Diogenes Laertius on the Stoic definitions of Koouog

Arieh Finkelberg

Among numerous reports of the Stoic distinctions between several applications
of certain termsl there is one which specifies the three senses of the word
KOOHOC:

D.L. vii: (137)_ )\syoum [sc. the Stoics] d¢ Kaopov TPIXWC- a0TOV TE TOV
BeoV TOV €K TNC «TAANC OUO'IO(C idiwg molav, 3¢ N a(peaptoc £0TI Kal
Ayévntog, dnuIoLPYoC @V TNC OIOKOOMUNOEWG, KOTA XPOVWV TOIAC
nsplaéouq Avaliokwv s‘lc £€aUTOV TNV anacav olciov Kal TAAlv €€
£auTou yevvwv (138) kai aurr]v 0¢ TNV 6laK(x0unolv TWV A0TEPWY
KGOPOV €ival AEVOUOVY Kal TPITOV TO GUVECTNKOC €€ AU@OIV ,2

The apparent difficulty of the report is that ap@otv in the third definition must
refer to the two preceding meanings of k6agpog, so that the third sense of the
term appears to be T0 guveoTNKOC €K ToU €K TNC amdong oloiag idiwg
molol Kol TAC JIOKOOWNOEWC Twv A0Tepwv. This is an impossible
notion, and Arnim proposed excising Twv GoTépwv.3 Yet his solution is
difficult.

Arius Did. fr. 29 Diels (= SVFii 169.17): 10 yo(p ¢k Taone TAC ouclaq
TOTOV TPOCAYOPEVETBOI <KOOHOV Kai>4TO KaTd rr]v dlokéoPNoIv TNV
ToloutnV JdKXTa&v €xov, 810 Kath pév TV mpoTépav anodoctv Eidiov
TOV KOOUOV €gival @agl, Katd O0& TNV S10KAoUNoWv  yevntov  Kai
METABANTOV KTA.

Thus in its broader sense the term k6o og¢ signifies the eternal qualified individ-
ual comprising all substance and at certain periods possessing ‘an arrangement
such as this’, i.e. diakoopnaolg (to put it otherwise, it has alternating

Two senses of oOacia (H. v. Arnim, Stoicorum veterum fragmenta [Stuttgart,
1905; hereafter SVF], i 25.2; ii 114.19) and adidgopov (SVF iii 28.20, 29;
29.17); three senses of gToixelov (SVF ii 136.26), moiov (SVF ii 128.33),
moAIg (SVFiii 81.10), apetry (SVF iii 19.23), etc.

The same report is found in Suda, s.v. k6O,

Arnim, SVF, ii 168.9. Arnim is followed by A. A Long and D. N. Sedley, The
Hellenistic Philosophers (Cambridge, 1987), ii, 268.

KOoUov Kai add. Diels; 8gdv, o0 add. Amim.
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arrangements, d1akoounaoig and Ekmipwaic);5in its narrower sense the term
Koouo¢ denotes ‘an arrangement such as this’, i.e. diakoounaic, of the eternal
Koopog (as distinct from its other arrangement, ékmipwalg). These senses
amount to Diogenes’ first (Tov 6edv 10V €K TAC amaong ovaiag 13Twg
moldv) and, on Arnim’s reading, second (Tfv dlakOounacv [TOV actepwv])
definitions; accordingly, 10 guveotnkog €€ augoly, i.e. Diogenes’ third defi-
nition, would be: a composite of the eternal k6opog and its ‘arrangement such
as this’, viz. dtakdounaolic. 6 This is scarcely a tenable notion which further-
more adds nothing to Diogenes’ second definition of k6opog (on Arnim’s read-
ing of the Greek) as d1ak6apunaoic. This becomes even more apparent when the
distinction is phrased in the terms of the Stoic genera:

Clement Strom, v 104 (- SVFii 182.6): () OOQEOTATA <> HspaK)\slroc
0 Egeatog Tautng ¢oti Tfc 06&Nn¢'Tov pév Tiva KOopov GTdlov gival
dokipdaag, Tov 3¢ TIva (peslpousvov TOV KOTA TNV 310KOGUNaIV sléwc
00X £TePOV GVTA EKEIVOL WG EXOVTOC.7 (2) GAN’ OTI pév ATdIoV TOV €€
amaong T ovoiag 10iw¢ TOIOV KOGUOV NJEl, QPOVEPOV TOIET AEywv
o0TWC KTA.

The dtakoounoic referred to in Arius Didymus and Simplicius as a dtatagig
of the eternal KOoPOG is termed here as the category TTw¢ €xov: ‘not other than
it [sc. the eternal world] disposed in a certain way’. Accordingly, Diogenes’ third
sense of KOGPOC would be to CUVETTNKOG K tou €K TR amaong olaiag
idiw¢ mo1ob Kai €keivou mwg AXovTog. | doubt that  the Stoics would have
approved of such a notion; Arnim’s excision of Twv ooTEPwWV does not seem
to be a correct solution of the problem.

Let us compare Diogenes’ report with Philo, De incorrupt, mund. ii 488
Mang. (SVF ii 189.4, quoted in part): Aeyetol TOivUV O KOOHOG KOB’™ gv
pév [mpwtov] clotnpa €€ oLpavod Kai OICTPWY KOTA TEPLOXAV
<KOi> yng Kai 1@v €m’ avtA¢ Jwwv Kai QUTWV, Kab’ etepov Of
pHOVOC 00pavec8 .. KOTA de TPITOV, MC OOKEl TOI( ZTWTKOIC,

Simpl, de caelo 294.13: koéaouov ydp @noitv [sc. Alexander of Aphrodisias]
gvtadBa [sc. in Heraclitus B 30] o0 Tvde Agyel TNV dIOKOGUNGLY, GAAQ
KaBOAou T ovta Kai TAV ToUTwv d1dtaglv, Kab’ fiv €1g ekdTepOV €V
pepel N peTaBoAf} Tol mavTog, mote pév €i¢ nlp TMOTE dE €i¢ TOV TOIOVOE
KOOGHOV KTA.

Cf. Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, ii, 268: ‘In fact
dlokoaunatv refers to the present world-order as a whole, and apgoiwv to the
combination of K(')ouoc in this sense and k6opo¢ in the first sense = god’.

Cf. Plotin. Ennead. ii. 41 (= SVFii 115.22): [according to the Stoics] Tov
Beov ANV Tad TNy mUE Exovaav gival.

‘Heaven’ is a well established sense of the Greek kdapo¢ , though not one suffi-
ciently acknowledged in scholarly literature. The use is first attested in Isocrates
Paneg. 179 (c. 380 B. C.). Among later examples are: Epinomis 987B7; Avrist.



ARIEH FINKELBERG 23

dKouoad axpl TAC EKMUPWOEwC olLOIa TIC f JdlaKEKOOUNUEVN N
ad10KOoPNTOC, 00 TAC KIVACEWC QacIV E€ival TOV XpOvov dlacTnpa.
Diogenes’ 1oV ék TNC «maong olaoiag I1diw¢ molov, d¢ 3 a@OapToq
€0TL KOl ayevntog corresponds to Philo’s third sense, obaia TIC H
dlakekoounuévn f adlaokdountoc, and Diogenes’ TRV dlOKOGUNOIY
TWV AoTEPWV seems to correspond to Philo’s second sense, yovo¢ oUpavoc.
If so, Diogenes’ to cuVETTNKOC £€ du@oiv should correspond to Philo’s first
sense, clotnua €& ovpavold kai oaotpwv KTtA. This conclusion is
supported by the fact that Diogenes’ to OuveagTnkog €& au@oilv resembles
Philo’s description of the differentiated world as clotnua of its main
components, a description much favoured by the Stoics.10 On the assumption
that the phrase refers to the differentiated world, the latter appears to be described
as a composite made of two previously mentioned principal components, but the
second definition mentions only The arrangement of the stars’ which presumably
stands for the heaven. We should assume, then, that the Greek is corrupted: the
second definition lacks a reference to the other principal world component which
can hardly be other than the earth.11 Considering that the most plausible reason
for mentioning the earth in connection with the heaven seems to be the
description of the latter as rotating round the earth,12 the minimal addition to
Diogenes’ second definition needed in order to make the third one intelligible
would be: kai aO0THV d& TNV dIAKOGUNCIV TOV ACTEPWY <TWV TNV
VAV  TEPIQEPOPEVWY>  KOOHOV Eival AEyouov Kai TpiTov 10
OUVECTNKOC €€ QU@OLY.

Yet even though this would render Diogenes’ third definition understandable,
the proposed conjecture does not solve the difficulty of the second definition it-
self. In the Stoics dlak6aunalg is a terminus technicus for world-arrangement
and as such is a synonym of ko6opog in the sense of ‘world’. Consequently,
while Diogenes’ first definition is Stoic and the third alludes to the clotnua
definitions well instanced in the Stoics, the second is of foreign provenance.

Meteor. 339b18; Euclid Phaen. 6'l5 (Menge); Diod. i 173.6, see further my On
the History of the Greek koapoc¢ * forthcoming in HSCP.

dINkwv MSS: diffkovaa Bernays.

clotnua €€ olpavold Kai yng Kal T@v €v To0ToI¢ @loewy (Arius Did. fr.
29, 31 Diels = SVFii 169.39; 168.11; D.L. vii 137); oiotnua €& olpavol
Kai yng Kai Tov petagd @boewv ([Galen] xix 160K = SVF ii 192.35);
olotnua €€ olpavod Kal Gepoc Kal yng Kai BaAdTIng kKai thv év
aotoig @boewv (Arius Did. fr. 29 Diels = SVFii 169.21); 10 €k Bewv Kai
avBp®dnwy oloTnua Kal €K TV EveKa TOUTwV yeyovotwv (Anus Did. fr.
29, 31 Diels = SVF ii 169.23, 168.13; D.L. vii 138); mOAIC €k Bewv Kai
avepdnwv cuveotwaoa (Arius Did. fr. 29 Diels = SVF i 169.26).

Cf. Philo’s definition and the first three definitions quoted in the previous note.
See esp. Arius Did. fr. 31 Diels (= SVFii 168.15); cf. Philo Quest, et solut. in
Exodum ii 81 (= SVF ii 176.40); cf. also [Arist.] De mundo 2.391b! I.
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This definition being omitted, our passage resembles a number of reports on the
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Stoics’ contrasting of the eternal and the perishable kéapot:

Arius Did. fr. 29 Diels (= SVFii 169.17 [quoted above in briefer form]): 10
Tap €k maong Ti¢ oboiag molOV TpooavopeveaBal <KOGUOV Kal> TO
KOTO TNV dloKOounaov Tiv Toml')mv d1atagly Exov, 810 KATA MEV TOV
TPOTEPAY ATAdOCIV GTOI0V TOV KOOUOV Eival @acl, KOTta Of Tiv
6laKu0un0|v ysvnrov Kai usmﬁ)\ntov K(XTO( nsplaéouc anslpouc
yevovuiag Te Kai £00UEVOG. KAl TO HEv €K rr]c maong ovaiag molov
KOGUOV GTd10v gival Kai Bedv-BAEveabal O€ KOoUov <Ka\> alotnua &€
oUpavol Kai agpog Kal yi¢ Kai BaAdTTING Kai TOV &V a0TOIC QUOEWV.

Clem. Strom, v 104 (= SVFii 182.7): (1) .. TOV PEV TIVO KOGUOV G310V
gival 60K|paoaq, TOV d¢ TIVO (peslpopsvov TOV KAty ThVv 610(K00pr]0|v

. (2) ... 0T1 pév a1dlov TOV EE «naor]c TiC ouolaq lélwq TO10V KOOUOV
n6€| ®avepov TIOIETL Aéywv oum)c . 0Tl d¢ Kai yevntov Kai @OapTtov
auTov eival £doypatiZev pnviel o EMIPEPOPEVA KTA.

Arius Did. fr. 31 Diels (= SVF ii 168.14): Aéyetal &’eTepw¢ KOGHOG 0 B0,
Kab’ &v 1 d1aKooUNaIG Vivetal Kai TeAeloutal-14 100 8¢ Katd Thv
BlaKécunow AEYOUEVOL Kc')opou 10 pév gival neplcpep()psvov nepl 1O
péaov, 10 8’ Unopevovneplcpspopsvov pév TOV alBepa, Omopevov 3¢ Thv
Trv Kai té €n” a0Tn¢ Oypd Kai TOV Gepa KTA.

Philo, De incorrupt, mund. ii 489 Mang. (SVF ii 188.41): duvaTtal d& KATA
To0TOUC [SC. Stoics] O pev TIC KOGUOG GTd10¢, 0 de TIC QOUPTOC Aeyeabal,
@OOPTOC PEV O KOTA TRV S1IOKOCUNGTIY, ATd10¢ OE 6 KOTA TV EKMipWalY
TOALYVEVETIaIG KaT TIEPLOdOIC  aBavaTI{OPEVOC 0UBETOTE Anyolaoal .

The parallels suggest that Diogenes’ report was produced by expanding a text
which described the Stoic distinction between the two senses of k6opoc¢, that of
the eternal god and that of the transitory world-arrangement, by adding the third
sense of the word, namely, ‘heaven’. Now though ‘heaven’ is an established
sense of kdapoc found also in the Stoics,15hso far as our evidence indicates the
regular Stoic term for heaven was o0pava¢i6 That is why a compiler, who
presumably wished to account for occasional instances of the Stoic use of

Diels’ colon seems to be preferable to Arnim’s full stop.

| follow Diels’ punctuation.

Cleanthes, Hyrm to Zeus (= SVF i 122.3-4): ooi dif mag 6de koOouOC,
eANlOOOUEVOC nep‘l v«iav, // meibetat ; Arius Did. fr. 33 Diels( SVFi 34.27):
tov 0’ n)\lov Kai TV ce)\nvnv o600 (popac gepeabal, TV pev Omo Tl
Koouou Am’ AvaToANG €M AVOTOAfY, TV d’evavTiav 1w KOoPw {®dI0v
£k {mdiov peTapaivovtac.

Cf. D. L vu 138: 00pavocde £0TIv ) €0XATN TEPIQEPEIN €V 1 TTAV 1dpuTal
10 B€Tov.
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K6opoc in the sense of ‘heaven’,17 could scarcely find a suitable Stoic definition
and therefore was compelled to create it by himself. A compiler’s use of the pe-
culiarly Stoic di1ak6aunaig in a non-Stoic sense suggests that he picked up the
word from his source, and hence the passage must originally have contained the
phrase kata tAVv dlakdéaunatv which in the parallels cited above is regularly
used to introduce the sense of ‘world-arrangement’ of k6gpo¢. Having created
the phrase v dlakdéounotly 1@V AGotepwv, and presumably having
expanded it by reference to the rotation of the stars around the earth, a compiler
adapted the original cOotnua definition to the new design of the report. He
replaced the world components specified in this definition by reference to the two
he mentioned in his addition, viz. oiogTpa and, presumably, yrj, which suggests
that these were the same as specified in the original cOotnua definition. The
peculiarity of a compiler’s couching the notion of heaven as 1 d1aK6GUNOIG
16V dotepwv instead of the more natural | diakoopnaoig 100 oLpavod,18
or simply oUpavdc,19 is, then, indicative of the original content of the
clotnpa definition: it must have mentioned oiotpa and presumably yn, but
seems not to have contained the word oOpavog. Now the stars are listed in
Philo’s olotnua definition, but the description of the world as a composite of
the stars and the earth would be extremely odd, and the physical clotnua defi-
nitions cited above all include the heaven. In these definitions heaven is desig-
nated by the word oUpavoc, but the reference to heaven as a16rp seems not
impossible.20 If in the original definition aiBrip stood for heaven, a compiler
could not utilize the word for his definition of the sense of ‘heaven’ of kKdagpo¢:
Kal abtov 08 TOV aibepa KOopov €ival Asyouost would not yield the
meaning demanded. Accordingly, by replacing oupavog by aibnp in Philo’s
olotnua definition we obtain the required wording: clotnua €& aiBépog
Kai 00TpwV KOTA meploxAv2 <kail> yA¢ kai Tdv €n’ althAg dpwv
Kalgutwv. This description, like most of the clotnua definitions cited, is
basically binary with the earth and the heaven as its two principal components.
Therefore, having mentioned both 1 dtok6ounoig Twv aotépwv, which
stands in his definition for the heaven, as well as the earth, the compiler could
well rephrase the subsequent glotnua definition as ‘a composite of both’, viz.
of heaven and earth. Accordingly, the original text must have looked like this:

17 Another explanation, less favourable to a writer responsible for the addition,
would be that he made it simply to complete the list of the word’s uses.

Cf. Arist. Met. A5.986a5; [Arist.] De mundo 6.400b31.

Cf. Philo’s ka6’ €tepov d& pAvoc oPAVOC [sc. Asyetal 0 Kaopoc].

Cf. Zeno’s definition of the heaven as aifépo¢ 10 eoxatov (Achilles lIsag.
129 = SVF i 33.28) and Arius Did. fr. 29, 31 Diels = SVF ii 168.26, 29; 194.4.
Cf. Arius Did. fr. 31 Diels (= SVF ii 168.29): ... aifépa €ival, &v @ T8 E0TPA
KOBidpuTal KTA.
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)\syoucl [sc. the Stoics] 0¢ KGOIJOV [Tpixw¢: abTov Te] TOV BgdV TOV €K
¢ dmaonc ouolac 1Biw¢ ooV, 3¢ O a(peaproc £€0TI KOl avévntog,
dnNUIovpyoC 1wV mc 6|(x|<oour]oswc, KoTa xpovwv TOLAC T[SplO5OUC
AvaAiokwy €i¢ €0UTOV mv anoacav oboiav Kal maAlv £E eautol
ysvvwv [kai a0TAV] <kaTa> d€ TRV 5[GKOO’|JI’]OIV [Tdv doTtepwyv <T@V
v vnv TEPIPEPOUEVRV >] KOopOV €ival )\SVOUOI [kai TplTOV] 10
cuveomKoq eE [gucpouv] <oueepoc Kol G0TEPWV KATATEPIOXAV Kal YRS
Kal Thv €M’ a0TnC {Owv Kal QuTIGY >,

If my line of reasoning is correct, Diogenes’ report is a result of the mechanical
addition of the sense of ‘heaven’ of the word k6opo¢ to an account of the Stoic
distinction between k6o o¢ in the sense of eternal god comprising all substance
and koopog in the sense of world-arrangement. The way in which this addition
was made distorted the original account: the phrase kata TV dl0KOGUNTLY,
which explained the conceptual relation between the two senses of k6gpog, was
sacrificed, so that these senses came to look unrelated,22 and the original
olotnua description was mutilated. As a result, the report is misleading: the
added sense of ‘heaven’ is neither terminological nor even frequent in the Stoics.
The correct report is Philo’s who adduces ‘heaven’ and ‘world’ as common senses
of the word, while specifically noting as peculiarly Stoic the notion of kéapog
as ‘a certain substance either arranged (as the world) or unarranged’. This notion
of k6opog as an eternal substance which has alternating arrangements,
dlakoounaoic and ékmlpwalg, is indeed the characteristically Stoic meaning23
which they were anxious to distinguish from the common use of kéagpoc¢ in the
sense of ‘world” while stressing the primacy of the former over the latter, for
Koopocg in the sense of ‘world’ is, to borrow Clement’s words, not other than
the eternal K6oPOC 6 KATA TRV JIAKOGHUNTIV AEYOUEVOC.

Tel Aviv University

2 Asitis also in the continuation of Diogenes’ report (vii 138): Kai Eotl
KOOUOC 6 idiw¢ To10¢ TAC TV 6Awv ovaiag f, wc @not Moae1dwvIog év m
METEWPOAOYIKN OTOIXEIWTEL, CUGTNUA €€ 00pavol Kai yiig Kai Tov év
T00TOIC PUOEWV KTA.

3 Although it can be traced back to Aristotle De caelo AI'I) 280a20: ... €l 10 OAov
OQUa  oLvexEq Gv OTe pév o0Twe OTE & EKeivwg SlaTiBetal  Kai
5[0(K£K(10Ur]'l’dl f 8¢ Toll 6AoL oLOTACIC €0TI KAOHOC Kai oupavac, 0UK
fiv 0 kagpogviyvolto Kai @Beipoito, GAA’al d1abe0elc avToU.



