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pertinent and defensible distinctions, advanced compelling arguments fot
their theses, and offered valuable insights regarding the mind’s contribus
tion to the formation of concepts and their use. Importantly, they hig
lighted aspects of the ontology of concepts, traced their relation to reali
and language, and underscored their crucial role in science, the acquisition
of knowledge, and the attainment of the good life. ;

CHAPTER I0

The Stoics on Conceptions and Concepts

Katerina Ilerodiakonou™

1 Introduction

The Stoics drew a fine distinction between, on the one hand, the mental
state humans are in when apprehending something, that is, a conception
(ennoia), and, on the other, the content of a conception, that is, a concept
(ennoéma).” They also claimed that conceptions and concepts are funda-
mental to the acquisition of human knowledge. Although we may be fairly
confident in attributing this doctrine to them, it is more difficult to be
certain about the arguments they put forward in order to support it, as well
as about the different kinds of conceptions they postulate and the place
they reserve for concepts in Stoic ontology. The textual evidence on these
issues, just as on most aspects of Stoicism, is scarce and often conflicting,
Moreover, the possibility of developments in the Stoic cognitive theory,
from the early to the late Stoa, further complicates the situation to a
significant degree.

In the existing secondary literature, there is already a long list of ingeni-
ous interpretations which have painstakingly discussed the Stoics’ account
of conceptions and concepts.” Indeed, one reasonably gets the impression
that all tenable options explicating every single point connected with this

- topic have already been explored. My aim is not to be comprehensive in

investigating all related issues or in commenting on all the diverse opinions
expressed by scholars. Rather, I try to unpack the complexities in the Stoic
theory of concept formation and suggest readings of the ancient sources
that strike me as the most plausible concerning the classification, the

* T would like to thank Gdbor Betegh, Paolo Crivelli, Marion Durand, Voula Tsouna, David
Wolfsdorf and the anonymous reviewers for their careful reading of an earlier version of this
chapter and their helpful suggestions. Ada Bronowski’s book The Swics on Lebta: All There Is 1o
Say (Oxford 2019) came out after this chapter was written.

" On the distinction between ennoiz and ennoémata, see esp. Section 3 below.

* For references to the most influential interpretations, see notes below.
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ontological status and the epistemic function of the Stoic conceptio
and concepts.

2 Fine Distinctions in Stoic Terminology

2.1 Conceptions and Concepts 4

The Greek nouns ennoia and ennoéma, translated here as ‘conception’ an
‘concept’ Hnmmnnﬁ?n_vsw are both cognate with the verb ennoein, whic
literally means ‘to have in one’s thoughts or intellect (nowus)’, but they
differ in their suffixes. The suffix -iz in ennoia denotes for the Stoics
mental state when having something in one’s thoughts; ennoiai are th
defined by them as impressions (phantasiai) of a certain kind.* In @.
there are various lists of the Stoics’ classification of impressions, but
one relevant to our purposes is to be found in Diogenes Lae
(7.51.8-10), who distinguishes between the non-rational (alogoi) impr
sions of most animals and the rational (logikai) impressions of human|
which are thoughts (noéseis). Stoic ennoiai are said, in our survivi
sources, to be stored thoughts:’®

Tz Conception (ennoia) is a kind of impression (phantasia), and impress
is a printing (tuposis) in the soul . ... They [i.e. the Stoics] define concepti
as a kind of stored thoughts (enapokeimenai noeseis).® (Plut., Comm.
1084F-1085A; trans. LS 39F)

The suffix -ma in ennoéma, on the other hand, denotes for the Stoics
result of the act of ennoein, that is, what the conception is a conception
ennoémata are thus defined by them as the contents of impression
(phantasmata) that occur in the rational human souls.”

The Stoics argued that, during the course of our natural developme
the acquisition of conceptions and concepts results in the emergence

w

I translate ennoia as ‘conception’ and not as ‘concept’, because I think that ‘concept’ better trans
ennoéma, given the Stoic distinction between these terms, that is, between the mental state and
content of the mental state respectively. My translation is in conformity with, for instance, LS 1
Brunschwig 1994; Crivelli 2007; Bronowski 2013; for a different choice in translation, see W
(p- 58) and Irwin (p. 44) in this volume.

4 See also the similar use of the noun epinoia: e.g., Epictetus, Diss. 1.14.8; 3.13.7; Sext. Emp. M.
8.453; 9.49; 10.188.
See also: Plut., De soll. an. 961C-D; [Galen], Def Med. 19.381.12 K; Porph., Abst. 3.22.17~
govtacia ydp TIs f) Evwoik foTi, avTacia 8¢ TUMwals &v Wuxd. .. OOTE TAS EVVO
<Ev>amrokelpévas Twds 6p1louevor vonoels.
Aétius 4.11.4—5; Stobaeus 1.136.21-137.6; Diog. Laert. 7.61. For close discussion of these texts
Sections 3.2—4.
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human reason. More specifically, they are reported to have described the
emergence of human reason in an empiricist way, very similar to what
Aristotle had stated about the same issue at the beginning of his
Metaphysics (A.1) and at the end of his Posterior Analytics (2.19): On the
basis of their sense-impressions (isthéseis), human beings store in their
souls memories (mnémai); many similar memories result in what is called
‘experience’ (empeiria), which subsequently leads to the formation of our
conceptions and, in general, to all human knowledge:

T2 When a human being is born, the Stoics say, he has the commanding-
part of his soul like a sheet of paper ready for writing upon. On this he
inscribes each one of his conceptions. The first method of inscription is
through the senses. For by perceiving something, e.g. white, they have a
memory of it when it has departed. And when many memories of a similar
kind have occurred, we then say we have experience. For the plurality of
similar impressions is experience. Some conceptions arise naturally in the
aforesaid ways and undesignedly, others through our own instruction and
attention. The latter are called ‘conceptions’ only, the former are called
‘preconceptions’ as well. Reason, for which we are called rational, is said to
be completed from our preconceptions during our first seven years.® (Aétius
4.11.1—4; trans. LS 39E, slightly modified)

So, conceptions are first formed in our rational souls on the basis of the
experience we accumulate from memories of repeated sense-impressions.
Some conceptions are acquired naturally (phusikds) and undesignedly
(anepitechnétis), and these the Stoics also called ‘preconceptions’
(prolépseis), whereas others are the result of instruction (didaskalia) and
attention (epimeleia), and these were called simply ‘conceptions’ (ennoiai),
in accordance with a standard pattern Stoics used in divisions and subdiv-
isions. In other words, the Stoic term ‘emnoiai has two different senses,
namely as the genus of which preconceptions are a species and as a distinct
species of conceptions, that is, conceptions in the narrow sense. It is also
worth noting that this distinction between preconceptions and concep-
tions in the narrow sense comes very close to the one we find in Diogenes
Laertius (7.51.10-12), according to which rational impressions are divided

§ 01 Srwikol paow- &tav yevwnbi 6 GvBpcwros, Exel TO Tfyeuovikdv uépos Tis Wuxiis dotep XapTnv
elepyov els amoypo@hv: gis ToUTo plav Ek&aTny TGOV Evwoildy EvaroypdeTal. TPEOTOS 8¢ & Tiis
&vaypagfis TpOTOS 6 B1& TGV aioBhoewy. aicBavdpevor y&p Twos olov Asukol, &weABdvTos adTol
prnuny éxouoy: 6Tav 8¢ Opoeldels TToMal pvijuar yévwvTal, TOTe popty Exew Eueipiov: Epmepia
Yép €0T1 TO TGV OPOEIBRY PavToo1Y TATBos. TGV Bt évvoiddy of ptv PUOIKES yivovTan KaTd Tous
elpnuévous TpdTToUs kad &vemiTexVTws, ai 8¢ #dn &1’ NueTépas Si18aokaias kad émipereias: abTon

pév o0v Evvolan koAoUvTon pévov, Ekelvan Bt kad TpoAfyels. & 8k Adyos, ko’ &v Tpooaryopeudueda
Moyikol &k TGV TpoMyewy cupTAnpoloban AdyeTon Katd THY TpwTNY éPBoudda.
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into those of an expert (technikai) and those that are not of an expel
(atechnoi). But how exactly are we to understand the distinction betwee
preconceptions and conceptions in the narrow sense?

2.2 Preconceptions and Conceptions in the Narrow Sense

Preconceptions and conceptions in the narrow sense were distinguished
the Stoics on the basis of the way they are generated. Even the use of
term ‘pro-lépsis’ suggests that preconceptions are conceptions that provid
us with a preliminary apprehension of what we perceive through o
senses. Cicero (Vat. D. 1.44) informs us that it was the Epicureans wh
first coined the term ‘prolépsis’, in order to refer to the self-evident gene
notions humans form on the basis of repeated sense-impressions.” Undei
their influence, the Stoics claimed that preconceptions arise naturally an
in particular, Chrysippus is said to have defined them as ‘natural concep
tions of universals’ (ennoia phusiké ton katholow: Diog. Laert. 7.54). Wha
does it mean, however, that preconceptions arise naturally?
We have already seen in Aétius’ passage T2 that our preconception
something being white is formed by having many sense-impressions
something white. Indeed, most preconceptions seem to be generat
according to the Stoics’ empiricist doctrine, directly from sense-perceptio
memory and experience. It is puzzling, though, that the author of thi
passage, when presenting the developmental process that gives rise ¢
preconceptions, talks of ‘the first method of inscription’ (Aétius 4.11.2)
and uses the plural ‘in the aforesaid ways’ (Aétius 4.11.3). Jaap Mansfelc
(2014: 615—7) reviews the scholarly debate on this issue: Some schol
have suggested that it is memory and experience that could be thought
as adequately representing, next to sense-perception, a plurality of ways of
forming preconceptions; others have argued that the list is incomplete an
there must be a lacuna in the text which probably included some furthg
natural processes like, for instance, those described by Diogenes Laertius

T3 It is by confrontation (kata periptisin) that we come to think of sense
objects. By similarity (kazh’ homoiothéta), things based on thoughts
something related, like Socrates on the basis of a picture. By analogy (£
analogian), sometimes by magnification, as in the case of Tityos

? On recent interpretations of the Epicureans’ account of preconceptions, see Tsouna 2016; Némy
2017: 27—47. See also Betegh and Tsouna in this volume.

' Sextus Empiricus (M. 8.58—61; 9.393—5), too, describes some of these natural processes,
similarity, analogy and combination.
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Cyclopes, sometimes by diminution, as in the case of the Pigmy; also the
idea of the centre of the earth arose by analogy on the basis of smaller
spheres. By transposition (kata metathesin), things like eyes on the chest.
By combination (kata sunthesin), Hippocentaur. By opposition (kat
enantiosin), death. Some things are also conceived by transition (kata
metabasin), such as sayables and place. The idea of something just and
good is acquired naturally (phusikds). That of being without hands, for
instance, by privation (kata sterésin)."* (Diog. Laert. 7.53; trans. LS 39D)

>

Mansfeld himself argues that T2 is an abridgement of Aétius and most
likely something is missing from this text, although it should not be
supplemented by Diogenes’ list, which is in his view ‘a mixed bag’
(2014: 617)."* But whether or not all or some of these processes were
considered as natural and actually mentioned in Aétius’ text, it seems that
the Stoics regarded certain additional mental processes as useful for gener-
ating preconceptions needed in acquiring knowledge. And what these
mental processes were supposed to have in common is their being based
on sense-impressions and, most importantly, not involving any special
instruction and attention.™?

But Stoic epistemology does not postulate that the attainment of human
knowledge depends exclusively on our preconceptions. As we have seen in

" Koré mepimTooow ptv olv dvonifin T& odofnTd: ko’ SpodTnTa 8¢ T& & TIos TapaKeuévou, ws
Swkpatng &mod Tiis eikévos kot dvaloylav 8t alfnTikéds pév, <ds> 6 TiTuds kol Kikheow:
pelwTIKGS 8¢, s O Tluypdios. kai TO kévtpov 8¢ Tfis yfis kaT &vodoyiav Zvondn &mod TV
MIKPOTEPWY TQaIPiY. KT peT&Beoww 8¢, olov dgbadpol émi Tol oThfous: kaTd olvBecw &i
gvonBn TrrokévTaupos: kol Kot évavTiwot 8dvaTos. vogiTan S kod Kot peTGRooiy Tva, s T&
Aexté kol 6 TOTrOS. PUOIKES B voeiTon Bikaudy T1 kad &yaBov: kol koté oTépnotw, olov &yelp.

It should be noted that Diogenes’ statement that, in particular, the ethical conceptions of something
being just and good arise phusikis does not imply that the other conceptions mentioned here are not
acquired naturally.

There is no reason to suppose that Diogenes’ list is exhaustive. On the contrary, it is tempting to
add yet another mental process that seems to have also been considered by the Stoics among those
by which we come to form preconceptions; namely, by way of co-recollection or simultaneous
recollection (kaza summnémoneusin: Sext. Emp. M. 1.129; 7.276-80; 9.353—5; 10.64; 10.176;
PH3.108). Sextus informs us how, according to some unnamed dogmatists, the process of
simultaneous recollection functions: It is triggered initially by perceiving something through our
senses; on the basis of this sense-impression, we recollect some previous sense-impression; by
simultaneously having both the current sense-impression and the memory of the previous one,
we conceive of something different from both, and we thus form a preconception of it. For instance,
in order to form the preconception of something being in motion, what is required is to perceive
something in one place and simultaneously remember it being in a different one. In such cases of
simultaneous recollection, sense-perception is not adequate, since it can register only instantaneous
events and not events over time, so some thought is also required. Nevertheless, the conception of
something being in motion and, in general, all conceptions generated by simultaneous recollection
were probably regarded by the Stoics as preconceptions and not as conceptions in the narrow sense,
since they are formed without any special instruction and attention. For a more detailed account of
summnémoneusis and its attribution to the Stoics, see Ierodiakonou 2015: 116-29.

®
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T2, the Stoics also talked of conceptions in the narrow sense, BmBmTM
conceptions that human beings acquire through instruction and attention:
Assuming, in line with the Stoic empiricist dogma, that these nononwaosmw
too, are ultimately derived from the senses, how are we supposed to
understand more precisely the distinction between preconceptions and;
conceptions in the narrow sense? What does it mean, according to Hr«
Stoics, that instruction and attention are involved only in the acquisition
of conceptions in the narrow sense?

No doubt preconceptions manage to organise, at least at a first level, ou
diverse sense-experience; but they are still inchoate and Emanc_ma.
To turn the rather rough preconceptions into refined conceptions, a
certain intellectual effort seems to be required for filling them out and
sharpening them. In fact, it is by carefully defining our preconception:
that, according to the Stoics, we succeed in transforming them int
conceptions in the narrow sense. For there are sources attributing to the
members of the Stoa a certain process, which is meant to transform ou
inchoate conceptions into articulated ones by supplying their definitions:*

T4 [The Stoics say that from the senses] the mind forms conceptions
(notiones) — ennoiai, as they call them — of those things, that is, which
they articulate by definition. The entire method of learning and teaching,
they say, stems and spreads from here.”* (Augustine, De civ. D. 8.7; trans.

LS 32F)

This process was called ‘articulation’ (diarthasis), a rather common medical
metaphor used by the Stoics to denote both the generation of speech from:
inarticulate sounds as well as the sharpening of undeveloped concep-
tions.™ This is perhaps the process that Chrysippus discussed in his book
entitled Ethics: Concerning the Articulation of Ethical Conceptions Qu_om.
Laert. 7.199),"” although there are no surviving extracts from it to support
such a view. Still, it may not be far-fetched to suggest that, according to the
Stoics, we naturally apprehend the ethical preconception of somethin
being just, for instance, but we need to articulate it further to have a
understanding of it. For although our preconceptions arise naturally

'* See also: [Galen], Def Med. 19.348.18-349.4 K. ,
XS animum concipere notiones, quas appellant évvoias, earum rerum scilicer quas definiendo explicant; hine
propagari atque conecti totam discendi docendique rationem. E
*¢ E.g., Galen, Hipp. Epid. 6, 223.14—15; Dig. Puls. 8.880.16-881.4 K; Simplicius, in Car. 154. mlm
379.12—20. On the Stoics’ use of 81&pBpwors, see Gourinat 2000: 46—51; Brittain 2005: 179-81;
Crivelli 2010: 383-87. 4
7 *Hiol Adyou ToU Trept Ty SipBpwow TéV HBikéy dvwoidv. On the authenticity of this title, see
Brittain 2005: 182, n. 68. 3
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during the first seven years [T2], the Stoics also claimed that during the
next seven years these preconceptions can be transformed into conceptions
in the narrow sense, due to appropriate instruction and learning.*®
Cicero gives us an insight into how the preconception of something
being a human being can be transformed by articulation into a well-
defined conception in the narrow sense. In his Academica, the
Antiochean Lucullus says the following in defense of Stoic epistemology:*?

[Ts] Such are the things we claim are apprehended by the senses. The next
set are just like them, though we don’t claim that these are apprehended by
the senses themselves, but by the senses in a certain respect — e.g., “That is
white’, “This is sweet’, “That is melodious’, “This is fine-scented’, “This is
rough’. Our apprehension of this set now comes from the mind rather than
the senses. Next comes: “That is a horse’, “That is a dog’. Then we get the
rest of the series, which connects more significant things and encapsulates
what we might call a filled-out apprehension of things — e.g., ‘If something
is human it is a mortal animal partaking in reason.” It’s from this set [of
impressions] that our conceptions of things are stamped on our minds, and
without them there can be no understanding, investigation, or argument.*”
(Cic., Acad. 2.21; trans. Brittain)

So, although we form the preconception of a human being on the basis of
our senses, it is the definition of a human being that provides us with a
‘filled-out apprehension’ (expleta conprehensio) of what a human being s,
that is, with the articulated conception of the human being that constitutes
a conception in the narrow sense. Later, Epictetus, too, talks about the
process of articulation, which he also understands as the attentive trans-
formation of our inchoate preconceptions into well-defined conceptions:**

T6 Who among us doesn’t talk about ‘good” and ‘bad’, and about what is
‘advantageous’ or ‘disadvantageous’? For who among us doesn’t have a
preconception of each of these things? Is it properly articulated
(digrthomenén), however, and complete? Show me that it is. How am I to
show that? By applying it properly to particular cases. Plato, for instance,

8 Aétius 5.23.1: Tepl 8¢ THY BeuTépav EPSopdda Evvoia yiveTon koMol Te kal kaxolU kol T
B1daokaMas aytédv. For a systematic reading of this passage, see Mansfeld 2014: 623-24.

See also: Cic., Top. 31; Tusc. 4.53; Plut., Comm. not. 1059B-C.

atqui qualia sunt haec quae sensibus percipi dicimus talia secuntur ea quae non sensibus ipsis percipi
dicuntur sed quodam modo sensibus, ut haec: illud est album, hoc dulce, canorum illud, hoc bene
olens, hoc asperum’: animo iam haec tenemus conprehensa non sensibus. ‘ille’ deinceps ‘equus est,
ille canis.” cetera series deinde sequitur maiora nectens, ut haec quae quasi expletam rerum
conprehensionem amplectuntur: ‘si homo est, animal est mortale rationis particeps.” quo e genere
nobis notitiae rerum inprimuntur sinc quibus nec intellegi quicquam nec quaeri <nec>
disputari potest.

** See also, Epictetus, Diss. 2.11.18; 2.12.9.

1
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classifies his definitions under the preconception of the ‘useful’, but yo
under that of the ‘useless’. Now is it possible that both of you could
right? How could it be? Or again, with regard to wealth, doesn’t one perso
apply the preconception of the ‘good’ to it, while another doesn’t? A n
likewise with regard to pleasure, and likewise with regard to heal

In general, then, if all of us who utter these terms possess more than 2
empty knowledge of each, and we do not need to devote any attent,
(médemias epimeleias) to the articulation (diarthrisin) of our preconceptions
why do we disagree, why do we come into conflict, why do we criticis
one another?** (Epictetus, Diss. 2.17.10-13; trans. Hard, slightly modifi ‘

Finally, another relevant example, this time from mathematics, shows ho
the definition of a circle turns our unrefined conception of it into
articulated one; in this particular case, though, Simplicius applies
process of articulation in an Aristotelian context without making refere
to its Stoic provenance: .

T7 That what is indefinite and confused seems more familiar to us, as
instance the whole, he [i.e., Aristotle] confirms by taking each name a
kind of whole, and the definition of the name as providing the articulatic
(diarthrosin) of the parts and elements of the name. For it is clear that |
knowledge by name of the circle is readily available even to the multitude
while the definition of the circle, — that it is a plane figure encompassed b
single line such that all the lines drawn from a single point that meet it
are equal to each other —, this definition, in contrast, is not readily availa
to all, since it provides the particulars of the circle and sets them ¢
with respect both to its parts and its elements.*® (Simplicius, in P/
16.31-17.5; my translation)

To sum up, the Stoics distinguished two kinds of conceptions, nam
preconceptions and conceptions in the narrow sense: Preconceptions

** &yaBov kal kakdy kot cupEEpoY Kol &aUppopov Tis fiuéy ol AoeT; Tis y&p HudY ol Exel T

ékdoTou TTPOAYI; &p’ oy Bimpbpeoutvny kol TeAsiaw; ToUTo Belov. ‘wads Seifw;’ édp
aUThHY kaAQs Tols &ml pépous oUoiais. eUBls Tous Spous TTA&Twy pév UmoTdooel
xpns<i>pou TpoMyel, oU B¢ Tfj ToU d&ypfoTou. BuvaTdy olv EoTV BPPOTEPOUS ¢
EmITUY X QVEw; Tés olov Te; Tf 8¢ ToU TAoUTou oloia oy & pév Tis Epapudlel THY Tol &y
oAy, 6 & ol Tf B¢ Tiis fiBovfis, T Bt THis Uyeios; kaBoAou yop i whvTes of T& Svéuare
AadolUvTes pn kevéds fouev EkaoTa ToUTwy kol pndemds émpeheios mept THy Sidpbpwot
TpoAfyewy Sedpeba, Ti Siagepdueba, Ti ToAepoluey, Ti wéyopey AN AoUS; i
‘O 88 yvwpipwTepov fpiv 1O &B16pioTov Kad ouykexupévoy ofov TO SAov Sokel, TIoToUTO TO
Svopa ExaoTov s SAov T1 AaPav, TV &t Tol dvdpaTos dpioudy os THY Sidpbpwoty T
dvopaTos pepddv kol oToryelwov TapadiBovta. SifAov yap &TI fi pEv koTd TO dvopa Yvia
KUKAOU TTpOYEIpos Kol Tols ToANois éoTiv, & 8¢ ToU kUkAou dpiopds, 8Tt EoTi oxfipa émimedo
s ypauufis Tepiexopevoy, Tpods fiv &mo évds onueiou T&oa ol TpooTriTToucan [Tpds TH
KUKAou Trepipépeiav] ioan AAHAcus eiatv, olTos 81 & dpiopds oUkéTL TpdYEIpos TETL T KaBEK
ToU kUKAou TrapadiBous kad Tols uépectv altol kai oToiyelols Ewegicov.
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acquired naturally, whereas conceptions in the narrow sense are acquired
through instruction and attention, that is, through the articulation of
preconceptions. Admittedly, however, the distinction between preconcep-
tions and conceptions in the narrow sense is not always to be found as
clear-cut in our sources. For there are also passages referring to ‘natural
preconceptions’ (phusikai  prolépseis: e.g., Epictetus, Diss. 1.22.9),
‘common preconceptions’ (koinai prolépseis: e.g., Epictetus, Diss. 1.22.1;
4.1.41-3), ‘natural conceptions’ (phusikai ennoias: e.g., Epictetus, Diss.
2.17.7) and ‘common conceptions’ (koinai ennoiai: e.g., Plutarch, Comm.
not. 1059F; Sext. Emp. M. 11.22).* But although the cases of natural
preconceptions and common preconceptions as well as those of natural
conceptions do not strike us as problematic, since after all preconceptions
are acquired by all of us naturally, and conceptions in the narrow sense are
ultimately derived from the naturally acquired preconceptions, to talk in
the Stoic context about ‘common conceptions’ sounds baffling. For if
conceptions in the narrow sense differ from preconceptions in being
articulated, how could they be characterised as ‘common’? Did the Stoics
think that all people carefully define their inarticulate preconceptions and
manage to turn them into refined conceptions in the narrow sense?

2.3 Preconceptions and Common Conceptions

Two different interpretations have been suggested concerning the relation
between prolépseis and koinai ennoiai: It has been claimed that they differ
in meaning and scope, since preconceptions are inarticulate conceptions
whereas common conceptions are thought-out definitions (Sandbach
1930; Todd 1973); on the other hand, it has been argued more recently
that they should be treated as interchangeable terms (Dyson 2009: 1—22).
The more recent interpretation has rightly been criticised for disregarding
the textual evidence that describes common conceptions as articulated
preconceptions and as functionally distinct from them (Klein 2011:
115). So, if we are to stay with the standard view that preconceptions
and common conceptions differ from each other, we need to further
specify the difference between them. It is not enough to say that common
conceptions are the thought-out definitions of inarticulate preconceptions,
because in this case all conceptions in the narrow sense would have to be
common conceptions. So, what is exactly the distinguishing characteristic
of common conceptions?

** For a systematic list of all occurrences of these terms in our sources, see Dyson 2009: 155-62.
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The first thing to examine is, of course, the sense in which comm
conceptions are said to be ‘common’. Different interpretations have als
been suggested concerning this issue: According to Robert Todd (19
60—63), the term ‘koinai’ is ambiguous; sometimes it has its stand:
meaning, namely ‘shared by all’, while at other times it means ‘bas
especially when common conceptions are used to justify doctrines in
three parts of Stoic philosophy. Dirk Obbink (1992: 225-27), on
other hand, favours the view that common conceptions were understo
by the Stoics as basic underlying notions for agreement in inquiry, and
thus comparable to Aristotle’s koinai doxai and endoxa. However, there
several passages in our sources explicitly stating that common conceptio
just like preconceptions, are actually shared by all, or at least that
humans have potential access to them (e.g., Sext. Emp. M. 9.124; 13
199). Besides, as it has been rightly pointed out, there is no real tensi
between the two meanings of ‘koinas’; since the common conceptio
shared by all were also shared by the Stoics and the wise, they were mea
to be at the basis of Stoic doctrines in the three parts of their philosop
(Brittain 2005: 177; Dyson 2009: 48—53).

Therefore, my contention is that common conceptions are concep-
tions in the narrow sense insofar as they are articulated preconceptio
and common insofar as they are possessed or can be possessed universal
for instance, the ethical conceptions of something being just, good or b
are common conceptions, insofar as they are articulated and all hum
possess them or are able to possess them. But there are also oth
articulated preconceptions, that is, other conceptions in the narro
sense, which are not shared by all, since their articulation requires so
technical instruction; for instance, the mathematical conception of
circle is an articulated preconception, and in this regard a concepti
in the narrow sense, but it is only geometers who possess it, and thus it
not a common conception. In other words, according to my understand
ing of the Stoics’ classification, conceptions were divided into preco;
ceptions and conceptions in the narrow sense; conceptions in the narrow
sense were further subdivided into common conceptions, which included
the articulated preconceptions that are possessed universally and oth
conceptions in the narrow sense that were technical and accessible on
to the few. :

Needless to say, even if the Stoics drew these distinctions with gre
precision, our sources may not be so careful when presenting them; s
perhaps it should not surprise us if sometimes preconceptions an
common conceptions are used interchangeably.
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3 The Ontological Status of Stoic Concepts

3.1 The Supreme Genus Something’

According to the Stoics, only bodies (s67ata) can be said to exist (einai),
because they are capable of either affecting something or being affected by
something (e.g., Sext. Emp. M. 8.263). Hence, the Stoics insisted that
there are no such items in reality as Plato’s Forms (e.g., Syrianus, in
Metaph. 105.21-30). But they also diverged from Epicurus’ pure materi-
alism and listed in their ontology some additional items, which fall short of
proper existence but are said to subsist (huphistanai), and even on occasion
to obtain (buparchein). These are the incorporeals (asomata), which
together with the existent beings (o722) form the supreme genus of what
the Stoics called ‘something’ (#) or, according to Seneca, ‘quid’ >

Having in mind these principles of Stoic ontology, we should next
investigate the ontological category in which Stoic conceptions and con-
cepts belong. As we have already seen, conceptions (ennoiai) are rational
impressions, and the Stoics defined impressions as printings (supdseis) in
the soul, which should be understood, at least according to Chrysippus, as
alterations (a/loidseis) or modifications (beteroidseis) of the soul (e.g., Diog.
Laert. 7.50; Sext. Emp. M. 7.228-31). Under appropriate conditions, the
external objects affect our sense-organs, and these affections are subse-
quently transmitted to the commanding-part of the soul. Given the Stoic
view that the soul is corporeal (e.g., Nemesius, De nat. hom. 78 7=79.2;
81.6-10), the impressions we receive alter or modify the physical state of
our soul and are regarded as bodies. Hence, conceptions, too, are bodies,
being physical states of the commanding-part of the soul.

On the other hand, what our conceptions are conceptions of, namely
our concepts (ennoémata), are not capable of either affecting something or
being affected by something, and thus are not corporeal. What then is their
ontological status? This issue has recently been subject to extreme contro-
versy among scholars, some of whom have argued that concepts, according
to the Stoics, do not belong to the supreme genus of something, that is,
they cannot be considered as ‘somethings’ (tina), whereas others have
claimed that the earlier Stoics thought of them as non-existent somethings

* E.g., Seneca, Ep. 65.11; Plut., Adv. Col. 1116B~C; Alexander, in Top. 301.19—25. On the Stoics’
ontological principles as well as on their stance towards Plato’s theory of Forms, see Goldschmidt
1972; Pasquino 1978; Brunschwig 1988 and 2003; Caston 1999: 148—50 and 176-82; Boeri 2001;
Sedley 2005: 119-21; Vogt 2009; de Harven 2015.
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but Chrysippus later rejected them altogether. In what follows, I first
present in a schematic way the main points of this debate; I then offer
my own interpretation of the issue. ]

3.2 Concepts as Not-Somethings

In my view, there are three principal arguments put forward by schola
Sk ) 6
claiming that concepts cannot be somethings:”

(I) Concepts are said in our sources to be phantasmata, and this sho
be understood as meaning that concepts are figments of the soul,
that is, mental constructs; since neither existent beings nor
incorporeals are figments, and the supreme genus of something
consists only of existent beings and incorporeals, concepts cannot
somethings: -

T8 (Zeno’s doctrine) They say that concepts (ennoémata) are -
neither somethings nor qualified, but phantasmata of the soul
which are quasi-somethings and quasi-qualified. These, they
say, are what the old philosophers called Ideas. For the Ide
are of the things which are classified under the concepts, su
as human beings, horses, and in general all the animals and
other things of which they say that there are Ideas. The Sto
philosophers say that there are no Ideas, and that what we
“participate in’ is the concepts, while what we ‘bear’ is those
cases which they call ‘appellatives’.”” (Stobaeus 8
1.136.21—137.6; trans. LS 30A, slightly modified)

To A concept is a phantasma of the mind, which is neither
something nor qualified, but a quasi-something and quasi-
qualified, in the way that the pattern of horse arises even
though none is @Rmnbﬂ.& (Diog. Laert. 7.61; trans. LS
30C, slighty modified)

26 Pasquino 1978: 378; Sedley 1985: 87 and 2005, 120-21; Brunschwig 1988 and 2003; Ciis
2007: 113—18; Bronowski 2013; Bailey 2014.
27 Zhvawvos <kod T6V & alTol>. T& EvwoniuaTd oot phTe T glvon prTe oI, doovel 8¢ Tva
Goavel ok pavTdopaTe Wuyfs TalTa 5t GTd TGV dpxaiwy iSéas Tpooayopetecar. T&Y
KoT& T& EvvofjuaTa UToTITTéVT™Y evan Tés 18éas, ofov &vBpcstreov, frmawv, KowdTepoy el
TdvTev T@V {Mwv kai Tév ENwy 6Téowy Aéyouow idéas elval. TauTas 8¢ of ZTwikol Ao
QOO AVUTIEPKTOUS €vad, Kal TGV pév EvvonuaTwv peTéxew fpds, TGOV B¢ TTMOEWY, &S
Trpoonyopias kaAolal, TUYX&vEw. 4
*Evvénua 8¢ ¢l pdvTaopa Siavoias, oUTe Ti dv oUTe o6V, doavel 8¢ T1 &V kol Goowel ToId, oo
yiveton dvaTUTrwua frTou kal pf TapdvTos.
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(I) Concepts are also said to lack substance, whereas beings exist and
incorporeals are meant to subsist; since concepts can neither be said
to exist nor to subsist, they cannot be somethings:

Tro Some Stoics consider ‘something’ the first genus, and I shall
add the reason why they do. In nature, they say, some things
exist, some do not exist. But nature includes even those which
do not exist — things which enter the mind, such as Centaurs,
giants, and whatever else falsely formed by thought takes on
some image despite lacking substance (substantiam).”® (Seneca,
Ep. 58.15; trans. LS 27A)

() Concepts cannot be somethings, because the hallmark of the
supreme genus of something is particularity; to be something is to
be some particular thing, and concepts are universals.

Moreover, all scholars who have defended the position that Stoic concepts
cannot be somethings have also maintained that they cannot be considered as
nothing at all. For instead of using the common negative pronoun ‘ouden’
that has no plural, the Stoics constructed the unusal plural ‘outina’, a
neologism composed from the negative particle ‘not’ (o#) and the neuter
plural of ‘something’ (#), marking thus the difference between not-
somethings and nothing at all. So, concepts were rather regarded by the
Stoics as ‘not-somethings’ (outina), which are connected in our sources with a
Chrysippean argument known as the ‘Not-someone’ (Ouzis) argument:*°

Txx Indeed, Chrysippus too raises problems as to whether the

~ Idea will be called a ‘this something’ (tode #). One must also
take into account the usage of the Stoics about generically
qualified things — how according to them cases are expressed,
how in their school universals (zz koina) are called ‘not-
somethings’, and how their ignorance of the fact that not every
substance signifies a ‘this something’ gives rise to the Not-
someone sophism, which relies on the form of expression.
Namely: ‘If someone is in Athens, he is not in Megara; <but
man is in Athens; therefore man is not in Megara.>’ (For man
is not someone, since the universal is not someone, and that is

¥ primum genus Stoicis quibusdam videtur ‘quid’; quare videatur subiiciam. in rerum, inquiunt, natura
quaedam sunt, quaedam non sunt. et haec autem quae non sunt rerum natura complectitur, guae animo
succurrunt, tamquam Centauri, Gigantes et quicquid aliud falso cogitatione formatum habere aliquam
imaginem coepit, quamvis non habeat substantiam.

3° For a logical analysis of this argument, see Caston 1999: 200—4; Cirivelli 2007: 98—113.
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why the argument has this name, being called the ‘Not-
someone’ argument.’” (Simplicius, in Cat. 105.8—16;
trans. LS 30E)

According to this interpretation, therefore, Stoic concepts are not
somethings, meaning that neither do they belong to the supreme gen
of something nor are they nothing at all. They are utterly mind-dependent
items, which do not even subsist, as incorporeals do, but result from
formation of conceptions in the commanding-part of the rational soul. -

3.3 Concepts as Non-Existent Somethings

Victor Caston (1999: 158—71) objects to the view that concepts should
treated as not-somethings. I understand the main points of his reasoni
briefly as follows:

(I) The distinction between not-somethings and nothing at all is rathei
vague, if not unintelligible. Besides, if the Stoics drew such a
distinction, there should have been a supreme genus beyond the
genus of something, which would encompass both somethings a
not-somethings; but the genus of something is meant to includ
according to our sources, every item in Stoic ontology. ;

(II) Stobaeus’ and Diogenes’ passages [T8 and T9], which describe
concepts as neither somethings nor qualified, do not have to be
read as banishing concepts from the supreme genus of manﬁwEm
They simply deny that concepts are existent beings and, more
precisely, that they belong either in the first Stoic category of

substrates (hupokeimena) or in the second category of qualified
things (poia), since both of these imply existence. But the fact that
concepts are not among the existents is still perfectly compatible =
with the claim that they are somethings.

Concepts cannot be not-somethings, since concepts are the contents

or the intentional objects of thought, whereas not-somethings are"

(I1D)

kal y&p kai Xpuoimros &mropel mept Tijs idéas, & T6de T1 pn@fjoeTan. cupTrapainTTéoy Bt Kol
ouvnBeio TGV ZTWIKGY Tepl TGV YEVIKGY o1, TS al TTWOES KT aUToUS TPOPEPOVTXI,
TS oUTIVa T& Kowd Tap” aUTols AéyeTal, kad 8Trws Tapd THY &yvolaw ToU uf Tdoav oUoiow T
T1 onuaivew kai T6 Toapd Tov OUTIY cdglopa yiveTar Tapd TO oyfjua Tiis Aéfecs, olov ‘el Tis &g
&v ABrvaas, oUk EoTwv v Meydpots * * ¥+ & yop &vbpetos ot Tis ZoTwv: ol Y&p éoTwv Tis 6 KOWS:
TE B8 aiTov EAGPopey &v TG Adyw, Kal Toapd ToUTo kol TO dvoua ToUTo Eoyey 6 AS
OUtis kAnBeias.

** % <8vBpwros 8e EoTwv &v Abrvons: &vBpeatros &po oUk EaTiv &v Meydpois> suppl. Kalbfle
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said to have no subsistence with respect to thought (anupostata té
dianoiai), that is, we cannot even think of them:

T2 If something is taught, it will be taught either through not-
somethings, or through somethings. But it cannot be taught
through not-somethings, for these have no subsistence with
respect to thought, according to the Stoics.’* (Sext. Emp. M.
1.17; trans. LS 27C, slightly modified)

Concepts cannot be not-somethings, since they play an important
role in Stoic epistemology; for Stoic divisions involve genera and
species, which are defined in terms of concepts and are clearly said
to have a subsistence of their own (idian hupostasin: Sext. Emp. PH.
2.219; Diog. Laert. 7.60).

)

But if concepts cannot be said to be not-somethings, what is their
ontological status? According to Caston (1999: 204-13), they belong in
the supreme genus of something and, since its division into existent beings
and incorporeals seems exhaustive, they should be considered as incorpor-
eals, that is, non-existent somethings. More specifically, Caston claims that
there was a significant divergence of opinion between Zeno and Cleanthes,
on the one hand, and Chrysippus, on the other with regard to the way they
treated concepts: The first two scholarchs of the early Stoa retained
concepts in their ontology and thought of them as _Dno%onnm_m. whereas
Q.ﬁﬁm%cm did not even use the term ‘ennoéma’ but only spoke of
sayables.’?

3.4  Concepts as Sayables

I find convincing the arguments defending the view that concepts cannot
be, according to the Stoics, not-somethings, but belong in the supreme
genus of something and, more specifically, among incorporeals, that is,
non-existent somethings. In particular, I agree with Caston’s view that
Stobaeus’ and Diogenes’ passages [T8 and T9] should not be read as
banishing concepts from the supreme genus of something. For the use of
the noun ‘phantasma’, in these passages, should not be taken to refer to a

kol pf el Siddoketan i, ftor Bk TGOV olTwGY SidaybfoeTal | Hi& TGV TWEY. dAAK Si1& pév TGV
oUT@Y oUy oldv Te Sidaybfivarr dvumdoTaTta ydp EoTi Tf Siovola TalTa KaTd Tous &md
Ths ZTOdS.

Vanessa de Harven (forthcoming) endorses Caston’s arguments-against the view that concepts are
not-somethings but departs from his developmental account and argues that all Stoics regarded
concepts as nothing at all, since they are merely private intentional objects.

33
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figment of the mind; it rather has the Aristotelian sense of the content
an impression, that is, it is equivalent to the Stoic noun ‘phantasia’. This s
what Jaap Mansfeld (2014: 625) convincingly shows, I think, in the case
the relevant passage from Aétius:

T13 A concept is a phantasma in the thinking faculty of a rational anim:
for a phantasma is only then called a concept (ennoéma) when it occurs ina
rational soul, deriving its name from the intellect (7zous). Accordingly, all
phantasmata that occur in non-rational animals are mere phantasmata. But
those that occur in the gods and to us are phantasmata as to genus 2
concepts as to species. Just as denarii <and>> staters, if you consider them
in themselves, are simply denarii and staters. But if you use them to pay for
a naval voyage these are not only denarii, but are called ‘ship fare’ as well.?#
(Aétius 4.11.4—5; trans. Mansfeld, slightly modified)

Most importantly, Mansfeld concludes that we should not consider
particularly odd that in the doxographical tradition, more generally,
Stoic doctrine of concept formation ‘is represented in more or le
Aristotelian terminology; that is to say, in a terminology that is mo
Aristotelian than a Stoic, presumably, would have used hims
Therefore, Stobaeus’ and Diogenes’ passages [T8 and T9] can be re
accordingly. :

Furthermore, there are no uncontroversial and reliable ancient sourc
that characterise Stoic concepts as mental constructs lacking subsistenc
It is worth pointing out that, in Seneca’s letter 58 Txo, we are presents
with cases that are ‘falsely formed by thought’, that is, Centaurs and gian;
and not with standard examples of concepts like human being or hors
besides, these are cases that are said to lack substance and no indication
given whether or not they lack subsistence.’’ Also, a passage fr
Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary on the 7Topics, which alleged
claims that concepts neither exist nor subsist, has been rightly criticis
as ‘probably too polemical to carry much weight' (LS 1987: 165):

T14 In this way it will be shown that not even ‘something’ is the genus
everything. For there will also be a genus of ‘one’, which is either equal to
or broader than it — if, at any rate, ‘one’ is predicated of the conce

* #om & dvvdnpa pdvTaopa Siavoias Aoyikod {dour Td Y&p pavTacua émeldéw Aoy TpooTr

Yuxfi, TOTe dvvdnpa kodettan, eiAngods Tolvoua Tapd Tol vol. — Abtrep Tols dAdyols {aols &
TPOCTITTeL, aVTATPaTA povov EoTiv: oa B¢ ATy kai Tols Beols, TalTa kai pavTdouaTa
yévos kal évvonuata kat’ €idos: GaoTrep T& Bnvépia kol of oTaTfpes AT pEv Kab aUTd YTp:
Snudprac <kai> oToTiipes: éqv 8¢ eis TAoicov S08fj uioBwoty, TnVikadTa TPds TE Snvépia elvar k
valia AdyeTal.

%> On the scholarly controversy around Seneca’s letter, see Brunschwig 2003: 220-22.
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whereas ‘something’ is said only of bodies and incorporeals, and the concept
is neither of these according to those who speak of these ﬁrmsmm.wm
(Alexander, in Top. 359.12—16; trans. LS 30D)

So, there is no clear evidence that concepts, according to the Stoics, were
mind-dependent items.

But if concepts are indeed non-existent somethings, does this mean that
we need to assume a fifth category to the standard four incorporeals listed
by our sources — namely, void, place, time and sayables (lekza) (e.g., Sext.
Emp. M. 10.218; 234; 237; 11.230)?2%” T agree with Caston that there must
have been a development in the Stoics’ attitude to concepts, but I am not
convinced that the change was, as he suggests, drastic in that Zeno and
Cleanthes treated concepts as somethings, whereas Chrysippus decided to
abandon them altogether and expel them from his ontology. The fact that
no surviving text attributes to Chysippus the use of ennoémata cannot be a
decisive argument, for there is no doubt that the textual evidence on Stoic
ontology is deplorably meagre. Briefly stated, my suggestion is the
following: All Stoics regarded concepts as non-existent somethings, that
is, as incorporeals, although they seem to have dealt with them differently.
For they initially considered them as predicates (karégorémara), but from
Chrysippus’ time onwards they also thought of them in terms of their
corresponding definitions. Still, Stoic concepts were always treated as
sayables, that is, as the fourth category of incorporeals and, hence, as
belonging to the supreme genus of something.

Let me try to defend my interpretation: It has been said above that the
Stoics defined conceptions as rational impressions or thoughts (noéseis).
The Stoics also defined sayables as what subsists in accordance with a
rational impression (kata phantasian logikén huphistamenon: Diog.

3 o8t SeryBfjoeTon pnde 1O Ti yévos 8v TGV TdvTwy: EoTon y&p Kol ToU Evds yévos A & ioms dvTos
Ut fj kad &l TAfov, €l ye TO pév Ev kad kaTd Tol EvvonparTos, TO 8¢ Ti KaTd pudvwy cwpdTwy Kol
dowudTwy, TO 8¢ Evwédnua PndETEPOY TOUTWY KaTd Tous TalTa AéyovTas.

37 On the related debate concerning the Stoics’ account of the ontological status of mathematical
concepts, see lerodiakonou 2018: 127-32. Since very few texts provide us with information on this
issue (Proclus, iz Eucl. 89.15-8; 395.13—18; Plut., Comm. not. 1078E-1080E; Diog. Laert. 7.135),
conflicting interpretations have been suggested: Some scholars have claimed that, according to the
Stoics, mathematical concepts are mental constructs and thus nothing at all, whereas others have
argued that the Stoics thought of mathematical concepts as incorporeals. Moreover, some
alternative positions have also been put forward; for instance, that the objects of geometry were
regarded as incorporeals while the objects of arithmetic as mental constructs; that the Stoics
distinguished between the geometrical limits of real bodies that are incorporeals and the mentally
constructed limits that are reached through infinite division. Finally, it has been argued that the
inconsistency of Stoic opinions in our ancient sources may reflect an extensive debate between the
late and the early Stoics, but also some degree of disagreement among the early Stoics themselves.
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Laert. 7.63; Sext. Emp. M. 8.70; PH. 2.104), or what subsists upon.
along with our thought (parbuphistamenou dianoia: Sext. Emp. M. 8.12
It is thus reasonable to credit the Stoics with the view that, as in the cas
all thoughts, the contents of conceptions, namely what is thought, .
sayables. For instance, when we perceive a human being, we have
thought of something being human, that is, we conceive of the predi
‘being human’; and Cleanthes is said in our sources to have regarde
predicates as sayables (Clement of Alexandria, Swom. 8.9.26.3—4), i
particular, as incomplete sayables. But it has also been argued that
content of inchoate preconceptions is articulated by thought-out de
itions, which are of course complete sayables. More precisely, Chrysippi
formulated definitions as conditionals ranging over particulars (e.g., S 4
Emp. M. 11.8-11).?° For instance, the standard definition of a hum
being ‘Human beings are mortal, rational animals.” is properly expresse
by the Stoics as follows: ‘If something is a human being, then
something is a mortal, rational animal.’

Therefore, the Stoics seem to have thought of concepts as incorpo
sayables, whether incomplete or complete; incomplete in the case of
predicates, complete in the case of the definitions corresponding
articulated conceptions. Most importantly, being sayables, concepts we;
regarded by the Stoics as ontologically mind-independent items th
subsist whether we think of them or not, and hence as belonging
the supreme genus of something. In this way, they had no reason f
assign to concepts the ontological status that Plato had previous
assigned to the Forms, and developed a theory that explains our capa
to form concepts merely on the basis of our repeated sense-experience
particular existent bodies.

4 The Epistemic Function of Stoic Conceptions and Ooﬁnnwﬂm

4. Building Blocks of Rationality

The Stoics’ empiricist predilections are clearly attested in Aétius’ passage
[T2]: The process of acquiring knowledge starts with sense-perceptio
which provides us with impressions of particular observable facts. B
we cannot rely on these if we want to attain the absolute knowledg

3% On the Stoic notion of sayables, see Frede 19942; Gourinat 2019: 142—51.
*? On Stoic definitions, see Caston 1999: 195-99; Crivelli 2007: 118-22; 2070,
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that constitutes wisdom. To this purpose, the Stoics introduced in their
epistemology the general conceptions and their corresponding concepts
that are generated from experience based on repeated memories. As we
have said, they followed the Epicureans in talking about those concep-
tions and concepts that are directly derived from our senses but, in
addition, they talked about those that require some technical instruc-
tion and attention. So, according to the Stoics, although the human
soul has no content at birth, it has the capacity to acquire a sufficiently
rich set of conceptions and concepts in terms of which it starts to think
rationally, so that human beings come to be distinguished from non-
rational animals:

[Txs5] Owing to it he [i.e. Zeno] also rated the senses as trustworthy, since,
as I said before, he thought that an apprehension caused by the senses was
true and reliable — not because it apprehended all the features of its object,
but on the ground that it omitted nothing detectable by it. Another reason
was that nature had given apprehension as a standard and starting point for
scientific knowledge of the world: it was the source from which our
conceptions of things were later stamped on our minds, which in turn give
rise not just to the starting points but to certain broader paths for
discovering reason.*® (Cic., Acad. 1.42; trans. Brittain)

Conceptions and concepts, therefore, owe their special epistemic function
as building blocks of rationality to the way they are formed. In fact, it is
our conceptions and concepts that, according to the Stoics, ensure the
possibility of knowledge, by offering an alternative solution to Meno’s
paradox and by rendering Plato’s theory of recollection redundant. That is
to say, having even a rough preconception of something enables one to
recognise it when encountering it, or to continue inquiring about it in
order to form an articulated conception and the corresponding concept, so
that the desired knowledge is finally reached.**

Nevertheless, scholars have expressed doubts as to whether it is really the
case that the Stoics managed to avoid Plato’s innatism. For there are some
passages in our Stoic sources that refer to preconceptions as innate or
implanted (emphutor):

“© ¢ quo sensibus etiam fidem tribuebat, quod ut supra dixi comprehensio facta sensibus et vera esse illi et
fidelis videbatur, non quod omnia quae essent in re comprehenderet, sed quia nibil quod cadere in eam
posset relinqueret, quodgue natura quasi normam scientiae e principium sui dedisset unde postea
notiones rerum in_animis imprimerentur; e quibus non principia solum sed latiores quaedam ad
rationem inveniendam viae reperiuntur.

# On the Stoics’ reply to Meno’s paradox, see Frede 1994b: 54—55; Brittain 2005: 179-80; Fine

2014: 257-95.
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Tx6 He [Chrysippus] says that the theory of good and bad things introd
and approved by himself is most in harmony with life and connects best
the innate preconceptions.** (Plut., Stoic. rep. 1041E; trans. LS 60B)

But since such passages are mainly in later sources,*’ it has been sugges
that it is only among the late Stoics that we find an innatist distortion of
empiricist early Stoic theory, either because of a Platonic influence
because of an interest in countering sceptical challenges to Stoici
(Sandbach 1930; Long 2002: 80-83). On the other hand, it has also b
argued that the late Stoics” innatism does not amount to radical heterodo
but is merely a robust affirmation of the official Stoic line on the subj
The early Stoics seem to have been dispositional innatists as much as the
Stoics, that is, they also claimed that even if human beings are not born wi
conceptions, they are nonetheless predisposed to the formation of them. Fo
instance, the conception of something being good derives ultimately fro
the indlination, innate in all animals, to distinguish what is beneficial f
themselves from what is harmful (Scott 1988; Jacson-McCabe 2004).

It is true, however, that the textual evidence presenting the early St
as dispositional innatists is extremely limited. Besides, I find it particula
intriguing that there seems to be an emergence of innatist tendencies in
late Epicurean texts, too, although this view has also been much deba;
among scholars.** Still, T suggest that it would be worth studying
relevant evidence from the Epicureans and the Stoics together, in orde
assess whether such tendencies can be seen as reflections of signifi
modifications in the late doctrines of the Hellenistic schools. It is, after
such modifications that may be said to have signalled the advent of e
more changes in the theories of knowledge introduced after the end of
Hellenistic period.*®

L
(]

1€

4.2 Criteria of Truth

But if conceptions and concepts are considered by the Stoics as
building blocks of human rationality, do they also serve as the foundation

** Tov mepi &yaBidv Kal kakd@y Adyov, v alTds elodyer Kol Sokipddel, ouppwYSTaTOY Elvad onal
Bie kai pdiota TGV EupuTwy &rTEcHon TPoAyEwY. g

# Eg, Cic, Nat D. 2.12-15; Seneca, Ep. 117.6; Plut, Swic. rep. 1070C-D; Epict
Diss. 2.11.1—7.

** For a detailed discussion of the scholarly debate concerning Epicurean innatism, see Tsouna 2
174-85. See also Betegh and Tsouna in this volume.

* For Epictetus’ influence on Galen’s doctrine of a kind of innate tacit knowledge in ethics, see
Chiaradonna 2018: 339—44. :
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of knowledge? In other words, are they used as criteria of truth, too?
Diogenes Laertius (7.54) accuses Chrysippus of inconsistency, because
sometimes he claimed, in line with the standard Stoic dogma, that only
cognitive impressions (kataléptikai phantasiai) are criteria of truth, whereas
other times he suggested that sense-perception and preconceptions are also
criteria of truth. It has been argued, though, that this conflict is merely
apparent; we should rather assume a shift in the use of the term ‘krizérion’
and take into consideration the context in which it is mentioned. For when
the Stoics discussed the attainability of knowledge, they talked about
cognitive impressions as criteria of truth, whereas when they were inter-
ested in the details of their epistemology, they also invoked sense-
perception and preconceptions (Frede 1999: 316-18).

A further argument in favour of the view that Stoic preconceptions and,
in general, conceptions should also be thought of as criteria of truth is the
fact that they are characterised in our sources as ‘evident’ (enargeis; e.g.,
Epictetus, Diss. 1.27.6; 2.12.6). I have argued elsewhere (Ierodiakonou
2011), the notion of ‘evidence’ or ‘self-evidence’ (enargeia) characterises
both the Epicurean and the Stoic criteria of truth; just as in the case of
cognitive impressions, it suffices to consider conceptions as evident in order
to guarantee their criterial role and render them foundations of knowledge.

Assuming, therefore, that conceptions are actually criteria of truth, we
next need to specify how they function as such. Alexander of Aphrodisias
provides us with an illustration, according to which Chrysippus corrobor-
ated his doctrine of three different kinds of mixtures on the basis of three
different conceptions:

Tx7 He [i.e., Chrysippus] tries to support the existence of these different
mixtures through the common conceptions, and says that we take these
from nature as excellent criteria of truth: we certainly have one impression
for the bodies composed by joining, and a different one for those that are
fused and destroyed together, and another for those that are blended and
mutually coextended through and through so that they each preserve their
own nature; we would not have these different impressions if all things,
however they were mixed, lay side by side one another by joining.*®
(Alexander, Mixt. 217.2—9; trans. LS 48C5—6)

4 15 5t TavTas TS Sroqopds givan Tis pifews TeipdTor ToToUoBan S1ck TV KowddY Evwoidv, pdhioTa
8¢ kpiTfiprax THis &AnBeias pnoiv Huds Tapd Tiis pUoews AaPovTas. EAANY yoiv pavTaciov Exew Huds
16 kaf’ &ppiy oUYKeEveY, Kol EAATY TAV CUYKEXUPEVGY Te Kai cuvepBapuévey, kai MY TéY

Kekpapéveoy Te kai GAAHAo1s 81 BAwy JvTiTTapekTEWOpEVWY 0UTws, 65 ohelv EkaoTov alTéw ThHy

ofkelaw guow. fiv Slapopdy pavTaciédy oUk &v elyopev, & TavTa T& 6TTWoOUY PryvUueva TapékelTo

&M ots ko &puny.
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Scholars have offered different models of the exact way conceptions
supposed to be used, according to the Stoics, in order to access the truth!
falsity of impressions and beliefs.*’ T do not want to enter into the de
of this discussion but, briefly stated, I find the following plausibl
To claim that conceptions are criterial implies that their correspondi
definitions may play the epistemological role that cognitive impressi
normally play, namely they can serve to judge further impressions :
beliefs. The Stoics thus seem to have thought that, by using the definiti
of articulated conceptions, humans are able to arrive at whole system
bodies of beliefs and, ultimately, at wisdom.

5 Conclusion

The discussions in our ancient sources about the Stoics’ views on conce
tions and concepts have been characterised as ‘seemingly byzan
(Brunschwig 2003: 224); no doubt the same description applies to
scholarly interpretations of these views in recent books and articles. I res
the pejorative connotation of this description, but it is true that the Sto
theory of concept formation brings together some of the most bewilder
issues of their ontology and epistemology. Still, there is certainly noth
wrong with highly complex and subtle theories so long as they are
unnecessarily intricate or deliberately evasive, and there are also compe
philosophical reasons why they cannot be straightforwardly articulated
easily comprehended. In this sense the Stoic account of conceptions |
concepts fits perfectly Brunschwig’s characterisation.

*7 Gould 1970: 60—64; Todd 1973: 55-6o; Schofield 1980: 291-305; Frede 1994b: 57; D
2009: 23—47.

CHAPTER II

Doing ﬂ\&.s%h with Concepts in Sextus Empiricus
Richard Bett*

What concepts are is the subject of lively and continuing debate. Are they
in our heads, and if so, what form do they take? Or are they abstract
objects — Fregean senses, for example, or ‘the constituents of propos-
itions”™ — with which we somehow interact in our speech and thought?
Do they vary from person to person? And should we draw a definite
distinction between the concepr of X, understood as relatively unified and
stable, and various different conceptions of X, which ‘are thought to be
more ephemeral and idiosyncratic than concepts’?* These are some of the
many questions in this area, the answers to which may affect, or be affected
by, our most basic commitments in the philosophy of mind and language.
Fortunately, we need not worry about any of these deep and difficult
questions, because we are dealing with Sextus Empiricus, who, as a
Pyrrhonian sceptic, does not adopt philosophical theories, whether about
the nature of concepts or about anything else. But these contested matters
are nonetheless worth mentioning, if only to indicate that the territory we
are dealing with under the heading of ‘concepts’ is somewhat indetermin-
ate. For an author like Sextus who not only eschews theory, but also
deliberately avoids what he considers over-precision in the use of language
(PH. 1.207, cf. 1.17, 1.191), this is pethaps only appropriate.

There is in fact quite a lot in Sextus that can naturally be seen as
addressing the topic of concepts. There are four or five relevant terms in
his texts that either can be translated, in many contexts at least, by
‘concept’, or pick out items that we would generally be prepared to call
concepts. To explain these terms, it will be useful, despite the emphasis
[ have just placed on Sextus’ avoidance of theory, to begin with a brief

* T thank the editors, Gdbor Betegh and Voula Tsouna, for a set of very helpful comments on a
previous version, and two anonymous readers for the press for prompting some final changes.

' Margolis and Laurence 2011: 1.3. This article and the one cited in the next footnote are useful
overviews of the history and current state of debates in this area.

* Prinz 2006: 416.
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