Each creature is made in the interest of another; its course is directed to that for which it
was made (rp0og 6 8¢ xateokevaoTAL, TIPOG TOUTO PEPETAL); its end (TO TéAog awrToD) lies in
that to which its course is directed; and where it ends, there also for each is its benefit and
its good (0 oupEEPOV Kai TO dyaBov £kdaTov). It follows that the good of a rational creature
is community (6 Gpa dyaBov Tod Aoywkod {wov kowwvia).® It has long been shown that
we are born for community (mpdg kowwviav yeyovopev®). (Marcus Aurelius, 5.16)

Marcus Aurelius takes up Chrysippus’ point about following one’s own nature
and the nature of the whole, discussed above, and expresses it in terms of the
constitution of rational creatures (tfi ToD Aoyikod {wov kataokevf). The implica-
tions for Marcus Aurelius are not only a relation towards the gods (trv Toig 8eoig
dkoAovBiav) but also to fellow human beings (Tflv pdg GvBpwmMovg oikelwaotv):

Revere your power of judgment (UroAnmtiknv SUvopuv). All rests on this to make sure that
your directing mind (1@ fyepovik®) no longer entertains any judgment (UrOAmig) which
fails to agree with the nature or constitution of a rational being (&vax6AovBog Tf| PVEL Kai
i T00 Aoywod {wov kataokevf)).”® And this state guarantees (émayyéMetar) deliberate
thought (&npontwatiav), affinity with other human beings (tnv mpog GvOpwmovg oikelwatv),
and obedience to the gods (Trv Toig Beoig dkolovBiav). (Marcus Aurelius 3.9)

Such ethical implications towards fellow humans are developed in the following
passage:

And what is it you will resent (Suoxepavei)? Human wickedness (Tfi T@v &vBpwnwv
kakig)? Recall the conclusion that rational creatures are born for each other’s sake (t& Aoy-
ka {@a GAAAwV Evekev yéyove), that tolerance is part of justice (0 dvéxeoBat pépog Tfg
Sikatoovvng), that wrongdoing is not deliberate (Gkovteg qpaptdvovot). (Marcus Aurelius
4.3.2)

Marcus Aurelius even makes the relation of humans’ rational nature to commu-
nity explicit in definitory formulae, such as when he speaks of himself, in a nor-
mative context of human nature, as wanting “to follow the nature of a rational

88 Cf. also especially Marcus Aurelius 9.9.2 (“among the rational creatures there were civic com-
munities, friendships, households, assemblies: and in war, treaties and truces” €mi 8¢ T@v Aoyt-
K@V {@wv moArteial kal @ihiot kai otkot kai cUANOYoL kol v ToAépolg ouveijkat kal dvoyai). Cf.
further, Cicero, Off. 1.22.

89 We note here also in particular the language for the “human vocation” that is used. See sec-
tion 3.2.

90 Cf. Marcus Aurelius 10.2 (“Next, you should observe what your nature as an animate being
requires [ti émntel oov 1 wg {wov @UoLG]: again, adopt all of this, as long as your nature as a
rational being will not be impaired [ei pr xeipov péNet SiatiBeabat 1| wg {wov Aoykod @ioig]”),
where the rational being’s “vocation” is based on its constitution. See section 3.2.
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and social being “ (0 Aw 8¢ <&> kat& QUG TOoD AoykoDd kai Kowwvikod {Wwou
[5.29]) or when he states that actions constitute “good or ill” for a “rational, so-
cial being” (16 Tod AoywkoD moAtTikod {Wwov kakov Kai dyabdov [9.16]).°* Further,
the common rational nature of human beings and the gods is also expounded
in terms of its implications for freedom, for justice and for self-control:

There are two things common (800 Tabta kowd) to the souls of all rational creatures, God
or human beings (tfi e o0 Be0d kai T T0D GvBpwmOL Kol TAVTOG Aoyikod {wov YuxQ):
they are immune to any external impediment (ur| éumodi{eoBat O GAAov), and the good
they seek resides in a just disposition and just action (év Tf] Swkaikf] Sabéoel kal MPageL
£xew 10 Gyabov), with this the limit of their desire (trv 6pe&v dmoAnyew). (Marcus Aurelius
5.34)%

In the constitution of the rational being (¢év Tfj ToD AoywkoD {@ov kataokevi}), I can see no
virtue that counters justice (Aikatoo0vng kateEavaoTtatiknyv dpetnv): but I do see the coun-
ter to pleasure (f8oviig) — self-control (£ykpdteiav). (Marcus Aurelius 8.39)

Injustice is sin (O &8w@v GoePel). When universal Nature has constituted rational creatures
for the sake of each other (Tfig yap T@V OAwV PUOEWS KATETKEVAKVIOG TX AOYIK (Do EveKeV
dMARAwvV) — to benefit one another as deserved (O@eAelv pev GAAnAa kot &Eiav), but never
to harm (BAdmtewv). (Marcus Aurelius 9.1.1)

2.2.5 Mainly Stoics but also many others: The use of {@ov Aoykov

Fifth, among the texts in our sample in which {®ov Aoywov is used in the time
before Paul and up to the second century AD, most are by philosophers, and in
fact most of them are from Stoic philosophers, especially before the first century
BC, or found in authors which interact in some way with Stoic philosophy.

91 Cf. Marcus Aurelius 9.9.2 (¢oT1 8¢ 10 Aoywov €0BVG kal oAtk “rational directly implies
social”).

92 Cf. also Marcus Aurelius 8.35, where human beings as rational beings are compared to na-
ture as a whole with regards to its power to “turn things to its own purpose” (év 10 évioTapevov
Kai GvtiBaivov émumeprtpénel): “the rational being can also convert any obstacle into material for
its own use” (10 Aoykov {@ov Svvatat Tav KwAvpa VANV £0uTtod TOLEV Kai xpiiodat adTd). In
8.35 the nature of the whole is also said to be the source of all faculties in rational beings
(10 GANaG BuvApelg EKAOTW TV AoYIK@V T oxedov Boov 1 TV GAwv @Uoi). Cf. also Marcus Aur-
elius 10.28 (“Think of all the threads that bind us, and how only rational creatures are given the
choice of submitting willingly to events” [pévy @ Aoy {ww dé8oTar 1O ékovolwg Eneobot
TOTG ywopévolg)).
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2.2.5.1 Predominantly among Stoics, especially before the first century BC

So far we have quoted passages documenting the use of the phrase by the Stoics
Zeno of Citium, Chrysippus, (possibly) Cleanthes, Apollodorus, and Posidonius.
But to this list we can add the Stoic philosopher Arius Didymus (Ist century
BC),” the Stoic geographer Strabo (c. 62 BC—AD 20),°* the Roman Stoic Cornutus
(1st century AD),* and the Stoic astronomer Cleomedes (between 50 BC and 250
AD).” In the following passages, Arius reports Stoic ethical doctrine; Strabo de-
fends the use of poetry against Eratosthenes; Cornutus, in explaining the name
of a Greek god, mentions that only human beings have been made {®a Aoykd on
earth — and Cleomedes considers even the antipodes:

Tob & GvBpwrov 6vTtog {wov Aoytkod Bvntol, PUCEL TOAITIKOD, OOl Kal TRV APETHV Eoav
Vv mept GvBpwrov kai TRV evSatpoviav {wrv dkoAovBov LTApXeV Kol OpoAoyoupévnv
@UOEL.

As humans are a rational creature, political by nature, they also say that every virtue which
is associated with human beings and the happy life is consistent with and in agreement
with nature. (Arius Didymus, Epitome 2.7.6)””

In the first place, I remark that the poets (moumntoi) were not alone in sanctioning myths (po-
6oug), for long before the poets the states (moAeig) and the lawgivers (vopoBetar) had sanc-
tioned them as a useful expedient, since they had an insight into the natural affections of
the reasoning animal (BAéYavTeg gig TO YuokOV T1dB0G ToD Aoyikod {wov); for human be-
ings are eager to learn, and their fondness for tales are a prelude to this quality. (Strabo,
Geogr. 1.2.8)%

93 The identification of Didymus the Doxographer and the Stoic philosopher Arius, who was a
confidant of Augustus, is generally accepted, though uncertainties remain (cf. DNP, s.v. “Arius
Didymus”; Pomeroy 1999, 2). On his Stoicism see Pomeroy 1999, 3 (though again it can only
be inferred indirectly). For Arius Didymus, we indicate the paragraphs in terms of Wachsmuth’s
edition of Stobaeus, Anthologium (from which they are extracted). Note that the edition of Arius
Didymus in the TLG canon is outdated.

94 On his professed adherence to Stoicism, see DNP, sv. “Strabon”.

95 Cornutus was banned from Rome between AD 63 and 65 according to Cassius Dio 62.29.2-3
(cf. DNP, sv. “Cornutus”).

96 On the dating see Brown and Todd 2004, 2—3; on his Stoicism and the influence of Posido-
nius, see Brown and Todd 2004, xi—xii.

97 For Arius Didymus, we use the translation of Pomeroy (1999).

98 Transl. Horace Leonard Jones. In another passage (Geogr. 15.1.42), in which he draws on the
fourth century BC historian Megasthenes’ Indika, Strabo relates how elephants are captured and
tamed. Strabo comments on one stage of this process with the following remarks, in which he
uses {@ov Aoywov for a comparison of elephants with human beings: “After this they are taught
to obey commands (riel@apyeiv Si8dokovot), some through words of command (8w Adyov) and
others charmed by certain songs and the beating of drums. It is rare that they are hard to tame,
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Tuyyavel 8¢ 6 ‘Eppfig 6 Adyog v, Ov dnéoTtehav mipog UGS €€ ovpavod ot Beol, povov Tov
avBpOMWY TV £m yiig {Wwv Aoylkov momoavTeg, & mapd TaAAa £0xMTATOV ElYOV oITOL.
And “Hermes” happens to be reason, the preeminent possession of the gods, which they

sent to us from heaven, making humans alone of the terrestrial animals rational. (Cornutus,
De natura deorum 20.18 - 21)*°

The theory of Nature teaches us that circumhabitants, antipodes, and contrahabitants must
exist, since none of these [groups] are described by direct reports. We simply cannot travel
to our circumhabitants because the Ocean separating us from them is unnavigable and in-
fested by beasts (Bnpwwdn); nor to the inhabitants of the contratemperate zone, since we
cannot traverse the torrid zone. Yet the regions of the Earth that are equally temperate
are necessarily inhabited to an equal extent, given that Nature loves Life (@IA\6{wog yap
n @VoLg), and Reason requires (Adyog aipei) that all [parts] of the Earth, where possible,
be filled with animal life, both rational and irrational (tfig yiig mavta éumenAfiobat koi Aoyt-
K@V kal GAOywv {wwv). (Cleomedes, Caelestia 1.1.262)'°°

Other Stoics, including those later than Paul up to the second century, who use
{@ov Aoywkov, are Epictetus,'®* and Marcus Aurelius (as we have seen).

There are two instances of {®ov Aoywov for human beings in Dio Chrysos-
tom,'*> who combines in his philosophical approach elements from Stoicism
and Cynicism. In his second discourse on Fortune (Or. 64),'°® Dio Chrysostom
aims to show that the charges humans lay at the door of Fortune (tOxn) should
rather be turned into occasions of her praise (64.1). He finds support for his side
in Socrates:

for by nature their disposition is mild and gentle (pUoet yap Sidkewvtat mpdiwg Kot MUEPWS), SO
that they are nearly rational animals (¢yyUg eivat Aoyt {wwt).” (Transl. Duane W. Roller.)
This passage is also listed in collections fragments of Megasthenes, which would make it
one of the earliest instances, if these words could be ascribed to Megasthenes himself. Given
that the phrase {®ov Aoywov is taken for granted and not geared to a philosophical audience,
it seems on balance more probable, however, that the formulation is Strabo’s (in any case later
than Megasthenes). On Megasthenes, cf. Brill’s New Jacoby, sv. “Megasthenes (715)” (where the
translation by Duane W. Roller is published). Note that a very similar point and formulation are
used in Origen, though concerning other animals: “so that the action (¢pyov) of hunting dogs (1o
v TOi¢ ixveuTaig kuoiv) and war horses (&v Toig moAepukoig inmotg) comes close, if I may speak
thus, to the rational faculty (£yy0g mov eivay, v’ o Twg inw, Tod Aoyikod)” (Origen, Princ. 3.1.3 =
SVF 2.988; transl. Behr 2017, here and below). Cf. further Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.4.15.
99 Transl. Boys-Stones 2018, adapted.
100 Transl. Brown and Todd 2004. This passage is similar to Cicero, Tusc. 1.69.
101 Epictetus uses the phrase {®@a Aoywkd for human beings at Epictetus 1.2.1, 1.6.12, 1.10.10,
1.19.13, 2.9.2, 3.1.25, 4.6.34, 4.7.7. In this chapter, we will only discuss those Epictetean examples
which are not treated in chapter 4.
102 We will discuss one of them, Or. 36, in detail below.
103 Some have doubted its authenticity.
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Socrates, at any rate, counted himself fortunate for many reasons — not only because he
was a rational being, but also because he was an Athenian (6Tt {@ov Aoyikov kai 6Tt Abn-
vaiog). (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 64.7)*%

2.2.5.2 Doxographers and philosophers from other schools from the first
century BC onwards

But then also a range of other authors, who are not Stoics or not known to be
Stoics use it, showing that the definition of human beings as {@ov Aoywov is
much more widespread. Among them are the first century AD doxographer Aé-
tius, the Epicurean philosopher Philodemus,'® the Middle Platonists'®® Philo of
Alexandria (c. 15 BC—c. AD 50),'7 Plutarch (c. 45 — before 125),°¢ Alcinous (2nd
century AD),'®® an anonymous commentator on Plato (2nd century AD),"° and

104 Transl. H. Lamar Crosby.

105 As we have seen.

106 The label is of course modern and its application debatable. We simply use the label here
based on whether the author is discussed by Dillon 1996 [1977].

107 Cf. the statement of David T. Runia (in DNP, s.v. “Philo of Alexandria [I 12]”) that “Philo’s
philosophical ideas are closest to contemporary Middle Platonism; Stoic and Aristotelian ideas
are also significantly present, above all in the area of ethics.” For Sterling 2010, Philo’s philos-
ophy is eclectic, drawing on different philosophical systems, but with Platonism as his “basic
frame of thought” (1069). Niehoff 2018 sees development in Philo’s philosophical thought
“from Alexandria to Rome”, distinguishing an earlier period with “overall Platonic concerns”
(though interest in Stoicism) from a later period, after his embassy to Rome, in which he
“interpret(s] his essentially Platonic theology in a more Stoic light” (10-11 and throughout).
For Philo we adapt the translation by G. H. Whitaker and F. H. Colson.

Philo assumes the definition of human beings as a {pov Aoywk6v unproblematically at QG 1
frag. 31 Petit (the snake was called clever [ppdvipog] because it intended to deceive the rational
animal, the human [t Aoywkov {@ov tov GvBpwrov]) and Ebr. 69 (the people slain in Exod 32.27
are interpreted allegorically: “For it is not human beings [GvBpwmoug], as some suppose, who are
slain by the priests, not living reasoning animals composed of soul and body [{Da Aoywkd €x
Puxiis kai owpatog cuveot®@tal. No, they are cutting away from their own hearts and minds
all that is near and dear to the flesh [oikela kai @ila T oapki dnokomTovat A Slavoiag Eaw-
T@v].”). Further examples below.

108 See the references quoted in this chapter; cf. also Am. Prol. 495C quoted in section 3.1.10.
109 Note that the author of the Didaskalikos is referred to as Albinus in the TLG canon based on
a disputed identification with Albinus of Smyrna.

110 The phrase {®ov Aoykov Bvntov for human beings is used as a standard example of a cor-
rect definition (as Socrates searches for the definition of knowledge) in the Anonymous “Theae-
tetus” Commentary (P. Berol. inv. 9782 Fragment D), which is dated to the second century, and
perhaps goes back to Eudorus of Alexandria. It occurs, in the edition of Diels and Schubart (by
column and line) at 18.41- 46, 20.7-9, 22.5- 14, and 22.45 - 47 (where it is pointed out that, while
indeed it would be strange to greet Socrates as “Hello, rational mortal animal” [Xoipe {@ov
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Galen (AD 129 to c. 216),"* the Pyrrhonist Sextus Empiricus (end of the 2nd cen-
tury AD),"? and the Peripatetics Aspasius, the commentator on Aristotle (first
half of the second century AD)," and Alexander of Aphrodisias (around 200
AD).™ It is important to note that most of these are also our sources for the re-
construction of Stoicism before the first century BC, including Philodemus, Philo
of Alexandria, Aétius, Plutarch, Galen, Sextus Empiricus, and Alexander of Aph-
rodisias.!?®

Mo[ylikov Bvntoy (22.46 - 47)], the purpose of definitions is not their use in greetings [doméleoBat
(23.2)] but the clarification of common conceptions [rpdg T[0 dlvarmAdgat Tag ko[wvalg vvoiag
(23.5-8)]).

111 We have already quoted instances of Galen above; further ones see below. Galen presup-
poses {@ov Aoywkov for human beings at Adhortatio ad artes addiscendas 1.18-19, 9.14—15 (Bvn-
TOV), Galen, De usu partium 3.184.16, 3.190.12, 3.192.13, 3.245.12- 13, 4.126 —127.1, 4.156.7; De semine
libri ii 4.514.11; PHP 4.2.10, 4.2.12, 4.4.33, 5.1.10, 9.3.23; De sanitate tuenda libri vi, 6.13.14, 6.52.9; De
alimentorum facultatibus libri iii 6.584.8; De symptomatum causis libri iii 6.584.8; De differentia
pulsuum libri iv 8.739.10 (BvnTov), 8.752.16 (Bvntov); De methodo medendi libri xiv 10.38.18,
10.129.6 -7 (BvnTov), 10.151.11 (BvnTov), 10.151.16 (Bvntov); In Hippocratis librum vi epidemiarum
commentarii vi 17b 227.3 - 4 (where the edition of Kiihn is cited by volume, page, and line, except
for PHP; we have added 6vntov, regardless of the form in which it appears in instances of {@ov
Aoywkov BvnTtov).

112 We have quoted some instances of Sextus Empiricus already. He uses {@ov Aoywov for
human beings at Pyr. 2.25, 2.209 (implied by two examples of an incorrect definition). He
pokes fun at the definition at Pyr. 2.211. He uses it in a wider sense (including human beings)
at Pyr. 2.225. Further, he presupposes it at AM 7.238, in a longer version at AM 7.269 (GvOpwmog
€0t {@ov Aoykov Bvntov, vob kal Erotnung Sektikov), also at 7.271, 274, 277, 8.87, and in an
introduction to a quotation ascribed to Empedocles at 8.286. Further, at 9.103, 10.288 (6 &vbpw-
110G {@ov Aoytkov Bvntov), 11.8 (to illustrate a logical point [= SVF 2.224, though the formulation
falls outside what can be attributed to Chrysippus]) and at 4.16. He uses it for God at AM 7.238,
cf. 9.107 (discussed above).

113 We refer to his commentary on the Nicomachean ethics (In ethica Nicomachea commenta-
ria) simply by his name. Aspasius presupposes human beings as {@ov Aoywov at 4.10-11,
2711-19, 44.1-3,130.6 — 12 (cf. with Rom 1.28 - 31, section 5.2.2), 153.7-9 (see also below). For As-
pasius, we adapt the translation by David Konstan (2006) throughout.

114 In the works listed as belonging to Alexander of Aphrodisias, there are a great many occur-
rences of {@ov Aoywov, though most of these simply employ the definition of humans as the
standard example for illustrating a logical point. Furthermore, in his In Aristotelis metaphysica
commentaria, only those covering the first five books of Aristotle’s Metaphysica are probably
genuine, while the others were probably written by Michael of Ephesus in the 12th century
AD (as mentioned above). Hence only those occurrences up to page 439 in the edition of Hay-
duck should be considered.

115 Cf. the list in Forschner 2018, 30, where, as further sources, Cicero, Clement of Alexandria,
and Diogenes Laertius are mentioned.
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Aétius, relating the opinion of Aristotle on whether plants (ta @uTd) are also
animals ({®a), says:

ApLoTOTEANG Epnpuxa pév, ol piy {da. Ta yap {Ma OpnTIKA sival kai aiodnTikd, évia 8¢ kal

AOyKa.

Aristotle affirms that they have a soul, but denies that they are animals. For, says he, ani-

mals have impulse and sensation, and some of them are also rational. (Aétius, DG 438 =
Pseudo-Plutarch, Placita 910B = Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.45.2)"*

Alcinous seems to take a reference to human beings as a {@ov Aoywov for grant-
ed, when, in discussing friendship and love, he distinguishes three kinds of
“erotic love” (épwtikn), the “honourable” (&oteiln), the “base” (@avAn), and
the “median” form (péon), and points out how they correspond to three different
states of the soul:

Therefore, even as there are three states of the soul of a rational being (tpeig eiotv €eig
Puxiig Aoyikod {wov), the one good, the other bad, and a third which is median, so it
would follow that there are three forms of erotic love, differing from each other in form.
(Alcinous, Didaskalikos 33.3)"

The phrase {®ov Aoykdv for human beings has further spread to various other
writers,™® such as the Greek Sophist Aelian (2nd century AD),"* the astronomer

116 Our translation. Given that Aristotle (apart from frag. 192 Rose, where we have argued al-
ready against the formulation {@ov Aoywkov being Aristotle’s) does not use the formulation
{@ov Noywkov, this report by Aétius shows that doxographical accounts are not restricted to
the terminology used by the authors on which they report. Since Aétius depends on sources
(cf. Runia 1992) which go back to Theophrastus (c. 371/0 —287/6 BC), the student and successor
of Aristotle, it is tempting to wonder whether perhaps already Theophrastus had used the
phrase. We have discussed Aétius, DG 432 above.

117 Transl. Dillon 1993.

118 We have excluded in this list certain instances whose dating in the TLG canon seems doubt-
ful, e.g. in the case of the rhetor Cocondrius (probably Byzantine), or the Pseudo-Clementines
(probably fourth century AD), though Hom. 10.17 is fascinating, scolding Egyptian animal wor-
ship because “they bow before irrational animals, even though they themselves are rational be-
ings” (émel Ghoya {®a Aoywkol 6vTeg TPooKuVODOLY).

119 Aelian explains at Nat. an. 2.11.56 - 57, that, by contrast to the elephants — about whom he
has just reported that they can be tamed to such a degree that they can even dance and march in
step with music —, it is no wonder that there should be humans who are experts at music, since
after all humans are a “rational animal capable of understanding and logical thought” ({@6v
€07t AoykOv kai vob kai Aoytopod ywpntikév; transl. A.F. Schofield). At Nat. an. 710, having
shared a story of the fidelity of dogs, Aelian laments the fact that even though nature gave
human beings as rational animals (t®8e T® {Www T® Aoywk®) an altogether greater share in kind-
ness and love than the irrationals (toig GAdyolg, i.e. here: dogs), humans are not using this gift
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Claudius Ptolemy (2nd century AD),"° the grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus (1st
half of the 2nd century),’** and (perhaps) to his son, the grammarian Aelius Her-
odianus (2nd century AD),**? and to the Platonic mathematician Nicomachus of
Gerasa (c. 100 AD).** It is further found in works of a lexical nature, though the
ascription in such cases can be difficult.'**

2.2.5.3 Christian authors in the second century

Among Christian authors living in the second century, the philosopher Justin
Martyr (died AD 165),"* Irenaeus (c. 130/140-after 190 AD), Athenagoras (2nd
century AD), and Tatian (born around 120 AD) seem to take for granted that
human beings are {®a Aoywkd.’*® The same applies for Clement of Alexandria
(died before AD 215/221),*” and Origen (185/6 —254 AD).

very well. It pains him that a dog should show more loyalty than a human being (kOwv ...
avOpwniwv moTtéTePog). (Note that in the TLG canon this passage is also listed among the frag-
ments of the grammarian Aristophanes of Byzantium [c. 265/257-190/180 BC].)

120 The definition of human beings as {®6v €01t Aoywkov is employed in De judicandi facultate
et animi principatu (Tlept kprtnpiov kai fyepovikod) at vol. 3.2 p. 6 and p. 17 (where it is ex-
plained that humans share with horses their being a {@ov, but differ in being Aoywév). With re-
gard to this work, Claudius Ptolemy has been described as combining the views of Stoics and
Aristotle (cf. DNP, sv. “Ptolemaeus [65]”).

121 At De adverbiis, part 2, vol. 1.1, p. 123 (humans are included in the reference to Aoykd {Oa).
122 At Partitiones, p. 83 (ed. Boissonade) we find, among various etymological explanations
that treat words as compounds, the statement “for humans alone among the other animals
are rational” (uovov yap T@v GAwv {wwv 6 &vBpwrog Aoyikdg [our translation]). This work
could, however, very well be spurious.

123 In his Theologoumena arithmeticae (OeohoyoUpeva TG GplOuNTIKiG), a numerological
work, at pp. 25 and 65 in the ed. of de Falco.

124 For instance it is attested in a fragment of the first-century BC grammarian Philoxenus of
Alexandria (Aoywov yap {@ov 0 dvBpwrog “for the human is a rational living being”).

125 Justin Martyr was acquainted with other schools but was an adherent of a middle Platonic
school of philosophy prior to the time of his conversion to Christianity (cf. DNP, sv. “Iustinus
[6]).

126 In the case of the Seniores Alexandrini frag. 6 (ed. Pitra) (2nd century AD [?]), who offer a
christological exegesis of Ps 115.1 LXX, the words éyw 8¢ étamevwdny o@odpa are explained as
being the effect of human beings reflecting upon how great the truths are with which their short-
lived nature may become acquainted. The speaker of the psalm is interpreted as being humbled
by the insight into how among so many rational beings, humans are the lowliest (ouveig Sowv
Aoy@v €0ty {wwv Tanevwtepog GvBpwrog). (On a partitive genitive used with a comparative
as marking the highest degree cf. CGCG 32.1 and 32.9.) The dating into the second century is
based on Pitra’s claim that Origen used these texts for his commentary on the Psalms.
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Justin Martyr uses the phrase {@ov Aoywov to explain who is one’s neigh-
bour:*?®

miAnotov 8¢ &vBpwmov obdev GAAo EoTiv {| TO Opolomabeg kai Aoyikov {@ov, 6 GvBpwrog

But a human’s neighbour is nothing other than a similarly-feeling and rational animal, i.e.
a human. (Justin, Dial. 93.3)'?°

Irenaeus argues (in language redolent of Paul) that the resurrection of human
bodies will be much easier than their creation from nothing. He seems to take
for granted that human beings are a Aoykov {@ov:

For if he will not make alive ({worotel) what is mortal (10 vntov) and will not lead what is
perishable (16 @Baptov) into incorruption (dbapoiav), then God is not powerful (Suvatodg).
But that he is powerful in all these things, we should understand from our own origin (¢
TAiG &pX TG U@V oLUWVOETY), that God took dust from the earth (yov &m0 Tfig yfig), and made
human beings (énoinoe TOv dvOpwmov), even though it was much more difficult and incred-
ible that he should have made them exist from non-existent bones and sinews and the rest
of the disposition which accords to human beings, and have produced an animate and ra-
tional creature (€k pry OVTwV O0TEWV TE KAl VEVPWV Kai TG AOWTiG TG KaTd TOV GvBpwmov
oikovopiag motfoal ig TO eivat kol Enpuyov kai Aoykov drepydoacdar {pov), than that he
restore again (aD0ig dmokataoTiioat) what had already been made, and then dissolved into
earth, which had proceeded into those things, from which, at the beginning, when they had
not yet come to be, human beings were made (68ev Vv dpyMv pndénw yeyovwg yevidn o
GvOpwrog). For how much more will he — who at the beginning made them, at any time he
wanted — restore again those that have already come to be, should he want to, into that life
which is being given by him. (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. frag. 5)"*°

Athenagoras does not directly use the phrase {@ov Aoyikov, though by implica-
tion of the following text passage he must have been familiar with it. The follow-
ing passage is further important since the idea of a human vocation (cf. section
3.2) is clearly expressed in it (and hence the link between the language of Aoyt-
k6g and such a vocation), such that its inclusion in our discussion is well mer-

127 In a context of teaching about definitions, Clement uses as example the definition of
human beings as {@ov Aoywov Bvntov at Strom. 8.6.18.7 and 8.6.21.1 (where the further charac-
teristics xepoaiov “terrestrial”, me{ov “going on one’s feet”, and yeAaotikov “able to laugh” are
included), cf. Strom. 8.6.21.5. Human beings as {@ov Aoywov are presupposed further, in a voca-
tional context, at Paed. 1.12.100.3; in an ethical context, at Paed. 2.5.46.2 (moderation in laugh-
ter).

128 Lev 19.18, cf. Mk 12.31; Mt 19.19, 22.39; Rom 13.9.

129 Our translation.

130 Our translation. Fragment 5 in the edition of Doutreleau, Mercier, and Rousseau of Ire-
naeus, Adv. Haer. corresponds to the Latin translation at Adv. Haer. 5.3.2.
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ited.® In De resurrectione 13, Athenagoras wants to demonstrate the resurrection
(f dvaotaotg) of human beings based on the purpose of their creator and the
cause for which they have been brought into the world (tf] TAg yevéoewg aitig
Kal T yvwpn tob mowmoavtog [13.2]). Christians hope in assurance that they
will perdure in incorruptibility (tfv €v &@6apoia Siapoviv éAmilopev BePaiwg),

trusting the most unerring pledge, the intention of the one who fashioned us (tfj ToD
dnpovpynoavrtog Nuag yvaun), with respect to which he made human beings out of an im-
mortal soul and a body (ko®’ fjv £moinoev GvBpwmov ék Yuxfg dBavartov kai cwpatog), and
at the same time constituting them with intellect (vobv te ouykateokevaoev avT@®) and an
inborn law for the preservation and care of all those things, which have been given to them
by him (kai vopov épgutov i owTnpig kal uAaK]] T@V Tap’ adTod Si8opévwy), the things
which are befitting to a life of understanding and a life of reason (Epppovt 8¢ Blw kai {wf
Moyikij mpoonkovtwv), well aware, that he would not have constituted this sort of living
being (oUk Gv ToloDTOV KaTEoKeVaGeV {@ov) and would not have adorned it with things
suited for perdurance (mdot T0ig PO Siapoviy ékdopnoev), if he had not wanted that
what had come to be should perdure (gi pn Siapéverv €BovAeto 10 yevopevov [13.1]).72

While the adjective Aoyixog modifies {wr] and not {®ov,™* the fact that it is the
kind of living being (toloUtov {®ov) which can have such a life seems to make it
probable that Athenagoras is aware of the notion of humans as rational beings.
This passage resonates with the traditions about the role of human beings in the
cosmos, yet Athenagoras thinks these traditions through in terms of resurrection.
Here volg and the life of reason ({wfi Aoywkf}) are closely linked, and part of the
constitution of human beings (the language of xataokevalewv and kotaokevn is
important).

Tatian disparagingly challenges the definition of human beings, but in turn
confirms that this is an established doctrine of the philosophers:

131 This passage is not discussed by Heinemann 1926 (cf. section 3.2).

132 Our translation. Athenagoras, De resurrectione 12 contains further relevant language on a
human purpose in the cosmos (see section 3.2).

133 Cf. also Aspasius, In ethica Nicomachea commentaria 17.29-18.2 (where Aoykr| {wn is ex-
plained as 10 {fjv wg Aoywov). Cf. further, the text listed as Origen, Fragmenta in Psalmos 1-150
(ed. Pitra), whose provenance is doubtful, but that probably was written before the fourth cen-
tury, which, in commenting on Psalm 118.107 LXX, states that rational animals live in a way that
makes use of reason, insofar as in respect of their nature they have been constituted as rational,
in contrast to irrational animals (T& Ghoya {@a {ff, GAN @G GAoyo- T& {Da 8¢ Aoyikd Aoykadg,
600V £l Tf] PUOEL KATAOKEVAOOEVTA AOYIKR).
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Human beings are not (€0t yap GvBpwrog ovy), as those with a croaking voice like a raven
pontificate (womep ot kopakdpwvol™ Soypatifovat), rational animals, receptive of under-
standing and knowledge ({@ov Aoywov vob kai émotung dektikov), for against them
speaks the fact that also irrational animals (t& GAoya) are capable of understanding and
knowledge: Human beings alone, however, are made in the image and likeness of God
(poévog e 6 Gvbpwog eikwv kal Opoiwatg Tod Beod) — I speak of those humans who are
not behaving like animals (GvOpwrov ovyi TOV dpota Toig {wolg mpatTovta), but of those
who have advanced in their movement from humanity (GvBpwndtntog) towards God him-
self (mpog avTov 8¢ Tov Bedv). (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 15.1)'*°

2.2.6 The phrase Z@ov Aoyikov used in discourse on the human place and
role in the cosmos

Having thus established that the phrase {@ov Aoywkov is pre-Pauline, strongly as-
sociated with Stoics, but then also, that is has reached wider educated circles, we
turn to an investigation of the discursive function that the use of the definition of
human beings as rational mortal living beings serves. While a considerable num-
ber of uses of the definition are either for the purpose of explaining a logical
point, or as a standard example of a definition (often in commentaries on the
logical works of Aristotle), the examples we discuss here are those in which
the notion of humans as rational yet mortal creatures figures in anthropological
reflection. The three main themes that emerge concern the place of humans in
the cosmos (section 2.2.6.2), the vocation of human beings (section 2.2.6.3) and
the reflection on what it means to be genuinely human (section 2.2.6.4). But be-
fore we turn to these three themes, we consider the question about the place of
human beings itself.

2.2.6.1 Raising the question about the place and role of human beings in the
cosmos

A passage in Epictetus explicitly raises the question of the role of human beings,

articulating it in terms of the notion of human beings as a {®ov Aoykov. (We will

134 The pun in this reference to the philosophers may have to do with the fact that they as
human beings, capable of reason and speech, are nevertheless speaking in the manner of an
animal (cf. the use of ravens [kOpoxeg] as an example of an animal that can produce articulate
sound [£vapBpoug TipogépovTal pwvag] at Sextus Empiricus, AM, 8.275). It probably also trades
on negative connotations of curses such as &g KOpaKog.

135 Our translation. On the traditions about assimilation to God, cf. van Kooten 2008 (though
this passage is not explicitly discussed).
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discuss Epictetus in detail in chapter 4.) His remark regarding the works of
Chrysippus, albeit incidental, suggests this question resonates already with ear-
lier tradition too. Epictetus parodies an imagined petition an overly busy Roman
administrator receives requesting permission to export grain®>® by imagining the
kind of request a philosopher should receive concerning his reading programme
on a given day:

ToapakaA@® o mapd Xpuainmov mokéPpacdal TG £0Tv 1 ToD KOGHOL Soiknotg kail moiav
TV& Xwpav v aOT@® £xel TO Aoykov {@ov- émiokeat 8¢ kal Tig €l oL Kai OOV Tt 00D TO
GyaB0Ov Kol TO KaKOV.

I request you to examine what Chrysippus has to say about the administration of the uni-

verse, and the place that a rational animal occupies within it; and to consider also what
you are, and what is good for you, and what is bad. (Epictetus 1.10.10)**”

Note that the term 1} ToD k6opov Soiknotg (“administration of the universe”) also
appears in a fragment attributed to Chrysippus.’® Indeed, our passage clearly
shows that in a broader Stoic tradition the question of the role of human beings
in the cosmos can be asked in terms of their being a Aoywov {@ov. Interestingly,
the question about the place of human beings in the cosmos (moiav Tv& xwpav
&v aOT@ [sc. kOopw] Exel TO Aoykodv {Dov) is raised in similar terms in Middle
Platonic tradition (tiva ywpav v kdopuw Exwv):**

The aim of theology is knowledge of the primary, highest, and originative causes (rept &
TPOTA AiTIx Kot AvwTATw Te Kal &pYka yvwotg). The aim of physics is to learn what is the
nature of the universe (tig moT’ €0Tiv 1| ToD MAVTOG PVOLG), what sort of an animal humans
are (Tt {@ov 6 GvBpwmog), and what place they have in the world (xai Tiva ywpav £v k6opuw
£wv), if God exercises providence over all things (i 66¢ povoel T@v 6Awv), and if other
gods are ranked beneath him, and what is the relation of humans to the gods (1] T@v
GvBpwnwv mpog ToLG Beovg ox£at). (Alcinous, Didaskalikos 7.1)'°

Although in this passage the phrase Aoywkov {@ov is not used, it is clearly in view
as the answer to the question posed (tt {pov 6 GvBpwmog), given that the Didas-
kalikos uses this definition as well (as quoted above). Having considered the

136 mopakaA® oe Emtpédal pot attdplov EEayayelv (1.10.10). Note the use of mapakaA® (cf. Rom
12.1).

137 Transl. R. Hard, here and below.

138 SVF 2.1005 (taken from Alexander of Aphrodisias’ De fato; the phrase is found at 210.16 - 17,
211.1, 211.4-5).

139 Which confirms the importance of Platonic tradition to Epictetus, on which cf. the literature
at Long 2002, 178.

140 Transl. Dillon 1993.
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question itself, we turn to the answers given in the sources that use the notion of
humans as rational living beings.

2.2.6.2 Logical divisions and placing humans on a scala naturae

As our first main theme, we consider in this section how the attempts at logical
classification of beings according to their natures serve the function of placing
humans in the cosmos. This often takes the form of locating humans on a
scala naturae. There is a discourse on human beings as on the boundary between
what is mortal and what is immortal, between rational and irrational, between
good and evil. Other texts order human beings as rationals in terms of purposive
relations or in terms of different “powers” within beings of various natures.
These classifications are often put to use in ethical-protreptic contexts, and
are linked to discussion of human freedom, responsibility, and happiness.

2.2.6.2.1 Humans as a being on the boundary

Discourse on human beings, then, often involves the conception of a scala natur-
ae, in which different beings are ordered in an ascending order. The place of
human beings, as a {@ov Aoywov Bvntov, is compared both with regards to
the gods or higher beings and with regards to animals (ta GAoya [{Dal]).

This can be seen, first, from a passage in Philo of Alexandria. In De confu-
sione linguarum, Philo offers a division of beings into rationals and irrationals,
putting human beings in between animals (with, naturally, bodies) and unbod-
ied souls (which he explicitly designates as angels):***

141 Philo identifies the unbodied souls as angels at Conf. 174 (dyyéAovg). This may also be the
place to note a few other things sometimes called {@a Aoyika. Since the stars are also considered
to be gods for the Stoics (cf. Cicero, ND 2.39 = SVF 2.684, where, having considered the divinity of
the cosmos, it is argued that “the same divinity [must be assigned] to the stars” [tribuenda est
sideris eadem divinitas), such that they may rightly be called “to be living beings endowed with
sensation and intelligence” [et animantia esse et sentire atque intellegere]; on the Stoic views on
the stars cf. SVF 2.681- 692), they are also called {@a Aoytka as, for instance, in Origen, Cels. 5.10
(= SVF 2.685): “supposing that the stars in heaven are also rational and good beings” (eimep xai
ol é&v ovpav® GoTépeg (A elot Aoykd kal omovdaia). Similarly, Marcus Aurelius 9.9.2 describes
the higher form of unity within the class of rational creatures (T@v Aoyk@v {wwv) found among
the higher beings (¢nil 8¢ T@V &1t kperttOvwY), including the stars (£mi TOV GoTpwWV).

Plutarch finds it absurd that Stoics categorise as bodies (cwpata ToloVHEVOUG) even such
things as virtues (dpetag), vices (kaking), skills (Téxvag), memories (pvrpag), mental images
(pavtaoiag), affections (madn), impulses (Oppag), acts of assent (ovykatabéoelg) (Comm.
not. 1084AB; cf. the translation of H. Cherniss), and utterly ridiculous that they make these
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N HEV QLo TOV {Ywv
€l Te GAoyov kai Aoywnv poipav,
évavtiag GAANAaLg, ETundn T Mp@TOV,
78 ab Aoy méAw €ic Te 0 @OapTOV Kai dOdvatov 180G,
@BapTOV pEV TO GvOpwTIWY,
GBGvatov 8¢ TO Yuxdv GowpdTtwy,
al KoTé Te Gépa Kol 0VPAVOV TEPTOAODAL.
Living nature was primarily divided into two opposite parts, the unreasoning and reason-
ing, this last again into the mortal and immortal species, the mortal being that of human
beings, the immortal that of unbodied souls which range through the air and sky. (Philo,
Conf. 176)*4?

All beings have their places, either here below, or up there. We may note here
that a similar division occurs at Agr. 139, where Philo does not use the term
{®a, but the more abstract formulation puxnv &yovta.’** Philo divides the
Puxnv éovta (“animates”) into Aoywé (“rationals”) and dloya (“irrationals”),
and further subdivides the Aoywé into 6vnté (“mortals”) and Oeia (“divine exis-
tences”). Finally, the mortal rationals are divided into male and female [&ppev —
6fAv]. Philo indicates that such a division is representative for broadly held phil-
osophical views by introducing this division as one in which “the whole choir of
philosophers ... [are] harping on their wonted themes” (kai T@V @INOGOPOVVTWV
X0pOg amag T& elwddTa Sieklwv [Agr. 139]).*** This estimation is confirmed by sim-
ilar divisions in other philosophers.**

things also rational animals (] HOVOV 0WHATK TADTA TOLETY, GAAK Kol {Pa Aoyikd [1084B]). (The
list is even extended in 1084C to include walking, dancing and a host of other activities.) Philo,
Decal. 33 calls the voice that spoke to Israel in the wilderness a living rational being. Cf. also one
of several different images Stoics use to explain the three parts of philosophy, logic, ethics and
physics (at DL 7.40), in which philosophy itself is compared to a living being (ikaovot 8¢ {ww
Vv @ocopiav) and the discipline of logic with the bones and sinews (60T0ig pév kai vevpolg
70 Aoywkov). But this is not properly an instance of {®ov Aoytkov.

142 We have divided the Greek text into lines to highlight the divisions.

143 Perhaps he considered this more appropriate with respect to divine natures, given that
{@ov is typically used for mice and men. Similarly, the distinction is sometimes expressed as
between “inanimate beings” (t& &puya) and “animated beings” (ta &upuya), as for instance
in Origen, Princ. 3.1.2.

144 For a stemmatic diagram of Agr. 139 see Terian 1981, 35 (from which the glosses above are
taken).

145 See Friichtel 1968, 42— 45 who presents diagrams of similar divisions in the Platonist Anti-
ochus of Ascalon (c. 130/120 — 68/67 BC), the Middle Platonist Maximus of Tyre (2nd century AD),
and Seneca, which supports the notion that such divisions are widespread. Seneca’s exposition
of a similar division at Ep. 53.13-15 “seems muddled” (Inwood 2007, 120), given that he presents
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Philo’s division in De confusione linguarum logically amounts to the same as
the definition of human beings as rational mortal animals.*® Philo’s point is not,
however, just classification for its own sake. Philo’s point in this context is that
the “unbodied” souls, just like the “irrationals” are exempt from wickedness (ka-
kiog dpétoyol [Conf. 177]), which Philo locates only in the mortal rational ani-
mal.”” The notion of what it means to be a {@ov Aoywkov Bvntov is not just in-
cidental here but directly used in Philo’s exposition, as he argues that human
beings alone have both freedom and responsibility, rooted in their being ration-
al, and, at the same time, are exposed and vulnerable to evil, because of their
being bodily and mortal. Having stated that the unbodied souls are “immune
from wickedness”, Philo continues:

And this immunity is shared by unreasoning natures (Gpétoyot 8¢ kol <ai> T@V GAGYywv),
because, as they have no gift of understanding (&poipoboat Stavoiag), they are also not guil-
ty of wrongdoing willed freely as a result of deliberate reflection (T@v €k Aoytopod oupfat-
VOVTWVY €KOVolwV GSIKNuAaTwy GAlokovtaw). (178) Humans are practically the only beings
who having knowledge of good and evil (udvog 8¢ oxedov ék mavtwv 6 GvBpwmog dyadmv
Kai Kak@v €xwv €motiuny) often choose the worst (aipeitat pev moAGKIGHE Td @av-
Aotata), and shun what should be the object of their efforts (pedyet 8¢ t& omovdig
G&10), and thus they stand apart as convicted of sin deliberate and aforethought (atOV
péALoTa €Mt TO1G €K Tpovoiag GpapTNHACt kataywwokeadat). (Philo, Conf. 177-178)

the division in an unusual ordering. The comparison with others suggests there is some flexibil-
ity in the terminology. For instance, Philo (at Her. 138) divides the si&og Aoyw@v (or Aoyikov) into
apboptov and 6vntov, while Maximus of Tyre frequently simply divides into 6vntdg and
a8Gvartog.

An instructive passage on life as a shared characteristic between humans and gods, which
differs in its quality ({wn aiwviog versus £@npepog), is Maximus of Tyre, Dissertationes 6.1. Cf.
also the very detailed division in Maximus of Tyre, Dissertationes 11.8.9 -29, which expressly
notes the principle that one part of these divisions into two is always better (11.8.5-7). Thus,
for instance: “The perceptive can be divided into the rational and the irrational, of which the
rational is superior” (tod 8¢ aioBnTKOD TO PEV AoyiKov, TO 8¢ GAoyov- KpeiTTov 8¢ TO AoyiKov
00 GA\Oyov [11.8.13-15]; transl. Trapp 1997). The passage ends with an ascent to the highest
form of intellectual contemplation.

146 An example which illustrates this connection between division and definitions, which ul-
timately goes back to Plato’s explanation of the diairetic method in the Sophistes, can be found
in Maximus of Tyre, Dissertationes 11.8 (which we referenced in the previous note).

147 The further context is that God delegated those parts of his creation to lower beings which
would be unworthy of him, drawing on ideas in Plato’s Timaeus (cf. Runia 1986, 242-249).
148 The term moAAdkig in this context recalls similar passages quoted above (Plutarch, Virt.
mor. 450D = SVF 3.390, Galen, PHP 4.2.10 —11 = SVF 3.462, cf. also Nemesius, De natura hominis
1.10.6 - 8), though the word is of course so frequent that this may not indicate more than anal-
ogous points being expressed in the most straightforward manner.
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When speaking of the irrationals here, Philo perhaps has in mind not only ani-
mals, but also children or “crazed” persons.'* In any case, it appears that reflec-
tion on humans’ place in the order of things situates them at the boundary be-
tween good and evil, in a way that depends on the exercise of their freedom.

A second elaboration of how humans fare with respect to both the gods and
other animals can be found in Galen’s Adhortatio ad artes addiscendas, which is
a protreptic speech seeking to encourage the study of medicine. Galen employs
the definition of human beings as a {®ov Aoykov 6vntov to express how they
occupy a middle position:

T 81 TV AvBpWMWV YEVog, M Toideg, émkovwvel Beoig Te Kal Tolg dAdyolg {otg,
TOTG pév kad’ 6oov Aoykov £07TL, TOIG 8¢ ka®’ doov BvnToV.
For humankind, O children, has something in common both with the gods and with the

irrational animals, with the former insofar as they are rational, with the latter, insofar as
they are mortal. (Galen, Adhortatio ad artes addiscendas 9.15—16)**°

149 For children, see Philo’s discussion of the development of capacities of humans in steps of
seven years at Leg. 1.10 (“they say that humans become a reasoning being during their first seven
years” Aoykov T @aotv GvOpwmov KaTd TRV TpwTnV Entaetiav yiveobaw). For a discussion of
Stoic theories about the development of reason, see Frede 1994.

As to the “crazed” person, Philo distinguishes two different senses of &\oyog at Sacr.
46— 47, which concern precisely this point: the first sense of GAoyog is to refer to what “defies
convincing reason” (10 mopd OV aipodvta Adyov), for which the example is a “the foolish
man” (tov d@povd), the second sense is “the state from which reason is eliminated”, for
which the example is the “unreasoning animals” (tT@v {Qwv T& p1 Aoykd). (Philo draws a dif-
ferent contrast at Det. 38, where he is concerned with giving a favourable interpretation of
Moses’ professed ineloquence in Exodus 6.12 [éyw 8¢ &GAoydg eip], which, he informs us, is
not to be confused with dAoyog in the sense used for the “animals without reason” [T& pr Aoyka
T@v {wwvl.)

For children as not yet Aoywdg in the full active sense of the word, yet at the same time
Moywkdg given their nature as such beings who are capable in principle of developing to its
full sense, see also the exposition of the Peripatetic commentator Aspasius 2714-17 (“For a
child too is by nature capable of performing such actions [i.e. the fully rational activities in
which according to Aristotle happiness consists], since he is a rational animal [@Uoel pev kai
0 maig TPaKTIKOG, WV Aoyikov {@ov], but because of his youth [8i& v fAkiav] he is not yet ca-
pable of performing them. For a child too is somehow a non-rational creature [&GAoyov pév yap
WG €0TL Kol O Taig], but he differs from nonrational animals because he is rational by nature
[Slapépet 8E TV dAOYwV Lpwv OTL PUOEL AoyIKOG €0Twv]”™).

150 Our translation, here and below. There follows a disparaging remark on women in a com-
parison with Fortune personified as a woman (2.3-7). On Galen’s mostly negative view of
women cf. Hankinson 2008, 2 (with note 8 on page 25).
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In the prooemium Galen explains, again using the notion of human beings as
rational animals, how humans stand between the world of animals and the
gods. Being capable of learning the arts, humans could go either way. They
can strive to emulate the gods through the arts, or they can disregard them
and consign their fate to Fortune or a life devoted to less refined pleasures.

Galen begins by declaring the question whether the animals called “irration-
al” (t& dGhoya {@a) do not have any form of reason-and-speech (Adyog) as unset-
tled (1.1-2).** Perhaps they do not have reason as expressed in speech (katd TRV
@V, OV Kal Tpo@optkov dvopadouoty), but are nevertheless capable of think-
ing internally (<kotd> v Puyxnv, 6v évBiaBetov [1.2—4]).* That humans (ot
GvBpwmol) surpass the other animals by far when it comes to reason, is clear
from the “multitude of the arts which this animal cultivates” (mAfjfog T@OVv
TeEXV@OV WV peTayelpiletal 1O {PHov Toito) and from the fact that “only humans,
being capable of knowledge, are able to learn any art they wish” (kai 6Tt povog
GvBpWTOG EMOTAWNG EMBEKTIKOG Fv Gv €0eAnon Téxvny pavBavel [1.4-7]). For
the other animals (t& &GAAa {@a) are almost all without arts (oxe8ov Greyva
névt’ €oti), with few insignificant exceptions, which occur by nature, not by de-
liberate exercise of an art (pUoel pdA\\ov 1| mpoatpéoet Texvv [1.8—9]). By con-
trast, human beings (6 8 GvBpwmog) are not only able to imitate (ZppnooTo)
whatever animals can do (weave like spiders,*® shape like bees, swim though
made for walking [mel0g]), but have acquired even the divine arts (kai T@v
Beiwv Texv@V), competing with Asclepius in the art of medicine®, with Apollo
in his arts (archery, poetry, divination, and all those associated with the
Muses), even geometry and astronomy (1.9 —14). By industriousness (@\omoviog)
he has even figured out (¢€emopioato) the “greatest of divine goods, philosophy”
(10 p€yoTov T@V Belwv dyoddV @\ocogiav [1.16—17]). Based on all this, Galen
concludes:

151 Cf. the literature on the ancient debates on animal rationality cited in section 3.1.1.

152 On the distinction between Adyog mipo@opikdg and €vBiaOnTog, cf. Sextus Empiricus, AM
8.275-276.

153 A similar point is made by Aspasius, 2.26-3.2: “For there are also products (mompota)
made by non-rational creatures (T@v GAdywv), for example the honeycombs of bees and what
are called spiders’ ‘webs’. But none of these produces in a way accompanied by reason (peta
AGyou Totel); rather, animals employ natural instinct (Oppf] QUOIKR Xpwieva T& {Da). Artistic
products, however, are products made by rational creatures who make use of reason (ta 8¢
TEXVIKA TIOMUATA AOYIKDV £0TL TIOHATA KAl TQ ANOyw XpwpéEVWY).”

154 For the example of medicine in reflections on what it means to be human cf. the famous
passage from Sophocles’ Antigone discussed in section 3.1.5.
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dua TadTa Totvuy <el> kot Adyou pETeTTL TOiG GANOLG {Wolg,
kat EEoxnv avbig A 0 GvOpwog povog GVopaleTal Aoyikog.
Therefore, then, even if the other animals have a share in reason, again, in a preeminent

sense, it is humans alone who are called rational. (Galen, Adhoratio ad artes addiscendas
1.18-19)

Given its protreptic context, the definition of human beings as {ov Aoywov be-
comes the occasion for the encouragement to make the best use of that specific
capacity (by taking up study):

TG 0VV 0UK aioXpoV, W HOVY TOV &V AV KOWwVODHEY BEOTG, TOUTOV PV GUENELY, E0TTOV-
Boxévar 8¢ mepl L TOV GAwv, TEXVNG pEV GvaApewg kata@povodvta, TUxn 8 £avtov
EMUTPEMOVTQ.

How then is anything but shameful, to neglect that within us in which alone we share with
the gods, but to show eagerness about the other things, thinking little of the acquisition of
the arts, yet committing ourselves to Fortune. (Galen, Adhoratio ad artes addiscendas 2.1-3)

Thus, as this example shows, discourse involving the notion of humans as {@ov
Aoywdv can focus on the development of the arts and the capacity for knowledge
as one of the signatures of being human.

A third example for reflection on humans as being on the boundary between
other animals and the divine realm is the extract from Nemesius’ De natura hom-
inis, which scholars such as Theiler have ascribed to Posidonius. We have ex-
plained in section 2.2. why we have not used Posidonius frag. 309a Theiler as
direct evidence to support the claim that already Posidonius used the phrase
{®ov Aoywov for human beings. But as a clear instance of reflection on what
it means to be human, employing the notion of a rational mortal animal, it mer-
its being included in our discussion. Even though written around 400 AD, it
draws on many philosophical sources that we have already discussed™ and
hence may also be illuminating even for the purposes of a comparison with
thinkers in the first century AD."¢

In the first book of his work, Nemesius discusses the human place in the cos-
mos. He begins early with the observation that, as a rational mortal animal, hu-

155 On the sources for Nemesius, cf. Sharples and van Eijk 2008, 18 - 23, who discuss, among
others, Origen, Philo, Porphyry, Aétius, Arius Didymus, Galen, and, of course, Posidonius
(21-23).

156 Though admittedly other authors could have been discussed, the amount of attention this
text has received by scholarship on Stoic and other philosophical traditions may provide a suf-
ficient basis for this decision.
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mans occupy a position in the middle, bound simultaneously both to the divine
and to the creaturely and even the earthly:

yvaptpov 8¢ 6Tt kal Toig cpUxoLg KOVWVET
Kal Tiig TV GAOywv {wwv petéxet {wiig
Kal TG TV AOYIKOV HETEIANPE VONTEWS.

It is well known that humans have something in common even with inanimate things, that
they have a share in the life of non-rational animals, and that they participate in the think-
ing of rational beings. (Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.2.13—15 = Posidonius frag. 309a
Theiler)”

Having neatly introduced these three aspects, he continues to expand upon each
of them in turn, once more, ascending the steps of the scale, in terms very similar
to the other texts already discussed,™® which build up additively, the lower con-
tained in a transformed form in the higher as well:

[Human being] is associated with inanimate things (kowwvel yap Toig pev capiyolg) in vir-
tue of the body (koatd 10 owpa) and the mixture of the four elements (triv and T@v Te0-
0GPWV OTOLXEIWV KPEOLY),

with plants (puToig) both in virtue of these things and in virtue of the power of growth and
generation (katd Te TalTA Kol TRV OPEMTIKNY KAl OMEPUATIKIV SUVOLLY),

and with non-rational beings (toig 8¢ &A6yoig) both in virtue of these things (kai &v TovTOLg)
and, for good measure, in virtue of movement by impulse (v xa®’ 6ppurnv kivnow), desire
(6pekwv), spirit (Bupov), and the power of sensation and breathing (tfv aiocOnTKnv kai &va-
TIVEVOTIKNV SUvopy). For all these are common to humans and to non-rational animals
(tadTa yap Gmavta Kowd Toig GvBpwmolg kai Tolg dAdyolg éotiv), even if not all to all.

But humans are linked by rationality to the incorporeal and intellectual natures (cuvarmnte-
Tat 8¢ 81 Tod Aoykod Toig AOWNATOLG Kai VOEPQIS (pUoeat), in reasoning and apprehending
and judging each matter (Aoyt{opevog kat vo@v kol Kpivwv €kaota), pursuing the virtues
(tag dpetag petadiwkwy) and cherishing piety, the coping stone of the virtues (t@v dpet@v
TOV KoAo@va TV eVoERelav domafopevog). (Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.2.15-23)

157 Translation here and below by Sharples and van Eijk (2008), adapted. We have divided the
Greek into lines, which happen here to be isocola, reinforcing the sense of an orderly layering
which is presented.

Posidonius frag. 309a Theiler begins with the quotation above and includes all the other
quotations from the first book of Nemesius’ De natura hominis, but we will only refer to Neme-
sius’ work from this point on.

158 And which already point forward to the aspect of an ascending scale of inner “powers” that
will be discussed in section 2.2.6.2.3.
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The element of rationality (81 Tob AoyikoD) is what links humans up (cuvartte-
Taw) to the higher elements of the cosmos, and allows the activities of reasoning
and apprehending the truth about the cosmos, which is the basis for the virtues
and piety.”® At the same time humans share in themselves, by virtue of their em-
bodied existence, all that is mortal and finite: sensation, desire, generation,
growth, the elements.

This is the boundary at which human beings are placed. Nemesius, probably
inspired by Philo,'*° expresses this in terms of their being “on the boundary be-
tween intelligible and perceptual being”, which he combines with an explicit ex-
position of the notion of human beings as a {@ov Aoykov:

810 kal domep év pebopiolg €0l vonTig kol aioHNTAg ovaiag,

OUVOTTTOHEVOG KOTX HEV TO O@MA Kol TAG OWHATIKAG Suvapelg Toig GAdyolg {wolg Te Kai
apoyotg,

Katd 8 TO AOyIKOV TG GOWHATOLG 0VOlaLG.

So they are, as it were, also on the boundary between intelligible and perceptual being.
They are joined together with non-rational and inanimate beings in virtue of the body
and bodily powers, and to incorporeal beings in virtue of reason. (Nemesius, De natura
hominis 1.2.24-1.3.2)'%*

Nemesius uses the same language of humans as a being placed at the boundary
(though here between rational and non-rational nature) in another remarkable
passage, in which he even alludes to and quotes Paul on 1 Cor 15.47—-49'¢* in
order to explain the ethical implications of the placement of humans in the cos-
mos and what genuine humanness requires:

Therefore humans were assigned a place on the boundary between the non-rational and
the rational nature (Ev peBopiolg o0V Tig GAGyov kai Aoyikiic @Uoswg 6 GvBpwrog

159 On the connection between the virtues towards God and towards fellow humans in ancient
tradition cf. Dihle 1968. Cf. also the explication of piety (e0oéBeia) as “contemplation of reali-
ties” (] T@V vtwv Bewpia [Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.5.23]).

160 Cf. Philo, Opif. 135 calls humans themselves the boundary (ueboptov): “Hence it may with
propriety be said that humankind is the borderland between mortal and immortal nature (tov
&vBpwov BvnTiig kai dBavdTov PUvoewS sival peddplov), partaking of each so far as is needful
(Exatépag 6oov Gvaykoidv €oTt petéyovta), and that they were created at once mortal and im-
mortal (yeyevijobat 6vntov 6pod kai dBavartov), mortal in respect of the body (Bvntov pev kata
TO 0@pa), but in respect of the mind immortal (kata 8¢ v dtavolav &Bdvatov).” Cf. Clement of
Alexandria’s use of the idea at Strom. 2.18.81.2 (cf. also the preceding statement about assimila-
tion to Christ and agreement with God at Strom. 2.18.80.5).

161 We have again divided the Greek into lines.

162 And, for good measure, Gen 3.19 and Ps 48.13, 21 LXX.
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ToxBeic'). If they incline towards the body and love more the things of the body (¢&v pév
€Ml 1O o@pa PéYN Kal T& ToD owpatog TAEov dyammor), then they embrace the life of the
non-rational beings (Tov T@v GAOywv domadetat Biov) and will be reckoned among them
(ouvopBundAoeTar), and they will be called “earthy” (xoikog), as by Paul (katd HabAov),
and will be told “For you are earth, and to earth you will return”*** and “he was compared
to the foolish cattle and made like unto them” (apeouveBAOn TOIG KTAVEDL TOIG AVONTOLG
Kai wpowwdn avToig).'® But, if they move towards the rational and despise all the bodily
pleasures (£t TO AOyKOV XWPNOT KATAPPOVAOAG TOV CWHATIKGV Tao®@v Ndovav), they
will enter into the divine life that is most dear to God (trv Belav Te kai Beo@\eaTATNV
{wnv petépyetal) and pre-eminently human (g GvBpwmov mponyovpévwg), and they
will be like a heavenly being (£movpaviog), in accordance with the saying “As is the earthy,
such are they also that are earthy, and as is the heavenly, such are they also that are heav-
enly.”**® But the summit of the rational nature is to flee from and turn away from evils, but
to pursue and choose things that are good (1§ 8¢ Aoyikiig QUOEWG TO KEPEAAOV E0TL PEV-
YEWV PEV Kal ArooTpEPeabal Ta Kokd, peTiéval 8¢ kai aipelobat Ta kaAd). (Nemesius, De na-
tura hominis 1.5.9 - 1.5.19)*¢"

This passage is, for our concerns, remarkable for several reasons. It makes the
point of humans as beings at the boundary, here between the rational and the
non-rational. It connects it with an ethical and protreptic appeal, which concerns
human actions in the body and opposing its desires.'*® It shows how the contrast
with animals can function in ethical contexts (Tov T@v &GAoywv domaleTal
Blov).*® It weaves in the motif of a divine life (tfv Beiav ... {wrv), which is
also a feature of discourse on humans as rationals, as we have seen.® It features
the concept and language of genuine and true humanness (w¢g &vBpwmov Tpon-
youpévwg), based on the proper exercise of the endowment with reason.’* The

163 For the language of Ta&1g used by Epictetus 1.16 cf. sections 4.4.2-3.

164 Gen 3.19 LXX.

165 Ps 48.13, 21 LXX.

166 1 Cor 1548 (olog O X0ikdG ToloDTOL Kai oi X0ikoi, Kai 0log O £movpdviog TolHTOL Kai o
£movpaviot).

167 Naturally, all the biblical references have been removed in Theiler’s reconstruction of Pos-
idonius frag. 309a.

168 Cf. Rom 6.12.

169 Epictetus makes this move as well in Epictetus 2.9.2 (see section 4.2), where, we note, Epi-
ctetus also expounds the definition of human beings as rational mortal animals.

170 Cf. Aspasius 153.7-9, and reason as that which binds the gods and humans together in
Stoic thought (section 2.2.4).

171 Cf. also Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.4.16, where human beings are called the truly ration-
al animal (10 GAnO@G Aoywkov {Hov TOv GvBpwrov), in contrast to those animals that “appear
near to the rational animal” (g €yyvg Aoyw@v [1.4.15], cf. Strabo, discussed above). Further,
Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.5.23-1.6.1 “Now such as choose to live a human life as that of
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quotations from Genesis, the Psalms and Paul are interesting in their own right,
though not our central concern here. But finally, the last sentence (tfig 8¢ Aoyt-
KAG PUOEWG TO KEPANALOV E0TL PEVYEWV UEV KOL GTTOOTPEPETHAL TA KOKQ, HETIEVAL
8¢ xai aipelobat T& koAd), which Theiler assigns to Posidonius,'” seems like a
remarkable parallel to Paul in Rom 12.9, 12.17, 12.21 (cf. Rom 7.19, 16.19),'” espe-
cially when, as we argue, Paul draws in Rom 12.1c on the idea of humans as Aoyt-
kol and the concept of a human vocation, and connects it to what one does with
the body (12.1b, with links to Rom 6)."7%

We may sum up our discussion with a passage in Nemesius that explains the
elements of the definition of human beings as a {®ov Aoywov BvnTov (in an ex-
panded version), which is worth quoting, because it provides further evidence for
how the definition of human beings is not just incidental to discussions about
what it means to be human, but an important means for the condensation of fur-
ther anthropological reflection:

They also define (0pi{ovtar) humans (tov GvBpwmnov) as a rational animal, mortal and re-
ceptive of intellect and knowledge ({@ov Aoytkdv, BvnTov, vod kai EMoTNung SekTikov). An
animal ({®ov), because humans too are an animate, sensitive being (ovoia £otiv &upuyog
aiobntikn): for this is the definition of an animal (6pog {wov). “Rational”, in order to sep-
arate them from non-rational animals (Aoywov 8¢, tva xwplodfi T@v GAdywv)."”” “Mortal”
(Bvntov), in order to separate them from rational immortals (ywptodfi T@V GBavaTwv
Aoywk@v). “Receptive of intellect and knowledge”, because it is by learning that we acquire
skills (81a padnoewg mpooyivovtat v ai téxvar) and the sciences (Emotipat); for we have
a capability to receive both intellect and skills (SOvopuv Sextiknyv kol ToD vod kai T@V
TeXv@V), but the actual possession of these is the result of learning (trv 8¢ évépyelav KTw-
pévolg €k T@v podnudtwv). (Nemesius, De natura hominis 1.11.3-9)7

With this concluding passage from Nemesius, we have now seen several exam-
ples of how human beings as rational animals are described as standing at the
boundary between two domains and how their behaviour aligns with either of

a human and not just the life of a mere animal” (600t Toivuv TOV dvBpwmov Blov wg GvOpwmov
v mpoatpovTal Kai pn wg {Wov Povov, TAG APETAS HETEPXOVTAL Kal TNV EVOERELRV).

172 There seems at least to be a Stoic parallel here, as the formulation aipeiofai te 8¢n TéyaOa
Kai pevyev T& Kakd “you have to choose what is good and flee what is evil” appears in Ariston
of Chios (around 250 BC), frag. 374 (in SVF 1, p. 85 [= Galen, PHP 7.2.3, which notes the contro-
versy of Ariston with Chrysippus (SVF 3.256)]). Cf. also Sextus Empiricus, AM 11.113.

173 Even though Paul uses the language of movrpov in 12.9.

174 See sections 5.3.2 and 6.3.

175 Cf. with Epictetus 2.9.2, section 4.2.

176 Nemesius continues with a report on an alternative explanation that the addition “being
receptive of intellect and knowledge” to the definition, serves to distinguish human beings
from “nymphs” and “other kinds of demons” (1.11.10 — 14).
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them. This alignment depends on human actions. According to the Stoics,
though, other things turn out to have already been aligned by nature with hu-
mans as rational beings in view.

2.2.6.2.2 Ascending scales of value and purposive relations

Hence, the ascending scales in which humans as rational animals are placed can
also be discussed in terms of value and purposive relationships. In the following
texts from Origen’s Contra Celsum, which reflect Stoic doctrine at this point, ra-
tional beings tower high above the irrational animals. All other beings are made
for the sake of rational natures. The imagery used to express this superiority of
rational beings is drastic:

They [i.e. the Stoic school of philosophers (oi 4o Tiig ZTodg PINdco@ot)] quite rightly put
humankind (mpotattévtwv TOV dvBpwrov) and the rational nature in general above all ir-
rational beings (kai Gma&amA@g TV AOYIKIV UGV TGVTWY T@V dAOywv), and say that prov-
idence has made everything primarily for the sake of the rational nature (8t ToOTnV Aeyov-
TWV TIPONYOUHEVWE THV TIPOVOLAV TIAvTa Tiemotnkevat). Rational beings (td Aoyikd) which
are the primary things (mponyovpeva) have the value” of children who are born (naiSwv
yevwwpévwv); whereas irrational and inanimate (t& 8 GAoya kai T &puya xopiov) things
have that of the afterbirth which is created with the child (cvykTi{opévov 1@ madiw). (Ori-
gen, Cels. 4.74 = SVF 2.1157)'7®

While the usefulness of farm animals for humans might be obvious, the Stoic
view Origen relates holds that even wild animals serve a useful function for ra-
tional animals:

€l 8¢ kal Toig AypLWTATOLS TOV {WWV TPOPAG KATECKEVAOEV, 0VSEV BAUHAGTOV- Kal TaDTA

yap & {@a kai GAAOL TOV PIN0COPNTEVTWY EIPRKACT YUHVOGIOU EVEKD YEYOVEVAL TG) AOYIKD
,

lww.

Even if He also made nourishment for the wildest of animals, there is nothing remarkable
about that; for other philosophers have said that even these animals were made for the ex-
ercise of the rational being. (Origen, Cels. 4.75 = SVF 3.1173)

The idea is that all things are subservient to rational creatures:

177 Here the word Adyog appears close to Aoytkog (Adyov pev £xet & Aoyikd ... maidwv yevw-
pévwv), but is used in the sense of value, not reason (cf. GE, s.v. A\dyog, 4D for other examples of
the phrase “to have the value of”).

178 Transl. of Origen’s Contra Celsum by Chadwick 1986, here and below, adapted.
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AobAa 00V TavTta ToD Aoyikod {@Wou Kal TG QUOIKTG aTOD GUVECEWG KATEOKEVATEV O
dnpovpyodg.

The Creator, then, has made everything to serve the rational being and its natural intelli-
gence. (Origen, Cels. 4.78)

This will also be important for Epictetus 1.16, as we shall see.”

2.2.6.2.3 Ascending scales of faculties, impulses and impressions
Furthermore, as we have already seen, but shall explore more here, the ascend-
ing scale in which human beings are placed goes along with an ascending scale
of “powers”, “faculties” and “capacities”. This idea is clearly expressed in the
following longer passage from Philo’s Legum Allegoriae, which reflects Stoic
ideas and terminology:*8°

The mind when as yet unclothed and unconfined by the body (6 yupvog kai Gvév8etog ow-
patt vodg) ... has many powers (Suvapelg). It has the power of holding together (éktikrv), of
growing (@uTikr), of conscious life (Ypuyikrv), of thought (Siavontikiv), and countless
other powers,'® varying both in species and genus.

Lifeless things, like stones ..., share with all others the power of holding together (££1g xotvr
kai T@wv dpvxwv), of which the bones in us, ... partake.

“Growth” (@vo1g) extends to plants (] 8¢ @UOIg Sateivel kai £l T& @UTA), and there are
parts in us, such as our nails and hair, resembling plants; “growth” (Vo1g) is coherence
capable of moving itself (££1g 18n kwoupévn).

(23) Conscious life (puxn) is the power to grow, with the additional power of receiving im-
pressions and being the subject of impulses (pUolg TpooelAnguia avtaciov kai OppNRV).
This is shared also by creatures without reason (kown kai T@v GAOywv). Indeed our
mind (6 fluétepog voiig) contains a part that is analogous to the conscious life of a creature
without reason (Tt GAdyouv Puyfj). Once more, the power of thinking (1] StavonTikn dVvapuig)
is peculiar to the mind (vod), and while shared, it may well be, by beings more akin to God
(kown pév Taxa Kol TV BElTEPWV PUOEWV), is, so far as mortal beings are concerned, pe-
culiar to human beings (i8ia 8¢ wg &v Bvntoig dvBpwmov).

This power or faculty is twofold. We are rational beings, on the one hand as being partakers
of mind (uév ka® fv Aoywkoi éopev vob petéxovteg), and on the other as being capable of
discourse (ka®’ fiv Slaleyopeda). (Philo, Leg. 2.23—24)'%

179 See section 4.4.1. The Stoic material on this topic is collected at SVF 2.1152—-1167.

180 Witness its inclusion in collections such as SVF 2.458, LS 47P.

181 Philo adds 1 aioBnTwkn at Leg. 2.24.

182 We have omitted several details from this passage (some of which, such as the mention of
wood as an example, would render the link to other passages, such as Origen’s De oratione 6.1-2
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This account is additive in so far as the higher forms include the “powers” of the
lower forms. At the level of animals, what is added are “impressions” and “im-
pulse” (@pavtaciav kai 6punv). The various “powers” (Suvépelg), all associated
with mind (vodg) in its non-embodied form, are distributed among embodied
creatures to various degrees. Only in rational beings does the power of
“mind” show itself in the form of thinking (f| SiavonTikn Suvoyg). The highest
manifestation of this power is peculiar to humans, among mortal creatures (as
there may be higher ones).'®?

The same account is given in the following passage by Clement of Alexan-
dria, who also makes an ethical point:

Of “holding together” (££ewg), then, even stones (ol AiBot), of “growth” (pUocwg) also
plants (t& @utd), of “impulses” (0ppfig) and “impressions” (pavtaociag) and the two just
mentioned, even irrational animals partake (kai T& GAoya petéxel {@a). But the rational ca-
pacity (7| Aoyuxn 8¢ Suvapg), being peculiar to the soul of humans (idiat oVoa Tfig dvBpw-
nielag Puyfic), is not supposed to be impelled in the same manner as the irrational animals
(o0x woaTwWG TOTG GAdYOLG {wolg Oppdv deilel), but to distinguish the impressions and
not to be carried away by them (&AL kai Slokpivelv TAG PavTaociog Kal P cuvano@epeadal
avTaig). (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.20.111.1-2)'#

The same point is repeated in Origen, who expands on the ethical implications,
including the attribution of praise and blame:

The rational animal (Aoywov {@ov), however, in addition to its imaginative nature (1pog Tf
@aVTAOTIK{] PUOEL), also has reason (Adyov €xet), which judges the images, rejecting some
and accepting others, so that the animal may be led in accordance with them (tov kpivovta
TG avTaoiag, Kol TVAG pev dmodokipdlovta, Tvag 8¢ apadexopevoy, tva dyntat 6 {Oov
kat avtdg). Therefore, since there are, in the nature of reason (év Tf| @UOeL TOoD Adyou),
means to contemplate both the good and the shameful (&poppal T0D Bewpiioat TO KaAOV
kai 10 aioypdv) — following which, contemplating (Bewproavteg) the good and the shame-
ful, we choose (aipovpeda) the good but avoid (¢xkAivopev) the shameful — we are praise-

[see below], even more conspicuous). By inserting paragraphs, we have sought to highlight the
various “levels” of being and, concomitantly, capacities. Cf. similarly and more succinctly, Philo,
Aet. 75, where “the nature of the world or cosmic system” (trv ToD k6opov @Vow) is described as
closely unified and hence as “appearing as cohesion in wood and stone (v £0Awv pev xai
AiBwv &), growth in crops and trees (omapt@v 8¢ kai 8EVBpwv @VOW), conscious life in all an-
imals (Yuxnv 8¢ {wwv andvtwv), mind and reason in humans (GvBpwnwv 8¢ vodv kai Adyov)
and the perfection of virtue in the good (dpetrv 8¢ omovdaiwv TeAelotdtnv).” Cf. further
Philo, Deus 35 (where various bodies are inseparable from “in some cases cohesion [€&¢l], in oth-
ers growth [ta 8¢ @Uoel], in others life [t& 8¢ Yuxf], in others a reasoning soul [ta 8¢ Aoykf
Yuxiil”).

183 As we have seen at Philo, Conf. 176.

184 Our translation.
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worthy (¢mauwvetot) when devoting ourselves to the practice of the good (m6vteg Eautoig
Tfi pa&et Tob kalob), but blameworthy (PexTol) in the opposite case. (Origen, Princ. 3.1.3 =
part of SVF 2.988)'%

This theme of appropriately discriminating the impressions (@avtaciat), making
the right use of them, i.e. rationally, is of great importance to Epictetus, as we
shall see in chapter 4, but may here already be illustrated by the following pas-
sage, in which Epictetus makes a point about personal adornment and what
should be made beautiful:

Learn first to know who you are (yv@8t mp@Tov Tig €i), and then adorn (kdopet) yourself
accordingly. You're a human being (&vBpwrog €1); that is to say, a mortal animal who
has the capacity to make use of impressions in a rational manner (Bvntov {@ov XpnoTikov
@avtaociog Aoyk@g). And what does it mean, to use them rationally (t0 8¢ Aoyk@g Ti
€omwv)? To use them in accordance with nature and perfectly (@Uoel 6poAoyoupévwg Kai
teMéwg). What is superior in you, then (ti obv &&aipetov #xelg)? The animal in you (0
{@ov)? No. The mortal (16 BvnTtov)? No. The capacity to make use of impressions (T0 ypn-
oTkov avtaoiog)? No. The rational element in you (10 Aoywkov €xelg é§aipetov) — that is
what is superior in you. Adorn and beautify that (toUto kdopel kai kaAAwmile); but as for
your hair, leave it to him who made it in accordance with his will. (Epictetus 3.1.25-26)*¢

The distinction between the impressions (@pavtaociol) in the case of animals and
human beings is also noted in the following passage from Diogenes Laertius:

o e Gl e R
ETL TOV @avtool®v ai pév eiot Aoykai, ai 8¢ dAoyor Aoyikal pév ol T@vV Aoyk@v {owv,
GMoyot 8¢ ot TOV GAOywv. ai pev ovv Aoyikai vonoelg eioiv,™® ai 8 &Aoyol oV TeTuynKaGOY
OVOHATOG,

Another division of presentations is into rational and irrational, the former being those
of rational creatures, the latter those of the irrational. Those which are rational are
processes of thought, while those which are irrational have no name. (DL 7.51 = SVF 2.61)

We note that this passage is an important grammatical parallel for our reading of
Rom 12.1.'88

185 Transl. Behr 2017.

186 This passage is similar to Plato, Resp. 591c. For Epictetus, we adapt the translation of R.
Hard (2014), here and below.

187 Cf. Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.48.5: 'H yap év Aoyik® {ww @avtacia £5£80kT0 aUTOIG VONOIG
(“They have determined that impression in a rational creature is a thought” [our translation]). Cf.
also the distinctions between reason and speech in the context of a contrast between humans
and animals in Sextus Empiricus, AM 8.275-276.

188 See section 6.3.3.4.
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2.2.6.2.4 Freedom, responsibility, happiness

Finally, the discourse on human beings as {®ov Aoywov is also developed in
terms of human freedom, responsibility, and happiness. A notable example for
freedom can be found in Origen’s De oratione 6.1-2.% In 6.1, Origen describes
different forms of motion, beginning from the lowest forms and moving up,
along a scala naturae to the higher forms.'® He begins at the first level with
things like stones or pieces of wood (which have “lost” their power of motion
[T0 @Vew dnoAwAekdta]). If they move, it is only because something else outside
of them moves them (10 kwvobv £wbev €yel). At the second level, there are
plants,’* which are themselves moving (i.e. growing), albeit, it is said, only be-
cause nature moves them, so they still belong to the first kind of motion, the
source being outside of them. At the third level, there are animals, which also
move “from out of themselves” (¢£ avT@V kiveiobat) and thus represent a second
kind of motion, as they are moved from their own internal nature or soul (ktvov-
peva Ta LTIO TAG EVUTIaPXOVONG PUOEWS T YUXTS Kivoupeva).'? However, there is
a third kind of motion, which applies at the fourth level, to humans as rational
beings, who are also moving “through themselves” (8" avT@®Vv):

A third kind of motion is that found in living beings (1] &’ abt@Vv kivnotg), which is called
motion “from” themselves (1} &g’ aOT@V kivnotg). And I believe that the motion of rational
beings is motion “through” themselves (1] T@Vv Aoyk@v kivnaig 8 aT@Vv £07Tt kivnatg). Now
if we take motion “from” itself away from a living being (&m6 Tod {wov v @’ avTod Kivn-
ow), it cannot any longer be supposed to be a living being, but will be like a plant moved
only by nature (010 @¥OEWG POVNG KIVoLREVW) or like a stone hurled by something outside
itself. But if something follows along by its own motion (rapokoAovdf| Tt Tfj idig kvioel),
since we call this motion “through” itself (8" aytoD kwvelobat), then it must necessarily be
rational (TodiTo eivat Aoyikév). (Origen, De oratione 6.1)'%

189 Cf. also Philo, Conf. 176178 quoted above.

190 This text is very similar to the one we have cited above, Philo, Leg. 2.23 - 24. Cf. also Origen,
Princ. 3.1.2-3.

191 Origen also adds the bodies of living beings (t& T@v {@pwv owpata) because when they are
moved, they are not moved in the capacity of living beings (o0 1| {@®a ... petatiBetar). These
kinds of distinctions bear a remote resemblance, though here in the context of “psychology”,
to the kind of “prepositional metaphysics” (cf. Sterling 1997) which one might also detect,
inter alia, in Rom 11.36; cf. 1 Cor 8.6.

192 Origen signals the use of technical language here by his reference to the Stoics as those
who “who use words in their stricter senses” (mapd TOIG KUPLWTEPOV XPWHEVOLS TOTG GVOLATL),
cf. Inwood and Gerson 1997, 164.

193 Transl. Greer 1979, here and below.
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This hierarchy of natures and movements is the basis for a clear argumentation
for human freedom and responsibility, based on an interpretation of the defini-
tion of human beings. Here it must be noted that Origen uses a very Epictetean
term, namely £’ fpiv, that “which depends on us” or is “in our power” or is “up
to us”, which corresponds to a primary distinction of his ethical thought:***

Therefore, those who want to say that we have no freedom (undev eivat £’ fyiv) must nec-
essarily admit something extremely foolish - first, that we are not living beings (6Tt o0k
€opev {@a) and, second, that we are not rational beings (6Tt 008¢ Aoyikd). On their view,
since we are in no way moved by ourselves but by something moving outside ourselves
(Uno EEwBev KvodvTog aTol OVBAPGMS KIvoupEVOL), we may be said to do what we suppose
we are doing ourselves only because of that external cause. On the contrary, let anyone pay
special attention to his own experiences and see whether he will not say without blushing
that it is he who wills, he who eats, he who walks, he who gives his assent and acceptance
to certain opinions (cuykatatiBeabat kai mapadéyeodat dmola 81 mote T@V Soypdtwv), and
he who rejects others as false (Gvavevewy pog Etepa wg Yevdi). (Origen, De oratione 6.2)

Freedom and responsibility of human beings are discussed in terms of their na-
ture as rational beings.'® A similar link between the definition of human beings
as rational animals and their happiness (e08awpovia) is made by Aspasius, who
explains Aristotle’s statement at the very beginning of his Nicomachean ethics
that “the good is what everything aims at” (téyaB6v, ov mévt’ épietat [Aristotle,
EN 1094a 2-3]) as follows:

That is how one must understand “aiming at”, in the sense that everything is equipped by
nature for a resemblance to the most perfect and primary cause in the way that it can (mope-
OKEVOOPEVO £KAOTOV DO THG PUOEWS £ig THY TOD TEAELOTATOV Kal TPWTOL aitiov 1| Suva-
Tov £€opoiwotv). For each thing is eagerly drawn by its own nature to its proper perfection
(tnv i8lav TehetdtnTa). It is drawn to this because it is inclined to that which is most perfect
of all. If Aristotle takes “good” (&yaBov) in the sense of “happiness” (Gvti TG evdatpoviag
AapBaver), then rational animals (Aoywa {@a) only would strictly be meant (6pBQG &v Aé-
yotto). (Aspasius 4.7—11)

194 It occurs frequently in Epictetus. Cf. only the first sentence of the Enchiridion: Twv 6vtwv Ta
HEV 0TV £’ TV, TQ 8€ 0UK £’ iV (“Some things are within our power, while others are not”
[Ench. 1.1 (transl. R. Hard)]).

195 Cf. also the statement in Aspasius 67.1-3, who adds the term Aoywkov in the discussion to
Aristotle’s words on children, animals and the €kovaiov (the “voluntary”, though the translation
can be misleading). On moral responsibility cf. also the attribution of praise and blame at Ori-
gen, Princ. 3.1.3, quoted above.
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Thus for Aspasius, in the stricter sense of the term, only humans, as rational an-
imals, should be called “happy”.'*® Related to this is the statement in Aspasius
that only rational animals have something divine in their pursuit of those activ-
ities in which, according to Aristotelian tradition, happiness consists.'*”

This concludes our discussion of how human beings are placed within the
cosmos in discourse employing the definition of human beings as rational living
beings. We turn to the related notion of the vocation of a rational animal.

2.2.6.3 The vocation of rational animals

As our second main theme, we show in this section that the notion of a human
vocation is often expressed by drawing on the notion of human beings as ration-
al animals. In a first section, we show this with regards to the language of being
“fashioned” for a particular purpose. Here the texts reflect in particular on how
the human body and the human mind are made fittingly in order to equip
human beings for their role in the cosmos.

In a second section, we show that reflections on the human vocation which
use the idea of humans as rational often emphasise a two-part structure to that
vocation, consisting of contemplation and corresponding action, to describe
which we resort to the language of sign production.

In a third section, we consider how the commentator Aspasius uses the lan-
guage of Aoywkog to paraphrase and explain Aristotle’s function (€pyov) argu-
ment in the Nicomachean ethics. This is important because the £pyov language
is one of the ways in which Epictetus expresses the concept of a human vocation
(see section 4.2).

2.2.6.3.1 Fashioned for a purpose

In several of the examples we have already surveyed, we find a discursive pattern
of Aoywa {@a being “fashioned”, “constituted” or “equipped” (kataokevalewv,
kataokevn) for a certain purpose. We have already quoted Marcus Aurelius 3.9
(where right judgments must agree with the constitution of rational animals
[tfi ToD Aoywod {wov kataokevij]), Marcus Aurelius 9.1.1 (where nature has con-

196 Cf. also Aspasius’ distinguo concerning children at 27.11-19 (quoted above).

197 Cf. Aspasius 153.7-9: €0t 8¢ B€16v Tt v 101G {Wolg kal péAloTa £v ToTg Aoykoig, &l Tig Epi-
eTaL TAG oikelag évepyeiag kal dvepnodiotov kai 81 ToUTo Kai NSovig. “There is something di-
vine in animals and above all in rational ones, if someone aims at his proper and unimpeded
activity and therefore at pleasure.” (The pleasure in question here being that which accompanies
the rational activities.)



76 —— 2 The semantics of Aoyw6g and the definition of human beings

stituted rational creatures for the sake of each other [tfig yap T@v OAwv @UoEWG
KOTEOKEVOKVIOG T& Aoywka {@a £vekev GAMAAwv] and their mutual benefit
[W@eAelv pév GAANAa kat’ &Eiav]), Marcus Aurelius 8.39 (where constitution of
rationals [£v Tf] ToD AoywkoD {wov kataokev]] is suitable for justice [Sikatoavvn])
and, in a Christian key, Athenagoras, De resurrectione 13.1 (where God has made
“this sort of living being” [tolobTov kateokevaoev {Pov] with all the things “be-
fitting to a life of understanding and a life of reason” [£uppovt 8¢ Biw kai {wij
Aoykii mpoonkovTwv]).

This is significant for our purposes because there is a connection between
the concept of a human vocation and the notion that human beings are made
in a certain way, either by God or nature, specifically suitable to the purpose
that accords with the intentions of either God or nature.’®® The passages we
have thus combined serve to confirm how this cluster of ideas is associated
with discourse involving human beings as rational. As we shall see in the
next chapter, there is a broader ancient reflection on humans, in which specifi-
cally the bodily makeup of human beings is compared and contrasted with other
animals, and correlated with their endowment with reason.’®® Such traditions
can condense into formulations such as the definition of human beings as
{®a Aoyika, while other language such as kataokevaletv succinctly expresses as-
sociated themes.

This nexus of themes and language is important for Epictetus as well, as we
shall see in chapter 4, and here already in a passage from a discourse on how to
behave towards tyrants (1.19). Having just presented his hearers with a vivid dia-
logue between a tyrant threatening shackles and a fearless and hence free per-
son (with a self-understanding of having been liberated by Zeus [épe 0 Zevg
é\evBepov Gofikev] and being “his own son” [tov 8lov vidv (1.19.9)]), Epictetus
explains that such a person is not paying attention to a tyrant in his presence,
but to himself (1.19.10), as it is “in the nature of every living creature that it
does everything for its own sake (oUTwg TO {Pov- aUTOD Eveka TAVTA TIOLET
[1.19.11]), and the same applies to the sun and even to Zeus himself (1.19.11).
The point here is not of course a universal principle of selfishness. Rather, as Ep-
ictetus continues to explain with regard to Zeus, he can only do his own thing as

198 Cf. section 3.2 on these links.

199 In this context, a passage such as Galen, De usu partium 3.184.16—18 Kiihn is noteworthy
because, using the language of kxataokevdletv, it links the notion of humans as {@a Aoyikd ex-
pressly with a consideration of the usefulness of the parts of the body, as Galen’s aim is to show
that “each of the parts of our body are constructed in such a way as to be of most use to the two-
footed rational animal” (kaoTov T@V £V aTOIG HOPLWV OVTW KATETKEVOOHEVOV, WG GV HAAOTA
XpnoTov €ootto 8imodt {ww Aoyk®).
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the “Rain-giver (‘'Yétiog) and Fruit-bringer CEmxdpmiog) and father of gods and
humans (natfp &vdpdv Te Be@v T€)” by contributing to the “common benefit
(eig TO KOWOV WPEANOG)” (1.19.12). And given the close link between humans
as rational living beings and the gods, this same principle applies to all
human beings:

KaBOAoL Te TOLTNV <TNV> PUOLV TOD AoYIKoD {Wov KATETKEDOOEY, v Undevog TV i8iwv
GyaB@V SuVNTAL TUYXAVELY, <AV> IR TL €l TO KOOV WPEALLOV TIPOTPEPTTAL.

And in general he [Zeus] has constituted the rational animal to have such a nature that he
cannot attain any of his own particular goods without contributing to the common benefit.
(Epictetus 1.19.13)

Thus, these texts show that the idea of a human vocation, the idea of humans as
rational animals, and the idea of humans being constructed in a way suited to
this purpose can be linked and may extend even into the domain of the social.?*®

2.2.6.3.2 Contemplation and action: sign production

The notion of human beings as {®a Aoywxa is also employed in discourse on the
human vocation in the cosmos. In some of these texts, we find the idea of hu-
mans being able to perceive and understand, based on their endowment with
reason, the highest truths about the cosmos, and hence to act in a manner
which reflects this vision:

Biwv 8¢ tpLv vtwv, Bewpntikod Kal pakTikod kai Aoykod, TOV TpiTov Qacty aipeTéov-
yeyovéval yap Vo TiG @Uoews Emitndeg TO Aoyikov {Dov ipog Bewpiav kai TPaEEL.
Of the three kinds of life, the contemplative, the practical, and the rational, they declare

that we ought to choose the last, for that a rational being is expressly produced by nature
for contemplation and for action. (DL 7.130)

This passage is particularly important in view of Epictetus and Paul because it
expresses the vocation of human beings as a Aoywov {@ov in terms of a two-
part structure: first, contemplation of the cosmos (6swpia) and, second, a sort
of action which is informed by this contemplation (rp&&1g).2°* In a passage of Ci-
cero’s De natura deorum, in which he reports Stoic theology, the purpose of hu-

200 As Epictetus implies in 1.19.14: the principle of doing “everything for one’s one sake”
(mévta avToD Eveka TOLETY) is not “anti-social” (GKOWWVNTOV).

201 In this context our term “sign production” (see section 1.4) would highlight the way in
which the praxis reflects and is shaped by the “seeing” of the cosmos. The same point applies
to mundum contemplandum and imitandum (Cicero, ND 2.37).
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mans and other beings is related in similar ways, where for human beings the
same two-part structure of their vocation is present (mundum contemplandum
and imitandum):

For as Chrysippus cleverly put it, just as a shield-case is made for the sake of a shield and a
sheath for the sake of a sword, so everything else except the world was created for the sake
of some other thing (sic praeter mundum cetera omnia aliorum causa esse generata); thus
the corn and fruits produced by the earth were created for the sake of animals (animantium
causa), and animals for the sake of human beings (animantes autem hominum): for exam-
ple the horse for riding (ecum vehendi causa), the ox for ploughing (arandi bovem), the dog
for hunting and keeping guard (venandi et custodiendi canem); humans themselves howev-
er came into existence for the purpose of contemplating and imitating the world (ipse
autem homo ortus est ad mundum contemplandum et imitandum). (Cicero, ND 2.37)%%2

It is important to note that in the context of this passage, reason language for the
world and for human beings is used in a manner very similar to the arguments
we have discussed above.?®

The same two-part structure is also present in Philo’s De praemiis et poenis.
Having extolled the importance of hope*** for human beings in various occupa-
tions (the tradesman, the skipper, the ambitious politician, the athlete), Philo
turns to the life of contemplation:

The hope of happiness (éAmtig evdapoviag) incites also the devotees of virtue (ToUg ApeTiig
n\wTag) to study wisdom (@iloco@eiv), believing that thus they will be able to discern the
nature of all that exists (Suvnoopévoug kai THv TGV Gvtwv Loy i8etv) and to act in accord-
ance with nature and so bring to their fullness the best types of life, the contemplative and
the practical (8paoat T& dkoAovba TPOG TNV TOV GPloTWV PBlwv BewWpPNTIKOD TE Kal TPOKTL-

202 Cf. Forschner 2018, 200 -201. Note the parallel to Epictetus 1.6.19 (see section 4.5). Note
also the discussion of stars in the context of this passage (at ND 2.39). Transl. H. Rackham,
here and below, adapted.

203 For the reason language in the immediate context of this passage: at ND 2.36 Cicero relates
Stoic arguments to the effect that the world (mundum) has a share in understanding (intelligen-
tem) and wisdom (sapientem), is a living being (animantem), rational and capable of insight (ra-
tionis et consilii compotem); like humans it shares in reason (rationis particeps), but while hu-
mans can become wise (homo ... sapiens fieri potest), it is wise from the beginning (a principo
sapiens). Further, in ND 2.38 we find the statement that nothing is better than mind and reason
(nihil autem est mente et ratione melius).

204 On the importance of hope (€Amig) in Philo’s characterisation of genuine humanness see
also the passages discussed below. Note that Philo (Praem. 10) mentions hope (éAnig) as the
“most vital form of seed (tiv Gvaykalotdtnv onopav) which the creator (6 moutg) sowed in
the rich soil of the rational soul (Aoywfj Yuxi))”.
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koD TeAelwotv), which necessarily make their possessor a happy man (v 6 TuxWV £080G
€otwv evdaipwv). (Philo, Praem. 11)**

Philo also makes the link between the notion of humans as rational beings and
their vocation as human beings explicit. In a first passage, he explicitly links the
idea of a contemplative calling to the notion of a rational being (Aoyk6v), which
from the context clearly includes humans:2°®

BewpnTikod yap Tig aueivwv Piog f| LGANOV oikeloVPEVOG” AOYIK®;

For what life is better than a contemplative life, or more appropriate to a rational being?
(Philo, Migr. 47).

In another passage, Philo uses the language of “worship” (Bepaneia) and links it

to human beings as {@a Aoyika:2%

For, abandoning the foreign alien tongue (yA@ttav) of Chaldaea, the tongue of sky-prating
astrology, he betook him to the language that befits a living creature endowed with reason
(Vv dppotTovoav [sc. yYA@ttav] Aoyik® {ww), even the worship of the First Cause of all
things (tnv Tob TavTtwv aitiov Bepoameiav). (Philo, Somn. 1.161)

Finally, we add here an example by a Christian author, which expresses the vo-
cation of human beings as rational animals again in terms of contemplation and

205 This passage is very similar to Cicero, Tusc. 5.9, where Pythagoras is said to have consid-
ered, at Olympia, the athletes, the merchants, and the spectators (as in Praem. 11) and to
have compared the philosopher to the third class of those who are “studying the nature of things
zealously” (rerum naturam studiose intuerentur), which he calls “zealous for wisdom” (sapientiae
studiosos, cf. ToUg dpeThg {NAwTdg [Praem. 11]).

206 Though not all: The “seeing” (i8€iv) of “things whose allotted place is nearer to the divine”
(T Bel0TéPAG poipag AayxovTa) is reserved to the “most keen-eyed class”, to whom “the Father of
all things, by showing them his own works (td {8l £mdekvipevog ... €pya), bestows an all-sur-
passing gift (peylotnv mao@v xapiletat Swpeav)” (Migr. 46). Immediately following this refer-
ence, the contrast between the word of God and the voice of human beings is made by referring
to human beings simply as “mortal beings” (tfig T@v OvnT@V {Wwv wVTig), confirming that “ra-
tional beings” here includes reference to humans.

207 The use of the term oikeloboBat seems suggestive for Philo’s use of Stoic traditions in this
context, cf. e.g. DL 7.85.

208 This is relevant for our discussion of Paul’s use of Aatpeia in Rom 12.1, cf. section 6.3.1.3
(quoting Philo, Spec. 1.303, where Bepareia can be glossed as “service”).
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a fitting response in life. The focus is the divine Pedagogue, Christ, who is the
image (gixwv):2*°

For what else shall we say the rational animal ({®ov 0 Aoyév), I mean human beings
(tov GvBpwmov Aéyw), must do, than to contemplate the divine (fj 8edoaoBat 0 Belov
8€iv)? It is necessary, too, I say, that humans contemplate human nature (Qsdoacfot 8¢
Kai TV &vBpwmivny @vowv) and live in such a manner that truth leads the way (D@nysttat
i GAnBewa), admiring beyond measure (Gyapévoug vTiepPL@G) the Pedagogue himself and
his commandments (tév Te maBaywyov aTOV Kol TaG EVToAdg avTod), and how they fit-
tingly correspond (mpénovta GAARAolg) and harmonise (&ppotTovta), according to which
image we must also conform ourselves towards the Pedagogue (ka®’ fjv eikova kai Nuag
GPHOTAPEVOUG XPN 0QGG aTOLG TPOG TOV Taudaywyov), making our speech and deeds
agree (CULEWVOV TOV AGYOV TIOINOAUEVOUG TOTG £pyoLS), in order truly to live (T 6vtt (Rv).
(Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 1.12.100.3)*'°

2.2.6.3.3 The function (£pyov) of human beings
The idea of humans as a {®ov Aoywov is closely connected to the idea of a
human vocation (16 €pyov 10 ToD &vBpwrov) in a section of Aspasius’ commen-
tary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean ethics. There Aspasius seeks to explain and par-
aphrase Aristotle’s famous function (£pyov) argument (at EN, 1097b 22-1098a
20).% This passage is full of reason language and connects it to various concepts
having to do with the role and purpose of human beings (GvOpwmov 16 TéA0g),**?
also in relation to the purposes of other things. In particular it discusses the term
&pyov in a way that is helpful for Epictetus 1.16.19 - 21, our most important par-
allel for Rom 12.1. It contains a clear expression of the specific vocation of some-
thing being based on what is peculiar to it. It also paraphrases Aristotle’s image
of the functions of the parts of the body, in a way that is close to our interpreta-
tion of Paul’s use of the image of the body in Rom 12.3 - 8. This warrants our ex-
tensive quotation of the passage.

Aspasius begins to explain Aristotle’s third approach at defining happiness
(ev8apovia), namely by considering the function of human beings,* as follows:

209 On the importance of the concept of assimilation for Clement of Alexandria, see van Kooten
2008, 177-180, in particular on Christ as the true eikwv, 178 — 179, with a discussion of Clement,
Paed. 1.12.98-99, immediately preceding the passage quoted here.

210 Our translation.

211 Cf. section 4.2.

212 A passage not discussed by Heinemann 1926 (cf. section 3.2).

213 Cf. Aristotle, EN 1097b 22-25.
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But supposing they would agree that happiness (eb8awoviav) is the most final good (TéAe-
tov &yaBov) and the best one, one must still grasp clearly what it is. ... For the end of any-
thing (mavtdg yap 0 TEAOG) ... is believed to reside in its work [or product] (év 1@ €pyw), for
example the end of the art of shoemaking (oxkvTikfig TEA0G) is in the work [that is the result]
of shoemaking (év 1@ €pyw T Tiig okVTKAS). If, then, the work of the shoemaking art is a
sandal, but we are investigating what the end of humans is (&vBpwmov 8¢ {ntoduev 10
TéNog Ti oTé €oTwv), one would have to grasp the work of humans as humans (16 €pyov
10 Tob GvBpwmov | &vOpwmov). That there is a work of humans as humans (¥pyov
&vBpwrov [ &vBpwroc), he renders plausible first on the grounds that it is unreasonable
to agree that there is a product of a builder (téxtovog) and a shoemaker (okvTEwG)™™
and that there are works [or functions] of the parts of a human being (&vBpwmov T@v po-
plwv givat £pya), for example seeing (10 6pav) in the case of the eye (0@OaApoD), walking in
the case of the foot (mo80g 8¢ 10 Badifewv), grasping and giving in the case of the hand and
any other of the things that pertain to a hand (xetp0og 8¢ T0 AapBaverv kai §18ovar kai GAAO T
TGV mpoonkovtwy TR xewpi). If there is a work pertaining to each of his parts (T@v popiwv
£kdotov €oTiv £pyov), there should be one of the human being as well (gin av xai
Gvbpwmov). (Aspasius 1718 -29)**

The use of the term 16 £pyov 10 ToD &vBpwmov (“the work of human beings”) is
one of the ways to express the idea of a vocation of human beings. Aspasius con-
tinues his explanatory paraphrase of Aristotle, turning to the question of what is
specific to human nature and hence to the purpose of human beings as such,
which is grounded in it. Aspasius explicitly expresses the general notion of a
specific work based on peculiar properties (10 8¢ €pyov ékaotov i8lov). Moving
from what is shared with plants and animals to what is specifically human, As-
pasius focuses on humans being Aoykdg:

What, then, is this work, qua human being (ti 00V &0ty ahT0D ﬁ avBpwmog)? Would it be to
live (10 {fv)? But this is common even to plants (kowvov kai Toig @UTOLS), and in any case it
is not his work to have a share in life (t0 petéxew {wiq): this, rather, belongs to him by
nature (Umapyov €k @Voewg). If living then is common not only to animals (toig {wolg)
but also to plants, and the work of each thing is specific (10 8¢ €pyov ékaotov i8iov),**®
one would have to separate out nutritive life (tryv 8pentikiv {wrv), on the grounds that
the work of a human being does not reside in this (oUk €v TavTy 6vtog T0D GvOBpwmivov
£pyov). Similarly, neither would it reside in growth-related life (tf, av&nTi}), for this too
is common to plants. But nor again would it reside in perceptive life (tfj aioBnTkii {wij),
for this is common also to non-rational animals (toig dAdyoig {worg). The productive and
rational life, then, is left to be the work of a human being, that is, to live as a rational

214 Cf. Epictetus 2.9.10 also using the example of a TékTwv (see section 4.2).

215 For Aspasius, we have adapted the translation of David Konstan (2006), here and below,
including his remarks in square brackets.

216 Compare with Aristotle, EN 1097b 34 ({ntettou 8¢ 6 (B1ov).
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being (Aeinetau 8¢ [16] Epyov [eival] Tod GvBpwmov f mpakTikn kai Aoytkr| {wr, TOLTEOTL TO
ifv wg Aoykov). (Aspasius 17.29-18.2)

Thus the “rational life” (Aoywkn {wr}) is explained as one that is lived as a ration-
al being should (16 {fiv wg Aoyikdv).2”

It is very instructive, too, for our attempts at charting the use of the {@ov
Aoywdv, to compare the paraphrase of Aspasius with the original text of Aristo-
tle. For what Aspasius renders as 1 mpaktikr] kai Aoywkn {wnj corresponds in Ar-
istotle’s text to the following passage:

But this too [i.e. sense-perception] appears to be shared (xown) by horses (innw), oxen
(Bot), and animals generally (mavti {@w). There remains therefore what may be called
the practical life of the rational (Aeimetou 8 mpoxTikn 1§ [sc. {wn] Tod Adyov €xovtog). (Ar-
istotle, EN 1098a 3-4)*'®

We have rendered the phrase Tob Aoyov £xovtog deliberately vague as “rational”
allowing either the interpretation that Aristotle refers to the rational part in
human beings (as 10 Adyov &xwv is used for a part of the soul [Puyn] in Aristotle,
EN 1102a 27-28), or an understanding in which the word {®ov would have to be
supplied from the preceding context, i.e. 10D Adyov €xovtog (sc. {wov) “of the
rational being.” The parenthetical remarks which follow the quoted sentence
(EN 1098a 4-5) suggest the former, i.e. an interpretation in terms of “rational
part.” Yet, due to its irrelevance in context, this sentence has been suspected
of being an interpolation (which Aspasius, however, also reads and explains),
and then the context of the passage would decisively favour the latter interpre-
tation.?*?

It would then be one of the instances in Aristotle in which the phrase {@ov
Aoyov &wv (“animal endowed with reason”) could be understood as implicit in
the syntax (though it never appears explicitly in this form). It seems likely, then,

217 Note that this makes it an important parallel to our understanding of the phrase Aoy
Aatpeia in Rom 12.1, in that it relates the Aatpeia to its subject (see section 6.3.3). The difference,
however, is that whereas we argue that Aatpeia should be understood in terms of the concept of
avocation (and hence more like what is expressed here as €pyov), the {wr here refers to the state
in which human beings are when they exercise, to use our term, their vocation as human beings.
218 Transl. H. Rackham, adapted (indicated by the italics).

219 On the issue of the interpolation, cf. the note in Rackham’s translation ad loc., which sug-
gests that in this case the translation of the preceding words should be “the practical life of a
rational being”.
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that Aristotle did not yet use the phrase {@ov Aoyik6v,?*° as he appears, on this
construal, to have resorted to the longer formulation {@ov Adyov éywv. However,
by the time of Aspasius, the formulation {@ov Aoywdv and its related sense of
Moyikog, have been established, such that Aspasius renders the latter under-
standing of mpoxTikA Tig [{wr|] ToD Abdyov £xovtog in the paraphrase 1| TIPOKTIKN
kai Aoywn {wn, as can be seen clearly from his explanatory gloss that immedi-
ately adds toutéoTt 10 {fjv wg Aoykov.

Aspasius then continues to explain the parenthetical remark (EN 1098a
4-5), and hence to discuss the rational part in human beings, which he has
no trouble connecting to the preceding statements in Aristotle:

In this resides what is specific to a human being (év yap TovTw*** 16 {810V T0D dvBpwov),
namely the rational part of the soul (10 Aoywov Tig Yuxfig). He calls it “rational” (Aoywkov),
separating it out in relation to the nutritive (10 Opentikov) and perceptive parts (T aiofn-
Tikov) and the other capacities that are common to the other animals (tag GAAag Suvapelg,
boat kowai kai Toig GAAotg {wotg). Of this same rational part (tod AoyikoD), one part is so
called as being naturally so constituted as to obey reason (ne@ukog meibeoba @ Adyw),
while another part is so naturally constituted as to contain reason in itself (me@ukog
£xew év aUT® Aoyov). Elsewhere? he calls the part that is so constituted as to obey (riegu-
KOG TeiBecBar) “non-rational” (GAoyov), because it does not contain its own reason (o pn
£xew 8lov Adyov); from this it is clear that this non-rational and emotive part differs from
that of animals (SLapépel ToUT0 TO dAoyoV Kol TadNTIKOV ToD T@V {@wV): for the one is obe-
dient to reason (¢runei®eg Adyw), whereas that of animals (t@v dAdywv {wwv) is not obe-
dient. (Aspasius 18.2-9)

After these statements, which compare human beings with the other animals,
Aspasius discusses another distinction made in Aristotle’s text, which we
quote here because of its close integration of reason language, including Aoywxn
and Aoywk@g, with the concept of a function of human beings (€pyov dvBpwrov),
such as we argue is important for Epictetus 1.16.19-21 and Rom 12.1:

Since the rational life is spoken of in two senses (8@ 8¢ Aeyopévng Tiig Aoyikiig {wig), the
one potentially (kata SUvapuv), which we have even when we are sleeping (kaBevdovteg)
and, when awake, when we are not acting as rational beings (€ypnyopoteg pndev 8¢ mpart-
Tovteg WG Aoywkot), and the other actively (tfig 8¢ xaT’ évépyelav), in accord with which,

220 Though he uses the designation t& &\oya for “irrational animals” for instance at EN 1111b
12—-13 (cf. EN 1111b 9 mentioning “the other animals”).

221 Note the word To0Tw here does not refer back to the words of Aristotle, understood in terms
of “the rational part”, but forward in the sentence: é&v y&p Toutw TO 8lov T0D GvBpwmov, TO
Noywkodv Tiig Puxfig. On this use of obTog as “proleptic with respect to an epexegetical clause”
cf. GE, sw.

222 Cf. EN 1102b 25-34.
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when we are acting consistently with what is rational (fjv pdttovteg 10l Aoyikoig dppo-
{ovtwg™?), we are said to be living rationally ({fjv AeyopeBa Aoyik@g), he says that the
work of a human being (épyov GvBpwrmov) must be posited as being an actively rational
life (kat’ évépyelav hoywnyv {wnv). (Aspasius 18.9-13)

Aspasius thus demonstrates that the notion of human beings as a {@ov Aoywkov
(we have listed his uses of the phrase above) can be closely connected with a
discussion of a human vocation. While Aspasius confirms that there is a Peripa-
tetic tradition on this point, our reading of Epictetus in chapter 4 will explore
this in a Stoic thinker.

2.2.6.4 The genuine humanness of rational animals

As our third main theme, we show in this section that discourse on what it means
to be genuinely human can also employ the notion of human beings as a {®ov
Aoywkov. We will discuss here two examples in Philo of Alexandria, but will see
this also in Epictetus, and, as we shall argue, in Paul.

The first passage is from De Abrahamo, where Philo interprets the descrip-
tion of Noah in Gen 6.9 LXX (“Noah, a human being just and perfect in his gen-
eration, was well-pleasing to God” N®e GvBpwmog dikalog, TEAELOG &V TR YeVeR
avtol, T® Be® evnpéotnoey) in terms of genuine humanness. Philo gives indi-
rect confirmation that the notion of humans as Aoykov 6vntov {@ov has wide
currency by noting it as “the common form of speech” (kow@® TUnw), which
he seeks to better, following his interpretation of Moses:

But we must not fail to note that in this passage [i.e. Gen 6.9] he gives the name of human
not according to the common form of speech, to the mortal animal endowed with reason
(&1L VOV GvBpwmov oV kow@ TUMW TO Aoykov BvnTov {Pov kalel), but to the human
who is human pre-eminently (tov pévtot kat’ €€oxrv), who verifies the name (g émaln-
6evet Tobvopa) by having expelled from the soul the untamed and frantic passions (t& dri-
Baoa kai AehvttnkoTa adn) and the truly beast-like?* vices (tag Onplwdeotdtag Kokiog
TG Yuxfg). (33) Here is a proof (onpeiov). After “human” (GvOpwmov) he adds “just” (5i-
kawov), implying by the combination just human being (&vBpwmog dixawog) that the unjust
is no human (wg &8ikov pev 0Vdevog dvtog GvBpwmov), or more properly speaking a beast
in human form (Gvpwmopdp@ov Bnpiov), and that the follower after righteousness alone is
(truly) human (uévov 8¢ 6g &v {nAwTG | Sikawoovvng). (Philo, Abr. 32-33)

223 This formulation recalls the Stoic formulation of the TéAog, cf. DL 7.87 (10 OpoAoyoupévwg

Tii @voet Lijv).
224 Philo seems to draw on Plato’s Respublica here (Swatoouvn, 6nplwdng).
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In this passage, the definition of human beings is presupposed, but used as the
contrast term denoting ordinary humanity. The notion of genuine humanness is
developed in terms of expulsion of the passions of the soul and in terms of jus-
tice (8ikawoovvng). The close link between notions of genuine humanness and
justice (8ikatoovvn) is going to be very important for our interpretation of Ro-
mans.’

In another passage, Philo makes a statement about genuine humanness in
terms of hope on the true God. Philo combines the statement made about
Enosh in Gen 4.25 LXX (“hoped to call upon the name of the lord” fAmoev émi-
kaAelobat 1O Gvopa kupiov Toh Beod) with the Hebrew meaning of his name
(“humankind”)*¢ and with the statement in Gen 5.1 LXX (f| BiBAog yevéoewg
avOpwmwv), which he seems to interpret in a normative sense of being human
(“the book of the creation of true human beings”). This is the occasion to better
the usual definition of the composite human being, for which the definition is
rational mortal animal ({@ov Aoywov Bvntov), with Moses’ definition of the gen-
uine human being:

HOVOg ebEATIG AvBpwTog, MoTe KaTd T& &vavtia 6 SvoeAmg ovk GvBpwmog. Bpog oLV Tod
HEV OUYKPIHATOG M@V {POoV Aoyikov BvnTov £0TL, ToD 8¢ kotd Mwuofiv Gvpwmov Slabeatg
YuxAg €mi oV 6vtwg Ovta Beov EATulovon.

Only the one of good hope is (in the true sense) a human, so that the converse therefore is
true, that he that is lacking in hope is not a human (in the full sense). The definition,
then, of our complex being is “a living creature endowed with reason subject to death”,
but that of humans as Moses portrays them “a soul so constituted as to hope on the God
that really IS.” (Philo, Det. 139)**

225 Note the use of reason language in the context of this passage, the ruling mind (tov nye-
péva vodv [Abr. 30]) and of speech (6 mpo@opikog Adyog [Abr. 29]). Both the term téAelog and @
Be@ evnpeotnoev used in Gen 6.9, and Philo’s exposition of them in Abr. 34 and 35 are notewor-
thy parallels to Rom 12.1-2, especially Philo’s link between being well-pleasing (ebapeatiioat)
and happiness (e08aipoveg) in Abr. 35. On the link between creation theology and Abraham’s
discovery of monotheism in De Abrahamo see Niehoff 2018, 102-103, which coheres well with
our reading of Rom 1.18-21 in section 5.2.

226 Of which Philo is aware, cf. Praem. 14 (making a similar point about being human and
hope, so also at Abr. 8). Cf. also Praem. 11 quoted above.

227 We have revised the translation of Whitaker in the first sentence (indicated by italics),
whose translation at this point seems not to bring out the nuance of genuine humanness we
submit is present in the Greek.
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Thus, Philo here shows how discourse on genuine humanness can be linked
with the definition of human beings as {®a Aoyikd Bvntd. 2

2.2.7 Which audiences might have been familiar with the definition?

In this section we argue, through a close analysis of a passage in Dio Chrysos-
tom’s Borysthenitic speech (Or. 36), that it is plausible that both Paul and his
hearers would have been familiar with the definition of human beings as ration-
al mortal animals. This passage by a philosopher and orator (c. AD 40—after 112)
is instructive for the question of how widely known the definition of human be-
ings as rational beings would have been in the first century precisely because at
first sight it might appear to provide evidence against it being widely known.

In his Borysthenitic speech Dio Chrysostom relates to his fellow citizens of
Prusa a conversation reportedly having taken place at Borysthenes, a Greek set-
tlement at the Black Sea (i.e. close to “barbarian” territory??®). The noteworthy
point is that he directs his speech not to philosophers in particular, but rather
to all townspeople of Prusa willing to listen to his exposition. Dio tells us how
he ends up in a setting where he is asked to speak about the topic of what a
city is before most of the townspeople of Borysthenes, who were present in
arms due to a recent raid by “Scythians”.?*° His first point is that one should pro-
ceed from the definition of the thing one is going to speak about.”®! He then
draws a distinction between the educated, who are able to provide definitions
of the things they speak about and the masses, who are not able to do so, and
as the example to illustrate the point he speaks about what a human being
(GvBpwrtog) is:

For most men (0t ... MOAAOL ... GvBpwmot), said I, know and employ merely the names of
things (10 6vopa avT0), but are ignorant of the things themselves (16 8¢ npayp’ &yvoodowv).
On the other hand, men who are educated (oi 8¢ menodevpévol) make it their business to
know also the meaning (tfv 80vapuv) of everything of which they speak. For example, an-

228 Note that Philo, following Plato, sometimes associates the true human being only with the
volg, such as in Conf. 42, Congr. 47, Fug. 71, Plant. 42, Somn. 2.267. Cf. also van Kooten’s discus-
sion of the concept of the “inner man” (2008, 358 —370). Such links however indirectly confirm
how there is a reason discourse that overlaps in several ways with discourse on genuine human-
ness.

229 Or. 36.7-17. For examples of drawing on stereotypes about Scythians, see Or. 36.7 and 36.17.
230 Or. 36.16.

231 The first order of business is 8 Tt é0Tiv aOTd TohTO VMEP 0L 6 Abyog yvival Gapdg
(Or. 38.18).
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thropos is a term (6 oD GvBpwmov dvopa) used by all who speak Greek (oi EN\nvi{ovTeg),
but if you should ask any one of them (¢av 8¢ )6 Tvog avtdv) what anthropos really is (6
TL €0Ti ToDT0) — I mean what its attributes are and wherein it differs from any other thing
(6m0T6V TL kol k0’ O pndevi TV GAwv TaT6V) — he could not say (oUk Gv £yot eineiv), but
could only point to himself or to someone else in true barbarian fashion (8€iat povov
avTOv /| GANov, domep ol PapPapot).”?

We take note of the following points here. First, Dio, like others we have studied,
uses &vOpwrtog as an example for a definition. And even though at first reading,
the passage might seem to indicate that the definition of a human being would
not be widely known (¢&v 8¢ 08 TVOG AOTAV ... 0UK Gv £xol einelv), we will
argue that in fact it must be, for rhetorical effectiveness, one of the stock exam-
ples for a definition that everyone knows. Second, knowing definitions is a mark
of education, and knowing them distinguishes one from the mass of uneducated
people. Third, definitions identify characteristic properties and such as mark out
things uniquely (61010v Tt kot ka® 6 pndevi TV GAwv TavTov).>* Fourth, and
related to the second point, the uneducated masses may be familiar with a thing
and point out that an exemplar is indeed a specimen of the sort required, but
they have no conceptual grasp of its nature such as knowing the definition
might afford. Fifth, the implicit comparison with the ignorant barbarians
(womep ol BapPapot), who are unable to find the right words to say but are re-
duced to pointing, works rhetorically at two levels. In the literary setting, it
puts some distance between the narrated audience of Greek settlers at Borys-
thenes, assembled to listen to Dio’s speech, and the surrounding raiding barbar-
ians. But at the same time, it works for the audience of the speech (the inhabi-
tants of Prusa) to flatter them as being among the educated who are in the know
when it comes to these matters (captatio benevolentiae). Dio of Prusa is far too
clever a rhetor to blunder with guessing what his audience will know: and if
much of his audience would be ignorant of what the example he provides is
about, it would simply not work or might even be implicitly insulting. Not
that frank or even insulting harangue is inconceivable for a Cynic, but it
would not serve any rhetorical purpose here.

Dio then moves on to the expert, who knows the definition of things, and
thus also the definition of human being. But in this case at least, we can suppose
that most of Dio’s audience would be thoroughly familiar with the definition that
follows:

232 Or. 36.18-19. Transl. Lamar Crosby.
233 Corresponding to the Aristotelian distinctions that have come down in the tradition as def-
initions indicating the genus proximum and the differentia specifica.
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But the man who has expert knowledge (6 8¢ £unelpog), when asked what anthropos®* is (ti

€oTwv GvBpwrog), replies that it is a mortal animal endowed with reason ({@ov Aoywov 6vn-
TOv). For that happens to be true of anthropos alone and of nothing else (uovw GvBpwTW
oUpBERNKe Kal oVBEVE GAAW). >

Here we have the definition of a human being as {@ov Aoykov Bvntov, a living
being, mortal (to distinguish it from the gods) and, crucially, endowed with
A6yog, both reason and speech.”®® The feature picked out, for human beings,
is their being the Aoyika among the {@a. We stress here that for rhetorical pur-
poses Dio must think everyone well acquainted with the content of the defini-
tion, even though prima facie he attributes this definition to expert level knowl-
edge (0 8¢ &umepog).”” For while the expert is the one who knows the various
definitions in his field of expertise, the definition of human beings is one
which Dio can easily draw on as an illustration for his general point about def-
initions and experts while at the same time remaining understandable to the
larger crowd which he addresses. How else could he illustrate the point about
expertise and knowledge of definitions than with a definition about which
also the non-experts may know enough to count themselves, at least on this oc-
casion, among those flattered as educated?

Having established the point about definitions, he proceeds to the definition
of a city,”® in which, naturally, the human being figures as well:

Well, in that way also the term “city” is said to mean a group of anthropoi dwelling in the
same place and governed by law (TAf{fog GvBpwnwV €V TATE KATOKOVUVTWY VIO VOHOU
Slowovpevov).

234 In the English translation, the word “anthropos” stands out in its linguistic context as being
“mentioned” not “used”, in a manner which does not correspond to the Greek.

235 Or. 36.19.

236 Reason and speech could, obviously, be kept apart conceptually, but were understood to be
closely related. The point made in this connection by Forschner 2018 about the term Adyog as
used by Stoic philosophers, applies more generally to the use of the word Adyog in the ancient
world: “Logos als der eine Grundbegriff der stoischen Philosophie bedeutet sowohl Sprache als
auch Geist und Vernunft” (32). So also Sorabji 1993, 80.

237 It seems plausible to suggest that the content of the definition (humans as those living be-
ings endowed with reason) would be familiar even to those who might not be able to answer
with the technical term Aoywkog when asked for it. They might still easily understand the gist
of the definition when confronted with it: any speaker of Greek would be able to derive the
word Aoyik6g from Adyog. For a detailed investigation of the Greek suffix -ikog see Chantraine
1956.

238 Cf. a similar progression in Aristotle’s Politics (see section 3.1.8).

239 Or. 36.20.
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Dio wants to prove that being well-ordered by vopog is constitutive for the nature
of a city and thus part of its definition. And in order to argue his point, he goes
back to the comparison with the definition of human beings and the central el-
ement of the shared anthropological outlook that undergirds it, the endowment
with reason:

For just as that person is not even an anthropos who does not also possess the attribute of
reason, so that community is not even a city which lacks obedience to law.

o \ 3 I > ~ T > k3 Y 5 o ’ z A
WoTEP Yap 0VSE GvOPWTIOG EKETVOG E0TIV W HT| TIPOOEDTL TO AOYIKOV, 0UTWG 0VSE TIOALG, T N
OUUPEPNKE VORI eivar.>*®

Human beings are those endowed with reason, they have a “rational part” (10
Aoywdv), one related to reason and its use in reasoning and speaking. This def-
inition of human beings has thus served as an example for philosophical knowl-
edge that is widely known; Dio can use it to establish other points. On the plau-
sible assumption that Paul’s audiences would, on the whole, be comparable in
terms of their cultural knowledge to Dio’s target audience in his hometown Prusa
in Bithynia, around the turn of the second century,** we may infer that many of
them would have been familiar with the definition as well.

Hence, our analysis of Dio’s Borysthenitic speech confirms that knowledge of
the definition of human beings as rational mortal animals was widespread. That
Paul himself knew it (on other grounds than based on an inference from his lan-
guage in Rom 12.1) can be made plausible in terms of his probable rhetorical ed-
ucation, which usually included exposure to philosophical material as well,?*? or
as simply because of it being widely known at the time.*** Thus we conclude that
it is probable that Paul knew the definition and could have expected many of his
hearers to be familiar with it.

240 Or. 36.20.

241 For the dating, see Russell 1992.

242 Tor Vegge (2006) has argued that Paul’s rhetorical education is evident from his composi-
tion of 2 Cor 10-13, and further demonstrated how rhetorical education and exposure to the
basic tenets of some of the schools would closely together. On Greco-Roman education see
also Morgan 1998. Cf. also our remarks in section 4.1.

243 Such as we have argued with regards to Dio’s Borysthenitic speech. Cf. also the statement of
Bonhoffer 1911, 159: “Wie sollte z. B. die stoische Definition des Menschen als eines {@ov Aoytkov
Bvntov nicht weithin bekannt geworden sein?”
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2.3 Conclusion

We have thus summarised the main findings of Scott’s analysis of the semantics
of Aoywkdg, indicated some of the problems of his proposal, and have thus con-
firmed the need for a broader contextualisation of Paul’s reason language. We
approach this broader contextualisation in two steps. We have undertaken the
first step by a corpus-based discourse analysis of {@ov Aoykdv, by showing
that the definition of human beings as Ovntad Aoyikd {@a was pre-Pauline, dis-
tinctly Stoic, but also more widespread and could be assumed to be known in
Paul’s time to larger audiences. We have further shown how the notion of
human beings as rational beings is used in discourse on the human role in
the cosmos, their vocation as human beings and what it means to be genuinely
human. In the next chapter, where we take the second step of our approach
(mainly from an evaluation of sources discussed in the secondary literature)
we will look at the wider ancient discourse on what it means to be human
and the role of human reason, including the language used to speak about a
human vocation. These two steps complement each other and will set us up
for Epictetus and Paul.



