The Philosophy of Moral Response in the Imperial Stoa

John Anderson Murray MacCormick

A thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Classics
University of Toronto

© Copyright by John Anderson Murray MacCormick 2016



The Philosophy of Moral Response in the Imperial Stoa

John MacCormick
Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Classics
University of Toronto

2016

Abstract

This dissertation considers the problem of moral responsibility as treated by Seneca,
Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius. For them, in contrast to the early Stoics, it has become a
question of practical ethics focused on one person’s response to the wrongdoing of another.
These later Stoics take issue with the Aristotelian and Peripatetic claim that voluntary injustice
requires an angry response, which helps to structure Aristotle’s theory of rectificatory justice.
By distinguishing between the determination of guilt and the determination of the response to
the wrongdoer, Seneca shows, against the Peripatetic view, that it is possible to respond
adequately to the wrongdoing of others without becoming angry or condoning their misdeeds.
Seneca’s rejection of the Aristotelian model of retribution leads him to endorse an alternative
model of the response to wrongdoing, Socratic in its inspiration, which is based on the
correction of the offender. Epictetus, for whom the Stoics’ use of the Socratic model is
particularly prominent, extends the Stoic framework of interpersonal response by describing
external events, including the actions of others, as the materials of the art of living, giving his
ethics a participatory, reactive character. He attributes Socrates’ patience with others to his
insistence on the independence of each person’s own mind and the consequent impossibility of



interpersonal harm. His analysis of wrongdoing in terms of the Socratic Paradox offers reasons
for suspending anger against wrongdoers, without thereby diminishing their culpability. Marcus
Aurelius uses the Stoic concepts of reservation (bre&aipeoig) and reversal (nepitponn) to
construct a framework of interpersonal action and reaction. Emphasizing the importance of
affection toward human beings, even when they go astray, Marcus calls on himself to correct the
wrongdoer’s mistakes; in acknowledging the possibility of correction, he acknowledges the
wrongdoer’s agency, while insisting that a dispassionate reaction to wrongdoing is compatible
with meaningful human relationships and with due regard for the rationality and responsibility
of the erring agent. It is argued that an interpersonal perspective on responsibility such as these
authors adopt is effective in understanding and refining our reactions to the wrongdoing of

others as well as the structure of moral responsibility itself.
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It’s all my fault! It’s all my fault, though I’m not to blame.
That’s the point of the whole tragedy.

— Oblonsky in Anna Karenina
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Introduction: The Philosophy of Moral Response

The question of how one person should respond to the wrongdoing of another is an
important, if often neglected, problem of practical ethics, and also, as this dissertation contends,
a crucial issue in the Stoicism of the Roman Imperial period. This problem is distinct from,
though related to, what is normally known as the problem of moral responsibility. When one is
worried, as the early Stoics very clearly were, about the justness of punishment and moral
approval or disapproval in a providentially ordered, deterministic world, the answer is usually
taken to turn on the freedom, or at least the attributability, of the actions of the person who is
putatively liable to these sanctions. It is crucial, however, that such sanctions are, in the last
analysis, the actions of other people responding to what that person has done. Punishment,
plainly, is the action of one who punishes, and disapproval is the action, or at least the attitude,
of one who disapproves. Even anger and resentment, which people often feel in reaction to what
they perceive as someone else’s wrongdoing, is best understood alongside punishment and
disapproval as one person’s response to moral features of his or her interaction with another.
These issues rose to prominence in the later Stoa, in the work of authors who took seriously the
interpersonal nature of these reactions and shifted their school’s focus from the metaphysical
problem of determinism and responsibility to the urgent practical problem of moral response.

This dissertation therefore considers a single question as treated by three authors: ‘What
is the right way to react to another person’s wrong action?’ Because the authors in question—
Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius—are Stoics, they reject the answer put forward by
popular morality and Aristotelian philosophy, namely, ‘With an appropriate degree of anger.’ In
consequence, a substantial portion of the present inquiry considers how they answer the charge

levelled by their Peripatetic opponents (whose views are described briefly in the first chapter)



that, without anger, we cannot respond adequately to injustice. This study seeks to show that,
through a philosophically productive engagement with their school’s Socratic heritage, these
authors succeed in articulating a workable model of interpersonal moral interaction that
eliminates anger without undermining sanctions against wrongdoing. At the same time, it seeks
to show how adopting this interpersonal perspective on moral responsibility allowed the later
Stoics to develop sophisticated ways of thinking about the wrongdoing of others that also help
to illuminate the very structure of moral responsibility.

The choice of these three authors—to whom | shall refer collectively as ‘Stoics of the
Imperial period’ or as ‘the Imperial Stoics’—is motivated in part by the idea that they probably
form a tradition of readers (though because this is not assured, it is not the basis of any claim in
the thesis).! They were also close readers of Plato, putting them in a position to translate the
influence of his Socratic conversations into their work. Moreover, they are united by the
prominence in their work of what | have chosen to call the philosophy of moral response. | use
the term ‘moral response’ for any action or state that is directed toward another person on the
basis of a moral evaluation of his or her action or character. This includes responses, not only to
negative, but also to positive evaluations of others, such as friendship, honour and gratitude,
consideration of which is especially prominent in Seneca’s De Beneficiis. On the other hand,
responses to negative evaluations can include personal reactions such as vengeance, institutional

reactions such as punishment, and personal emotional responses such as anger. The philosophy

! The designation ‘Imperial Stoics’ is intended to be temporal, though of course it is true that each of the authors
considered here was connected to the Imperial household—as the emperor’s adviser, as the slave of his freedman,
or as the emperor himself. This fact is sometimes important for how they think about responses to wrongdoing, and
that will be discussed in its place. | do not at any point mean to imply that the work of these authors is thoroughly
shaped by association with the Roman Empire.



of moral response encompasses reasoned reflections on all of these matters, though the focus of
this study is on the treatment of wrong action.

While moral response always involves an evaluation of another person’s action or
character, it is not identical with that evaluation. Rather, it amounts to the action taken in view
of that judgement (where this also includes states entered upon, such as feelings). This makes
moral response a question of practical ethics, and a pressing one at that, in view of how often
our shared life summons us to answer the actions of others with actions and attitudes of our
own. Establishing moral response as a matter of practical ethics helps to distinguish it from the
closely related—»but nevertheless quite separate—question of moral responsibility. This latter
question has a bearing on the evaluation of another’s action, but it has nothing to say about the
action that should be taken in view of such a judgement. The early Stoics, and especially
Chrysippus, had the task of showing that their causal determinism leaves room for the
attribution of responsibility to agents. Chrysippus’ answer, for all its metaphysical subtlety and
logical precision, leaves unanswered the question of just what is justified in light of an

offender’s responsibility, and how.?

2 In the treatment of this question by ancient authors, there is a pervasive ambiguity between prescriptions for the
reactions of private individuals who have been wronged and prescriptions for the treatment of offenders by the state
or the law. In what follows, | generally allow this ambiguity to stand. The distinction between public and private
reactions is not rigorously maintained by ancient moral theory, or by Aristotelian and Stoic theory of the law. The
victim may, by seeking legal recourse, direct his pursuit of revenge through institutional channels, and insofar as
the magistrate determines an appropriate penalty, he is seen as a kind of arbitrator between the victim and the
offender. It cannot be right for a victim to pursue an unjust penalty any more than it is right for a magistrate to
inflict it, and it seems that ancient authors suppose that a virtuous victim and a virtuous magistrate would both opt
to see the same just penalty inflicted on the offender. Beginning with Aristotle, as we shall see, the victim’s anger is
seen as an important motivating factor even when the offender is punished by the state; consequently, changes in
the attitudes held either by victims or by magistrate stand to affect what punishments are carried out and why.
There is likewise a long tradition of modern thought (including Joseph Butler, Adam Smith and Peter Strawson)
which holds that public assent to the punishment of criminals is supported by sympathy with the resentment felt by
victims of crime. (Butler, Fifteen Sermons Preached at the Rolls Chapel 8.13; Smith, The Theory of Moral
Sentiments 2.1.5.7-11; Strawson, ‘Freedom and Resentment’, repr. in Michael McKenna and Paul Russel [eds.]
Free Will and Reactive Attitudes: Perspectives on P.F. Strawson’s ‘Freedom and Resentment’ [Burlington, VT:
Ashgate, 2008], 33-35.) My thanks to Prof. Barney for pressing me on this point.



The importance of moral response to a full understanding of moral responsibility is
among the key lessons of Peter Strawson’s classic 1962 paper ‘Freedom and Resentment’,
which has proven foundational to much recent work.? In identifying the ‘reactive attitudes’ as
the factor that, by its absence, makes other compatibilist accounts of the justification of
punishment seem unsatisfying, and the problem of freedom and responsibility seem so pressing,
Strawson gives a special place to the attitude of resentment, which when generalized
underwrites the institution of punishment in a way that mere social utility cannot do.* (33-34)
Though Strawson identifies cases in which we may or must suspend our reactive attitudes
toward other people, he holds that sustained objectivity of attitude would be impossible for
human beings, and that even if it were possible, such suppression of the reactive attitudes would
represent a loss to human life.> (27-28) In directing attention away from the problem of freedom
and toward the attitudes that we adopt toward other people in relation to their actions, Strawson
proposes to reconcile the views of ‘optimists’ and ‘pessimists about determinism” by getting
them to acknowledge that no theoretical conviction about the truth of determinism could ever
give us a reason to eliminate these reactive attitudes from our lives. The reactive attitude of
resentment gives meaning to moral disapproval and to punishment, and it is because even in a

determined world this attitude cannot be eliminated that Strawson endorses a modified optimism

3 For an overview of the paper’s influence, see the introductory essay by Michael McKenna and Paul Russel to their
edited volume, Free Will and Reactive Attitudes: Perspectives on P.F. Strawson’s ‘Freedom and Resentment’
(Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2008), 1-17.

4 Peter Strawson, ‘Freedom and Resentment’, repr. in McKenna and Russell, Free Will and Reactive Attitudes, 33-
34.

% ibid. 27-28.



about the compatibility of determinism with what matters most about the way we look on the
actions of other agents.

The Imperial Stoics, compatibilists in the tradition of their school’s founders, likewise
take an interest in the reactive attitudes, or passions, but famously believe that the passions can
and should be eliminated from the moral life of a human being.® Unlike Strawson, they believe
that human life is better when anger is removed, along with the other passions—even such anger
as might be directed toward those who genuinely do wrong. This view sits well with their belief
in determinism, but it does not thereby undermine their compatibilism; it is not because
wrongdoers are not responsible that we should not be angry with them, but because anger is the
wrong reaction to a wrong action, even when that action is fully attributable to a given agent.
With their account of interpersonal attitudes, Socratic in its inspiration, these Stoics are able to
offer a coherent and attractive picture of life without the reactive attitude of anger, one that
differs from the objectivity of attitude that Strawson envisions, being both attainable for human
beings and presenting a gain, not a loss, to human life. For Strawson, objectivity of attitude
involves regarding another person as something other than a fully responsible agent’; the Stoic
attitude, however, involves an acknowledgement of the rationality, and hence the agency, of
another person, even when, as often happens, they do wrong because they have assented to false

propositions about what is right. The rationality of the wrongdoer gives the Stoic a reason to

6 Here | treat the categories of passions and reactive attitudes as interchangeable for my purposes. Strictly speaking,
the reactive attitudes are a subset of the passions, since the reactive attitudes are our emotional responses to other
people, while emotions can arise in situations that do not involve others. (Thus the fear of being skewered by a
falling branch is a passion, but not a reactive attitude, whereas the fear of being skewered by a hostile audience is a
reactive attitude, at least in prospect, just as much as it is a passion.)

7 Strawson, op. cit. 24-25.



regard him with affection, not anger, even when the wrongness of his actions calls for
correction.

Aristotle and his Peripatetic followers, to whose views on the passions Strawson’s bear
marked similarities, offer a dialectical foil for the Stoics in the matter of moral response.®
Placing mildness, the right disposition with regard to anger, a little closer to the nameless and
uncommon deficiency than to the more widespread excess, Aristotle still takes seriously the
possibility that one can be too little disposed to anger. In some situations, for Aristotle, not to
become angry can indicate a craven lack of self-regard or a supine reluctance to defend oneself
and others. (NE IV.5, EE 111.1) This understanding of anger as at once self-assertive and
altruistic is Homeric in inspiration, and draws, in all likelihood, on enduring notions of
aristocratic and popular morality. The anger felt by victims of injustice also plays a critical role
in the account of rectificatory justice in NE V / EE 1V, showing how important personal,
emotional responses to wrongdoing can be on even a political level, since for Aristotle the
satisfaction of a victim’s anger through the city’s punishment of the offender provides a kind of
restitution for injustice done.

A system of justice must countenance certain excuses, however, and Aristotle’s
extraordinarily influential account of voluntary and involuntary action serves to explain the
different ways in which we respond to the actions of others under different circumstances. It is
with reference to different ways of responding to what others do that Aristotle explains the need
for an account of voluntary action, contrasting the praise and blame incurred by voluntary

actions with the forgiveness and even pity directed toward the involuntary (NE 111.5). Aristotle

8 Revealingly, Strawson even described his own temperament in in terms corresponding to the Aristotelian view of
anger: ‘I am very little, perhaps too little, prone to anger.” (P.F. Strawson, ‘Intellectual Autobiography’, repr. in
Freedom and Resentment and Other Essays [London: Routledge, 2008], xxxviii.)



(who appears to see himself as correcting the mistaken idea of voluntariness in the Socratic ‘No
one does wrong willingly’ paradox) famously defines involuntary action as what is done by
compulsion or through ignorance of particulars relevant to the action in question; these cases are
the very ones in which, as Strawson shows, we refrain from resentment toward a particular
action, since it was a mistake, without suspending wholesale our reactive attitudes toward the
offending agent.® It is no matter of controversy that, when an action is straightforwardly beyond
someone’s control, we cannot fairly be angry with that person; as Strawson saw, the interest for
the philosophy of moral response lies with the actions that do not meet the basic Aristotelian
criteria for involuntariness. In such cases, where the act in question really is the act of another
person, when and why should our reactive attitudes toward that person be suspended, and what
attitudes might be appropriate in their place?

For the early Stoics, however, it was the problem of voluntary action that was most
acutely felt because, as determinists, they were under pressure to show that their belief in fate
did not entail resignation to events or a complete failure of moral responsibility.*® Owing,
perhaps, to the urgency of this problem, these Stoics seem to have focused on making sense of
conventional responses to wrongdoing, since this would show that punishment and moral
approval and disapproval can be understood even within a deterministic system (here we may
think of Zeno’s slave—fated to steal, and fated to be beaten; DL VI1.23 / LS 62E). By contrast,

there is little in what remains of the old Stoics to suggest they were seriously interested in the

9 Strawson, op. cit. 23: “To the first group belong all those [special considerations] which might give occasion for
the use of such expressions as “He didn’t mean to”, “He hadn’t realized”, “He didn’t know”, and also all those
which might give occasion for the use of the phrase “He couldn’t help it”, when this is supported by such phrases as
“He was pushed”, “He had to do it”, “It was the only way”, “They left him no alternative” etc.’

10 The definitive account of Chrysippus’ causal determinism and his style of compatibilism is Susanne Bobzien,
Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2008).



reform of these responses, in the way this mattered to their successors in the Imperial period;
they seem to have cared more about the impersonal notion of responsibility than in the
interpersonal model of moral response.!! Given the state of our sources, this could simply be a
matter of missing evidence, though I suspect that is not the case; it is certainly remarkable that
in our abundant evidence for the thought of Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius, we
encounter the problem of freedom and determinism relatively seldomly. This leaves the
impression that they considered the matter settled, but felt the need to accommodate this
compatibilist view of action to the school’s rejection of the reactive attitudes, by showing that,
even though wrongdoing can meet the conditions of voluntariness and attributability, there is
still no reason to be angry with the wrongdoer. Moreover, | cannot think of any place where an
Imperial Stoic, in defending his view of the proper response to wrongdoing, appeals to Zeno or
Chrysippus for support. Rather it seems that, perhaps in answer to Peripatetic challenges to Stoic
views on the emotions, Imperial Stoics had to formulate their own view of the proper response
to wrongdoing which would avoid the charges Aristotle makes against the ‘angerless’
disposition.

Seeking a resource within their tradition with which to formulate their own model of the
proper response to wrongdoing, and finding little help from the founders of their school, later
Stoics turn instead to Socrates, who famously foreswore anger even in the moment of his

condemnation, and whose calm, patient engagement with his trying antagonists stands out in

1150 focused were the early Stoics on the question of moral responsibility that no less an interpreter than Bobzien
can slip into claiming that ‘Stoic ethics would require Chrysippus to accept’ the premise that ‘getting angry about
[errors and misdeeds] and legal punishment are just(ified).” (244) This is in the course of reconstructing an
argument based on Gellius NA 7.2.5, where the point is that for Chrysippus anger and punishment are not made
unjust by determinism; what is overlooked is that Stoics consider anger unjust for other reasons, even though
responsibility is preserved. | suspect that the casual inclusion of anger in this argument is owed to Gellius in any
case, rather than to Chrysippus himself.



several Platonic dialogues, and also in the work of Xenophon. One passage from Epictetus,
which has been given its due emphasis by A. A. Long, explicitly acknowledges this move:

The honourable and good man neither fights with anyone himself, nor, so far as he
can, does he let anyone else do so. Of this as of everything the life of Socrates is
available to us as a model, who not only himself avoided fighting everywhere, but did
not let others fight. Notice in Xenophon’s Symposium how many fights he has
resolved, and again how he put up with Thrasymachus, Polus and Callicles ... For he
kept utterly secure in mind the thought that no one controls another’s commanding-
faculty (hegemonikon). (Discourses IV.5.1-4)?

Taking up the Socratic claim that no one can harm a good man and presenting it, in their
school’s way, as the denial that anything but virtue is good, the Imperial Stoics place renewed
emphasis on the consequence (expressed memorably at Apology 41d) that there is no need for
anger toward those who can do no harm. Stoics also take up the famous claim that no one does
wrong willingly (the very paradox that Aristotle’s account of voluntariness was formulated to
solve), but they do not interpret it as being at odds with the compatibilism of their school, as it
might be if it were understood to deny that any wrong action is ever free or voluntary. Rather,
they understand the Socratic Paradox as offering a reason to refrain from anger toward a
misguided offender, and in a fully Socratic vein turn instead to the correction of the wrongdoer.
Similarly Socratic is the emphasis of these philosophers on their own limitations and
imperfections, and those of others who must react to the wrongdoing they encounter; this
promotes humility in judgement along with the realization, especially prominent in Marcus
Aurelius, that one’s own actions and reactions are undertaken with limited knowledge both of
the history of others’ actions and of the future success or failure of one’s own. All told, the
promise of the Socratic example is that it offers a model for a meaningful engagement with

those who go wrong, which eschews anger without any loss of moral vigour.

12 A A. Long, ‘Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy’, in Stoic Studies (Cambridge 1996, repr. Berkeley 2001), 1-2.
Long uses the same passage to begin his chapter on ‘The Socratic Paradigm’ in Epictetus: A Stoic and Socratic
Guide to Life.



As far as our sources can inform us, it is with Seneca that anger first becomes central to
the Stoic-Peripatetic debate over the emotions. On the evidence of his De Ira, it appears that the
Peripatetic endorsement of moderate anger would have been readily accepted by many members
of the Roman elite (just as Aristotle would have seen himself as showing due regard for
common belief in setting out his own view of mildness) and so the Peripatetics may have seen
the opportunity to exploit what could have seemed to many philosophically interested readers as
a weakness in the Stoic view of the emotions. Though Seneca’s citations of Aristotle can seldom
be shown to refer to known works, it is fairly clear that his Peripatetic opponents, whoever they
are, hold positions firmly built on those of their school’s founders. In both the De Ira and the De
Clementia, Seneca disputes the notion that anger follows in any way from a due regard for
justice and self-worth. He disputes the claim that an angry response is necessary to address the
wrongdoing of another person and stresses, against the Aristotelian position, that anger should
have no role whatever in the administration of justice. This rejection of the Aristotelian model of
punishment leads him to endorse the alternative, Socratic/Platonic model based on the
correction of the offender. To advance this model on the political level, Seneca focusses on the
kind of character that is suited to the administration of justice, one that is not only free from
anger, but also marked by positive other-oriented dispositions.

Epictetus, who also considers the right way of regarding wrongdoers (though he stresses
the personal rather than the political side of the matter), promotes peaceful and productive
relationships among agents by emphasizing the radical independence of each agent’s decision-
making power. In the passage cited above, which makes clear his deliberate use of the Socratic
model, Epictetus attributes Socrates’ patience with others to his realization that no person

controls another’s hegemonikon; this interpretation reflects Socrates’ confidence, as indeed

10



evidenced in Plato’s dialogues, that no one can change his mind by sheer insistence or by
majority rule. For Epictetus, only what lies in our power can be good or bad, and the control of
our own beliefs and decisions falls, for him as for his Socrates, inalienably within our power.
This puts all that matters beyond the reach of anyone who might seek to harm us, leaving only
the offender himself exposed to harm. By this Socratic path, Epictetus arrives at the dictum,
later taken up by Marcus Aurelius, that it is impossible that one man goes wrong, while another
man suffers the consequences. (1.28.10) His analysis of wrongdoing is in terms of the Socratic
Paradox, which he puts forward as a reason for suspending anger against wrongdoers; it is not
meant to show that the wrongdoer’s action was involuntary (even though, with the values he
had, it was inevitable), but only that punishment for the action lies in the very deed itself, and
this is precisely because the wrongdoing is something within the offender’s power. He chastises
the cruelty of those who call angrily for the punishment of people who really need correction
(1.18.5); just like Plato’s Socrates, Epictetus holds that pity is a far more appropriate than anger
as a response to someone who is deceived about the most important things, though like Seneca
he qualifies by asserting that pity, itself a passion, also goes against nature. For someone other
than the wrongdoer, the act was among the things not up to him, and so he has no cause for
anger; in fact, Epictetus emphasizes that someone who becomes angry with another person
makes himself just as bad as the wrongdoer, since that anger turns on a valuation of whatever
thing the wrongdoer valued so highly that he chose to commit a crime. (1.18.12-13) By limiting
our desires to what falls within the scope of our own agency, however, we can escape this sort
of conflict. The actions of others are not in our power, but our reactions are, and what we ought

to value, for Epictetus, is the fact of acting and reacting rightly in our dealings with them.

11



Marcus Aurelius, whose enthusiasm for the work of Epictetus is beyond doubt, and who
was likely also a reader of Seneca, returns again and again to the question of how he should
respond to the wrongdoing of others; the constant presence of this theme in his philosophical
notebooks is a sure testament to how much this question must have meant to Marcus. He retains
a fully Epictetan view of the independence of moral choice, as well as a Senecan consciousness
of the political importance of the right approach to wrongdoers, especially for someone in his
position. It is perhaps clearer in Marcus’ work than in any other author that the Stoic attitude to
wrongdoers involves an engagement with others that is far richer than what Strawson envisions
for the objective attitude. Using the elusive Stoic notions of reservation and reversal, Marcus
constructs (or perhaps preserves) a framework of action and reaction that allows him to
conceptualize his own activity in a world where other agents are likely to obstruct it, along with
a mechanism for redirecting his activity in response to their actions. Emphasizing the
importance of affection toward human beings, even when they go astray, Marcus calls on
himself to correct the mistakes of those who go wrong; in acknowledging the possibility of
correction, he also acknowledges the wrongdoer’s agency, while in promoting an affectionate
response, he makes clear that a dispassionate reaction to wrongdoing is compatible with
meaningful human relationships and a strong sense of fellow-feeling.

There are, in my view, several merits to adopting an interpersonal perspective on the
problem of moral responsibility, which could surely have made this approach attractive to
Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius, and by which it earns our serious consideration as well.
From the standpoint of practical ethics, the interpersonal perspective helps us to reach action-
guiding conclusions about how we should treat others, which the impersonal question of moral

responsibility leaves undetermined. There are, moreover, many situations in which we cannot

12



adequately assess another person’s responsibility for his or her actions; these concerns are not
limited to serious offences, or cases wherein a court of law might endeavour to assess
someone’s responsibility for a crime, but even the petty offences of everyday life, which often
arise without our having a chance to evaluate all the reasons behind the action that annoys us. In
such cases, the question of responsibility may be unanswerable, but the question of response still
requires an answer. In such cases, it is often more productive to focus on our own attitudes than
to persist in a default attitude of resentment until another person can satisfy us with an excuse.
This hardly means that we must always act toward others in a single, constant way, without
differentiating for their behaviour; the sensitive interpersonal dispositions that these Stoics
describe readily permit the modification of one’s own courses of action in response to what
others do. The goal of this study is to show that an interpersonal perspective on moral
responsibility is effective in understanding and refining our reactions to the wrongdoing of
others as well as the structure of moral responsibility itself. This | take to be true whether one
endorses something like the Stoic view or, on the other hand, the view of the Peripatetics or of
latter-day Aristotelians like Strawson. The merits of the view held by Seneca, Epictetus and
Marcus Aurelius are not easily dismissed, however, and by exploring it in detail 1 hope to draw
attention to the richness of their contribution and of the moral attitudes to wrongdoing that are

possible when anger is eliminated.
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Aristotle and Theophrastus: Anger, Blame and Settling the Score

Aristotle and the Stoics agree that human beings, though fundamentally oriented toward
what is good, frequently go wrong and do wrong. In both cases, then, there naturally arises the
question of how a good person will respond to the wrongdoing of others, and on this there is
little agreement between Stoics and Aristotelians. In particular, they are at odds over whether
the good person will ever become angry, either when he is the victim or the witness of another’s
injustice. A great deal of ancient evidence links the followers of Aristotle with the view that
anger, properly moderated, is the appropriate way to respond to another person’s wrongdoing.
Seneca’s De Ira treats the Peripatetics as the principal opponents of the Stoic rejection of anger,
and Cicero’s Tusculanae Disputationes foregrounds anger (4.43) in its account of the Peripatetic
defence of the emotions; already with the Magna Moralia, a Peripatetic author goes so far as to
identify virtue as a moderate degree of passion. But in Aristotle’s own ethical works, neither
passion in general nor anger in particular had the prominence it was to acquire in the course of
debate with the Stoics. There is some evidence, however, that Aristotle did see an important role
for anger in the life of a virtuous human being, and, consequently, that the Peripatetics were not
mistaken in developing their Aristotelian account of anger on the basis of their master’s work,
nor their Stoic opponents far off the mark in targeting Aristoteles defensor irae (Seneca, De Ira

3.3.1).L

1 One argument in favour of anger that is prominently attributed to Aristotle in Seneca’s De Ira (1.9.2, 1.13.3) is
however not to be found in his work, namely the claim that anger is useful insofar as it makes people more
courageous. The argument appears to have been popular with later Peripatetics, but Aristotle himself rejects the
idea that people are braver when they are angry, on the grounds that angry fighters are motivated not by what is
noble, but by the pleasure at which their passion aims. (NE 1117a5-9) On the Academic Crantor as the originator of
the ‘Whetstone of Courage’ argument, see Brad Inwood, Ethics After Aristotle, (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 2014), 91, 98-101.
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Scholarly discussion of Aristotle’s philosophy of emotion has tended to focus on the
Rhetoric, though with its emphasis on techniques of persuasion, its bearing on the ethics of
anger is controversial.2 Without neglecting Aristotle’s account in this text, we begin elsewhere:
itis in his account of mildness in NE 1V.5 that Aristotle most clearly addresses the question of
when and why anger is appropriate. In describing mildness as an intermediate disposition,
Avristotle opposes it both to the excessive tendency to anger, which is irascibility (6pyilotng),
and to a deficiency in anger, which, rather tentatively, he terms angerlessness (dopynoia):

N 0" EAlewyg, i’ dopynoia tic Eotiv €107 6 T1 O mote, YéyeTat. ol yop un
dpylopevor &9’ oig St HAIO101 Sokodoty elvar, Koi oi pu &g dei und” 8te und’ oig dei-
doxel yap ovk aicOavesOar 008 AvmeicOo, ur Opy1OUEVOC T OVK Elval GUVVTIKOC,
70 8¢ mpomnAkalopeEVOV avExeoBal Kai ToVG oikeiovg TEPLOpaV AvOPATOdDIES.

The deficiency, whether ‘angerlessness’ or what have you, is blamed. For those who
do not become angry over the things one ought are considered foolish, as are those
who do not do so as one ought or at those whom one ought. For if a person does not
become angry he is considered insensible and dull to pain, and not to be the warding-
off sort, and to forbear when one is treated foully — or to stand around when it
happens to those close to him — is slavish. (1126a3-8)3

The fact that Aristotle treats total freedom from anger as a vice entails that he must believe that
anger has some place in the moral and emotional life of a virtuous person. But rather than
mounting a positive defence of anger to justify its ethical standing, Aristotle argues by
observing what he takes to be the failings of a character that lacks it, and this feature of the

Peripatetic account of anger appears to characterize most of the subsequent debate. In order to

2 The leading proponent of the Rhetoric-based approach is David Konstan, whose important contributions are
discussed below. In his review of Konstan’s The Emotions of the Ancient Greeks (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 2006), Robert Kaster rightly cautions that ‘In one sense, to be sure, Aristotle writes for a very narrow
purpose: to influence the judgements of people listening to forensic or deliberative oratory,” but sympathetically
notes that ‘for that purpose to be realized, his analyses must connect with the lives that the notional jurymen and
council members led beyond the courtroom and the assembly.” (NDPR 2006.09.05) This is right as far as it goes,
but as there is little that is prescriptive in Aristotle’s description of these emotions, their bearing on moral
philosophy remains fairly oblique.

3 Similarly, at 1109b114-18, Aristotle uses mildness as an example of how difficult it can be to hit the mean in any
given situations, referring to both an excess and a deficiency with regard to anger. The Nicomachean account of
angerlessness is closely paralleled at EE 1231b8-13, where the angerless person is also called ‘slavish’.
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see why Atristotle thinks anger is so important, we may consider each of his reasons for
objecting to its complete absence.* The first of these—namely that the person who never
responds with anger ‘seems to be insensible and indolent’—indicates a lack of natural human
feeling akin to the avoucOnoia described at 1104a24, only directed to pains instead of pleasures.
Avristotle probably thinks it is due to this want of feeling that the angerless person is not such as
to ward off attack. This word, aupvvtikdg, is also used at History of Animals 488b8 and Parts of
Animals 683a21 to describe the defensive capacities of organisms generally, and in the former
place it is explained by a contrast with capacities that are merely protective and not retaliatory:

Further, some are such as to ward off attack (&pvvrticd), and some are such as to
guard against it (euAaxtikd): those that are such as to ward off attack are the ones
that either act the aggressor (émttifeton) or fight back when they are wronged
(&dwcovpeva apdvetia), whereas those of the guarding sort are the ones that have in
themselves some shelter to keep them from suffering harm. (HA 488b8-10)

Given that for Aristotle, non-humans cannot properly be said to do right or wrong to each other,
he must be using the word adwobvpeva in this passage in a rather more general sense than it has
in the ethical and political works. In the human case, however, to be wronged is not just to be
attacked, but to be subject to injustice, and this expands the meaning of self-defense into the

moral sphere. When Avristotle claims that the good person should not fail to be auvvtikoc, it is

4 Though Aristotle’s description of angerlessness really is very short — certainly in relation to the importance of
anger for later debates, and even in relation to the account of mildness as a whole — we may still take it as an
authoritative account of why anger is sometimes necessary, and certainly as more than an offhand comment. After
all, it is part of Aristotle’s systematic enumeration of virtues and vices, and there is no need to take this as
dialectical or endoxic, or anything but seriously meant. It also cannot be the case that Aristotle is simply inventing
the vice of angerlessness to fill a schematic void in the description of mildness: since his ethics allows for acts that
are wrong no matter when or to what degree they are performed, if Aristotle had wanted to claim that the most
perfect mildness is the complete absence of anger, he would have felt no theoretical pressure preventing him from
doing just that (see EE 1221b18-26). In fact, it is easy enough to explain why Aristotle has comparatively little to
say here about why we need sometimes to be angry, since he finds the excess with regard to anger to be much more
common than the deficiency, and so he takes irascibility to be more opposed to the mean than angerlessness: ‘And
we take the extreme to be more opposed to mildness; after all, it occurs more often. For taking revenge is the more
human thing, and difficult people are the worse when it comes to living together.” (1126a29-31) Of course, it is
quite natural that Aristotle should spend much more time giving his account of the more widespread human failing,
just as he gives a much longer account of indiscipline than he does of insensibility to pleasure (see 1108b35-
1109ab, 1119a5-11).
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natural to expect something in common between this description and the application of this
word to the non-human cases, and so we can plausibly take it that he understands anger as a
natural endowment for the purpose of self-defense, much like the retaliatory capacities of other
animals. What in another animal is aimed merely at self-preservation must in a human being
become that by which we are inclined to resist injustice, or at least that injustice which is
involved in assaults against our person. At its most basic level, then, anger is a response to
undeserved harm from outside, and it causes us not just to defend ourselves, but to retaliate.

Aristotle also condemns the angerless person because it is ‘slavish’ to forebear when
either one oneself or somebody close is treated foully (literally, ‘splashed with mud”), so that
anger matters in a social, and not just in a biological way. At NE 1133a1l, the inability to return
ill for ill is compared to slavery, whereas at 1104a24, rustics (ot &ypoukot) are called dgvaictnrot
because they avoid every pleasure: we may reasonably think that, for Aristotle, insensibility to
pain is to slaves as insensibility to pleasure is to rustics. Aristotle must take it that what the
angerless person fails to do is to assert his own worth — that of a rational, free and respectable
citizen — by responding angrily to an insult or another kind of ill treatment. Naturally, both
insults and bodily harm may be construed together as the unmerited deprivation of some good,
and this will soon be relevant to our discussion; for now, at least, it is clear that anger is an
other-directed response to some kind of assault from without.

The passage we have been discussing makes it clear that, for Aristotle, a good person
must sometimes become angry—over the right things, in the right way, and with the right
people (and also for the right extent of time, as he adds at 1109b15-16). It is not perfectly clear
from this passage, however, what sorts of situations Aristotle believes call for anger. The

considerations we have just seen offer some indication: anger is connected with self-defence—
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but against what?—and it responds to treatment that is somehow disrespectful or offensive—but
how? In what follows | shall argue that anger is a response to the action of another agent that
affects the agent who becomes angry, or else someone close to her or him—and not merely
harmful or offensive action, but action that is wrong. That this has not been widely recognized is
due to the emphasis placed on the Rhetoric, which offers Aristotle’s longest treatment of anger.®
The Rhetoric is, however, a peculiar kind of work, and its treatment of the emotions differs
significantly in purpose from Aristotle’s ethical works as well as from later discussions of
emotion. Far from inquiring whether the passions, either individually or as a whole, are ever
morally appropriate—a question that would be a central locus of debate between Stoics and
Peripatetics—it is not even concerned with when one ought normally to experience them. Its
account of the emotions is descriptive rather than prescriptive, and this description is put at the
service of rhetorical persuasion. The scope of Aristotle’s treatment in the Rhetoric is therefore
limited by the conditions that govern oratorical practice: he is less concerned with interpersonal
emotional reactions than with large-scale social affect. For all the subtlety with which Aristotle
treats the subject-matter of the Rhetoric, and for all the importance of this treatment to the later
study of rhetoric, the Rhetoric’s extended discussion of anger appears to be further from the core
the Peripatetic philosophy of anger than the shorter account in the Ethics.

With these cautions in mind, it is nonetheless important not to ignore the Rhetoric’s
descriptive account of anger. In particular, the earlier part of this account, which offers a sort of

analytic framework for the discussion of anger, helps to identify the kinds of actions to which

5 But see Martha Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire: Theory and Practice in Hellenistic Ethics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2009, new ed.), 95-96 and Charles Griswold, Forgiveness: A Philosophical
Exploration. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 6-7, 18-19, for treatments which, though they do not
deal directly with the issue, avoid the confusion that results from treating anger exclusively in relation to slights.
Konstan (‘Aristotle on Anger and the Emotions: The Strategies of Status’, in Susanna Braund and Glenn Most,
eds., Ancient Anger: Perspectives from Homer to Galen, 99-120 [New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003],
100) issues appropriate cautions, but still relies heavily on the Rhetoric, as we shall see.
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anger responds. At first glance, the definition that opens the Rhietoric’s account would seem to
provide a comprehensive answer:

€0t o1 Opy”N Opeic PeTd AVTNG TILMOPING PAIVOUEVTS OL0 QALVOLEVIV OALY®PIaY TOV
€lg a0 ToV 7| TV adTod, ToD OAMYWpElY PN Tpootkovtog. (1378a31-33)

Let anger be a desire, accompanied by pain, for apparent revenge on account of an
apparent slight against oneself or one’s own, where slighting is uncalled for.°

This definition of anger has led David Konstan to argue, in several prominent and extremely
valuable contributions to the study of Aristotle on emotion, that Aristotle thinks of anger as
responding exclusively to slights, understanding this to mean that anger is not a response to
injustice generally speaking.” This, however, is to put too much emphasis on a narrow reading
of the Rhetoric’s definition. Aristotle seems rather to construe slighting so broadly that it
actually describes injustice as a whole. To slight someone is to act toward them on the view that
they are worthless (undevog d&rog), and Aristotle lays out three kinds of slighting, namely
katappovnoig (disdain), énsapacudc (spiteful treatment) and Hfpig (wanton violence). Even if
katappovnoig is simply having the thought that someone is worthless, éneapacpog and HBpig
involve acting toward another person with blatant disregard. In each case, though perhaps to
differing degrees, one can be said to wrong the person one slights. A notion of slighting that

includes not only disdain for another person’s worth, but also also spiteful obstruction of

6| take it that the expression ‘apparent revenge’ (tyuopiac poivopévnc) allows for the possibility that one might
seek revenge that is not appropriate, and so is not really revenge, but some other kind of harm beyond what might
properly be exacted in revenge. Of course, if the slight is not real but only apparent — which is plainly possible —
then any retaliatory action would fail to be revenge because the score just doesn’t need settling. There also appears
to be a half-explicit exclusion in Aristotle’s definition for those who really are worthless—hence the specification
‘70D OMY®PEIV U TPOONKOVTOG'.

7 Konstan even registers surprise that Aristotle should think of anger in this way (‘Aristotle on Anger and the
Emotions’, 103): ‘That anger should, for Aristotle, arise specifically and indeed exclusively from a slight, rather
than from other kinds of deliberate harm that another person might inflict, is remarkable...” Cf. Konstan, Before
Forgiveness: The Origins of a Moral Idea (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 26.
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another’s projects, as well as deliberately humiliating violence, is ultimately so inclusive as to
temper the apparent exclusivity of Aristotle definition of anger.®

The notion of personal worth provides an important link with the third text that holds
special importance for understanding Aristotle’s thinking about anger, which is his book on
justice (NE V / EE V). There Aristotle directly connects personal worth to the goods one ought
to receive, and differences on this score are said to be the basic source of ‘quarrels and
accusations’.® Anger arises when an allegedly unfair estimation of a person’s worth motivates an
unfair distribution of goods. This way of describing justice helps to confirm the argument I have
been advancing that the ‘slights’ to which anger responds in the Rhetoric are really best
construed as instances of injustice. Because justice, for Aristotle, is a matter of giving each
person his due—that is to say, of treating him as he deserves—to slight someone by treating him
as worth nothing simply is to treat him unjustly.'® Hence it is that in the book on justice,
Avristotle describes anger as a response to apparent injustice (1135b28-29). In fact, though anger
receives little in the way of explicit emphasis in this book, it occupies an important place in
Aristotle’s thought about appropriate reactions to wrongdoing, as shown by the crucial role it

plays in his account of rectificatory justice.

8 Moreover, a forward-looking reference earlier in the Rhetoric provides further evidence that Aristotle takes anger
to respond to wrongdoing, since Aristotle places it in the midst of a discussion of what it is to be wronged.
(1373b36-37)

% Both the Rhetoric and the justice book see conflict through the lens of the Iliad. In the Rhetoric, this is reflected in
Aristotle’s especially frequent use of Homeric quotations to illustrate his points during this discussion, as at
1378b6-7, 32, 33, 79a5, 6 & 80b29 where he quotes from the Iliad (for a total of six distinct quotations), and at
1380b23, where he quotes from the Odyssey.

10 There are probably two reasons why honour is so prominent in Aristotle’s thinking about anger, aside from its
general valuation in a world that inherited the lliad as a foundational text. From an ethical perspective, Aristotle
takes honour to be a particularly important external good (see EN 1123a21-2, 35). From the perspective of the
Rhetoric, matters of honour provide the most promising avenue for convincing groups of people they have been
wronged, since when individuals have been robbed, assaulted, or violently harmed, there is usually no need to
persuade them to be angry.
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Aristotle’s account of rectificatory justice functions as a kind of complement to his
account of distributive justice: that is, the former exists to correct failures in the latter. In order
to provide a comprehensive account of justice, Aristotle opts to treat even cases of assault and
murder on the model of unjust distribution. Though he admits that his characterization is
somewhat counter-intuitive, he maintains that even these cases may be construed as a gain to the
perpetrator as well as a loss to the victim. (1132a6-19) It is natural enough, of course, to
construe the harm to a victim as the loss of some good, such as health or pleasure, and the gain
to the assailant may be seen as one of honour or status, or simply of whatever seeming good he
sought in carrying out his act. Consequently, it is the judge’s task to correct an unfair
distribution by taking something from the offender and giving something to the victim. The
judge will restore equality in the way that he would correct the unequal division of a line, by
taking enough from the larger segment to make the two segments equal when it is added to the
shorter one. (1132b2-9) We can imagine how a judge might take away the gain that has accrued
to the perpetrator of a crime, since he will have punishment at his disposal to make sure that
crime does not pay in the final accounting. Aristotle also makes it clear, however, that to satisfy
the demands of rectificatory justice, what is taken from the criminal must come as a gain to the
victim; this is more difficult to understand, given that Aristotle’s account would leave many
crimes unaddressed if he had only financial restitution in mind. In some cases, such as those
involving theft, the proceeds of crime can straightforwardly be taken from the offender and
restored to the victim, but in many others, including most cases of violent crime, this simply

cannot be done.'? In these cases, the victim’s desire for revenge plays a crucial role in

1 cf. 1134a12-13: tod 8¢ aducqpatog 1 pev Elartov adikeicOai 0Ty, 10 8 peilov 0 adikely.
12 At 1131a6-10, Aristotle includes adultery, poisoning, torture, wounding, and abusive language (tpormniaxicuoc,
as at 1126a7) among the ‘involuntary transactions’ governed by rectificatory justice.
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completing Aristotle’s account: in punishing the offender, the judge grants satisfaction to the
victim’s anger, so that the pleasure he receives when the criminal suffers is the pleasure that
accompanies the satisfaction of this desire.™®
Anger is characterized as a desire for revenge in the Rhetoric’s definition, and this is

supported in some places by the Ethics. Like other kinds of desire, anger is painful, but
sometimes thoughts of fulfilling it bring pleasure. The angry person feels pleasure when his
revenge is finally brought about, as Aristotle also remarks at EN 1126a21-22 and 1117a5.
Looking to the account of pleasure in EE VI / NE VII, we see Aristotle contrast the pleasure that
accompanies the satisfaction of an appetite, which he considers to be incidentally pleasant, with
activities that are pleasant without qualification.

£t émel 10D Ayaod 10 pev Evépyela 0 8 EELg, Kot cvuPefnKkog ai kabiotdoat €ig

Vv euotkny EEv el giowy. £ot1 &° M Evépyeta &v Taic Embupiong Tiig bmoAoimov

BEemc kol pUoEMC, £mel Kai dvev AVmmg kod dmbvpiog eiotv Ndovai, olov oi Tod

Beopeiv, TG POoE®S 00K £vog0DG ovomnc. onueiov 6 &L oV T@ avTd MO Yoipovoty

AVOTANPOVUEVIG TE THC PUoEMG KOl Kobeotnkviog, ALY KabeotnKving Hev Tolg

aml@dg Nééotv, avaminpovuévng 6¢ kai toig évavtiolc. (1152h33-53a4)

Furthermore, since the good consists either of an activity or a state, those processes

which restore us to a natural state are incidentally pleasant. In the case of appetites,

since there are pleasures that do not accompany pain and appetite, such as the

activities of contemplation, when one’s nature is not at all in need. An indication of

this is that people do not experience the same pleasure when their natural state is

being replenished as when it has been restored; rather, when it has been restored they

experience what is pleasant without qualification, whereas when it is being

replenished they even experience the opposite sort[.] (Trans. Inwood and Woolf)
In the context of this passage, Aristotle is responding to an opponent who has identified pleasure
with a kind of genesis, or coming-to-be, since it accompanies an individual’s restoration to a

complete state. For Aristotle, some pleasures do indeed operate in this way, but they differ from

the pleasures that are felt by someone who is already in a complete state — that is, those that

13 Anger, unlike hatred, requires that one be the agent of revenge, but the victim may reasonably be seen as exacting
a penalty obtained in a case he has prosecuted.
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accompany the natural state’s unimpeded activity (1153a14-15). The pleasures associated with
coming-to-be are pleasant just to this or that person, in her or his particular condition — for
instance, she might be sick or hungry — whereas the others are pleasant without qualification.

We cannot but regard the pleasure arising from revenge as belonging to the group of
pleasures that are associated with coming-to-be, since it arises from the satisfaction of an
appetite which exists in the individual on account of his having been wronged, and not from the
kind of activity to which nothing can be added; anger is much more like hunger, or even erotic
desire, than it is like contemplation. If we understand it in this way, we see how the pleasure
involved in anger can be mixed with pain, as in the Rietoric’s definition of anger, and how it is
different from the purer pleasure that accompanies contemplation and other unimpeded activity.
It also explains how someone who would not normally enjoy inflicting pain on another person
can enjoy it because he is angry, and it reminds us that an angry person is not in his proper state,
as a result of the injury that has been inflicted on him. For Aristotle, the operation of justice
returns both parties to injustice, the victim and the offender, to their proper state through the
pain that is inflicted on the criminal—he because his unjust profit is lost, and his victim because
the natural desire that was created in him at the time of the offence has been fulfilled. The judge
effects the work of justice by pursuing vengeance on the victim’s behalf, and in granting him the
satisfaction he desires, he settles the score between him and the offender, and provides for the
just distribution of goods that was ruined by the crime. In this way, the anger the victim feels,
which gives him an appetite for the offender’s suffering, plays a crucial role in motivating
Aristotle’s justification of punishment.

It is worth noting that Aristotle takes some degree of anger to be practically automatic as

a response to the appearance of wrongdoing, to the extent that actions that might otherwise be
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unjust can not only be justified when they are part of an angry response to wrongdoing, but even
attributed to the person who caused the provocation:
S10 KaA®dG T €K Bupol ovk €k mpovoiag kpivetar od yap apyel 6 Boud moldV, AL O
opyiocag. €Tt 6€ 00dE mepi 10D yevéaHat 1 un apePnteital, aAAd mepi Tod dikaiov: &ml

@owopévn yop adikig 1 opyn éotwv. (1135b25-29)

This is why it is right that what is done out of anger is not judged as being done by
premeditation. For the person who acts in anger does not start it, but the person who
made him angry. Moreover, whether it took place or not is not contested, but whether
it was just; for anger is a response to apparent injustice.

When one person has harmed another because he was angry, the question is only of whether his
anger was just, and Aristotle takes this to depend on the truth of the appearance of
wrongdoing.2* If the object of the other’s anger has in fact treated that person unjustly, then the
harm done was rightly incurred by the offending agent. In the Rhetoric, Aristotle says that to act
injuriously toward someone who has previously done one wrong hardly appears to be
wrongdoing at all, but rather that it has something pleasant and honourable in it. (1373a13-15)
Moreover, he holds it necessary that an affront which one recognizes as retaliation for one’s

own unjust treatment of another does not arouse anger as the same action otherwise would.

141, as | have been arguing, Aristotle understands anger as a response not only to insults, but to injustice,
acknowledging this has the benefit of closing the gap between his accounts of anger and of hatred. The narrow
construal of anger has led David Konstan and William Fortenbaugh to argue that Aristotle distinguishes sharply
between anger and hatred by taking hatred to respond to wrongdoing, and anger only to slights. (Konstan, ‘Aristotle
on Anger and the Emotions’, 109-110, Fortenbaugh, Aristotle on Emotions: A Contribution to Philosophical
Psychology, Rhetoric, Poetics, Politics and Ethics [London: Duckworth, 2002, 2" ed.], 105-107.) But Aristotle
describes anger as a ‘part of hatred” (udprov 8¢ 11 10D poode kai TV OpynVv 6l T0évar, Politics 1312b25-26). We
can make sense of this by admitting that both emotions respond to injustice, and by distinguishing anger through its
more closely interpersonal orientation. Hatred in general, like anger in particular, involves desiring that another
person suffer harm on account of wrong they have done, but the victim of the hated person’s wrongdoing may have
been anyone at all, and the one who hates only desires that harm should come to the wrongdoer, without
experiencing any particular desire to be its agent; the angry person, by contrast, is distinguished by his desire that
he himself be the agent of harm to someone who has harmed either him or someone close to him. It is for this
reason that anger must be oriented toward a particular person, whereas hatred in general can be directed toward
entire groups of people under a given description. (Thieves and sycophants are Aristotle’s examples, Rhetoric
1382a5-6.) Anger is therefore distinguished from hatred by its closely interpersonal quality. (6pyn p&v ovv éotiv 8k
@V PO avToV, EYBpa 8¢ Kal dvev Tod mpog avtdv. Rhet. 138213-4) It follows that Fortenbaugh is certainly right to
suppose that hatred, rather than anger, is the attitude of a juror voting to condemn an offender (105), though this
must not lead us to discount the fact that for Aristotle, such hatred is closely akin to the interpersonal attitude of
anger.
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(1379a32) Because justified anger at real injustice can motivate actions that would otherwise be
wrong, it is crucial that an Aristotelian agent, who is appropriately disposed to become angry in
response to wrongdoing, be able to tell exactly when another person is responsible for his or her
offending action, in the sense of being justly liable to an angry response.

The importance of this link between responsibility and response has been adumbrated in
a recent treatment by David Konstan, who has established a vital connection between Aristotle’s
treatment of anger and his account of voluntary and involuntary action. He describes the plea
that one’s action was involuntary as a strategy for the appeasement of anger, and so sets both
anger and voluntariness in an explicitly interpersonal light.*> As in Konstan’s discussion of
anger, the focus here is on slights, and his argument relies mainly on the Rhetoric’s discussion
of mpduvaig, or calming down. (1380a5-b2) If, in light of what was argued above, we once again
expand the Rhetoric’s narrow focus on slights in light of the Ethics’ interest in anger as a
response to wrongdoing generally, we can come to realize the far-reaching importance of anger
as an interpersonal emotional reaction. It is not only that Aristotle consistently introduces his
accounts of voluntariness in terms of interpersonal reactions to both virtue and vice, but also
that, in a scheme of rectificatory justice which is based on the reactive sentiment of anger, the
conditions required to justify anger take on a particularly central role.®

In a passage that is quoted above, we have seen that Aristotle describes anger as a
response to apparent injustice: &xi @atvouévn yap adwkia 1 0pyn éotwv. (1135b28-29) This claim

occurs in a passage in which Aristotle is concerned with showing how voluntariness relates to

15 Konstan, Before Forgiveness, 23-26.

16 In both the Eudemian and the Nicomachean versions, Aristotle introduces the topic of voluntariness with the
claim that only what is voluntary incurs either praise or blame. (EE 1223a9-15; EN 1109b30-35 On praise and

blame, see especially Susan Sauvé Meyer, Aristotle on Moral Responsibility: Aristotle on Moral Responsibility:
Character and Cause (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011, new ed.), ch. 2.
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justice. He refers to his account of voluntary action and asserts that some actions, though wrong,
are not instances of injustice if they are done involuntarily, but merely unjust acts. The
qualification that anger responds to apparent injustice must therefore make room for the
responder to ascertain that what strikes him as an offence has in fact been done involuntarily.
Anger, then, is like blame in being tied to voluntariness. As reactive emotions, both work to
motivate the account of voluntariness by making it a necessary matter of practical ethics to
ascertain whether an act is voluntary before it is possible to determine what ought to be one’s
own response. Because voluntary wrongdoing licenses reactions like anger and blame, and
because these not only carry social sanctions but also entail the desire for revenge, Aristotle
needs to offer a way of determining whether, in a given situation, anger is justified in response
to the wrongdoing at hand.

This, inits turn, is directly connected with Aristotle’s account of émieikewa, or fairness in
the application of the law. Someone who has this virtue will recognize that a lawgiver cannot
legislate for every particular situation, and will accordingly exercise a certain flexibility in
responding to the wrongdoing of others. Prominent in this regard is an assessment of the degree
to which the offender has acted voluntarily. In cases where the law, owing to its broad
generality, makes someone seem to be an offender, the equitable person is prepared to
countenance unforeseen considerations that exculpate the offender or mitigate his guilt. But
even while émeixeia provides a way in which the good man can modulate his response to
another’s wrongdoing according to a fair assessment of that person’s responsibility, this
response still remains tied to the offender’s guilt or innocence, and depends on this for its
justification. There is certainly no indication in Aristotle that the equitable person will refrain

from anger as a matter of policy: we must rather assume that to the extent that the equitable
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person is virtuous, he will strike the mean that is mildness and tend to be forgiving rather than to
go to the other extreme—Dbut when an especially wicked act calls for a proportionately angry
response, even the émekyc will not be wanting in the desire for vengeance.!” And crucially for
our discussion in the next chapter, Aristotle clearly assumes that the equitable person will have a
more thorough acquaintance with the facts of a case than what was available to the lawgiver,
and while this is reasonable enough, what Aristotle does not consider is how this person will
respond when his own knowledge of the case, though better than the lawgiver’s, still is not
enough to determine whether he should react with anger or blame on the one hand, or

forgiveness or pity on the other.

So far | have been arguing that Aristotle understands anger as an interpersonal response
to wrongdoing, and that his belief in justified anger informs his discussion of rectificatory
justice and motivates his treatment of voluntary action. I turn now to the evidence that
Peripatetic philosophers after Aristotle shared his understanding of anger. There is, first of all,
the fact that Stoics clearly came to understand anger as an emotional reaction to one person’s
injustice to another, and in their debate with the Peripatetics on the topic they certainly thought
they were discussing the same thing as their opponents. Even in the Chrysippean definition of
anger preserved by Stobaeus and Diogenes Laertius, there is some evidence of engagement with
Aristotle’s definition:

dpyn uév odv oty émbupio <tod> Tipmpicacior oV dokodva HStknKévon Tapd T
npootikov. (Stobaeus 2.91,10 = SVF 395)

Anger is a desire to take vengeance against someone who seems to have done wrong
contrary to what is fitting.

17 Nusshaum, ‘Equity and Mercy’, Philosophy and Public Affairs, Spring 1993, 22:2, 83-125, 97
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opyn 8¢ émbupia Tig TH®piag ToD dokoBVTOg NdIKNKEVOL 0O TpoonkovTmg. (DL
7.113 = SVF 396)

Anger is a desire for vengeance against someone who seems to have done wrong in a
way that is not fitting.

Like Aristotle’s, Chrysippus’ definition describes anger as a desire (6pe&ic in Aristotle, émbopia
in the Stoic definition) for vengeance (tipwpio in both), and repeats Aristotle’s qualification that
anger is in response to an apparent offense. It also includes the word mpoctjkov (or its cognate
adverb) as its final word: in the Stoic definition, the qualification that the apparent injustice must
have been committed contrary to what is fitting would be otiose—since any injustice is contrary
to what is fitting—unless it is meant to recall Aristotle’s definition (which makes room for the
possibility that slights might sometimes be called for). It is also clear that in objecting to the
Peripatetic defense of anger, Seneca took for granted that his opponents understood anger as a
response to injustice: indeed, as we shall see in the following chapter, it appears that the
strongest arguments Peripatetics brought against the Stoic rejection of the passions is that
without anger, a good person cannot respond adequately to injustice.

Within the Lyceum itself, there is also evidence that Theophrastus took anger to be a
response to wrongdoing. He seems to have held that anger is a natural response to injustice,
though even in the pursuit of vengeance it may not be a suitable basis for action. Some of his
advice regarding anger is preserved by Stobaeus:

OcoPPAcTOV: 0V PNV 0VOE HET™ OPYTIG TPAKTEOV TOIG PPOVILOLG OVIEV. AAOYIGTOV YO
Bopdg, kai petd Tpovoiag 00OV v mote TOMGELEY, ALY HEBV®V Tic PLAoVEIKINIG,
g Etuye, ypTitat Toidg Oppoic. dhote Oel un €& Hoyvov TAV AUAPTNUATOV TOC TILMPIOG
UNTE TapO TOV OIKETMV PNTE TP TOV GAADV AapPavely, tva T T@ Aoyioud
KpatioTov, un to Boud eilov del mpdtng kol dikny wapd Tdv ExOpdV Aapupdvng, €5
NS HEALELG GanTOV ) ATtdv éketvoug BAAYELY. TO Yap TIH®PEIGOal TvoL Kokde
gantov motodvro Siknv d186var ovy frrov §) Aappavety otiv. dote Sel oyoAf] poAlov

apovesBon {nteiv 1 toyémg aAvcttehdg 0vT®d Koldoat Tov £x0pov. (Stobaeus
3.19.12=526 FHSG)

Theophrastus: Nor indeed should men of practical wisdom do anything at all in anger.
For rage is most unreasonable and will never do anything with forethought, but, being
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drunk with contentiousness, it acts impulsively and at random. Consequently you
ought not to take immediate revenge for wrongs done, either from slaves or from
anyone else, in order that you may always do what reason deems best, not what is
dear to rage, and in order that you may exact a penalty from your enemies, as a result
of which you are going to harm them without causing yourself pain. For taking
revenge on someone while injuring oneself is no less to pay a penalty than to exact
one. Consequently one ought to seek to retaliate over a period of time rather than
quickly to chasten the enemy in a way not beneficial to oneself. (Tr. FHSG, with
modifications)

Theophrastus clearly understands anger in connection with vengeance for wrongs done: that
apoptnuatov must have his strong sense is clear from the fact that Theophrastus thinks it is
fitting for the offending party to pay a penalty for these misdeeds, and for the injured party to
exact it. He cautions against acting impulsively in anger on the grounds that it prevents agents
from choosing rationally, particularly when it comes to selecting the best way of harming an
enemy.® Thus, even while he commends the pursuit of vengeance, he offers a prudential reason
for waiting for anger to subside before taking revenge.'® The claim that anger renders agents
incapable of correct reasoning is also preserved in a passage of Marcus Aurelius which
approvingly discusses Theophrastus’ argument that wrongs done in anger are less serious than
those done from appetite. (Marcus Aurelius 2.10 = 441 FHSG) This is because the angry man is
forced by pain to become enraged, and acts irrationally without enjoying it, whereas the other
man acts on his appetite and takes pleasure in fulfilling it. This suggests that Theophrastus may
have accepted and built on Aristotle’s claim that anger is both a natural and a necessary passion

(NE1135b22), while contributing the advice that it should be limited without being removed

18 By contrast, at Politics 1312b25-34 Aristotle argues that the painfulness of anger and the fact that it causes
people not to use their reason can make it more, rather than less, effective.

19 Fortenbaugh comments: ‘It is the desire for revenge that makes a man “drunken with contentiousness” and
“subject to impulses,” and it is the belief that wrong has been done that causes a man to want “revenge for
misdeeds.” This belief can be erroneous, but it can also be quite correct and justify anger. The man of practical
wisdom avoids uncontrolled, impetuous action, but he does on occasion become angry.” (William W.
‘Theophrastus on Emotion’, in William Fortenbaugh, Pamela Huby, and A. A. Long, eds. Theophrastus of Eresus:
On his Life and Work, 209-29 [New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1985] 210-211)
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entirely.?’ This view may even lie behind the two neighbouring mentions of Theophrastus in
Seneca’s De Ira:

‘irascuntur boni uiri pro suorum iniuriis.” cum hoc dicis, Theophraste, quaeris
inuidiam praeceptis fortioribus et relicto iudice ad coronam uenis. quia unusquisque
in eiusmodi suorum casu irascitur, putas iudicaturos homines id fieri debere quod
faciunt; fere enim iustum quisque affectum iudicat quem adgnoscit. ...

‘Good men get angry at wrongs done to those close to them.” When you say this,

Theophrastus, you call your stronger teachings into disrepute, and ignore the judge to

face the gallery. Since everyone gets angry when something like that happens to those

close to them, you think people will judge that what they do is what ought to be done;

each person generally thinks any passion just if he recognizes that he has felt it.?

‘non potest,” inquit, ‘fieri,” Theophrastus, ‘ut non uir bonus irascatur malis.” isto

modo quo melior quisque, hoc iracundior erit. uide ne contra placidior solutusque

affectibus et cui nemo odio sit. (1.12.3 and 12.1 = 446 FHSG)

‘It is impossible,” says Theophrastus, ‘that a good man should not become angry with

the wicked.” On that view, the better a person is, the angrier he will be. Consider

whether, on the contrary, he is not more peaceable, and free from passions, and the

sort who holds no one in hatred.
Notwithstanding Seneca’s polemical purpose and his fondness for prosopopoeia, his two
Theophrastean interjections are consistent with the view of the Stobaeus and Marcus passages in
presenting anger as an unavoidable response to wrongdoing, and Seneca’s objections seem to
charge him with just this. Seneca seems to be exaggerating Theophrastus’ commitment to a
defence of the positive value of anger (since, as the Stobaeus passage shows, Theophrastus may
have been even more reticent than Aristotle in this vein), but he may be accurately reporting

Theophrastus’ insistence that even good men cannot help becoming angry in response to

20 There is also a striking similarity between what Marcus attributes to Theophrastus and Aristotle’s view that
akrasia is less shameful when it is due to thumos than when it is due to appetite (NE 1149a24-b3). However, if the
argument of the Marcus passage can be attributed to Theophrastus, it is appreciably different from the reasoning we
find in Nicomachean Ethics 7. Whereas for Aristotle the angry action is less bad in that it is like a command of
reason, though hastily and imperfectly understood, for Theophrastus (or Marcus) it is more like something one does
against one’s will, since one takes no pleasure in the action. For Aristotle the angry action has something good in it,
but for Theophrastus anger is just a mitigating factor in the assessment of a wrong. Something closer to this thought
appears at the end of Aristotle’s discussion, where he claims that angry actions are more likely to receive suggnome
because they are ‘more natural” (1149b4-11).

2L Cf. the very similar charge levelled by Epictetus at the Roman magistrate who deserted his sick daughter because
he was overwhelmed by feeling (1.11.6).
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injustice. Whereas Aristotle described complete freedom from anger as undesirable,
Theophrastus appears to have described it as impossible. That these two views are elided to
some extent in Seneca’s Stoic polemic reflects the fact that both Peripatetic positions must be
undermined in order to establish a Stoic account.

However, the most interesting aspect of Theophrastus’ contribution to the Peripatetic
philosophy of anger is to have made explicit a connection between anger and blame. The
relevant evidence comes from Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s Categories:

Ei 6¢ tveg émhapfavovor Tiig dloupécemg pn to &v ToAAd Tol006NG, dmep £0¢1, AAAN
7oA GLULPOPOVOTG £i¢ Ev Kol Ev £160¢ TIOgpévN S ThC EEemc Kkad dodécemg, §16TL O
ugv émretverar, 0 82 dvieton pévov &v i avth idtdtnT, Kai Aéyoley duvatdv etvan kKoi
Kat’ €100¢ S10pEPOVTA Tvo UNSEV KOADEY Exetv THV Katd 1O UAALOV Koi fTTOV
Sopopav Kol Topadeiypato EmGyoley TV HELWIV Kol TV OpynVv Kol oV Buudv, drep
onoiv 6 Oedppactoc &v ¢ Iepi TaddV kot TO PoALOV Kol fjTTov &Yy TV
Srapopay kai pn elvar Opoetdiy- opoimg 88 kol eiiic kai ebvola dmteiveton Kai
dvietan kai dALo £180g Ekatépa Eotiv, DUOTNG Te Kol OnpLotng Tpog dpynv Embvpia te
Kol Epmg oAHTOC SIECTNKEY, Kol KOOOAOV T0 SLGENUOTEPO TV TAODY ETTEWVOUEVA
gig GAho petoPdrrer gidoc. (Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 8 8026-7 = FHSG
438)

Suppose some people object to the classification which does not make the one many,
as (they say) is necessary, but brings together many into one and makes one class of
habit and disposition on the grounds that the former is intensified and the latter
slackened, while maintaining the same specific character. And suppose they say that
it is possible that nothing prevents even some things which differ in kind from
differing in respect of the more and less. And suppose they should adduce as
examples blame and anger and animosity, which Theophrastus in his work On
Emotions says differ in respect of the more and less and are not identical in kind.
Similarly, too, friendship and goodwill are intensified and relaxed and each is
different in kind; savagery and bestiality in relation to anger, and appetite and lust are
distinguished in the same way, and in general the more shameful of the emotions,
when intensified, change into another kind. [Tr. FHSG, with slight modifications]

In Simplicius’ report, Theophrastus is said to have situated anger on a kind of continuum with

néuyig, that is blaming or fault-finding, as well as Bvopog, animosity, which he seems to treat as

particularly intense or violent anger. In understanding anger as an intensification of blame,

Theophrastus makes a direct connection between the emotional reaction to the wrongdoing of
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another person and the attitude that holds another person accountable or responsible for
wrongdoing.?

The fragments of Theophrastus are particularly valuable in view of the scantness of
direct evidence for later Peripatetic treatments of the ethics of anger. In the Magna Moralia,
anger fits neatly into the author’s account of virtue as mean states of the passions.? Cicero
reports, with a focus on anger, a Peripatetic defence of the usefulness of the passions, but grief
receives a substantially greater share of the debate in his Tusculans.?* Alexander, though he
seems to have held to Aristotle’s doctrines that mildness moderates the passion of anger (Ethical
Problem 24.146,23) and that it is rational to be angry in some cases (Ethical Problem
29.159,32-34), does not foreground ethical discussion about the emotions. Large as the Lyceum
looms in Seneca’s treatment of anger, his opponents in the De Ira are most amply represented
by his response to their view, to which we will turn in our next chapter. Whatever may have

been lost of the later Aristotelian moral philosophy of emotion, there is no doubt that its

22 Fortenbaugh’s attempt to use Characters 17 (on the pepyipopog) to establish Theophrastus’ understanding of
uéuwig is unpromising for the simple fact that blaming one’s lot and blaming other people are hardly the same
thing. In his edition and commentary of the Characters, Diggle, who aptly renders the pepyipoipoc as ‘the
ungrateful grumbler’, rightly observes, ‘To translate pepyipopoc as “faultfinding, criticizing, querulous’ (LSJ) is to
overlook the second half of the compounds’ (376) In treating pepyipotpia as a synonym of uéuyic, Fortenbaugh
makes exactly this mistake. Better parallels for Theophrastus’ use of péuyic, which connect it directly with one
person’s holding another accountable for wrongdoing and justify the translation ‘blame’, are as follows: It is paired
with anger at Philoctetes 1309, where Neoptolemus, after giving Philoctetes back his bow, protests that Philoctetes
no longer has any reason to be angry with or to blame him: giév. ta pév 8% 16&™ &xgig, kovk E60° dtov | Spynv Exoic
av ovde pépyy i gpé. (1308-1309) Demosthenes associates blame with vengeful punishment at De Corona 85,
where the speaker disavows wrongdoing by arguing that his actions did not incur blame or punishment: xai pryv
Stav 7 véa Kol yv@ppo Tact T péypata, S6v TE KoOAMG Exn, XAPITog TuYXavel, &6v 0 G Tépwc, Tinmplac.
poivopal Toivuv £yd XAPLTog TETVYNKMS TOTE, Kol 00 péEpyemg ovdE Tipmpiog. Blame, along with reproach
(xatnyopin) is said to be due to wrongdoing in the Third Philippic: koi pnv kéaxeivo vy’ iote, 6T1 660 uev VIO
Aaxedapoviov §j 09 Hudv Enacyov ol "EAAvec, 6L’ odv vd yvnoiov yv° dvtov tig EALGSo¢ dtkodvTo, Kol TOV
avTOV TPOTOV GV TIg béhaPev ToDT0, Domep Av €1 VIOG &v 0VGIQ TOAAT] YEYOVOG YVNG10G IMKEL TL T KOADS Und’
dpBdC, Ko’ oTO PV TodT GEI0V HENYEMG ETvar Kol Katnyopiog, d¢ &’ od TPOSHKMV §| M 00 KANPOVOLLOG TOVTMOV
ov tadt’ énoiet, ovk gveivan Aéyewv. (Philippic 111 30). See also Xenophon Cyr. 4.5.21.1; 5.5.15.1

2 On ‘Magnus’, see Inwood, Ethics After Aristotle (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2014), 26-36

24 On Cicero’s account of the Peripatetic position, see Margaret Graver, Cicero on the Emotions: Tusculan
Disputations 3 and 4. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 163-167.
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proponents reflected the opinions of their school’s founders when they maintained that the
elimination of anger is neither feasible or desirable.

We therefore have clear evidence that the views of Aristotle and the earliest members of
the Peripatos are incompatible with the Stoic rejection of anger, and this gives us some access to
the Aristotelian opposition that proved fruitful to the Stoic philosophy of moral response. We
have seen that anger, as an other-directed, reactive emaotion, is not only concerned with social
standing, but with the justice of interpersonal action. For Aristotle, anger is fundamentally
linked to blame in that it attaches only to voluntary actions; this connection, which is also
articulated by Theophrastus, furnishes a link between the philosophy of moral responsibility and
the philosophy of moral response. As shall see in the next chapter, however, Seneca would show
that the connection between the wrongdoing of one person and the anger of another is not an
unbreakable one, since nothing makes it necessary, either as a matter of fact or of morals, that

anger should follow directly on the negative assessment of another person.
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Seneca: Doing Justice to Injustice

We have just considered the view, shared by Aristotle and his Peripatetic followers, that
the interpersonal emotional attitude of anger is necessary as part of a morally adequate response
to injustice. In Seneca, we find sustained criticism of this view, and the purpose of the present
chapter will be to show how Seneca defends the Stoic rejection of anger against the Peripatetic
claim that without anger, we cannot address injustice as we must. Of the many reasons Seneca
offers for eliminating anger, some stress the benefits of non-anger for the tranquillity of one’s
own soul, but our focus here will be on Seneca’s treatment of non-anger as the correct attitude to
the offender.? This chapter will argue that, by treating one person’s response to another’s
wrongdoing as needing its own justification above and beyond the offender’s moral
responsibility, Seneca challenges the idea that injustice justifies resentment, and with it the
notion that a response to wrongdoing which lacks anger will for that reason lack moral vigour.
For Seneca, the recognition of others” wrongdoing gives rise to its own inquiry in practical
ethics, which takes the offender’s responsibility for granted and focusses instead on the question
of how another moral agent should respond to the offence.

Seneca wrote two treatises on the response to wrongdoing, De Ira and De Clementia.?

The two works differ importantly in their mode of address, their public purpose, and the

! Martha Nussbaum, to whose sensitive account of the De Ira in her book The Therapy of Desire this study as a
whole is deeply indebted, points toward this approach: ‘Is mercy merely a strategy to keep the self pure from rage?
Or is it also supposed to be the correct attitude to the offender? Seneca’s argument begins by insisting on the former
goal; but by the end of the De Ira, and in the entirety of the De Clementia, he seems to endorse the latter view as
well.” (429) Cf. her very similar remarks in the crucial paper Equity and Mercy, 102-103, which draws lessons from
Seneca for contemporary social and judicial thought.

2 Seneca’s intense interest in what | am calling ‘the philosophy of moral response’ extends beyond these works.
Most prominently, the late treatise De Beneficiis considers how one ought to respond to the good actions of others
as well as how one should respond to their ingratitude. The latter theme is prominent in the treatise and coheres
well with Seneca’s general account of how one should respond to the unfairness of others; Seneca’s conclusion to
the entire work (7.26-32) amounts to a short essay on this topic, which heavily emphasizes its importance, and
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transparency with which they display their philosophical engagement, but they are united by
their orientation toward the problem of how to respond to acts of injustice. Where a leading rival
view holds both that anger is necessary in response to wrongdoing on the personal level, and
that on the social level, the administration of justice institutionalizes the desire for revenge, the
arguments for non-anger and for clemency are crucially and inextricably intertwined. In its
strictest sense, the virtue of clemency can operate only in judicial or political contexts, but the
judicial and the personal run together for Seneca, and in what follows I will treat them with the
same fluidity—on the understanding that, just as Seneca consistently assumes, many of the same
ideas actually do inform the response to wrongdoing in both kinds of cases. Both treatises, after
all, are addressed to people with whom Seneca had a close personal relationship—his brother
Novatus and his pupil, the emperor Nero—and both are written with a view to helping them

perform their function as judges.

In an important passage from the beginning of the De Clementia Seneca addresses the
view of unnamed opponents who hold that clemency, because it is essentially a response to
wrongdoing, works only in the interest of wrongdoers. As this passage falls directly between the
opening address to Nero in 1.1 and the prefatory division of the subject in 1.3, it seems to

represent a sort of introduction to the problem Seneca will consider:

contains the famous motto, uincit malos pertinax bonitas (7.31.1). De Beneficiis is alert to differences in personal
perspective on wrongdoing, as when Seneca counsels his readers to treat ingratitude as the greatest crime when they
face the prospect of committing it, but as the slightest crime when another person commits it against them. (1.10.4)
This is very close to Seneca’s treatment of ingratitude in Letter 81, where Seneca endorses the conduct of the
remissior iudex who discounts wrongdoing against benefits received from the same person; on this letter in
particular, and on judges in Seneca in general, see the crucial discussion by Inwood, ‘Moral Judgement in Seneca’,
in Reading Seneca: Stoic Philosophy at Rome, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2005) 201-223 (215-216 for Letter 81).

3 Cf. Nusshaum: ‘Seneca understands mercy as a broad notion, applicable in both public and private dealings—
although he is concerned with the assignment of punishments rather than the determination of guilt. Although
mercy does have a special prominence in the legal realm, it requires only the possibility of punishing.” (Therapy
428n38)
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Esse autem aliquos scio qui clementia pessimum quemque putent sustineri, quoniam
nisi post crimen superuacua est et sola haec uirtus inter innocentes cessat. sed primum
omnium, sicut medicinae apud aegros usus, etiam apud sanos honor est, ita
clementiam, quamuis poena digni inuocent, etiam innocentes colunt. deinde habet
haec in persona quoque innocentium locum, quia interim fortuna pro culpa est; nec
innocentiae tantum clementia succurrit, sed saepe uirtuti, quoniam quidem condicione
temporum incidunt quaedam quae possint laudata puniri. adice quod magna pars
hominum est quae reuerti ad innocentiam possit, si <clementia spem restituerit (suppl.
Ball)>.

Non tamen uolgo ignoscere decet; nam ubi discrimen inter malos bonosque
sublatum est, confusio sequitur et uitiorum eruptio; itague adhibenda moderatio est,
quae sanabilia ingenia distinguere a deploratis sciat. nec promiscuam habere ac
uolgarem clementiam oportet nec abscisam; nam tam omnibus ignoscere crudelitas
guam nulli. modum tenere debemus; sed quia difficile est temperamentum, quidquid
aequo plus futurum est, in partem humaniorem praeponderet. (De Clem. 1.2.1-2)

Now, | know there are some people who think that all the worst people are supported
by clemency, arguing that the need for it exists only after a crime has been
committed, and that it alone has no application among innocent people. But, to begin
with, just as medicine has its use among the sick, but is also honoured by those in
good health, so too clemency, though invoked by the guilty, is cultivated by the
innocent as well. Moreover, it also affects the standing of innocent people, since
sometimes fortune takes the place of guilt; nor does clemency come to the aid of
innocence alone, but often to the aid of virtue, since it does in fact happen that, owing
to the state of the times, what normally meets with praise meets with punishment
instead. Add to this that the majority of people can be turned back to innocence, if
<clemency restores hope.>

It is not, however, appropriate to grant pardon to one and all; for where the
distinction between the bad and the good has been effaced, the result is confusion and
and an explosion of vices; it is therefore necessary to exercise moderation of the kind
that can distinguish minds that can be cured from those beyond all hope. Clemency
must not be held out indiscriminately to one and all, nor should it be cut short. We
must keep some measure; but since moderation is difficult, and there will be
something more than would let the scale hang level, may the heavier side be the more
humane.

According to these opponents, responding with clemency to wrongdoing gives licence to

wrongdoers by creating for them a species impunitatis, as Calvin calls it in his commentary.*

4 Both Malaspina and Braund ad loc. cite Ammendola (1928) for the view that the unnamed opponents in this
passage are hard-line Stoic philosophers (apparently relying on Cicero, Pro Murena 61-63); both appear to favour a
connection with Cato’s speech in Sallust, Bellum Catalinum 52. Braund’s citation from Syme’s Sallust is apt,
however: ‘the Cato of the oration discards theory, neglects precedent and overrides legality.” (115, cited at Braund
183) Neither passage supports the notion that Seneca’s unnamed opponents are stricter or more orthodox Stoics: at
most, Cato’s speech represents high-minded aristocratic prejudice, and there is no need to take him as a spokesman
for Stoic doctrine. Cicero’s mocking remarks at Pro Mur. 61-3, where Cicero mentions Zeno’s rejection of pity and
pardon alongside a predictable set of Stoic paradoxes, should clearly be treated with caution, given Cicero’s
obvious goal of making Cato’s prosecution appear based on rigid, paradoxical convictions. In any case, Cicero
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This view may be a popular one, of the kind that is still common today; thus it need not have its
source in any philosophical school, and it may not always have a precise formulation.®
However, to the extent that this popular view involves a defence of punishment based on the
retributive sentiments, it is allied with the Aristotelian views that Seneca targets in the De Ira,
and this is natural enough, considering the role of widespread beliefs in Aristotelian thought.®
That Seneca so clearly understands clementia as involving freedom from anger is a further
indication that his treatise takes issue with Peripatetic views.” Just as in the De Ira, Peripatetic
objections put pressure on Seneca to show that non-anger does not fail in its adequacy to
confront wrongdoing, so too Seneca must defend clemency against the view that, by treating
offenders leniently, it simply tolerates criminality. In reply to the detractors of clemency, Seneca
exploits a thematic analogy between medicine and philosophical correction to show that what
responds to imperfection need not be imperfection’s ally: like medicine, clemency works to set

right what has gone wrong, and even those with no present need of healing or of correction can

makes no mention of an argument resembling the one Seneca attributes to his opponents. Thus, whatever
connection the passage from the Pro Murena has to Stoic doctrine, it bears no resemblance to the view Seneca is
criticizing; on the other hand, while Cato’s speech from the Bellum Catilinum does bear such a resemblance, it has
no meaningful connection to Stoic doctrine. For my own discussion of Seneca’s relationship to the views of the
early Stoa on this topic, see below, pp. 57-60.

5 Plutarch attributes a favourable view of the angry man to oi moAloi at De Cohibenda Ira 456f3 Such a view is the
principal target of Nussbaum’s Equity and Mercy; she considers the contemporary implications of her argument
from p. 109ff. For a discussion that is (wrongly, | believe) quite sympathetic to the retributive approach, see
Murphy, Forgiveness and Resentment, ch. 1 of Murphy and Hampton, Forgiveness and Mercy (Cambridge:
Cambridge Univeristy Press, 1988).

& That Seneca’s principal opponents in the De Ira are Peripatetics is a matter of general agreement. Even if, as
Fillion-Lahille contends, Seneca directs his criticism in Book 2 of the De Ira toward the Epicureans, they are, as
she herself puts it, unexpected allies of the Peripatetics. (Janine Fillion-Lahille, Le De Ira de Sénéque et la
philosophie stoicienne des passions [Paris: Klincksiek, 1984], 10-11)

" This is first in evidence during the speech Seneca gives to Nero (‘in hac tanta facultate rerum non ira me ad iniqua
supplicia compulit’, 1.1.3), but see also 1.5.4. The appeal to moderation near the end of the present passage should
not deceive us: Seneca emphatically does not advocate moderate anger or moderate hostility toward the wrongdoer,
so that any resemblance to Aristotle’s view is merely superficial. With this passage as a whole cf. De Ira 2.17.2:
““languidus” inquit “animus est qui ira caret.” Verum est, si nihil habeat ira valentius. Nec latronem oportet esse
nec praedam, nec misericordem nec crudelem: illius nimis mollis animus, huius nimis durus est; temperatus sit
sapiens et ad res fortius agendas non iram sed vim adhibeat.’
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admire that. Moreover, the regard in which medicine is generally held is due in large part to
each person’s awareness that he will someday be ill, so that this argument, together with the
next, impugns the misguided confidence of those who believe they do not, and never will, have
need of mercy.® Another central element of Seneca’s thought about the response to wrongdoing
is introduced in the argument that closes this paragraph: though commentators follow Gruter in
marking a lacuna at the end of the sentence, ‘adice quod magna pars hominum est quae reverti
ad innocentiam possit, si ...” it is clear that however this lacuna is filled, Seneca is connecting
clemency with the reform of the offender.® None of Seneca’s arguments deny that clemency is
directed toward other people as wrongdoers, but as we shall see, his view does not allow the
response to be fully determined by their status as such.

The view Seneca opposes bears a strong affinity to the concern regarding ‘condonation’
expressed in several recent treatments of forgiveness, where it figures as an argument in favour
of some degree of resentment.'® Seneca is apparently well aware of the danger of sliding into
condonation: in a striking formulation, ‘tam omnibus ignoscere crudelitas quam nulli,” he
equates the moral insensibility involved in indiscriminate pardoning with that involved in not

pardoning where pardon is due.!* What Seneca calls ‘promiscuam ac uolgarem clementiam’

8 Commentators (Favez 1950, 40, (cited by Malaspina, 248-249) Braund 180) describe Seneca’s second argument
in this passage (‘deinde habet... laudata puniri.”) as a flat denial of the premise that clemency only responds to
wrongdoing—an overstatement that obscures the subtlety of Seneca’s view. He shows that the innocent call on
clemency when they are taken for guilty. In these cases, clemency would be directed toward them as apparently
guilty parties, so understood from the perspective of person who is responding to their perceived wrongdoing. Thus
Seneca does not deny that clemency is inherently a reaction to wrongdoing, allowing for the important qualification
that it is the appearance of wrongdoing, from the point of view of the responder, to which it really reacts.

® Malaspina argues in favour of supplements, such as A. P. Ball’s, which include the word ‘clementia’; neither he
nor Braund, who prints Basore’s ‘si poenae remissio fuerit’ believes that a definitive supplement is possible.

10 See especially Aurel Kolnai, ‘Forgiveness’, 91-106, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, New Series, Vol. 74
(1973-1974), 96-97, Hampton, ‘Forgiveness, Resentment and Hatred’, ch. 2 of Murphy and Hampton, Forgiveness
and Mercy 39-42, Griswold, Forgiveness, 46-47

11 Braund usefully comments ad loc. that ‘crudelis’ and ‘crudelitas’, which together occur twenty times in the De
Clementia, often occur where the definition of ‘clementia’ is at issue, and that ‘at 2.4.1 Seneca explicitly denotes
crudelitas as the antithesis of clementia.” Crudelitas is itself frequently connected with anger, as especially at De
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cannot really be clemency at all, but rather a specious defect, since real clemency, being a
virtue, could never be disparaged in such terms terms. Recognizing the real difficulty of
discovering the right punishment in each particular case, Seneca urges Nero to incline toward
clemency; this honest recognition of the difficulty of correctly judging others justifies clemency
as the best attitude to take toward them, at least in the absence of a perfect understanding of
where to set a penalty. It is vital to Seneca’s argument, however, that he prove that clemency
does not undermine the discrimen inter malos bonosque. To demonstrate that freedom from
anger is not tantamount to universal condonation, Seneca must show how the flexibility afforded
by clemency, with its suspension of the harshest judgement, does not impair the sanction of
wrongdoing by responding mildly to those who act unjustly.

It is therefore a crucial step in Seneca’s strategy to distinguish clemency from
condonation by showing that the response directed toward a wrong is separable from the
recognition of its wrongness. Anger, for Seneca, does not arise automatically from the
acknowledgement that another person has done wrong, so that a response to wrongdoing is a
matter of further judgement for the responder. Clemency and freedom from anger are perfectly
compatible with disapproval and even condemnation:

parcendum est etiam improbandis civibus (De Clem. 1.5.1)
Mercy should be shown even to citizens who deserve reproach.

bonus iudex damnat improbanda, non odit. (De Ira 1.16.6)

A good judge condemns what warrants reproach—he does not hate it.

Ira 2.12.6: ‘Quantum est effugere maximum malum, iram, et cum illa rabiem saevitiam crudelitatem furorem, alios
comites eius adfectus!” and 2.13.2: “‘Quid est est amimi quiete otiosius, quid ira laboriosius? Quid clementia
remissius, quid crudelitate negotiosius?’ The use of crudelitas in this passage is still somewhat puzzling, however:
just how is cruel to pardon indiscriminately? Insofar as crudelitas is the opposite of clementia, Seneca could just be
using it to mean ‘not-clemency’, but interpreting the term as ‘moral insensibility’ preserves a more robust
comparison between the unforgiving and the indiscriminate; Seneca would thus be exploiting the term’s
etymological connection to roughness and lack of cultivation.
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Though a sound judge will recognize the badness of another’s action or character, she will also
recognize the occasion to formulate her own response, which need not be an angry or hateful
one. Because the response is a new action (the responder’s rather than the wrongdoer’s), it can
be done wrongly or rightly, and indeed an angry response may be just as deserving of correction
as the fault to which it responds.

Nec umguam committet uirtus ut uitia dum compescit imitetur; iram ipsam
castigandam habet, quae nihilo melior, saepe peior iis delictis quibus irascitur. (De
Ira 2.6.2)12

Nor will virtue ever go so wrong as to imitate vices at the very time when it seeks to

restrain them; it takes anger itself to warrant rebuke, as it is no better—and is often
worse—than the offences at which it is directed.

Naturally, Seneca can only treat anger as worthy of reproach if such a passionate reaction is
voluntary in its own right. This, in fact, is what Seneca has just established a little earlier in
Book 2 of the De Ira, where a substantial preface argues for the Chrysippean view that anger
depends on an act of assent. Not only does this allow Seneca to urge its elimination (which, as
he acknowledges at 2.2.1, he could not do if anger were a purely automatic reaction), but it also
allows him to divide the assessment of another’s action and the reaction to it into separate acts
of the rational faculty. He distinguishes three movements of the soul that may take place in
reaction to another’s wrongdoing, of which two are non-passionate and one is passionate:

Et ut scias quemadmodum incipiant adfectus aut crescant aut efferantur, est primus
motus non uoluntarius, quasi praeparatio adfectus et quaedam comminatio; alter cum
uoluntate non contumaci, tamquam oporteat me uindicari cum laesus sim, aut
oporteat hunc poenas dare cum scelus fecerit; tertius motus est iam inpotens, qui non
si oportet ulcisci uult sed utique, qui rationem euicit. (2.4.1)

And so that you may know how passions begin or grow or become carried away:
there is an initial, non-voluntary motion, a readying of the passion, as it were, or a

12 Cf. also 3.25.2. ‘denique debeat poenas: non est quod cum illo paria faciamus.” The pithy fragment, culpa est
totam persequi culpam, cited by Nussbaum as 11.7,fr., which might otherwise support this point, is probably not
genuine; see Braund 423. Depending on the precise meaning of persequi in this sentence, it may or may not come
close to reflecting Seneca’s view; cf. his use of a cognate expression in 1.12.2.: ‘Pater caedetur: defendam; caesus
est: exequar, quia oportet, non quia dolet.’
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kind of threat; then another involving volition, but not stubborn volition, such as the
thought that it would be right for me to take vengeance because | have been harmed,
or that it would be right for this person to suffer punishment because he has done a
wicked deed; the third motion is without control, and wants to take revenge not if it is
proper, but in any case, and it has overpowered reason.

Inwood (61-62), who is followed in this by Vogt (71), has shown that only the third movement
of the soul is really anger.®® It follows that the judgement that another person has done wrong,
belonging as it does to the second movement, can be reached without its leading directly to a
passionate impulse toward revenge. If some other consideration moves an agent to respond
differently (putauit se aliquis laesum, uoluit ulcisci, dissuadente aliqua causa statim resedit:
hanc iram non uoco, motum animi rationi parentem. (2.3.4)), the responder acts not angrily but
rationally, but evidently his action is still a response to the harm he takes himself to have

suffered.

In directing both Nero and Novatus, the addressees of De Clementia and De Ira, to
consider their own responses more closely than the wrongdoing of others, Seneca draws
attention to a more immediate, practically oriented problem than that of moral responsibility.
Rather than attending only to the sometimes inscrutable question of the causes behind another’s
wrongdoing, a follower of Seneca’s prescriptions will concentrate on the question of how he
should respond to it—a question that circumstances require him to answer to the best of his
ability. By eliminating the reactive attitude of anger, this person becomes free to respond in a
genuinely active way, as the circumstances demand. That Seneca anticipates resistance to his

approach is signalled by the many objections he considers in the course of these two

13 Vogt, ‘Anger, present injustice and future revenge in Seneca’s De Ira’ in Gareth Williams and Katharina Volk,
eds., 57-74, New Developments in Seneca Studies. Columbia Studies in the Classical Tradition. Leiden: Brill, 2006,
71, helpfully distinguishes the agent’s impressions at the two stages as follows: ‘In stage 2, the agent thinks things
like “it is right for me to take revenge because | have been offended.” In stage 3 she does not think in terms of what
is right: she will assent to something like “I have to take revenge because | have been offended.’
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conversational treatises. Prominent among these is an objection related to the one just
considered, but with a different emphasis: whereas in the beginning of the De Clementia, as we
saw above, Seneca addresses the concern that clemency offers a kind of impunity to
wrongdoers, in an early passage from the De Ira he considers the implications of non-anger for
the action of the person who responds to wrongdoing, answering the charge of the proponents of
moderate anger that the elimination of anger makes action grow languid and lose its vigour:

Optimum itaque quidam putant temperare iram, non tollere, eoque detracto quod
exundat ad salutarem modum cogere, id uero retinere sine quo languebit actio et uis
ac uigor animi resoluetur. (1.71)

And so certain people think that it is best to moderate anger instead of removing it,
and by stemming its overabundance, to force it to a wholesome mean, while still
retaining that without which action will grow languid, and the strength and vigour of
the mind will be undone.

Earlier, we have seen Aristotle express the concern that someone who does not become angry is
not merely foolish, but also insensible to the moral demands of self-respect and care for those
close to him. Insofar as ‘languebit actio et uis ac uigor animi resoluetur’ plausibly represents the
thought behind Aristotle’s claim that the angerless man ‘dokei yap ovk aicOdvesBar ovdE
MmeicOar’, it seems possible that, when he counters this objection, Seneca is responding to a
genuinely Aristotelian view taken up by his own Peripatetic opponents. To meet this challenge,
Seneca must substantiate the non-angry response to wrongdoing as well as discrediting the
angry response. Seneca’s critique of anger depends not only on separating the response of a
second or third party from the offender’s responsibility, but establishing what a rational, non-
angry response will be. In this Seneca’s thought on the response to wrongdoing moves beyond
the mere elimination of anger to consider both the structure and the content of a non-angry
response. Seneca makes it clear that the range of responses available to the non-angry man is

broader than might be assumed, since many conventionally accepted responses that are often
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taken to require anger do not require it at all; moreover, Seneca allows that without anger and in
the right circumstances, they are perfectly appropriate—though when driven by higher motives
than anger, these responses take on an entirely different character.

In the De Ira, this emerges when an imagined interlocutor objects to Seneca’s rejection
of anger by putting to him an extreme case in which, on conventional assumptions, it would
simply be impossible, and perhaps even reprehensible, not to become angry:

‘Quid ergo?’ inquit ‘uir bonus non irascitur, si caedi patrem suum uiderit, si rapi

matrem?’ Non irascetur sed uindicabit, sed tuebitur. Quid autem times ne parum

magnus illi stimulus etiam sine ira pietas sit? Aut dic eodem modo: ‘quid ergo? cum

uideat secari patrem suum, uir bonus non flebit nec linquetur animo?’ Quae accidere

feminis uidemus, quotiens illas leuis periculi suspicio perculit. Officia sua uir bonus

exequetur inconfusus, intrepidus; et sic bono uiro digna faciet ut nihil faciat uiro

indignum. Pater caedetur: defendam; caesus est: exequar, quia oportet, non quia dolet.

(De lra 1.12.1-2)

‘What?’ says someone, ‘Does a good man not become angry if he sees his father

being killed or his mother being raped?’ He will not be angry, he will avenge and

protect. Why are you afraid that without anger, respect for his obligations will be too

little to get him going? Or try saying, ‘What? When he sees his father being wounded,

won’t a good man weep and lose spirit?” That’s what we see happening to women,

whenever they are struck by the smallest hint of danger. A good man will carry out

his duty without confusion or trepidation; in doing what is worthy of good man he

will do nothing that is unworthy of a man. Is my father being murdered? I’11 defend

him. Has he been murdered? I’11 avenge him, because it befits me, not because it

pains me.
This challenge invokes the limit case in which manifest injustice is done in proximity to a good
man, where the victim is a beloved member of his family. In this case, not only does it seem
nearly impossible to avoid becoming angry, but a conventional assessment of the morally
appropriate reaction would seem to require an angry response. How, then, if he does not become
angry, can a man who loves his family as he should do justice to the injustice of extreme
physical violence inflicted on those who have the greatest claim on his care? It is no
exaggeration to say that the viability of Seneca’s argument against anger turns on his ability to

answer this challenge, since if he is forced to countenance even a limit case in which anger is
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appropriate, he has given away the game to the Peripatetics.'* Seneca’s reply depends on
showing that an agent who has not assented to becoming angry nevertheless has a broad range
of responses available to him, so that whatever reaction reason requires is possible without any
need for a passionate emotional response. Virtue itself, as he says here and elsewhere, provides
on its own sufficient motivation. (1.12.2, cf. e.g. 2.17.2) This argument must succeed in order to
disable the Peripatetics’ leading argument in defence of anger, which is that, in certain
situations, a person of appropriate moral sensibility simply cannot avoid it and should not.

What is surprising about Seneca’s reply is that, in the limit case put to him in the
objection, the response he recommends is the pursuit of revenge. Since revenge is the very thing
that the angry person desires, Seneca has been thought to concede, however tacitly, that he
cannot quite meet the objection. Writing about this passage in an extremely valuable chapter on
the De Ira in The Therapy of Desire, Martha Nussbaum identifies what she considers a tension
in Seneca’s account, and asks how the good person’s justified pursuit of revenge does not
collapse into anger:

What are the judgements of the good person in this example? It would appear that
they include the following: a deliberate and culpable wrong has been done to
someone who is important to me, someone whom | am obliged to protect. This person
ought to be punished, ought to suffer for what he has done. But what, then, are the
judgements of the angry person? Again, they seem to include the belief that a
deliberate wrong has been committed, that the wrong is in some way important, and
that it will be good for vengeance to come to the wrongdoer. These judgements, it
appears from both Seneca’s account and other Stoic accounts, are sufficient for anger;
indeed, on the Chrysippean view, which Seneca accepts, they are what anger is. But
then, if the good person really has these judgements, he is angry, whether he foams at
the mouth and rolls his eyes or not. The measured and diligent pursuit of revenge
described here looks precisely like a type of anger—a type, moreover, that may
jeopardize Seneca’s attempt to link anger to excess and lack of control. If, on the
other hand, the good person does not really have the judgements characteristic of the
angry person, then it seems to be still an open question whether and to what degree he
will pursue the offender and take risks to protect his own. (414-415)

14 That Seneca presents this challenge as a Peripatetic view is signalled by the fact that, at 1.12.3, Theophrastus is
prosopopoetically introduced to support it with the words, ‘Irascuntur boni viri pro suorum iniuriis.’
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Naturally, Nussbaum is quite right to ask what are the judgements of the good man who pursues
vengeance, given the centrality of impulse, which is expressed by a judgement, in Stoic moral
psychology. If a defence of Seneca’s response is to be possible, it must offer a description of the
good avenger’s motivation that distinguishes his rational impulse from a description of the
angry man’s passionate impulse to cause harm. We can, moreover, ask a related question: how
iIs it that Seneca can endorse the act of avenging one’s father and mother, when, in the same
work, he can condemn vengeance in the strongest terms, with a swipe at those who endorse it:
‘Inhumanum verbum est et quidem pro iusto receptum ultio.”? (De Ira 2.32.1) If we are to
preserve the coherence of Seneca’s account, we must discover in it different ways in which
vengeance can be understood that would account for its being sometimes just, while elsewhere
the word itself is inhumane.

We can begin to resolve these worries if we consider the terms in which Seneca states
the good man’s obligation to respond to violence done to his parents. Here we see that he
contrasts anger, as a kind of painful desire, with the unshaken, unswerving fulfilment of the
son’s officium. Moreover, there is a difference in direction between the appropriate and the
inappropriate attitudes: in Seneca’s assertion that the good man non irascetur sed uindicabit, sed
tuebitur, the anger he will not feel would have the offender as its object, whereas uindicabit and
tuebitur have as their object the man’s injured parents. Being motivated by pietas instead of
anger, the good son will pursue the offender for his parents’ sake and to fulfil his obligation to
them, not than for the sake of harm to the offender or to satisfy his own appetite for vengeance.
Rather than believing ‘that it would be good for vengeance to come to the wrongdoer’, as
Nussbaum construes his motivation, the good person believes that, given what another person

has done to his family, it is right for him to respond as pietas demands, even if this means
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attacking the wrongdoer. It is only to the extent that it is motivated by rational considerations
that Seneca endorses revenge; when it is motivated by the desire to harm another human being,
Seneca can still denounce it as inhuman. From a Stoic perspective, it certainly is bad for me
when something happens to my family, if it happens because | have failed in my duty to protect
them, and it will always be good for me to do what reason demands. To the extent that pietas
does require some form of revenge, a good man will pursue it with exactly that as his
motivation.

Another of the examples discussed by Nussbaum helps to corroborate the idea that we
can distinguish a virtuous from a vicious response by considering the judgements of the
responder. Seneca holds that a person acts well when she exacts a penalty because she knows
she ought to, but badly when she desires the pleasure she expects from taking revenge:

‘Minus’ inquit ‘contemnemur, Si uindicauerimus iniuriam.” Si tamguam ad remedium
uenimus, sine ira ueniamus, non quasi sit dulce uindicari, sed quasi utile. (De Ira
2.33.1)

‘If we avenge injustice,” says someone, ‘we shall not be held in contempt.” Yes, but if
we approach it as a remedy, if we approach it without anger, treating vengeance not
as something pleasant, but as something useful.

This way of putting it allows that revenge, which the angry person always desires, is only
sometimes the appropriate response. To reinforce this point, Seneca tells a story illustrating the
claim that revenge is in many cases so far from being the best response that, in these cases, it is
better not even to acknowledge the injury:

Saepe adeo inuriam uindicare non expedit ut ne fateri quidem expediat. C. Caesar
Pastoris splendidi equitis Romani filium cum in custodia habuisset munditiis eius et
cultioribus capillis offensus, rogante patre ut salutem sibi filii concederet, quasi de
supplicio admonitus duci protinus iussit; ne tamen omnia inhumane faceret aduersum
patrem, ad cenam illum eo die inuitauit. Uenit Pastor uultu nihil exprobrante.
Propinauit illi Caesar heminam et posuit illi custodem: perdurauit miser, non aliter
quam si filii sanguinem biberet. Unguentum et coronas misit et obseruare iussit an
sumeret: sumpsit. Eo die quo filium extulerat, immo quo non extulerat, iacebat
conuiua centesimus et potiones uix honestas natalibus liberorum podagricus senex
hauriebat, cum interim non lacrimam emisit, non dolorem aliquo signo erumpere

46



passus est; cenauit tamguam pro filio exorasset. Quaeris quare? habebat alterum. (De
Ira 2.33.3-4)

Often, avenging an injury is so far from being the best course that it’s better not even
to mention it. Once, when Gaius Caesar had in custody the son of Pastor, a
distinguished Roman knight—he’d felt slighted by his neatness and his careful
hairdo—upon the father’s asking the favour of his son’s release, he instead ordered
his prompt execution, as if he’d been reminded of the penalty he’d wanted to inflict.
But to prevent his treatment of the father from being entirely unkind, he invited him
to dinner on the same day. Pastor came, without a hint of reproach in his expression.
Caesar drank him a toast and set him a guard; the wretched man endured it, just as if
he were drinking his son’s blood. He set out ointments and garlands, and gave orders
to watch whether he took them; take them he did. On the very day on which he had
buried his son, or rather hadn’t buried him, he lay one guest among a hundred, and
he, a gouty old man, drank draughts that would hardly be proper on his son’s
birthday. Meanwhile he suffered not a tear to fall, not a sign to break out that would
reveal his grief. He dined as though pleading for his son. Why, you ask? He had
another.

With his son newly slaughtered by Caligula, Pastor evidently had cause for anger if there ever
can be cause, so that his story also functions as a limit case. It is only care for his other son—
whom Seneca, ever the rhetorician, conceals until the end of his story—that makes it right for
him to behave as he did at the emperor’s banquet.”® With this story, Nussbaum helpfully
compares two stories told later in the De Ira: that of Praexaspes, who praised the drunken
Cambyses’ aim when, to prove he could, he had shot Praexaspes’ son in the heart, (3.14) and
that of Harpagus, whose ready wit found praise for the Persian king who had served him his
children for dinner. (3.15) Seneca makes it clear that in these two cases, he is only drawing the
conclusion that it is possible to suppress anger in even the most extreme cases, and he has no
praise for the actions of these fathers; we should, however, resist the conclusion Nussbaum
appears to advance, which is that Seneca is tempted, in these extreme cases, by the view he has
so far opposed:

Throughout Book 3 there are quite a few examples of people not getting into political
trouble because they refrained from displaying anger; and this is officially supposed
to be a good thing. But Seneca cannot fully accept his own advice. He can’t really say

15 By rhetorically postponing the mention of Pastor’s second son, Seneca artfully highlights the difference this
consideration makes to our assessment of his actions.
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that these parents were right to detach themselves that much, to give into the demand
for flattery as if it didn’t really matter.... And, very significantly, he judges that
Praexaspes, in his deferential avoidance of anger, is even worse than Cambyses, even
more to be cursed by the gods. No longer a mild doctor, Seneca wishes ill to the
wrongdoer: di male perdant is far from a medical response. (434)

In fact, the difference between Pastor and Praexaspes is a convincing illustration of Seneca’s
thoughtfulness about the response to wrongdoing. Neither goes wrong by responding with
anger, and yet Pastor responds rightly, and Praexaspes wrongly, to a tyrant’s injustice. This is
because Pastor, like the good person whose measured pursuit of vengeance Seneca has already
praised, is motivated by pietas, whereas Praexaspes is motivated by fear:

Contempsissem Romanum patrem, si sibi timuisset: hunc iram compescuit pietas. (De
Ira 2.33.6)

I’d hold the Roman father in contempt, if he’d been afraid for his own sake; as it was,
his sense of duty curbed his anger.

Though both fathers succeed in not becoming angry, Praexaspes fails at the next step, by
choosing another wrong response. His sycophantic praise of Cambyses is indeed slavish—not
because he has failed in respect of anger, but because he has failed in respect of courage. Pastor,
on the other hand, is praised for acting calmly and arriving at the best course of action, all things
considered, and for acting with a view to a genuine good, namely, the fulfillment of his parental
duty toward his surviving son.

Accounting for the difference between the angry man and the non-angry avenger in
terms of the description on which he intends his action also helps to explain why Seneca claims
that freedom from anger helps to guarantee the justice of a particular punishment. Not only is

clemency fully compatible with attributing responsibility to the wrongdoer, but Seneca also

16 Nussbaum’s remarks (434) on the ‘angry words’ that Seneca uses to tell these stories and the ‘vehemence of his
condemnations of Cambyses and the Persian king” are apt and sensitive, but we need not see these features of
Seneca’s language as a sign of tension in his account. As Seneca tells us, an orator will sometimes feign anger to
make his point; the tone of these passages reflects this rhetorical strategy. (2.17)
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presents reasons for thinking that, in contrast to the person who is angered by wrongdoing, only
the non-angry person is in a position to distinguish correctly between the innocent and the
guilty. The defenders of moderate anger would agree, of course, that any anger is immoderate
when it is directed toward those who have not offended. For Seneca, anger is often oblivious to
the difference between guilt and innocence—and this is in part because it is not subject to
moderation—so that the Aristotelian goal of getting angry with the right people in the right way
(NE 1126a4-6) is simply not feasible. Seneca relates an anecdote in which Plato, angry with one
of his slaves, recognizes that passion impairs his judgement, and so asks Speusippus to exact
punishment in his stead:

‘tu,” inquit ‘Speusippe, seruulum istum uerberibus obiurga; nam ego irascor.” Ob hoc
non cecidit propter quod alius cecidisset. ‘Irascor’ inquit; ‘plus faciam quam oportet,
libentius faciam: non sit iste seruus in eius potestate qui in sua non est.” Aliquis uult
irato committi ultionem, cum Plato sibi ipse imperium abrogauerit? Nihil tibi liceat
dum irasceris. Quare? quia uis omnia licere. (De Ira 3.12.6-7)

‘Speusippus,” he said, ‘you give that worthless little slave a beating to chide him. |
myself am angry.” Thus he did not stumble because another stumbled. ‘T am angry,’
he said, ‘I will do more than is right, and | will do it with more pleasure than is right:
may that slave not be in the power of someone who is not in his own.” Does anyone
want revenge to be entrusted to the angry, when Plato himself abdicated that very
power? Let nothing be permitted to you when you are angry. Why? Because you want
everything to be permitted.

Plato’s restraint in punishing his slave accords with a general principle articulated in the De
Clementia, in a passage where Seneca is illustrating the importance of considering punishment
from one’s point of view as the responder:

Seruis imperare moderate laus est. et in mancipio cogitandum est, non quantum illud

impune possit pati, sed quantum tibi permittat aequi bonique natura, quae parcere

etiam captiuis et pretio paratis iubet. (De Clem. 1.18.1)

It is praiseworthy to be moderate in the command of slaves. Even in the case of

human chattel, one must think not how much can be inflicted on them with impunity,

but how much fairness and goodness permit you, which enjoin mercy even for
captives and people bought for a price.
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Someone who is in a position to inflict punishment on another person should not ask what the
other can suffer, but what he himself can rightly inflict; in so saying, Seneca emphatically
privileges response over responsibility. In Seneca’s anecdote, Plato distinguishes between the
(correct) impulse to punish another person according to law and the (passionate) impulse to
cause that person harm. Seneca takes for granted that beating is the appropriate punishment for
the slave in this story, so that it is right for Plato to make sure that he receives just this. The
slave is after all a wrongdoer ex hypothesi, and both Seneca and the character Plato take it that it
IS right to impose a punishment of some kind. Plato is aware, however, that if he beats the slave
while he is angry, the right punishment is not what he will impose. Someone whose impulse is
described by the judgement, ‘It is fitting for me to exact a just penalty,” acts with a clearer view
of precisely what punishment is deserved than someone whose impulse is described by, ‘I can’t
wait to beat the lights out of that worthless slave.” It is therefore a further implication of
Seneca’s position that an Aristotelian attempt to distinguish voluntary from involuntary
wrongdoing, if it is understood to license anger toward voluntary injustice, is liable to
undermine itself, since the passion that responds to the appearance of injustice is likely to
obscure judgement about the reality of that appearance, so that distinguishing response from
responsibility actually makes for a more exact, rather than a less demanding, assessment of an

offender’s culpability.t’

17 Cf. Nussbaum’s discussion, which is alert to the difference between responsibility and response, and
acknowledges the potential for a blurring of the lines between the two: ‘Sometimes... the response will be to
sympathize with the plight of a character without blaming, whereas in other cases there may be both blame and a
merciful punishment. The line is, and should be difficult to draw, for the factors that make mercy appropriate also
begin to cast doubt on full moral responsibility.” (Equity and Mercy, 109n50) This is true as far as it goes, but it is
important to add that it counts as a reason in favour of approaching another’s wrong act from within a framework of
moral response. If we distinguish response from responsibility, we can arrive at a response without being
committed to a particular decision about another’s responsibility.
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Not only can an angry response easily become too violent (cf. De Clem. 1.1.3), but even
if it involves the very same action as the infliction of merited punishment, the person who takes
a vindictive pleasure in meting out the punishment will be carrying out the action in the wrong
way. Seneca is persistently critical of the Aristotelian position that finds pleasure in the
fulfillment of the desire for revenge:

‘At enim ira habet aliquam uoluptatem et dulce est dolorem reddere.” Minime; non
enim ut in beneficiis honestum est merita meritis repensare, ita iniurias iniuriis. Illic
uinci turpe est, hic uincere. (De Ira 2.32.1)

‘But anger has a certain pleasure; it’s sweet to return pain for pain.” Not in the least!
It is not the case that, as with benefits, it is noble to return merit for merit, so too to
return wrong for wrong. In that case it is shameful to be outdone, but in this case it is

shameful to outdo.

As we saw in the last chapter, the pleasure that comes from the satisfaction of anger is central to
Aristotle’s account of rectificatory justice. Because Seneca rejects it, and certainly does not
believe that it could provide the appropriate motivation for the treatment of wrongdoers, he must
adopt a view of punishment that is entirely different from what Aristotle espouses.

In the De Ira, when Seneca first alludes to his theory of punishment, it is in response to
his interlocutor’s concern that the elimination of anger leaves no room for the correction of
wrongdoers:

‘Quid ergo? non aliquando castigatio necessaria est?’*® Quidni? sed haec sine ira,
cum ratione; non enim nocet sed medetur specie nocendi. Quemadmodum quaedam
hastilia detorta ut corrigamus adurimus et adactis cuneis, non ut frangamus sed ut
explicemus, elidimus, sic ingenia uitio praua dolore corporis animique corrigimus.
(Delra 1.6.1)

“What? Isn’t chastisement sometimes necessary?’” Who denies that? It must, however,
be carried out with reason rather than anger, for it does not do harm, but rather heals
under the guise of harming. Just as we heat warped spears to straighten them, and

even strike them and apply wedges—not to break them, but to untwist them—so too
we use physical and mental pain to correct those made crooked by vice.

18 Cf. the very similar protestation at De Ben. 3.17.1: ‘Quid ergo? Impunitus erit ingratus?” (‘What? Will the
ungrateful person go unpunished?”).
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Throughout the De Ira and the De Clementia, Seneca underscores the importance of punishing
without anger, even when a harsh physical penalty is thought to be necessary, and he urges
restraint in every case where it is possible; in this passage, he goes on to compare the judge’s
task to that of a doctor who chooses the least intrusive treatment, and only proceeds to harsher
remedies when milder ones fail. Although we have lost the precise wording of Seneca’s
definition of anger (in the lacuna at De Ira 1.2), it is clear that he follows Aristotle in considering
anger a desire for punishment (cupiditas poenae, 1.2.5), and the context surrounding the lacuna
makes it clear that he takes anger to aim at harm. Seneca is confident that apparently very
harmful punishments, including even the death penalty, sometimes should be applied, as long as
they improve moral health—‘nec ulla dura uidetur curatio cuius salutaris effectus est’ (1.6.2)—
though because these punishments are ultimately beneficial to the victim, they are not really
harm.!® Senecan punishment therefore cannot offer satisfaction of the desire for revenge, and in
contrast to Aristotle’s account, there is no suggestion that punishment will settle the score
between the victim and the offender — instead, it is based on an entirely different kind of
relationship between the offender and the person who responds to the offence.

The medical view of punishment that Seneca opposes to the retributive—Quanto satius
est sanare iniuriam quam ulcisci! (De Ira 3.27.1)—has deep roots in Plato’s Gorgias, where, in
his conversation with Polus, Socrates divides statecraft (roAttikr)) into legislation (vopofgtikn)
and justice (dwatooctvn) and compares each to an aspect the craft that takes care of the body.
Comparing legislation to physical training, since each aims to keep the soul or the body in good
condition, he associates justice with medicine, as each is charged with souls and bodies that

have become diseased. (Gorg. 464b) Later in the same conversation, the comparison of the

19 Similarly, at De Ben 7.20.3, Seneca proposes that death may be conferred as a benefit on the hopelessly corrupt
tyrant. Griffin and Inwood (ad loc.) note the relevance of Gorgias 525b-526c.
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wrongdoer to an ailing patient proves crucial in clinching Socrates’ argument for the claim that
doing injustice and going unpunished is the worst thing there can be for the unjust agent.?
(479a-c)

This feature of the Socratic legacy allows Seneca to claim a valuable ally in his
argument for a curative model of punishment against the retributive Aristotelian view, and he
does so in the immediate context of the passage just discussed: referring to an important
argument from the first book of the Republic, Seneca employs a Socratic conclusion against the
view that a good man will take satisfaction in harming the wicked. In its Platonic context, the
argument was aimed at the traditional, ‘Simonidean’ understanding of justice, as Polemarchus
presented it. Seneca, aiming both at popular views and the Peripatetic positions aligned with
them, turns the argument against the Aristotelians, criticizing the pleasure that Aristotle finds in
the taking of revenge:

Et Platonis agrumentum adferam—quid enim nocet alienis uti ea parte qua nostra
sunt? ‘Uir bonus’ inquit ‘non laedit.” Poena laedit; bono ergo poena non conuenit, ob
hoc nec ira, quia poena ira conuenit. Si uir bonus poena non gaudet, non gaudebit ne
eo quidem adfectu cui poena uoluptati est; ergo non est naturalis ira. (De Ira 1.6.5)

I shall also bring forward an argument of Plato’s—for what harm does it do to use
what is others’ where they are on the same side as we are? ‘A good man,’ he says,
‘does not harm.” The infliction of punishment harms; therefore inflicting punishment
does not suit a good man, and for that reason neither does anger, since inflicting
punishment suits the angry man. If a good man does not delight in inflicting
punishment, he will also not delight in the passion to which inflicting punishment is a
source of pleasure. Therefore anger is not natural.

A Socratic—or Stoic—response to wrongdoing does not return harm for harm, but rather the
benefit of instruction (cf. 2.32.1, quoted above), and in claiming this Socratic heritage for the

Stoic school, Seneca has found a resource within his own tradition with which to counter the

2 For discussion of this as a feature of Plato’s penology, see Mary Margaret Mackenzie, Plato on Punishment
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981), 175-179
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Peripatetic defence of anger. This is clearly signalled when Seneca attributes the view he targets
to Theophrastus, only to counter it with one that is recognizably Socratic:

‘Non potest” inquit ‘fieri’ Theophrastus ‘ut non uir bonus irascatur malis.” Isto modo
quo melior quisque, hoc iracundior erit: uide ne contra placidior solutusque
adfectibus et cui nemo odio sit. Peccantis uero quid habet cur oderit, cum error illos
in eiusmodi delicta conpellat? ... Quanto humanius mitem at patrium animum
praestare peccantibus et illos non persequi sed reuocare! Errantem per agros
ignorantia uiae melius est ad rectum iter admouere quam expellere. (1.14.1-3)

‘It is impossible,” says Theophrastus, ‘that a good man should not become angry with
the wicked.” On that view, the better a person is, the angrier he will be. Consider
whether, on the contrary, he is not more peaceable, and free from passions, and the
sort who holds no one in hatred. Who has a reason to hate wrongdoers, when it is
error that drives them to such misdeeds? ... How much more human it is to face
wrongdoers with a kindly, paternal attitude, and not to chase them down, but to call
them back! If someone wanders through your fields because he does not know his
way, it is better to conduct him to the road than it is to drive him out.

A mention of Socrates himself is not far off at 1.15.3, in what seems to form the conclusion of
Seneca’ reply to Theophrastus.?! He represents Socrates as refusing to punish a slave in anger
(as in the very similar story about Plato) so that Seneca seals his case against a Peripatetic
opponent by invoking the Socratic heritage of the Stoics:

Corrigendus est itague qui peccat et admonitione et ui, et molliter et aspere,
meliorque tam sibi quam aliis faciendus non sine castigatione, sed sine ira; quis enim
cui medetur irascitur? ... Nil minus quam irasci punientem decet, cum eo magis ad
emendationem proficiat, si iudicio flatat est. Inde est quod Socrates seruo ait
‘caederem te, nisi irascerer’. Admonitionem serui in tempus sanius distulit, illo
tempore se admonuit. Cuius erit tandem temperatus adfectus, cum Socrates non sit
ausus se irae committere? (1.15.1-3)

The wrongdoer must therefore be corrected, both by reproach and by force, both
gently and harshly, and to be made better for both himself and others, not without
chastisement, but without anger. For who is angry with the patient he is treating? ...
Nothing is less fitting than anger to someone who is carrying out punishment, since it
will be more successful in causing improvement if it is administered judiciously. This
is why Socrates told his slave, ‘T would beat you, if | weren’t angry.” He delayed
reproaching his slave until he could do so more soberly; for the time being, he
reproached himself. Who, then, can lay claim to moderate passion, when Socrates did
not venture to trust himself to anger?

2L Moreover, where Seneca’s moral exempla involve commendable philosophical actors, the protagonist is usually
Socrates (1.15.3, 2.7.1, 3.11.2, 3.13.3) or Plato (2.21.10, 3.12.5-7), whereas the bad example of Alexander is
pointedly proffered as Aristotle’s pupil (3.17.1; of course, it is just such guilt by association that still plagues
Seneca’s own reputation).
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In the passages we have just seen, Seneca’s curative model of punishment is supported by the
Socratic claim that no one does wrong willingly. This does not undermine Seneca’s claim that a
merciful or non-angry response is compatible with the recognition of genuine wrongdoing, but it
does underwrite a different way of responding to it. Where human faultiness is the problem,
Seneca proposes reacting in a way that is specifically appropriate to this fact, which is to correct

and improve the erring wherever possible.

Just now we have seen how Seneca invokes the Stoics’ Socratic heritage in his criticism
of the Aristotelian defense of anger. In another respect, however, Seneca has appeared to some
readers to drift toward, rather than away from, an Aristotelian approach. The classic recognition
of the law’s inability to judge precisely of particular cases is Aristotle’s discussion of émeikeia,
and for this reason Seneca has sometimes been thought to incline toward émieikeia in his
account of clemency. This view has been encouraged by a report of earlier Stoic views in
Diogenes Laertius, but it overestimates both the similarity between clementia and émeikeia and
the divergence between Seneca and the report in DL, which differ in emphasis rather than in
doctrine. Though it might be easily assumed that émeikewa is a virtue of judges, Aristotle
appears to apply the label to prosecutors, and perhaps primarily to them.?? In this sense, the
émewng is said to be éhattmTtikdg, or not such as to press his claim, but this does not amount to
mercifully remitting a penalty in order to improve the offender. The same description applies to
the émewng whether he is pursuing punishment (1138al) or taking his share of goods

distributed from a common store (1136b21). Here, as described earlier, Aristotle is basing his

22 For instance, Avristotle says that the equitable person is inclined to seek decisions from an arbitrator, and also that
the arbitrator himself will look to what is equitable. (Rhetoric 1374b19-23) On the role of the aribtrator, see Ath.
Pol. 53.
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account of rectificatory justice on the model of distributive justice: the fair or equitable person is
prepared to pass over some things to which he is legally entitled in exchange for other goods,
such as honour (1136b22). Similarly, he may be motivated by several considerations to refrain
from taking revenge to the fullest extent to which the law would support him, being satisfied
when he exacts punishment to a lesser degree than what the law would have permitted. This
does not mean that the equitable person has not desired revenge to the extent he understands the
offence to have warranted it; it does not mean that, as a matter of policy or principle, he will
exercise leniency in cases where his legal entitlement corresponds to what he really thinks he
ought to claim in the context of the dispute.?

As Aristotle describes the virtue of émeikeua, its role is mainly to respond to the law’s
inability to address all possible situations. It modulates the response to wrongdoing based on a
fair assessment of particular circumstances and of the offender’s responsibility, to which it
remains firmly tied. In contrast, clementia does not depend entirely on the offender’s
responsibility, but modulates responses to wrongdoing in a way that does not always depend on
the determination of voluntariness or guilt. In the previous chapter, | noted that Aristotle’s
account of émeiketn relies on the assumption that someone responding to wrongdoing in a
particular situation will have the knowledge that is unavailable to the lawgiver. As the steady
equanimity that Seneca commends to the judge or prosecutor is the same whether the accused is

guilty or not, and as it is often impossible to be certain whether a wrong act was really

23 For a different contrast between clementia and émeixewo, see Griffin, Seneca: A Philosopher in Politics (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1976), 159-162, who cites Fuhrmann, Gym. 70 (1963), 512 and Adam, Clementia Principis, pp.
36 ff.; 90. Nusshaum (Equity and Mercy 97) treats Senecan mercy as sharing in the tradition of Aristotelian equity,
but notes the important difference made by Aristotle’s endorsement of retribution.

56



voluntary, it is an advantage of a non-angry, Stoic response to wrongdoing that it does not

depend on the possibility of making this assessment.

If Seneca’s position is not as close to Aristotle’s as has sometimes been estimated, it is
also closer to traditional Stoic positions than has usually been appreciated.?* The leading piece
of evidence for the claim that earlier Stoics took a stricter view of judgement is the following
report from Diogenes Laertius:

00 povov §” ElevBépong eivar Todg GoPovg, ALY Kai Pactiéac, ThG Puciieiac odong
apyfc dvumenBovou, fTIC TEPL LOVOVG GV TOVG COPOVG GLGTAIN, KOG Pnot
Xpbvourmog &v 1@ Ilepi Tod kuping kexpficbal ZRvova toig dvopacty: Eyvakéval Yap
eNot Ol TOV dpyovTo mepl ayafdv kol Kakdv, undéva 8¢ Tdv paviwv énictacbot
TadTO. OpOIMC 88 Kol dpyIkodg STkaGTIKOVC TE KOl PNTOPIKovS HOVOLC £lvat, TV 88
QLY 0034va. ETL KOi AVOUAPTATOVG, TH ATEPUTTOTOVG Etvor dpopTAnoTL. ABAaEig
7" glvar od yap dAlovg PAdmTey 000’ avTovg. EAeNUOVAG T U £vat cuyyvOUNY T
Exew undevi- pn yap mapléval Tag €K Tob vOpoL EmPoriodoag KOAGGELS, Emel TO ¥
glkew kol 6 Eeoc adT 07 1) €mieikelo 0VOEVELY EGTL YOYTC TPOG KOAAGELG
TPOGTOLOVUEVN G YpNoTOTNTO: INd’ olecBou crAnpotépag avtag eivar. (D.L. 7.122-
123)

They say not only that sages are free, but that they are kings, since kingship is rule
that is not subject to giving accounts, and this can only exist in the case of sages, as
Chrysippus says in his work ‘On Zeno’s use of words in their principal sense’: for he
says that the ruler must have gained a knowledge of goods and evils, and no inferior
person knows these things. Likewise they say that sages alone are fit to rule, to judge,
and to speak in public, and that no inferior person is. And that they are unerring, by
virtue of not being prone to error. And that they do no harm, as they neither harm
others nor themselves. And that they do not feel pity and that they don’t pardon
anyone; for they do not remit the punishments prescribed by law, since yielding, like
pity and yieldingness itself, is the worthless quality of a soul that feigns kindness in
the face of punishment; sages, moreover, do not think that the punishments are too
severe.

This report appears to relate a much harsher version of Stoic teaching on the judgement of

wrongdoers, but this appearance is merely due to the fact that, unlike Seneca’s, the account it

24 For the claim that Seneca differs substantially from earlier Stoic views, see Griffin, Seneca: A Philosopher in
Politics, 158-161, citing the passage below. Griffin is followed by Braund, Seneca: De Clementia, 66-68, who
contrasts Seneca with ‘the hardline Stoic position’. A similarly sharp contrast between Seneca and the Greek Stoics
is present also in Nussbaum, Equity and Mercy, 97-100.
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describes is built on a series of truisms arising from the the nature of the sage. Where sages are
kings, the law is perfect; in order to understand the passage at hand, we must recognize that this
is true not only in the sense that all the laws in such a city would be just, but that they would
also be perfectly modulated to deal appropriately with the varying particulars of individual
cases. The sage, who is the only true king and judge, can rule without answering to anyone
because his decisions are right by stipulation, and it is impossible that his judgements should
deviate from the strictest letter of his own law, since both are made in accordance with his own
complete wisdom.? Thus the view recorded by Diogenes amounts to holding that the sage will
always punish when he should punish, and this is no different from the view that Seneca holds

in the De Clementia. Rather than contradicting previous Stoic accounts of the sage’s strictness—
and far from introducing a shift toward Aristotelian émeikelo—Seneca enriches the existing
Stoic theory by elaborating a framework for responding to wrongdoing that answers the needs of
non-sage actors as well. Whatever view of the sage may lie behind the meagre doxographical
report in Diogenes Laertius, it has no advice for average agents—or, more to the point, non-
sages with an extraordinary degree of political power—trying to arrive at the correct response to
a crime from their own epistemically imperfect perspectives. The judges Seneca describes will
operate within a real-world legal framework, and it is hardly clear from the report in Diogenes
Laertius how the sage who is described there will account for this. After all, that view assumes
that the law will unambiguously provide for a single penalty that applies definitively to a given

crime, but absent a perfectly coherent and comprehensive body of law such as only sages could

%5 Cf. Ecl. ii.102.8-9, where, as Inwood, ‘Rules and Reasoning in Stoic Ethics’ notes, ‘the wise man is said to be
law-abiding just because he is the only proper interpreter of the law.” (Reading Seneca, 101n17)
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establish, it would be downright naive to assume that the law will regulate particular cases so
closely.?

Moreover, the sage can punish with strictness because he is a reliable judge of whether,
and to what degree, other agents are responsible for their wrong actions. As a condition of this,
the sage must certainly depend on his knowledge that, as Chrysippus showed, the determined
ordering of the universe is compatible with full moral responsibility for wrongdoing.?” What is
crucial to the later Stoic account of moral response is the realization that the sage also depends
for his judgements of others on an ability to assess each person’s particular responsibility for a
given deed. The sage can always answer the question of responsibility, but non-sages sometimes
need to respond to wrongdoing even when they cannot answer this question, and the kind of
response Seneca prescribes is appropriate to the condition of a non-sage who recognizes his own
fallibility. The sage can respond with perfect strictness to the offender she is judging, because
she has knowledge of right and wrong and because she is reliably capable of evaluating another
person’s responsibility for his wrong action.?® The sage as he is described in this passage will
not ‘feign kindness in the face of punishment’, and neither will the ruler who follows Seneca’s
advice. But unlike the sage, an everyday moral actor, in responding to another’s wrongdoing, is
faced with what we could call a ‘moral-epistemological gap’ between his imperfect assessment
of the offender’s responsibility (and even of the rightness or wrongness of an allegedly unjust
action) and the degree of certainty required to justify imposing the strictest penalty. Clemency

functions as a strategy for addressing this gap by treating the situation as a matter of

2 The contrast between sages and ordinary judges is very helpfully developed by Inwood, ‘Moral Judgement in
Seneca’, 207-218

27 For a detailed reconstruction of Chrysippean compatibilism, see Bobzien, ch. 6 of Freedom and Determinism in
Stoic Philosophy, especially pp. 242-272

28 Inwood, ‘Moral Judgement in Seneca’, 215
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interpersonal moral response. In contrast to the god’s-eye-view that is available to the sage—
who is, after all, ‘Zeus’ intellectual equal’?®*—clemency takes an interpersonal stance toward
another’s wrongdoing, and in determining the response to wrongdoing, works from the position
of the responder.

Once again, Seneca’s contribution depends on distinguishing the consideration of how
one should respond to the offender from the determination of the offender’s guilt, and thereby
reorients the discussion toward the practical-ethical question of response. Whereas in the report
of Diogenes Laertius, punishment is understood to follow directly from a conviction according
to law, Seneca treats the determination of guilt as one stage requiring respect for the standards
encompassed by justice, and the judge’s response as a separate stage that requires the exercise of
specifically appropriate virtues, including clemency and, more generally, the control of anger. A
sage in judgement will always arrive at the correct decision, and as Seneca knows, such a judge
does not need his advice to get there. Seneca’s final prescription, that a judge should impose a
just penalty and not be swayed by sentiment to make it more or less harsh than it ought to be, is
line with earlier Stoic prescriptions, but adapts them to suit Seneca’s avowedly practical
purposes. Because it characterizes the response, clemency can allow for imperfection in the
assessment of responsibility without detriment to the reliability of the practical judgment it
reaches.

Like Seneca’s insistence that a good man will improve rather than harm the wrongdoer,

the acknowledgement of epistemic imperfection involved in the response he prescribes is deeply

2 Inwood, ‘Moral Judgement in Seneca’, 223.

60



Socratic.®® Even the sage will remember her formerly faulty nature, and keep in mind that

ignorance is the general condition of humanity.3!

Non irascetur sapiens peccantibus. Quare? quia scit neminem nasci sapientem sed
fieri, scit paucissimos onmi aeuo sapientis euadere, quia condicionem humanae uitae
perspectam habet; nemo autem naturae sanus irascitur. Quid enim si mirari uelit non
in siluestris dumis poma pendere? Quid si miretur spineta sentesque non utili aliqua
fruge conpleri? Nemo irascitur ubi uitium natura defendit. Placidus itaque sapiens et
aequus erroribus, non hostis sed corrector peccantium, hoc cotidie procedit animo:
‘multi mihi occurrent uino dediti, multi libinosi, multi ingrati, multi auari, multi furiis
ambitionis agitati.” Omnia ista tam propitius aspiciet quam aegros suos medicus. (De
Ira 2.10.6-7%

The sage will not be angry with wrongdoers. Why? Because he knows that no one is
born a sage, but must become one, and he knows that only the tiniest number of sages
have ever existed in any age, since he has taken a comprehensive view of the
condition of human life. Indeed, no one in his right mind becomes angry with nature.
What if he should wonder that apples don’t grow on thorny woodland shrubs? Or be
amazed that brambles and briers don’t abound with useful fruit? No one becomes
angry in cases where nature stands up for the vice. And so the sage is peaceable and
level-headed in the face of errors, not the enemy of wrongdoers but their corrector.
Every day he sets out with this in mind: ‘I shall encounter many who are given to
wine, many who are fond of pleasure, many who are ungrateful, many who are
greedy, many who are driven by the furies of ambition.” He looks on all these
conditions as favourably as a doctor looks upon his patients.

Here the sage’s acquaintance with the faulty condition of humanity allows her to take a
perspective on it that is like the one he takes on the rest of nature: that the world is the way it is,
and that it is filled as it is with erring human agents, will not be a matter of surprise for the
sage.>® Were we to understand it as referring to the offender’s responsibility for his crime, the

phrase uitium natura defendit would surely be shocking. For a Stoic, any vice is contrary to

%0 For an illustration of this from Plato’s works, we might adduce Gorgias 470d9, where Socrates will not say
whether he thinks the tyrant Archelaus is happy because he does not know the man; he only agrees that he is
miserable if he is unjust. (471al-3)

31 Both the non-sage’s admission of his own ignorance and the sage’s recognition that of ignorance’s generality
evoke well-known Socratic precedents, particularly in Plato’s Apology. (e.g. 21b-22¢)

32 On this passage see the remarks of Inwood,”Moral Judgement in Seneca’, 207-208

33 Cf. the report in DL that the sage will not be surprised by even the most spectacular natural phenomena: &t ye
TOV GOPOV 008EV Bopale TdY SoKoVVImY TapadOEmYV, 010V XUPAOVELN Kol GUTOTISOC Kol Tyos Bspudv D86tV
kai Topdg avaguonuata. (DL 7.123 = SVF 111.642) (It is for good reason that the doctor appears here in this
passage: her scientific knowledge of the human body means that her patients’ illnesses do not take her by surprise.)
cf. Marcus 2.1, 4.6
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nature, and moreover, the natural order of things, which is identical with fate and the divine will,
provides no excuse for wrongdoing, so that Seneca certainly cannot mean that nature provides
an excuse for the wrongdoer. Rather, this paradoxical claim is meant to improve the response to
wrongdoing by serving as a reminder that, on a cosmic level, the fact of human wrongdoing
cannot be otherwise. The compatibility of cosmic providence with the moral responsibility of
human agents had been demonstrated by Chrysippus for the Stoic school, and Seneca takes very
little interest in the problem, probably because he thought the matter settled.3* When Seneca
appeals to the idea that human wrongdoing is an inevitable fact of nature—just as much as the
fact that briars have no edible fruit—he is writing from the responder’s perspective.® (To put
this another way: while reflecting on the inevitability of human wrongdoing can allay the anger
of one person at another’s wrongdoing, the wrongdoer certainly could not justify his actions by
telling himself that error is an inevitable part of human existence.) Because he sees individual
actions from this cosmic perspective, the sage reacts without surprise or disturbance, as he
would to any other fact of nature. Thus when the sage responds to a particular instance of
humanity’s generally faulty tendency, he can view that particular action sub specie aeternitatis,
so that, from his perspective as the responder, it is no occasion for distress or for anger. Taking
these considerations together, the recognition of general human fallibility contributes
substantially to the elimination of anger, and to its disqualification from among possible

justified responses to wrongdoing. When the non-sage combines this general perspective with

3 cf. Inwood, ‘Seneca and Pyschological Dualism’ p. 56

35 This argument is closely akin to what Seneca says about fear while introducing his account of earthquakes in NQ
VI1: the knowledge that the earth beneath us is prone to collapsing offers the kind of solace offered by the
knowledge that escape from danger is utterly impossible (and here Seneca quotes Vergil (Aen. 2.354): una salus
victis nullam sperare salutem.) That is, just as Seneca maintains the awareness of how often people do wrong is a
cure for anger, as a cure for fear he proposes keeping mind just how many things can kill us. (2.6.1-5) In either
case, by knowing the way the world is, an informed agent entertains only reasonable expectations of what can
occur.
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the very personal acknowledgement of his own fault, he recognizes in himself another token of a
wicked type, and this matters to the choice of a correct response.

In the sage, this cosmic perspective follows from a perfect understanding of the world-
order, but a similarly general perspective is available to the non-sage as well. Commending such
a perspective to his reader, Seneca writes:

Ne singulis irascaris, uniuersis ignoscendum est, generi humano uenia tribuenda est.*
Si irasceris iuuenibus senibusque quod peccant, irascere infantibus: peccaturi sunt.
Numaquis irascitur pueris, quorum aetas nondum nouit rerum discrimina? maior est
excusatio et iustior hominem esse quam puerum. (De Ira 2.10.2)

To avoid being angry with particular men, you must pardon mankind universally; you
must have mercy on the human race. If you are angry with the young and old because
they do wrong, be angry with babies, because they are going to do wrong. No one
gets angry with children, do they, who are too young to understand distinctions? It is
a greater and a better plea that one is a human being, than that one is a child.

Here too, Seneca’s claims may appear scandalous: how can it be that being human provides an
excuse (excusatio) for wrongdoing? What should we make of Seneca’s comparison of the
wrongdoer to a child? For children really do have an excuse for wrongdoing: with their rational
faculties as yet undeveloped, they are constitutionally incapable of making distinctions (aetas
nondum nouit rerum discrimina)—and in fact Seneca recognizes that infants have not yet done
wrong, though he is confident that once their faculties develop, they will. For as long as one is a
child, however, one’s immaturity really does provide an excuse, in the robust, exculpatory
sense: what can Seneca mean by saying that the fact of one’s humanity is an even better excuse
than this, unless he is prepared to slide into ‘across the board excusing or condoning’, as
Griswold has put it?*” To make sense of Seneca’s claim, we must take full account of the fact

that he is discussing another person’s view of the wrongdoer, so that excusatio means not

36 ¢f. Marcus 9.42.4: &ua yap ¢ vVropvijoat, 6T TO YEvoc TV TO0VTOVY ASHVATOV £0TL UT) DIAPYELY, EVUEVECTEPOC
gom mpOg TovG Kb’ Eva.
37 Griswold, Forgiveness, 82, where he expresses concern about the argument from ‘shared fallibility’.
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‘exculpatory consideration’ but ‘reason to withdraw resentment’. This consideration is ‘greater’
and ‘more just’ in that it takes a greater moral effort on the part of the responder to countenance
the humanity of another person in the midst of his wrongdoing than it does to recognize that an
infant cannot bear moral guilt, and also because it recognizes that even when a human being
errs, she still retains the developed rationality in virtue of which she is a member of the moral
community. Thus a correct response will treat the wrongdoer with all the patience appropriate to

a child, and all the respect appropriate to a mature adult.
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Epictetus: Self and Others

Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet, A. F. Bonhoffer’s monumental work on Epictetus’ ethics
and the companion to his earlier Epiktet und die Stoa, stands out among scholarly works in,
among other respects, its unrelenting concern for the moral life of a human being. This guiding
concern of Bonhoffer’s is no doubt what drew him, as a preacher himself, to the Discourses, and
was surely confirmed by his deep reading of Epictetus. Bonhoffer follows Epictetus in rejecting
dry scholasticism and amoral philological study (4.6ff., 3.23.20-21) in favour of a genuine guide
to living rightly. (1.29.55-57) His evident admiration for the ‘slave from Hierapolis’ whose
Stoic doctrines ‘form an inalienable component of every true moral outlook’, and by whom they
were ‘preached with special warmth and vigour’ (162), shines on every page of his study, which
glows with all the sincerity of one who aims to reform his reader’s character. Bonhoffer,
however, owes no Stoic allegiance, and the project of evaluating Epictetus” moral system at the
same time as he describes it pervades his study; though the work frequently betrays its author’s
desire to affirm ‘the superior truth of Christianity’ (160), this prejudice is not so strong as to mar
Bonhoffer’s overall very sympathetic consideration of Epictetus. For all that his judgement is
balanced and humane, however, Bonhoffer nevertheless reserves a strikingly negative
assessment for Epictetus’ view of the correct response to the wrongdoing of others, calling it the
‘deepest deficiency of Epictetan and Stoic ethics... that it teaches one rather to laugh at sin as
foolishness than to treat it with moral indignation.” (69) He regards the Stoic doctrine of
apatheia as an aberration, or at best as an exaggeration, and cautions his reader that the rejection

of anger in particular does not do justice to the requirements of human nature.! He likewise

1 Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet (Stuttgart: F. Enke, 1894), 101-102. For a short history of similar
charges of ‘unnaturalness’ against Epictetus in the modern period, see Long 261-268
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counts the belief that no one does wrong willingly among the consequences of a ‘one-sided
intellectualism’ (160), and holds that without becoming angry at wrongdoing, the Stoic will fail
to confront injustice as he ought:

Damit [viz. with the claim that the wrongdoer sins unwillingly] hangt unmittelbar
zusammen die andre Unwabhrheit, dass es keinen berechtigen Zorn (ber die Siinde
giebt, wodurch dem Kampf gegen die moralischen Schaden der Menschheit und dem
Drang nach bessernder Einwirkung auf dieselbe die Flligel beschnitten werden. (159)

For Bonhoffer, the ‘falsehood’ by which Stoics deny that anger is justified undermines the urge
to improve human beings, and by ‘clipping the wings’ of moral indignation, deprives the
philosopher of the resources he needs in the struggle against sin.? Thus, though Bonhoffer
acknowledges that the correction of the wrongdoer is Epictetus’ stated goal, he holds that the
rejection of anger cancels both the motive and the means for this endeavour.

As A.A. Long has observed, Bonhoffer’s full and authoritative treatment of Epictetus
pays comparatively little attention to the style and method of the Discourses, or to the pervasive
presence of Socrates in these works.? By contrast Long himself (in a work which, after more
than a century, has at last surpassed Bonhoffer’s as the most important scholarly study of
Epictetus) has thoroughly demonstrated the cardinal importance of the Socratic model for
Epictetus’ philosophical practice. While Long’s study is primarily interested in the presence of
Socratic dialogue and dialectic in Epictetus, attention to Epictetus’ use of Socrates can also
provide a corrective to Bonhoffer’s assessment of his treatment of wrongdoing, since an

important benefit of the ‘Socratic paradigm’ is that the figure of Socrates offers a model of

2 In fact, Bonhoffer counts it to Epictetus’ credit that at times he appears to forget his own prohibitions against
anger, ‘as for instance when he denounces the adulterer in tones of the highest moral indignation’ (159). Bonhoffer
is referring to Diss. 2.4, though this cross, scatological tirade hardly sustains his description.

3 Long, Epictetus: A Stoic and Socratic Guide to Life (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 93. Bonhoffer
does acknowledge in a footnote (113) that the moral example of Socrates figures pervasively in Epictetus’ work; as
Long’s work as shown, however, the influence of Socrates on Epictetus’ philosophical project is far more
substantial and wide-reaching than this.
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dispassionate, interpersonal response to the moral failings of other people. Many Socratic
claims, as Epictetus interprets them, provide a sound basis for the elimination of anger, while his
elenctic practice (the Epictetan importance of which is so admirably drawn out by Long) also
offers an attractive model of meaningful engagement with the wrongdoer, which, so far from
passively accepting injustice, aims constantly to improve the wrongdoer for his or her own sake.
Thus it resists the conflicts engendered by the desire to return harm for harm, but also mounts an
active and vigorous resistance against injustice. To promote this activity, Epictetus adopts an
interpersonal perspective on the response to wrongdoing, which is substantially mediated by his
reading of Platonic dialogues that hold a special importance for him, particularly the Apology,
the Gorgias, and the first book of the Republic, as well as, at times, the Socratic works of
Xenophon. This perspective allows Epictetus to take seriously the wrongness of another’s action
(and his or her guilt or responsibility for having brought it about) without resorting to anger to
respond to the crime. The Socratic style of correction he proposes involves a meaningful
acknowledgement of the rational agency behind the other person’s action. Just as Socrates, in
the course of elenctic refutation, uses dialectic to engage rationally with an opponent and so to
bring him to see his own errors, the Stoic who responds to wrongdoing as he should will
approach the task of philosophical correction with due regard both for his own rationality and
for the wrongdoer’s. The humane and dispassionate character of the Socratic response to
wrongdoing is, for Epictetus, a reflection of his hero’s understanding that nothing but the ethical
operations of his own mind can do him good or ill, while the courage and vigour with which
Socrates confronts injustice offers an answer to anyone who doubts that such a view is

compatible with active, morally sensitive interpersonal attitudes.
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The flagship passage for Long’s discussion of the Socratic paradigm in Epictetus
presents Socrates not only as an intellectual influence, but also as the model of a philosophically
informed life with other people:

'O koA0g Kai AyaBog oOT’ aTOg pLayeTal Tvi oDT GALOV €34 Kot SHVOLLY.
Mopaderypa 6¢ kol TovToL KaBATEP KOl TOV GAADV EkKerTon MUV 0 Blog O
ZOKPATOVE, 0G 0V HOVOV 0OTOC TAVTO 0D EEEPUYEV HAYMY, GAA" 008 dALOLG
payecBar gio. “Opa moapd Xevopdvti £v 1@ Zupmocio ndcag payag AEAVKEY, TMg
naAy Nvécsyeto Opacvudyov, ndg [oiov, Tdg KodlikAéove, Tdg TG yuvorkog
Nveiyeto, TG Tod LioD EEEAeYXOUEVOC VT ADTOD, GOPLOUEVOG. Al Yap ASPAADC
guvnpueto &1L 003eig AALOTPIOL TYELOVIKOD KVPIEVEL.

The honourable and good man neither fights with anyone himself, nor, so far as he
can, does he let anyone else do so. Of this as of everything the life of Socrates is
available to us as a model, who not only himself avoided fighting everywhere, but did
not let others fight. Notice in Xenophon’s Symposium how many fights he has
resolved, and again how he put up with Thrasymachus, Polus and Callicles, how he
put up with his wife, and with his son when he argued with him like a sophist. For he

kept utterly secure in mind the thought that no one controls another’s commanding-
faculty. (Diss. 4.5.1-4, tr. Long, with additions)

Through close attention to the style and method of the Discourses, Long establishes that forms
of dialogue and elenchus are crucial to the philosophy of Epictetus. In contrast to Bonhoffer’s,
Long’s Epictetus is less a preacher than a classroom philosophy teacher who, in addition to his
school’s curriculum, engages in lively, goading, and sometimes caustic exchanges with his
students, aimed at getting them to acknowledge their own confusion and the inadequacy of their
moral outlook, and inspired in large part by the methods Socrates adopts in his conversations
with Polus, Callicles and others.* With this recognition accomplished, Epictetus can, like
Socrates, proceed to encourage his students to reorient their attention toward what matters most.
The passage that introduces Long’s account of the Socratic paradigm will also serve as the
starting-point for our discussion in this chapter, which builds on his study by showing how, in

addition to informing Epictetus’ philosophical practice, the example of Socrates helps Epictetus

4 Long, Epictetus, 67-86, 101-103
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to advance the Stoic ideal of apatheia—particularly with regard to anger—by promoting him as
a model for interpersonal conduct in situations where conflict and hostility often arise. This
most explicit of Epictetus’ appeals to Socrates is quite clearly made in support of mild and
peaceable relations with others, and in particular with the erring.® Epictetus invokes Socrates’
response to some of the most trying antagonists in Plato’s dialogues, people who are badly
mistaken about the most important things, and who quickly become angry when they try to
defend their views. For Epictetus, what keeps Socrates from responding with hostility, or from
turning his own anger against theirs, is his realization that these others are in no position to
control his own faculty of assent, his hegemonikon—and, moreover, that he cannot control
theirs.

Below, I will argue that though Epictetus uses Stoic language to characterize the
Socrates of Plato and Xenophon, his claim does reflect his own sensitive reading of these
Socratic sources. First, however, it is worth considering just how awareness of the independence
of each person’s hegemonikon can be understood to promote properly peaceful interpersonal
relations. This is because, for Epictetus, only what depends on us can be good or bad.
Consequently, due attention to the hegemonikon’s independence entails a perspective on action
and reaction that allows one person to formulate her own response to another person’s error
without believing that that the badness of another’s action has a bearing on her own happiness.
Seeing the situation in this way, the agent can focus on her own response, which is up to her,

without allowing herself to be upset by an external event that has value only inasmuch as it

5 Cf. 2.12.14-16, where Epictetus calls it ‘the first and most characteristic quality of Socrates’ that he never returned
abuse for abuse, but instead put up with insolent people and settled conflict. Here again he refers to Xenophon’s
Symposium for support.
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offers the responding agent an opportunity for rational activity. Epictetus makes this clear when,
at 4.12.8-9, he repeats and rephrases the maxim we have seen him attribute to Socrates:

— Tiow ovv 8¢l pe mpocéyetv; — IpdTov v éketvolg Toig kabolkoig Kol éxeiva
TPOYEPA Exey Kal yopic Ekelvav un Kabevdewy, un aviotacbat, un mivery, pun écbiew,
u1 cupPariey avBpomolg: 8Tl TpoapEcems AAAOTPIOG KOPLOG 0VOEIC, &V TaTn 08
uovn TéyaddV Kai kakov. Ovdeig obv KOptog 0BT’ dyaddv pot mepurotfical obTe KoK
uE TEPIBAAETV, GAL’ &ye adTog pontod kot todTe SEovsiay Exm povog. dtav odv
TadTo AoQOAT] pot 1, T &y TPl Té EKTOC TapdocecOar; Tolog TOPAVVOC PoPEPOC,
moia vOG0g, Tola mevia, Tolov TPOGKPOLGHLAL;

— To which things should I give my attention, then? — First to those general
maxims, and you should keep them to hand, and without them you should not sleep,
not wake, not eat, drink or associate with other people: that no one has authority over
another person’s prohairesis, and that good and bad are in this alone. Therefore no
one has the authority to bring about good for me or to involve me in what is bad; |
alone have power over myself in these respects. So when these things are secure for
me, what is there to trouble me concerning externals? What kind of tyrant is
fearsome, what kind of sickness, what kind poverty, what kind of stumbling-block?

This passage directly links the independence of each person’s mind (here described as the
prohairesis rather than the hegemonikon) to the Stoic denial that there is unqualified value in
external things. Because good and bad are in the prohairesis alone, and because the prohairesis
cannot be controlled by the actions of another person, its independence guarantees that one
person cannot be harmed by another.® The actions of another can therefore never be the
reasonable cause of emotional upheaval, and this makes the perspective that Epictetus models
on Socrates a distinctively Stoic one. Because only the activity of the prohairesis itself can be
good or bad, and because it falls to the prohairesis to respond to external events, but not to
control them, responding correctly to others” wrongdoing requires distinguishing between two
distinct perspectives, namely the wrongdoer’s perspective, from which the wrong action really is

something bad, and one’s own as the responder, from which it is neither.

8 For the explicit statement that one person cannot harm another, see also 4.13.8.
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The importance of this difference in perspective can be seen from the fact that Epictetus
frequently invokes it to help his students and interlocutors respond to the errors and passions of
other people. In a particularly revealing instance, Epictetus is consulted by a man who wishes to
cause his brother to stop being angry with him:

(1) ZopPovievopévou TvOg TS TOV AdEAPOV TTEIGT) UNKETL YOAETMDS 0T Exev: (2)
Ovk Emayyédretal, £, PIA0GOoQio TV EKTOC TL TEPIMOMGEY T® AVOPOT®- €l 08 uN),
£Em T Thi¢ 1dlog VANG dvadéetal. ‘Qg yop tékTovog VAN T VA0, AvdpLovTomolod O
YOAKOC, 0UTmC Tiig mepi Piov Téxvng HAn 6 Plog omtod éxdotov. (3) — Ti ovv Tod
a6ehpod; — TTaAw tijg avTod €keivov (VNG €0Tiv, TPOG OE TNV OTV T®V EKTOG EGTLV,
Spow aypd, dupotov Hyeiq, dpotov evdoéiq. Tovtwv & 00deV EmaryyEAdeTan
eocoeia. (4) « ’Ev ndon neplotdosl TNpnom o NYEROVIKOV Katd Vot £xov. » To
tivog; « TO keivov &v @ eiut. » (5) — Idg ovv Ekeivog pot un dpyilntor; — Dépe pot
EKEIVOV KAKEIVD £p@), 601 dg mepl Tfig Ekelvov 0pyTig 00deV Exm Aéyerv. (Diss. 1.15.1-
5)

When someone was consulting him as to how he could get his brother to stop being
angry with him, ‘It is not the promise,” he said, ‘of philosophy to bring about any
external thing for a person: if this were not so, it would set to work on something
external to its own proper material. For just as the carpenter’s material is lumber, and
the sculptor’s is bronze, so too the material of the craft of life is each person’s own
life.” “‘What about my brother’s life, then?” ‘Again, it’s the material of his own craft,
but to yours it is external, like a field, like health, like a good reputation. Philosophy
promises none of these things. In every circumstance | will watch over the
commanding faculty to keep it in accordance with nature. Whose? That of the one in
whom | am.” “‘Well, how is he to stop being angry with me?’ ‘Bring him to me and I’11
speak to him, but I have nothing to say to you about his anger.’

Here, Epictetus’ interlocutor is right to think that he needs to respond to his brother’s anger, but
wrong to think he can simply make it stop. The advice Epictetus gives to this man is that he
should keep in mind the very thing that, in his view, kept Socrates calm in the face of angry
interlocutors like Polus, Callicles and Thrasymachus (Diss. 4.5.3), namely that each person’s
rational faculty is fully free of another person’s control, a claim he states here in terms of the

distinction between externals and what is within us.” When Epictetus explains that philosophy,

7 Epictetus treats ‘what is up to us’ and the ‘the condition of the prohairesis’ equivalently as descriptions of our
good. Long (211-212) argues cogently against treating prohairesis and hegemonikon as synonymous in Epictetus,
on the grounds that, though the two terms overlap when they refer to human beings, hegemonikon can describe
animal as well as rational souls, while prohairesis picks out a more restricted aspect the soul, confined to human
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as the art of living, cannot promise anything outside the realm of what is up to us, since only
that is the ‘material’ of its art, his interlocutor replies that his brother’s anger does fall under the
art of living because, after all, it is up to his brother.? This is not a trivial objection, and it
prompts Epictetus to articulate an important feature of the distinction between externals and
what is up to us, which is that it depends on a personal perspective: that is, this distinction
governs not only the general difference between what can and cannot be controlled by human
beings, but also the difference between what is controlled by one particular person and what is
controlled by another.® Becoming angry falls within the realm of what is up to us, but whether
one’s brother becomes angry is only up to one’s brother. Accordingly, the advice Epictetus
offers to his interlocutor is different from what he would offer to the man’s brother: the man
who is consulting him should concern himself with his own art of living and remember that his
brother’s anger is outside his control. In the brother’s case, Epictetus clearly allows the
possibility of correction, but implies (‘bring him to me and I will speak to him”) that this can
only be accomplished through conversation—a point that acknowledges the equally independent
rationality of the angry brother. On the other hand, Epictetus’ interlocutor should not treat his

brother’s anger as if it mattered to the goodness of his own life, but focus on keeping his own

beings and god, by which it makes assents and forms impulses. Acknowledging that these functions also belong to
the hegemoninkon, Long concludes that Epictetus uses prohairesis to pick out the aspects of the soul that are fully
free and rational, and which are at work in our moral decision-making. Since it is plainly these aspects that are at
issue in the reference to Socrates at 4.5.4, and because in that passage Epictetus is commenting on what is in our
control, rather than another person’s, we can safely treat the reference to Socrates’ awareness of the hegemonikon’s
independence as equivalent to his consciousness of the distinction between externals and what is up to us
(prohairesis). That hegemonikon is equivalent to prohairesis in this case is made clear by Epictetus’ restatement of
the maxim, with prohairesis in the place of hegemonikon, at 4.12.8., cited just above.

8 On the importance of the $An metaphor, see below, pp. 76ff..

® Cf. Bobzien, Freedom and Determinism, 332
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ruling-principle in accord with nature—which entails, among other things, not becoming angry
in return.°

On any Stoic view, this man’s brother is wrong to become angry—as are Thrasymachus,
Callicles and Polus—so that dealing properly with his anger or theirs is an instance of the proper
response to wrongdoing. As Stoics do not countenance degrees of wrongness, it is appropriate
that the same thoughts should inform their responses to the passions of others and to other kinds
of wrongdoing, though naturally they may issue in different actions as appropriate to the
differences in each case. Moreover, since one person’s anger has a special tendency to ignite
another’s, resisting the spread of its fire must present a particular challenge; that Socrates
himself proves so peculiarly incombustible often contributes to the drama of Plato’s dialogues.
Considered more broadly, for a Stoic who believes in the kinship of all rational beings (as
portions of god, 1.14.6, 2.8.10-12; cf. Mem. 2.318-19 on the providential provision of brothers),
the angry brother could be any person who has gone so far wrong as to adopt a hostile attitude
toward his fellow humans.! If, as Epictetus puts it in a discourse on social roles, this man
should ‘forget that he is a brother and become an enemy instead of a brother’, it is then that his

life would become worse, just as if, ‘instead of a human being, a gentle and sociable animal’, he

10 There is a probable Socratic source for this exchange in Memorabilia 2.3, where Xenophon describes Socrates’
efforts to reconcile Chaerecrates to his brother Chaerephon. He encourages Chaerecrates, with whom he is
speaking, to take the lead by treating his brother well, telling him that even if this course of action does not improve
Chaerephon’s conduct, he will only have shown himself to be a good, fraternal person. (Mem. 2.3.17) Though
Dorion (ad loc.) offers reasons to regard with qualification the apparent non-instrumentalism of the Xenophontean
Socrates’ recommendation, there is no reason to think that Epictetus might not have seized on a remark like this,
even if the Socrates of the Memorabilia tends overall to recommend actions on account of their useful
consequences. Dorion’s extensive commentary does not note the possible resonance of Mem. 2.3. in Diss. 1.15, but
it does point out (note on Memorabilia 2.3.1, p. 24), that Encheiridon 30 displays a sequence analogous to that of
Mem. 2.2 (to which also Epictetus alludes at 4.5.3) and 2.3, as Epictetus, like Xenophon, discusses first the question
of how to deal with an unjust parent and then that of how to deal with an unjust brother.

11 R, Kaster makes a similar point in introducing his translation of the De Ira, which was, after all, addressed to
Seneca’s brother. (13) As Prof. Barney has remarked to me, the tradition of the brother’s quarrel is at least as old as
Hesiod’s Works and Days.

73



should become ‘a wild beast—harmful, treacherous, and prone to biting.” (2.10.12-14) He
compares the act of forsaking the deferential affection traditionally owed to a brother and the
rupture of social feeling involved in the desire to harm another person, relating the two insofar
as they involve some loss ({npia), not to the person to whom the feeling is directed, but to the
person who deserts his role.!? He answers his interlocutor’s objections by offering grounds for
rejecting the return of harm for harm:

Ti obv; U Préye tov PAGyavta; — Ipdtov pév 1800, i dott PAEPN kad pvicdntt

Vv fiKoveog Tapd TV eAocoewv. Ei yap 10 dyadov &v mpoaipécel kol TO KakOv

OOOVTOG €V TPOULPESEL, PAETE L] TOODT 0TIV O AEYEIC: «Tl 0UV; EMEdN EKEIVOC

£antov EBLayev TpOc EUE TL AOIKOV OGS, £Y® EUOVTOV U1 PAAY® TPOC EKETVOV
&ducov TL momoag; » (Diss. 2.10.24-26)

Well then, shall I not harm the person who did harm? — First consider what harm is,
and remember what you have heard from the philosophers. For if the good is in
prohairesis and the bad is likewise in prohairesis, consider whether what you are
saying amounts to the following: ‘What do you mean? Now that that person has
harmed himself by doing something unjust, shall I not harm myself by doing
something unjust?’

Here, Epictetus’ argument recalls Socrates’ rejection of retaliation in at Crito 48bc but builds on
it by supplying the further claim, derived ultimately from Rep. 335bc, that for a human being,
being harmed is the very same thing as being unjust (on which more below).t® Accordingly, the
only way to suffer harm at another’s hands is to be made worse by that other person, but as we
have seen, this possibility ruled out by the independence of each person’s hegemonikon. Here
Stoic doctrine and Socratic practice reinforce one another: by reminding himself that his own

moral choice, which is beyond the control of other people, is the true locus of his own good and

12 This passage bears connection with Epictetus’ treatment of social roles, which has been considered in several
recent studies, notably Annas (‘Epictetus on Moral Perspectives’, in Theodore Scaltsas and Andrew S. Mason, eds.,
The Philosophy of Epictetus [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007], 140-152), Frede (‘A Notion of a Person in
Epictetus’,153-168) and Long (Epictetus, 232-244)

13.0n Socrates’ argument in the Crito, and the newness of the position he defends, see Gregory Vlastos, ‘Socrates’
Rejection of Retaliation,” om Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991),
179-199. On the question of whether it is right to harm one’s enemies, Xenophon’s Socrates differs irreconcilably
from Plato’s (see Dorion’s useful note on Mem. 2.6.35), but Epictetus sides with Plato in this regard.
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evil, Epictetus’ student can overcome his desire for retaliation and react to another person’s
wrongdoing as calmly as Socrates did to the anger of Polus and Callicles. It is a further
consequence of this view, not only that what one suffers at another’s hand cannot really be
harmful, but also that the only real possibility for harm lies in one’s own response to the other
person’s action. In redescribing his interlocutor’s question as he does, Epictetus urges his
students to consider more accurately what truly counts as harm, and so recognize the absurdity
of retaliation. A passage from the Encheiridion reiterates the point succinctly, again with
reference to a brother who is behaving wrongly:

0 ABEAPOG ASIKET; THPEL TOLYO POV TNV TAEWY THV 680V TOD TPOG OVTOV, UNOE OKOTEL Ti

€Kelvog moLel, GAAG Ti GOl TOGAVTL KOTO QUG 1) o1 €1 Tpoaipestc. o8 yap GANOC

00 PAdyet, dv un ov Bélelg tote O€ Eom PePrappévog, dtav DoAaPNg PAGTTEGOOL.
(Encheiridon 30)

Your brother is doing wrong? In that case, watch over your relationship to him, and
look not to what he does, but to what you must do to have your prohairesis in
accordance with nature. For another person will never harm you, if you do not want
them to. The moment in which you have been harmed is the very moment in which
you come to believe you are being harmed.

In Epictetus’ practical ethics, what matters is not the backwards-looking assessment of other
people’s action; fixation on this is only the cause of complaint.!* Instead, Epictetus urges his
student to consider closely his own way of relating to another person: thpet totyapodv v ta&v
v ceavtod mpog avtov.r When another person has done wrong, the only real harm to oneself
comes from responding wrongly, and this begins with thinking of the action in the wrong way.
If, however, one acknowledges the independence of one’s own free prohairesis, and rightly
locates one’s own good and evil in that, one can avoid exactly this harm by maintaining the right

relationship with the wrongdoer. This is what | have been calling a focus on moral response.

14 For Epictetus’ shift of focus away from the backwards-looking question of responsibility to future-oriented
practical considerations, cf. Bobzien, Freedom and Determinism, 333.
15 ¢f. also 3.10.19, which is also about brothers and the relationship of one person to another.
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Epictetus’ interest in responses to the wrongdoing of others is part of a more general
concern with the kind of responsiveness to circumstance that he thinks the aspiring Stoic should
cultivate. In the passage from Diss. 1.15 quoted above, Epictetus introduces an important
metaphor, that of the material (bAn) for the prohairesis or for the art of life. The dominant
element in this metaphor is, of course, that of craft, as Annas observed in her apt (though very
brief) remarks on the subject (142-143). This comparison, which is clearly present at 1.15.2,
recurs, for instance, at 1.20.30, 2.19.31 and in the citations below. The HAn-metaphor was
certainly employed by the early Stoics, but Epictetus and, following him, Marcus Aurelius seem
to have put it to a distinctive use, or at any rate to have given it greater prominence.® For
Epictetus, indifferent things are materials for use, and it is the use, which Epictetus identifies
with the operation of the prohairesis, that can be good or bad.!” The agent does not have a
choice in the materials on which he is to work; they are often said to ‘fall’ to him (1.4.20) or to
be ‘set” for him. Consequently, the materials themselves are indifferent, but their use is not:

ol DAo adépopot, 1 88 ypficic adtdv ovk ddidgopog (2.5.1)8

The materials are indifferent, but their use is not indifferent.

16 Plutarch attests that Chrysippus referred to t& xatd oot as the ‘material of virtue’ (¥An tfig dpetfig Comm. not.
1069e = LS59A / SVF 3.491, cf. Comm. not. 1071b = LS64C6), and Aristo of Chios appears to have used fire’s
way of consuming different materials as an illustration of how the activity of the soul can be fuelled by the use of
several different virtues. (LS 61B4.4) Usefully, Tsekourakis (30-38) has shown that, although our witnesses (which
are, of course, very few) to the use of the HAn metaphor by the early Stoics mention it only in connection with
Katd evotv, they must have included ta mapa oo among the materials of right action as well.

17 This thematic notion of use has Socratic roots in both Plato and Xenophon. The Platonic sources are Gorg. 467-
8, Euthydemus 278-82, Meno 87-89, as observed by Inwood (in Keimpe Algra et al. (eds.) The Cambridge History
of Hellenistic Philosophy [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005], 694), who also includes Xen. Mem.
4.6.8. A similar argument occurs at Mem. 2.3.7-10, where Socrates observes to Chaerecrates that even a brother is a
source of loss to one does not know how to use him. For Epictetus in particular, an especially important source may
be Socrates’ discussion with Critobulus in Oeconomicus 1.1-15, where he establishes that the téyvn of household
management can use any possession to profit, even if the enemies a man has are counted among his possessions.
(Dorion connects Oec. 1.8 with Mem. 2.3.7., noting that Socrates employs the example of a horse in both cases: one
most know how to use a horse in order to benefit from having one.) The idea that the hegemonikon can put any
material at all to good use is also prominent in Marcus Aurelius (see esp. 4.1 and discussion in the next chapter).

18 For the same point, cf. 1.15.2: “Qg yap téktovog HAn 10 EHA, dvdpavtomotod 6 yoAkdc, obtog Tiig Tepi Piov
Téxvng VAN 0 Biog avtod £xdotov.” along with 2.6.1: *... 10 Lijv adidpopov, 1 xpiiolg ovK adtépopoc.’
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Incorrect use of the materials (which Epictetus often describes as ‘being awed by’ them, as at
1.29.3 as well as 1.18.11, 2.6.3, 3.20.8; cf. similar expressions at 4.4.10) comes from forming
incorrect judgements about them, resulting in a bad state of the prohairesis:

(1) ovoia Tod dyadod mpooipesic motd, Tod kakod mpoaipesic motd. (2) Ti odv o
8kToG; DAoL T Tpoatpéost, mepi a¢ dvactpepopévn tevéeton Tod idiov dyadod f
kakoD. (3) Idg tod dyabod tevéetar; Gv tag HAag un Bavpdon. Ta yap mepi TdV
VADV 06yt 0pOa pEV Gvta dyabnyv motel v mpoaipecty, oTpePAa OE Kol
deotpoppéva kaxny. (1.29.1-3)

The essence of the good is a prohairesis in some condition, and that of the bad is a
prohairesis in some condition. What are externals, then? Materials for the
prohairesis. In its relation to them it will attain its proper good or evil. How will it
attain the good? If it does not admire the materials. For opinions about the materials,
when they are right, make the prohairesis good, but when they are bent and crooked
they make it bad.

Though the prohairesis cannot choose the materials on which it is going to work, it must put
them to a correct use, and this involves a certain responsiveness to their qualities; like a skilled
craftsperson, the practitioner of the art of living will respond expertly to the moral features of a
situation in fashioning his reaction to them.® Epictetus describes this quality of correct use as a
kind of relation to the materials (évootpogn, cf. dvactpepopévn in the passage just cited)?:

{nrodpev yap ém mdong HANg Tdg Gv edpot 6 Kahog Kol ayaboc v d1E&odov kai
avoaoTpoenVv TNV &v adti] kebnkovoay. (1.7.2.)

We are seeking to find out how, for every material, a good man may discover the
method and the relation that are appropriate to it.

(5)... & g doTpakiolg o madia Tailovra mepl HEV TN TodIAG SLOPEPETOL, TOV
dotpaxinv 8 od TeEQpOVIIKEY, 0UTOG 8¢ Kol 00TOG TAG BAAC Top” 0VSEV 1
TEMOMNUEVOC, THV OO0V OE TEPL ADTAC KO AvaoTpo@nyv dordletat... (4.7.5)

But just as children playing with potsherds contend with each other in the playing
without even giving thought to the potsherds, so too this person [viz. who disregards
life and death] treats the materials as having no value, but embraces his relationship
to them as objects of play.

19 For further development in Marcus Aurelius of the $An metaphor and the mechanisms that permit this flexibility,
see the discussion in the next chapter (pp. 127 ff.).
20 Cf. Epictetus’ use of this word to express the right relation to other people at 1.22.13 (cited below, p.99 n.46)
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We should, as this last passage tells us, treat the materials just like children treat little sherds of
pottery that serve as game-pieces, valuing their use rather than the things themselves. The image
of game-pieces recurs in 2.5, where the metaphor of dice-playing works productively to show
how awareness of the indifference of external things is compatible with, and can even promote,
a proper carefulness with regard to them:

(1) Al Dot ad1épopot, 1 88 ypiicic adtdv ovk ddtdgopog. (2) ITec odv pfiom Tig
dpo pev to edoTabe Kol ATapayov, Guo 08 TO EmUEAES Kal Un eikaiov und’
gmoecvpuévov; v pupeitan Tovg kofedovrac. (3) Al yijpot adidpopot, ol kbHPot
ad1épopot: moBev o1da, Ti uEALEL TnTEWY; TG TEGOVTL S’ EMPEADC KOd TEXVIKDG
xpiicOat, Todto 1jon Euov Epyov éotiv. (4) Obtwe Toivuy TO HEV TPONYOLLEVOV KO £l
ToD PBiov Epyov Ekelvo- dieAe T TPAypaTa Kol S1AGTNoOV Kol €ine « T EEw 0VK €
guot - mpoaipeoig én’ €uoi. (5) Iod {ntho® 10 dyabov Kai T0 KaKOV; E6®M &V TOIG
€poig ». 'Ev 8¢ toic aAlotpiolg pndémote it dyobov ovopdong Unte kakov unt’
Oeéletay pfte APV T’ 8ALo Tt TdV To100TOV. (6) — Ti 00V; dueAdg To0VTOIG
¥PNOTEOV; — 0VOAUMDG. ToDTO Yap TAAY TI] TPOALPESEL KOKOV EGTL KO TOPO PUGLY.
(7) AM\ Gpa pev mpedds, 6t 1 ypiioig ovk adidpopov, dua & evotaddg Kol
atopdyms, 6TL 1 VAN 00 SlopEépovaa. HTov Yap TO SLoQEPOV, EKET 0UTE KMADGOL UE TIg
dovator o0t dvaykdaoat. (8) dmov kwAVTOg Kol GvayKaoTog gipt, Ekeivav 1 eV TeDEIC
00K €1 €pol 00d” dyaBov fi Kakdv, 1} xpfloig & 1j Kokov fj dyabov, GAA™ &n” €uol.
(2.5.1-8)

The materials are indifferent, but the use of them is not indifferent. How, then, can a
person simultaneously keep watch over good balance and freedom from disturbance,
as well as proper diligence, as opposed to haphazard nonchalance? If he does as dice-
players do. The throws are indifferent, the dice are indifferent—how do | know how
they’ll fall?—»but to play the die as it fell with care and skill, now this is my job.
Likewise, then, the guiding task of life is the following: divide matters and set them
apart and say, ‘What is external is not up to me, but prohairesis is up to me. Where
shall I look for good and bad? Inside, among the things that are mine. Among the
things are others’, never call anything either good or evil, or benefit or harm, or
anything of the kind. — What do you mean? Am I to use these things carelessly? —
In no way. For again, that is a bad thing for the prohairesis and contrary to nature.
Rather, you must use them carefully, for the use of them is not indifferent, but at the
same time in a way that is well balanced and free from disturbance. For where there is
a difference, no one can hinder or compel me. But where | am subject to hindrance
and compulsion, the getting of what is not up to me is neither good nor bad, whereas
the use is bad or good, but it is up to me.

By comparing the relevant notion of use to the use one makes of the game-pieces when they fall,
Epictetus highlights the essentially reactive character of a person’s relationship to the materials

he uses. A good dice player is someone who makes the best use of the dice as they have fallen,

78



rather than someone who has made a lucky throw.?* When he fulfills his task, his activity
consists in reacting correctly to events outside his control; acting in imitation of this dice player

will help the moral agent to remain undisturbed by external events.

(19) mpdTOV 0DV TO NYEROVIKOV GE SET TO GoTod KabapdV TOWGoL Koi THV EVETAGLY
tavtnv: (20) « viv uoi DAN éoTv 1) £un didvota, MG T@ TékTov Ta EOAO, MG TG GKVTET
0 déppatar Epyov & OpON xpfioig TOV aviaciov. ... » (3.22.19-20)

First, you must make your commanding-faculty clean and clear, and take up the
following beginning: ‘Now my mind is material to me, just as lumber is to the
carpenter or leather to the cobbler. My job is the correct use of impressions...’

(1) HAn 100 KokoD Kol dyabod 1o id1ov Nyepovikdy, 1O cdua & iotpod Koi dAeinTov,
0 dypoOg yempyod VAN Epyov 8¢ Kool Kol dyabod To ypficOot taig paviaciong Kotd
evowy. (2) TTépukey 8¢ mhoa Yoy Gomep T@ AANOel Emvedety, Tpog TO YOG
AvaveLEY, TPOC 6 TO AdNAOV Eméyey, OUTWOC TPOG UEV TO AY0OOV OPEKTIKADC
KiveloBon, TPOg 8€ TO KAKOV EKKMTIKDG, TPOG 08 TO PNTE KAKOV LT dyodov
ovdetépmg. (3.3.1-3)

The material of the honourable and good man is his own commanding-faculty, while

the body is the material of the doctor and of the trainer, and a field is that of the

farmer. Just as it is the nature of every soul to assent to what is true, dissent from

what is false, and suspend judgement on what is uncertain, it is likewise its nature to

be moved with desire for what is good, with aversion to what is bad, and to what is

neither good nor bad with neither.
This point is crucial because human beings are bound to hate what impedes them (ndc GvOpwmog
woel 10 éumodiCov, 3.4.6). This takes on a special relevance in the interpersonal context of, for
example, 1.15, since realizing the independence of the mpoaipeoic makes it free from hindrance
will do away with the hatred that characterizes the angry response to wrongdoing (to piontikév,
1.18.9).

The materials on which the art of living operates include our impressions regarding the

actions of other people, which naturally fall outside the control of one’s own mpoaipeoic.?? As

2L A pertinent contemporary restatement of this analogy could make the comparison to any game where a player
exercises skill in playing cards that are distributed by chance; the paradigm case is probably poker, at least in North
America. The same idea is sometimes conveyed by our expression: ‘You have to play the hand you’re dealt.’
22115, discussed above, makes this clear by treating one brother’s anger as material for another brother’s art of
living.
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we look beyond the craft analogy by which Epictetus illustrates the mind’s use of impressions to
the psychological mechanism by which the soul carries out this operation, two passages (one
from Epictetus and one from Marcus Aurelius) help to flesh out Epictetus’ claim at 1.29.3 that
correct beliefs about the materials make the prohairesis correct—insofar, we may take it, as this
understanding is a necessary condition of their correct use by the prohairesis—as well as
shedding light on the application of this doctrine in interpersonal relationships where it helps to
guarantee freedom from anger in the face of others’ misdeeds. The first of these texts is a short
discourse (3.8) on the training needed to handle our impressions. Epictetus begins by comparing
this to the kind of exercise needed to deal with sophistical questioning, which invites
comparison with Socratic practice.?® He then proposes that we ‘answer’ our impressions by
determining what is good or bad according to whether it depends on the prohairesis:

Q¢ TpoOG T EPOTAUATA TO GOPIOTIKA YOUVALOHEDa, 0DTOG Kol TPOG TAG PavTaciog
ka®’ uépav £det youvalesOor mpoteivovst yop Nuiv kol avton EpoTipate. — O vidg
amébave Tod OEIVog. — ATOKPIVOL ATPOUIPETOV, OV KAKOV. — GITOKANPOVOLOV
améMmey. Ti 601 00KET, — ampoaipetov, ov Kakdv. — Koioap avtov KoTékpivey. —
ampoaipeTov, 0O KaKOV. — EALTN O €L TOVTOLS. — TTPOAPETIKOV, KOKOV., —
yevvaimg DIEUEIVEY. — TPOOIPETIKOV, Ayaldv. Kav oVTwg £01Wldueda, TpokdOyouey:
00démote Yap SAA® cvykatadnooueda i ob pavtacio katoAnmtiky yiverar. (3.8.1-4)

Just as we train to deal with sophistical interrogations, so too we should also be
training daily to deal with appearances, for they present us with interrogations as
well. — So-and-so’s son has died. — Reply: it is not a matter for the prohairesis, and
not a bad thing. — He has been left without an heir. What do you think of that? — It
is not a matter for the prohairesis, and not a bad thing. — Caesar has condemned
him. — It is not a matter for the prohairesis, and not a bad thing. — He was
distressed by it all. — That is a matter for the prohairesis, and a bad thing. — He
bore up bravely under it. — That is a matter for the prohairesis, and a good thing.
And if we form our habits in this way, we will make progress. For we will never
assent to anything unless we have a reliably grasped impression of it.

Whether an event is mpoaipeticov or anpoaipetov is perspective-dependent: when a man is

condemned by Caesar, it is only from the perspective of the condemned that this is not a matter

2330 too at 3.12.14, Epictetus compares the discipline of impressions to the famous Socratic injunction not to live
an unexamined life.
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of choice, since for Caesar the decision to condemn him falls firmly within the domain of the
prohairesis—a fact that held particular importance for Seneca and especially for Marcus. From
each person’s Own perspective, it is vital to distinguish between the bare fact that an impression
conveys and the value that depends on whether an event was one’s own action or not. The same
discourse continues:

— 0 V100G anéBave. — Ti £yéveTo; 0 VIOG AmEDavVEY. — AALO 0VOEV; — O0VOEV. — TO
mholov AmmAeTo. — Ti £y£VETO; TO TAOIOV AMMAETO. — €i¢ PLAUKTV Ay On. — Ti
Y€YOVeV; gig LAAKTV A yON. 10 8™ OTL KOK®OG TEMPOYEV €€ aTOD EKOCTOG
npootifnowv. (3.8.5-6)

— His son died. — What happened? His son died. — Nothing else? — Nothing. —
The ship was lost. — What happened? The ship was lost. — He was led off to prison
— What has happened? He was led off to prison. That he has fared badly is
something that each person adds on his own.

In describing the belief that one has fared badly as something one ‘adds’ to an impression,
Epictetus describes the first step in the impression’s misuse. Marcus Aurelius, always a close
reader of Epictetus, appears to echo this passage and others like it (such as, for instance, 3.3.5-
10) in a passage that applies the same technique:

undev miéov ot Aéye, GV ai mponyovpeval pavtociol dvoyyéAhovoty. Hfyyeltot, 81t
0 0€lva og Kak®¢ Aéyel. iyyehtal TodTo- T 0Tl BEPAayal, ovk fyyeltat. PAEn®, 6Tl
vooel 10 mandiov. PAénm- 8T 8¢ kvduveder, 00 PAERT®. 0UTOG OVV Uéve del L TRV
TPOTOV PAVTOCIAV, Kol UNdEV avtog Evoobey Emideye Kol 00OEV Got yivetar ndAAov
8¢ émideye m¢ yvopilov Exacto 1@V &v 16 KOoue copfavoviov. (MA 8.49)%

Do not say anything more to yourself than what the initial appearances report. It is
reported that so-and-so speaks ill of you. This is the report. That you have been
harmed is not the report. | see that my child is sick. This is what | see. That the child
is in danger | do not see. In this way, then, always keep to the first appearances, and
do not add to them from within yourself, and nothing happens to you. Rather, add to
them that you are aware that each of these is among the things that happen in the
world.

A correct response depends on not contributing a false belief that goes beyond what is really

conveyed by the impression to which one must react, since once this is done the wrong response

24 cf. MA 4.7 Apov v vy, Rpton 1o BERAappot. Apov o BEPrappar, fiptat 1) BAGSY.
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is sure to follow. One must not complain, as Epictetus imagines his interlocutor as doing, that
Zeus chose to fashion the world as it is—namely, in the cases that interest us here, as a world
containing wrongdoers—»but rather, as the Marcus passage underlines, adopt a holistic point of
view, from which what seemed to be an adverse event appears as simply a part of the cosmic
order. This can be done without excusing the wrongdoer: when something that is a matter of
choice is done badly, Epictetus calls it bad, as we have seen. And so, in the case Marcus is
describing in an Epictetan fashion, the impression ‘so-and-so has spoken badly of me’, may very
well call for a response, but responding instead to the false impressions ‘I have been harmed’,

will result in a failure of fit between the response and the reality of the situation.

From what we have seen so far, it is clear that the framework that supports Epictetus’
advice for dealing with another person’s anger must also support his prescribed response to
wrongdoing of any kind. The case of another’s anger is instructive, however, both because it is
the very response that Epictetus is trying to discredit and because it helps us further to
understand Epictetus’ use of the Platonic Socrates. In the plots of Plato’s dialogues, anger
occurs primarily as a dialectical failing: the likes of Polus, Callicles and Thrasymachus become
angry when their views are challenged or discredited. In the Apology (31a5, 34c¢8-d1), Socrates
sees anger like this as having led to the charges against him (an instance of wrongdoing that
figures repeatedly in Epictetus’ Discourses), while in the Gorgias and in Republic I it threatens
to derail a conversation about the most important things (Gorg. 505d-506c, cf. 457c-d; Resp.
336e, 344b). In all these cases, the angry interlocutors are reacting to what they take to be
Socrates’ wrong action, which is merely his attempt to correct their mistakes; from Socrates’

perspective, they are the ones who do wrong by getting angry with him when trying to change
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his mind. He, however, reacts differently to their wrongness from how they react to what they
perceive as his. In contrast to their angry rebukes and bids at retaliation, his reaction is usually
marked by a quiet confidence that nothing but argument can change his mind, and it is exactly
here that we see the interpretive force of Epictetus’ observation that, as Socrates knows, no
person controls another’s hegemonikon.

Though the surviving records of Epictetus’ teaching do not include his more formal
lessons, there is little doubt that his classes involved the reading and interpretation of important
works in what was, by his time, the history of philosophy.?® Along with the works of Chrysippus
and other early Stoics, the dialogues of Plato would have had a prominent place in his
curriculum, and his own deep reading of these sources has certainly informed his portrayal of
Socrates. Far from being an arbitrary appropriation of a prestigious historical figure, Epictetus’
treatment of Socrates reflects an interpretation that is worth taking seriously in its own right, and
which would likely have proven irresistible to a Stoic intent on engaging deeply with Socratic
literature. The full extent of Epictetus’ engagement with Plato is more than can be measured in
this treatment, but it is still possible to call attention to several passages that support Epictetus’
account of Socrates’ characteristic calm quite precisely. Perhaps most importantly of all,
Socrates’ conversations with Polus and Callicles in the Gorgias speak vividly of the contrast
between philosophy’s promise of teaching and correction and the more violent aspirations of

rhetoric, which seeks to alter convictions as though by force.?® In an exchange that grimly

251.10.8-9, where Epictetus describes his preparation for the day’s readings, has frequently been cited as evidence
for Epictetus’ use of textual commentary in his classes.

2 Cf. Long on this passage, who speaks of ‘Polus’ attempts to defend the value of sheer rhetorical power’. (72)
The comparison of the power of persuasive speech to overpowering physical violence can be traced to the historical
Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, where Gorgias speaks of the power of speech to compel assent. (8-14, esp. 12) As
Prof. Inwood has observed to me, this defence of Helen comes at the price of denying her agency; this is exactly
what the Stoic doctrine of uncompelled assent avoids, and what their account of the proper response to wrongdoing
refuses to allow. Of Gorgias’ four lines of defence, the possibility that Helen was carried off by force (7) is the only
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foreshadows Socrates’ trial, Polus appeals to Athenian popular opinion to persuade Socrates that
anyone would sooner do wrong than suffer it. Socrates grants that many of the city’s most
famous citizens would in fact make that choice, but protests that their false testimony is

worthless:
GAL £Y® 6ol £lg AV OVK OLOAOY®* 00 Yap LE oV Avaykalelc, GALL wevdoudptopag
TOAAOVC KT  EUOD TOPUCTYOUEVOG EMXEIPETS EKPAAAEY HE €K TTG 00Gi0G Kol TOD
aAanBodc. (Gorgias 472b3-6)
But I, being just one person, do not agree with you, for you do not force me to do so.
No, you merely present a horde of false witnesses against me, and so endeavour to
deprive me of what is mine, the truth.

No matter who speaks against Socrates, they cannot alter his convictions, or make him think that
those who do wrong are better off than their victims. What Polus is attempting to do by the mere
force of others’ opinions can only be accomplished, for Socrates, by legitimate forms of
persuasion in the course of a conversation:

gyd yap OV av Aéyo Eva pv mapocyécdar pdptupa dmictapol, odTov Tpog OV dv ot

0 AOYOG 1], TOVG 0& TOAAOVG €M yaipety, kal &va puev Emyneilew Eniotapal, Toig 6¢

ToAOIC 008E Stodéyopar. Epa ovv gl £0eAncelC &v Td pépel S1d6var Eheyyov

dmokpvopuevog To Epmtdueva. (474a5-b2)

For | know how to present just one witness for what I’'m saying, the very person with
whom I’m speaking, saying goodbye to the crowd. And I know how to take just one
person’s vote, without so much as addressing the crowd. So consider whether you are
willing to give me a chance to refute you in turn by answering my questions.

In a conversation, each person may choose whether to assent to a given claim; Socrates, amidst
a crowd of forceful speakers and hostile witnesses, knows that even then his agreement cannot
be compelled. Here we can see the direction of Epictetus’ insight, as what accounts for Socrates’
calm assurance in the face of Polus’ brash opposition is his confidence that mere rhetorical

violence cannot force his assent to a false belief; this thought is just what Epictetus expresses

plea that Stoics would countenance as exculpatory, since it is fully compatible with her not having assented to
going to Troy with Paris. That the workings of fate provide no excuse for wrong action, as Gorgias claims in
Helen’s case (6), sits at the core of Stoic compatibilism; that overpowering passion is likewise no excuse (15-19) is
equally clear on Stoic principles (see the discussion of Medea below).
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when he says that no person can control another’s hegemonikon. Socrates’ response to Polus
would be incoherent if he tried by some other forceful means to make Polus agree with him, and
so for just the same reason as he remains unmoved by Polus’ blustering speeches, he begins his
bid to correct Polus by asking him to agree to be questioned. This is because Socrates knows
that he cannot force Polus’ assent any more than Polus can force his.?’

The interpersonal perspective entailed by the recognition that no one controls another’s
hegemonikon, Socratic as it is, allows for the right reaction not only to another person’s anger,
but also to wrongs of other perhaps more serious kinds, and here too Epictetus’ account of moral
response is strongly influenced by his reading of Plato’s Socrates.?® On this point, Epictetus’
main text is the Apology, where Socrates responds to the efforts of Anytus and Meletus to secure
his unjust execution. Through his Stoic interpretation of several key Socratic claims, Epictetus is
able to develop his own account of moral response, which teaches how to suffer injustice
without feeling anger (that is, without reacting wrongly to the wrong actions of others), how to
regard wrongdoers as erring human beings (and so as other rational agents in need of
correction), and how to address their mistakes correctly (namely, through teaching and
refutation).

Among the Stoic doctrines on which Epictetus insists most persistently is the claim that
what is not up to us cannot do us good or ill. It corresponds to the first of the three stages of

moral education that Epictetus outlines at 3.2 and to which he refers elsewhere.?® Mastery of this

27 Epictetus quotes these lines in a close paraphrase at 2.12.5. at 2.26.6. Significantly, the truth that Socrates is
trying to get Polus to acknowledge is that it is worse to commit injustice than to suffer it (474b2-5). This conviction
that the greatest good and evil lies not in what one suffers but in what one does is naturally congenial to Epictetus’
use of the Socratic paradigm.

28 Of course, speaking of degrees of wrongness would require a Stoic to make allowances for a common way of
putting things, as Marcus does at 2.10.

2% Commentators appear to agree that this well-known threefold division is original with Epictetus; there is some
controversy over how it should be understood in relation to the threefold division of philosophy into ethics, physics
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topic is what allows the philosopher to experience any kind of mistreatment without suffering,
since his desires and aversions are not directed toward what is not up to him; this, Epictetus tells
us, is crucial to the elimination of the passions (Diss. 3.2.1-3). Epictetus found support for this
Stoic view in Plato’s Apology, where Socrates, warning the jury that they face a greater danger
than he does, declares that the prosecutors Anytus and Meletus, even if they kill, banish or
disenfranchise him, still cannot harm him:

EY yap Tote, 86v pe dmokteivnte Tol0dT0V dvia olov £yd Aéym, ovk &ue peilm

PAGyete ) DUAG aDTOOG EUE PEV Yap 0VOEY v PAGweley obTte MéANTOG 0VTE AVUTOG!

008 Yo v Svvarto- od yap ofopon eputdv givon duetvovt avdpi Vo yeipovog

BramtecOon. dmokteivele pevidy iomg 1 8eldoetey 1 dtudosiey: dALL TadTa 00TOC

pev icmg ofetar Koi GAAOG Tig TOL peydla Kakd, £y® & odK oiopat, GAAL TOAD

udAlov TolEly & ovToc vuvi Totel, &vdpa adikme émyeipeiv dmoktevivar. (Apology
30c7-d6)

For you know well that if you kill me, and | am the kind of man | say | am, you will
do me no more harm than you do yourselves: for Meletus and Anytus would not harm
me at all, nor could they: for | believe it is not sanctioned that a better man should be
harmed by a worse. Kill me they might indeed, or exile or dishonour me; but while
they and others may, | suppose, think these are great evils, | do not think so. Rather, |
think it is much worse to do what he is doing now, to try to kill a man unjustly.

For Socrates, it is only if death, banishment and disenfranchisement really were bad that it
would count as harm to inflict them.3® Here we can tell that Socrates’ belief that nothing can
harm a good man is not only a belief in divine or daemonic protection (as one reading of 41c8-
di, cited below, might suggest), but also—and perhaps primarily—a claim about what counts as
good and bad. By denying the badness even of what people generally take to be the most serious
suffering that one person can inflict upon another, Socrates dramatically reduces the resources

of anyone who might hope to harm him. This creates for Socrates a very strong sort of

and dialectic that is traditional in the Stoa. Long (Epictetus, 117, 125) endorses the treatment of Pierre Hadot,
which is the most extensive (The Inner Citadel [tr. Micahel Chase, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1998] 98-115), which sees the first discipline as corresponding to physics, the second to ethics and the third to
dialectic.

30 As this makes clear, harm just is the infliction of something bad; cf. DL V11.102, where the Stoics are said to
classify as indifferents what ‘neither benefits nor harms’.
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independence from others’ wrongdoing and insulates him, as it were, from the effects of their
injustice. The result of this is that as far as his own good is concerned, the wrongdoing of others
just does not matter to Socrates, so that there is simply no need for his response to be motivated
by a reaction to the harm they might wrongly be thought to cause. It is no wonder that, as
Gregory Vlastos notes, ‘This is Epictetus’ favourite Socratic text. He cites it repeatedly (always
in the same pungent paraphrase: “Anytus and Meletus can kill me but cannot harm me”): Diss.
1.29.17; [3].2.15; 2.23.21; Ench. 53.73!

Given this Socratic rejection of the possibility of interpersonal harm, it cannot be
reasonable to respond to another’s wrongdoing as harm to oneself, or for that matter as harm to
a third party, and this rules out anger as a rational response. It can be reasonable, however, to
respond to wrongdoing as harm to the wrongdoer, which is to respond to it as vice. A passage
from the Apology shows Socrates explicitly rejecting anger toward his accusers and the jurors
who sided with them, even when, in the same breath, he condemns the wrongness of their
actions:

A Kol DRAG xpn, ® Gvdpeg dikaotai, e0éAmSog sivar Tpdg TOV Odvartov, Kai &v Tt
70070 d1avoeichat dAn0Ec, 1L 00k EoTiv Avdpl Ayad@d Kakov 00dgy obte (BVTL oTE
TEAEVTNOOVTL, OVOE AUEAETTOL VTTO OE®DV TA TOVTOV TPAYLOTO: OVOE TA EUE VDV GO
0D adTopdTOL YEYoveY, AALA pot STiAOV €0t ToDTO, Tt §oT Tebvavar Kol drnAidyOot

npaypdtmv PEATIOV TV oL, 10 ToDTO Kai g 00Sapod dméTpeyey TO onueiov, Koi
£YmYE TOIC KATAYNPISAUEVOLC OV Kol TOTG KOTIYOPOLS 00 TUVL YOAETOIV®. KOITOL OV

31 ‘Happiness and Virtue in Socrates’ Moral Theory’ in Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher, 219n. Vlastos’
article is an attempt to distinguish Socrates’ position on the sufficiency of virtue for happiness from that of the
Stoics. Acknowledging that several texts seem to identify virtue and happiness just as strictly as Stoics do (the view
he calls the ‘Identity Thesis’), he finds others to show that Socrates counts other goods as minimally incremental to
happiness as long as they are conjoined with virtue (the view he calls the ‘Sufficiency Thesis’). Vlastos’ subject is
Socrates, but his notes 37, 65, 72, 78, 80, 89, 84 and 96 sustain an engagement with Stoicism. Vlastos refers to Ap.
305cd, 41cd, Rep. I. 334c (discussed in this chapter), along with Cr. 48b, Ap. 29e-30b, Gorg. 470e and 507bc when
he remarks: ‘Any of these texts, read without the correction for which | have argued above, would amply suffice to
make the Stoics believe that their view of the “all-sufficiency of virtue”... was pukka Socratic.” (223n.81) The
‘correction’ in question involves understanding Socrates’ claim that his accusers cannot harm him as meaning only
that they cannot greatly harm him (219-224); Vlastos argues subtly in its favour, but there is room for doubt as to
whether his construal is warranted, and in any case, there is no reason (nor does Vlastos suggest there is) to expect
that a Stoic reader would have entertained or accepted it.
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a0 TH Sravoig Koreyneilovtd uov kal katnydpovv, G’ oiduevol BAdrtev: TodTo
avtoig d&ov uépepectar. (Apology 41c8-el1)

But you too, gentlemen of the jury, must also be of good hope in the face of death,
and firmly keep in mind this single truth: to a man who is good there comes no evil,
either while he lives or when he dies; his affairs, moreover, are not neglected by the
gods. Nor did mine come about all on their own; no, it is clear to me that to die—and
to be released from my affairs—has by now become the better thing for me; this is
also why my sign did not turn me back at all. And for my part, | am not angry in the
least with those who voted to condemn me, or with my accusers. But it was not with
this in mind that that they voted to condemn me or accused me, but thinking that they
would harm me. For this they are to blame.

It is very likely that Epictetus would have read this passage to mean that Socrates’ reason for not
becoming angry is his confidence that he has not been harmed—and not only that the gods had
decided it was time for him to die.®? It does not follow from this, or from the jury’s ignorance in
convicting and sentencing Socrates, that their actions are anything short of fully culpable;
Socrates wants the jury to know that his own dispassionate response is not a reflection of the
hostile jurors’ non-responsibility.®® From their own limited view of Socrates’ case, the jurors
who voted to condemn him did wrong insofar as they wished to harm Socrates and believed they

could; even though Socrates, with his refined view of interpersonal action, is persuaded that

32 This is not to deny that Epictetus sets great store by the principle nothing that the gods bring about can be bad or
harmful. In adapting Plato’s account of Socrates’ reaction to his condemnation, Epictetus thoroughly blends his
hero’s consent to god’s will with his confidence that his enemies cannot harm him. Here Epictetus responds to an
interlocutor upset at Socrates’ imprisonment and execution: (17) Tadtd cot paiverot Oovpactd, tadta doéka, émi
T00TOIG £YKOAEIC T® Be®; 0VSEV £lxe Toxpdng Gvti TovTev; (18) Tod fv 1) odsia adTd T0d dyabod; Tivt
TPOcoY®LEY; 60l T} avT@®; Kol Ti Aéyel Ekeivog; « Eug &' Avutog Kol MéAnTtog dnkoteivarl pev duvotat, Prayat & od.
» Kol ThA « gl TavTn Td 0ed @idov, Tadvt yivécbw. » (Diss. 1.29.16-18) These things [viz., the jailing and
poisoning of Socrates’ paltry body] seem astonishing to you, these things seem unjust? On their account you accuse
the gods? Did Socrates have nothing in exchange for them? Where was the essence of the good for him? Whom
shall we ask, you or him? And what does he say? “Anytus and Meletus can kill me, but they cannot harm me,” as
well as, “If this is what god desires, let it happen.” For Epictetus, god has indeed made a place for wicked people in
the world (1.12.16), but by providing that only what is in each person’s control can do him or her good or ill
(1.13.33-34), he has also ensured that these people, however wicked they may be, cannot do harm to others.

33 Socrates does not apply his paradox to the accusers or the hostile jurors explicitly, but that they do wrong
unwillingly appears to follow from premisses stated within the Apology. When Socrates argues that his own
wrongdoing, if he were guilty, could only have been unwilling, it is on the grounds that in corrupting his associates
he would have caused himself harm; because no one is willingly harmed, he cannot have corrupted them willingly
(25d1-e5). He also makes it clear that Anytus, Meletus and the jurors will harm themselves in convicting him
(30c9-d6), and so it follows from the same premisses that the injustice they commit in condemning him is not
willingly done.
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their wrongdoing has no effect on him, he still believes they are to blame for having treated
another person with such hostility.

Epictetus’ understanding of harm and his rejection of anger are also jointly supported by
his reading of Republic 1, where Socrates argues with Polemarchus against the idea that one
ought to do harm to unjust people:

"Eotw &pa, v 8 &yd, dikaiov avdpog BAamtely kai 6vivodv avOpodmov; — Koi v
Ye, oM’ T0VC Y€ TOVNPOLG TE Kal £xOpovg del PAamtely. — Blamtopevol 8 inmot
Bedtiovg 7 xeipovg yiyvovrar, — Xeipovg. — Apa €i¢ TV TdV KOV apeV, § €ic
v 16V tnov; — Eig v tdv itnov. — Ap’ odv ki kiveg Pramtopevol xeipoug
yiyvovTol €ig TV @V KOVeV Apetnv GAL" oK &ig TV TV intnov dpetiv; — AvAayk.
— AvOpmmovg 8¢, @ £taipe, pur 0Ot dEY, PAamTopéVOLS i TV dvOpmmeioy
apetnv xeipoug yiyvesOar; — IMévu pév odv. — AL 1 Sikarocvvn ovk dvOpwmeio
apet); — Koi 1ot dvéykn. — Koi todg Bamtopévoug dpa, & @ile, TdV dvOpdrmv
avaykn adikotépovg yiyvesOat. (335b2-c7)

Does it belong, then, to a just man to harm anyone at all? — Absolutely. He must in
any case harm the wicked, who are his enemies. — When horses are harmed, do they
become better or worse? — Worse. — In canine or in equine excellence? — Equine.
— So when dogs are harmed they become worse in canine excellence, not in equine
excellence? — Necessarily. — Then shall we not say, my friend, that when human
beings are harmed they become worse in human excellence? — Of course. — But
isn’t justice human excellence? — Yes, that is necessary too. — Then it is also
necessary for human beings who are harmed to become more unjust.

From this Socrates will draw the conclusion that the good person will not harm anyone—even
the wicked—since in order for real harm to be done, one person must make another person more
unjust.3* On this view, it may even be impossible to return harm for harm—as it certainly was
on the Stoic view—and even if it is possible to harm someone by making him worse, it is
obviously against the interests of justice. This argument does not depend, as might be supposed,
on an equivocation on the sense of harm, but it does involve understanding harm in a particular

way, as always involving damage to its object. Here again, for Epictetus it is precisely Socrates’

34 Epictetus puts this argument to different use in 3.1.6-9, where he again follows Socrates in arguing from the
virtue of a horse and the virtue of a dog to establish that the virtue of a human being is justice (and that this, rather
than personal adornment, is what makes a person beautiful).

89



knowledge that no once controls another’s mind that supports his confidence that he cannot be
harmed. For in order to harm him, Anytus and Meletus would have to force him to assent to a
falsehood, but this, he knows, they cannot do.® (cf. 3.22.42, where Epictetus denies that anyone
can force someone else to assent to a falsehood.) This must be why Epictetus pairs Socrates’
declaration that his accusers cannot harm him with a statement of his commitment to ignore
everything but rational argument as the lessons that a good reader will take from Socratic works.
(3.23.21) Epictetus reminds his students to take confidence, like Socrates, in the fact that no
accuser, however powerful, can cause a person to be guilty just by judging her so:

(50) AALX" dmeprivato 6 Eymv TV &Eovaiav- « kpive oe doepii kai dvociov etvor. » Ti

oot yéyovev; — Expidny doePng koi dvoctov eivar. (51) — Alho o0d4v; — OOSév.

— Ei 8¢ mepi cuvnuuévou Tivog Emkekpikel Kol £6E0MKEL ATOPACLY « TO €l HUEPQ

gotiv, pAC oty Kkpivm yweddog elvar », Tl yeydvel 1 covnupév; tic voade

Kpiverat, Tic KoTokEKplTaL;, To cuvnuuévov 1 0 é€amatnOeig mepi avtod; (1.29.50-51)

But the one in authority has declared: ‘I judge you impious and unholy.” What has

happened to you? — I have been judged impious and unholy. — Nothing else? —

Nothing else. — If he had made a judgement concerning some implication and had

issued the decree, ‘The claim that if it is day is it light, | judge to be false,” what

would have happened to the implication? Who is judged in that case, who has been

condemned? The implication, or the person who has made a mistake about it?

The unjust accuser cannot, by means of his own judgement or his action, make a just person into

a wrongdoer (which would be the only way of harming him), but instead becomes a wrongdoer

% In the Meno, Anytus departs abruptly from a conversation in which he has become angry with Socrates for
questioning the ability of leading Athenians to educate their own their children in virtue. Tellingly, his parting
threat is veiled in the claim that it is particularly easy for one to do good or ill to another in Athens (or, adopting
Buttmann’s emendation, that to do them ill is even easier): éyo pdv obv &v cot copPoviedoaut, i £08heig Suoi
neifecbon, evlofeicOor dg iomg pev kai &v GAAN morel padiov (MSS; paov Buttman) éotv kKax@®g Toielv
avOpmmovg 7 &V, &v Tfde 8¢ kai mévv. (94e4-6) Socrates, speaking to Meno, ascribes Anytus’ anger to the fact that
he has taken Socrates to speak ill (xaxnyopeiv) of a group of men in which he includes himself, and then goes on to
say that once Anytus realizes what sort of thing it really is to speak badly, his anger will stop: AL’ odtoc pév £év
TOTE YV 010V 0TIV TO KOK®E AEYELY, TOGETAL YOAETaivov, VOV 8¢ dyvosi. (95a4-6) Two possible (and compatible)
interpretations of Socrates’ remark would accord with what he says in the Apology and support views adopted by
the Stoics: either Socrates means that when Anytus realizes what it is to speak ill of another (that is, not the sort of
thing that can do him harm), he will stop being angry because he realizes he and his friends have not been harmed,
or that when he realizes what it really means to speak badly (that is, to speak untruly), he will stop being angry
because he realizes that this, which depends on him, rather than criticism that depends on others, is what one really
should avoid.
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by virtue of his own false judgement. (cf. 2.6.28-29) The harm in such a case is not to the

victim, but to the wrongdoer himself.

So far we have considered how the Socratic paradigm supports Epictetus’ central claim
that the wrongdoing of one person cannot be bad or harmful to another, and particularly how
Epictetus portrays Socrates as a positive example of someone who avoids anger by maintaining
a clear view of how others’ actions relate to him. We turn now to the substantive role this model
plays in providing a constructive way of interacting with the wrongdoer, which does justice to
the wrongness of his or her action and shows no lack of moral vigour in addressing it. Attention
to this aspect of Socratic reception in Epictetus’ thought will help us to address Bonhoffer’s
concern that the ‘soft and passive temper’ (97) of the Stoic attitude to wrongdoing advocated by
Epictetus is morally inadequate to address the injustice of others. In turning toward the
wrongdoer as Socrates does toward Polus and Callicles, and in treating him well by correcting
his errors, a student of Epictetus’ philosophy would exercise himself in the topic that
corresponds to the second stage of moral development, which turns the student’s progress
outward by focussing on appropriate actions toward others: o0 8&i yép pe eivar dmadfj mg
avopLavTa, AAAL TAG OXEGEIC TNPOVVTA TAG PUOIKAC Kol £MOETOVE MG €VGEPT], O VIOV, 1OG
adeh@dv, O¢ Totépa, Mg moritny. (3.2.4) Epictetus’ striking and memorable admonition that we
‘should not be free from feeling as a statue is’ is as clear an indication as we could desire that
Epictetus’ teaching does not require its students to abandon all of their normal interpersonal
attitudes along with those it deems to be irrational. In fact, freedom from passion is only the

beginning of a moral training program that aims to cultivate better ways of relating to other
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people just as much as it aims to free the student from emotional distress.®® This is as true in our
relationship to wrongdoers as it is toward anyone else; once the therapy of the emotions has
done away with hostile reactions toward others, it becomes possible for the progressing student
to develop correct responses in their place.3” Socrates, whose concern for others guided his
project of improving and correcting them, again offers an ideal model of how to engage with a
wrongdoer—since he approaches them with all the goodwill of a fellow citizen and yet treats
their mistakes with the fullest moral seriousness—and again it is his example that helps to
structure Epictetus’ view of the interpersonal moral attitudes in this regard.

We have seen that the Socrates of the Apology, thanks to his conviction that the
independence of his mind insulates him from the possibility of interpersonal harm, could
maintain an exemplary freedom from anger even when he knew that his accusers were guilty of
serious wrongdoing. The same work, through its embedded dialogue with Meletus, provides an
opportunity for Socrates to declare his own view of how the wrongdoing of another should be
addressed. He tells the jury that Meletus, in prosecuting Socrates for the wrong he alleges, is

acting wrongly himself. Even on the assumption that Socrates does indeed corrupt the youth of

% For sensitive discussion of the relationship between the cultivation of an undisturbed inner state and the exercise
of other-regarding virtue see Annas (‘Moral Perspectives in Epictetus’,145-149 especially) and Long (Epictetus, ch.
9). As Long remarks, ‘Much of the reason for Epictetus’ devotion to Socrates was precisely that great paradigm’s
civic centredness and his resolute acceptance of the conditions in which he found himself living in Athens.” (146)
87 Thus the first topic rids the progressing student of his passionate or angry response to a slight, while the second
enables him to hit on the appropriate other-directed response. Epictetus tells us that the third stage, in which the
study of dialectic fortifies what the student has acquired in the other two stages, is for those who have already made
considerable progress (3.2.5ff) in these first two stages. Though Epictetus does not appeal to it in this regard,
Socrates’ response to Callicles provides a promising example of how this third stage builds on progress made in the
other two. It is easy to imagine that, without having fortified his beliefs through study in this topic, a progressing
student could bear the insults of Callicles without anger (stage 1), and even respond to him kindly by trying to
correct his mistakes (stage 2), only to collapse at last under the persuasive power of Callicles’ rhetorical
counterattack. This student, having already made progress in the first two stages, could rescue his own shaken
convictions by going back to his teacher for help, but only someone with Socrates’ dialectical excellence (stage 3)
would have any hope of correcting the likes of Callicles. That Epictetus finds no fault with someone who tries, but
fails, to correct someone else is consistent, not only with his views about the mind’s independence, but also with his
treatment of the third stage in moral education. On the relation of this stage to the other two, see Hadot, The Inner
Citadel, 98-115 Long, Epictetus, 117-118
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Athens, still Meletus acts wrongly by reacting wrongly to Socrates’ wrongdoing, which, as
Socrates sees it, can only be unwilling:

tadta [viz., the charge of willingly corrupting the young] 8y® cot ob neibopot, @
Ménte, oipon 8& 008 dAlov avOpdT@Y 00dEva. GAL T 0D Stapdeipw, T &l
deBeipw, dxwv, Hote 60 Ye KOt AUPOTEPO, WEVOT. €1 6¢ dKmV doebeipw, TOV
TOOVTOV [Kai AKoVeimv] ApapTHATOV 0V deDPO VOUOG eicdye £6TiV, AAAL 10l
AoPovia d1ddoke kol voudeteiv: dfjhov yap Ot €av pdbom, Tavcopat & ye drwv
TOL®. 6V 0¢ cvyyevésOat pév pot kai d1da&ot Epuyeg kol ovk NBEANGAG, 6edpo O
globyelc, ol vopog gotiv ichyetv 1oV KoOAAoEmG de0UEVOLS GAN’ 0V padfcEmG.
(25e6-26a8)

I do not believe you when you say that, Meletus, and | don’t think anyone else will

either. No, either | don’t corrupt them, or else if | do, I do it unwillingly. Either way,

your charge is false. And if I do corrupt them unwillingly, it is not the law to bring

me here, but to take me aside in private, and teach and admonish me. For it is clear

that if I learn, I will stop what | am doing unwillingly. But you fled association with

me and refused to teach me, and instead you bring me here, where it is the law to

bring those in need of punishment rather than teaching.
Meletus, in seeking punishment, seeks to harm Socrates in return for the wrongs alleged in his
indictment.® Socrates’ remonstration is founded on his own way of responding to others’
mistakes: rather than wishing them harm, one ought to correct them, just as Socrates habitually
does, through a private conversation. There is an exact parallel for this admonition in Republic I,
where in response to Thrasymachus’ angry and even threatening behaviour, Socrates protests
that whatever mistakes he has made should be met with correction, and not with harsh

treatment:

Q Opacipoye, p yoAendg Nuiv io0r &l yap sapaptavopey &v tfi Tdv Adymv okéyet
8y® te Ko 83¢, £V 1601 BTt HovTeg ApaPTAVOUEY. ... éhecicOot oLV HUAG TOAD pHdALoV
€iKO¢ €0Tiv OV VIO VUMY TMV devdv 1| yokemaivesarl. (Republic 1.336e2-4, 337al-
2)

Don’t be cross with us, Thrasymachus. If my friend and | are going wrong in our
investigation, you may be sure that we err unwillingly. ... It’s therefore far more

3 That Socrates considers (reasonably, of course) that Meletus is trying to harm him by having him punished is
made clear by 30c10 and 41el. Socrates’ contrast between punishment and improvement in this passage does not
raise a conflict with the claims of Gorg. 477-479, where correct punishment is construed as a benefit and therefore
a kind of improvement; Socrates is speaking in Meletus’ terms, as if punishment were something other than
correction.

93



seemly that we should be pitied by the likes of you than that you should be angry with
us.

Here, as in his exchange with Meletus, Socrates calls for a Socratic response to his own
mistakes, founding his appeal on an application to himself of the ‘no one does wrong willingly’
paradox.% In both cases he admits the possibility that he could be going or doing wrong, but
rejects the possibility that his mistake could be deliberate. This is not to be taken as an
exculpatory plea, since it does not deny the commission of a very grave error, but rather it is an
attempt to correct the other person’s wrong response to an error he has mischaracterized.

In a pair of closely related discourses, Epictetus elaborates his own version of the proper
response to wrongdoing, which follows Socrates in presenting teaching as the proper reaction to
wrong that is always done involuntarily, while properly allowing for the offender’s guilt.
Discourses 1.18 and 1.28 both assert the ‘no one does wrong willingly’ paradox, submitting it as
a reason to suspend anger toward the wrongdoer. This is not because the wrongdoer is not
guilty, but because no other response to the wrongdoer’s guilt could be rational. In both
discourses, Epictetus marshals Socratic arguments to show, against the objections of his
interlocutors, that anger is not the right response to the wrongdoing of another. He does not use
the Socratic paradox to excuse the wrongdoer (just as Socrates refrains from anger at Ap. 41 but
still blames the hostile jurors for their actions), but to improve a second party’s response to the
crime by correcting his understanding of the psychology of wrong action and of the values
relevant to the other’s action and to his own. Other key Socratic thoughts are also at work in
these discourses: the claim that assent is unforced and its corollary that no one can harm a good
man (which Epictetus sums up in the statement (4.2.4) that no one controls another’s

hegemonikon) entail that the wrongdoer is fully responsible for his or her actions, and Epictetus’

39 Cf. Socrates’ very similar application of his paradox to himself at Gorg. 488a2-6.
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approach depends on taking this seriously. The ignorance behind the wrongdoer’s action is
culpable—in fact, it just is vice—and Epictetus takes a Socratic approach to this as well, in
insisting that the wrongdoer cannot become better until he acknowledges the conflicts involved
in his false beliefs. Thus the patient treatment Epictetus advocates is not, like the Strawsonian
objective attitude, founded on an excuse that denies the agency behind a wrong act; rather, the
goal of his approach is to engage the wrongdoer on this rational level, helping him to realize his
mistake so that he can begin to improve.*

Both 1.18 and 1.28 begin with an elaboration of the psychological claim that no one
assents to what he believes to be false, from which it is understood to follow that no one chooses
to do what he believes to be wrong. In 1.28 this is identified with an explicit statement of the
Socratic Paradox:

étav odv Ti¢ cuykatatifeton @ yevdet, iod 11 odk H{Oelev yevdel cuykatatifecOor-
mTaca yop yoyn diovoa otépetal Thg dAndeiog, g Aéyel [TAdtwv: aALd E60&ev adTd
10 yeddog dANOéc. dye i 88 TdV mpdtewv Ti Eyopev TorodTov olov &vOdde TO dANn0Eg
1} 10 yebdog; T kabfjKov Kol TO Tapd TO KabT KOV, TO GUUPEPOV KOl TO AGVUPOPOV,
10 Kot éue Kai doa tovtolg dpota. (1.28.4-5)

So when someone assents to a falsehood, know that he did not want to assent to
something false—for every soul is unwillingly deprived of truth, as Plato says—
rather, the falsehood seemed true to him. Now, what do we have in the realm of
actions that is like the true and false in that realm? The appropriate and inappropriate,
the productive and the unproductive, what is my concern, and so on.

Whatever Socrates or his Platonic persona may have meant by the claim that no one does wrong
willingly, it is clear from his exposition that Epictetus understands it as a fact about the
cognitive structure of volition: one cannot choose what one takes to be the wrong choice any

more than one can believe what one takes to be a false belief.** When an interlocutor raises the

40 The contrast between the Stoic attitude to wrongdoers and the Strawsonian objective is further developed in the
next chapter of this dissertation.

41 ¢f. 2.22.36. Schenkl (ad loc.) adduces Sophist 228c¢ as the source of Epitetus’ quotation of Plato: yoynv ye fopev
Gixovoav ndoav mav dyvoodoav. Oldfather (ad loc.) remarks that Epictetus’ quotation is a ‘rather free paraphrase’
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example of Medea (ITég 1) Aéyovoa- kai povOdve pév olo dpav LA Ko, / Bupdg 8¢
Kpeloowv TV Eudv fovievpdtov; (1.28.7)—What about the woman who says: ‘1 know what
evils | intend to do, but anger overwhelms my deliberations’?) Epictetus deals quickly with this
objection to the motivational intellectualism he has just presented, by showing how easily the
Stoic view can accommodate it: Medea simply thought that satisfying her anger was more
important than keeping her children alive. (1.28.7)*? Though Epictetus clearly intends his claim
that no soul is ever willingly deprived of the truth to be important to the correct way of
regarding wrongdoers, this statement of the Socratic Paradox certainly cannot be meant to deny
that wrongdoers are responsible for their actions in the sense that is relevant to his own claims
about what is up to us and what is not.** Wrongdoing cannot be involuntary in the sense of not
falling under our control; in fact, it is only because wrongdoing is up to the wrongdoer that it
can make that person miserable, which is exactly why no one can do it willingly. For if

‘unwillingly’ were used in a sense in which unwilling wickedness is not wickedness at all, this

of his source. We might compare our modern use of a single concise formula (‘No one does wrong willingly’, or
variations on it) to refer to a doctrine that is actually expressed in different ways throughout Plato’s dialogues. In
his edition of Marcus, where the quotation recurs at V11.63, Dalfen pertinently adds a reference to Resp. 412e-413a,
which may be the truer source of the quotation: 'Ey® cot, £pnv, épd. aivetai pot d6&a é€1évan ék dravoiag 1
£KOVOIMG 1| AKOVGIMG + £KOVGIMG HEV 1| YeVdT|g ToD pavBdvavtog, dkovoing d& ndco 1 AN/ —T0o pév €ékovciov,
gomn, pavave, 1o dg tig dxovoiov déopat pobeitv.—Ti 6€; oV kai oL MY}, TAV eV dyaddv dkovcing otépechal
TOVG AVOPOTOVE, TAV 8¢ Kak@®V Ekovaoimg; Tj 00 10 HEV Eyedoboun Tiig dAndeiog Kakdv, T0 8¢ dAnBede dyabov;

42 In these lines, does the word Bvpdg pick out a psychological faculty or simply Medea’s anger? Dobbin, whose
valuable commentary on this passage provides many references to earlier Stoic discussions of Medea, suggests ad
loc that Epictetus has made a small concession to multipartite understandings of the soul, and in his translation
leaves thumos untranslated. (Oldfather opts explicitly for the ‘faculty’ reading and translates ‘spirit’. Hard, on the
other hand, opts for ‘anger’, as does Souillhé, who translates ‘courroux’.) Though certainly 6vuoc often has a
technical meaning in philosophical discussion, in Euripides’ line it almost certainly refers to the emotion, not the
faculty, and there is no need to impute this concession to Epictetus. For the Stoic reading of these lines, which
figured prominently in Chrysippus’ discussion of Medea, see C. Gill, ‘Did Chrysippus understand Medea?’
Phronesis, Vol. 28, No. 2 (1983), pp. 136-149.

43 Long: ‘The Socratic principle that Epictetus invokes is often described as the principle that ‘No one sins
willingly’. But that slogan is ambiguous and liable to misrepresent Socrates’ claim completely. It does not mean
that people are not responsible for wrongs they commit or that their actions are involuntary from their point of view
as agents. What it means is that, if wrongdoing is construed Socratically as bad for the doer, it is never strictly
perceived as bad at the moment of action, by those who do wrong. You cannot really mean it if you say with
Milton’s Satan: Evil be thou my Good.” (Epictetus, 250, my emphasis) Long’s appeal to a personal perspective in
order to explain Epictetus’ use of the Socratic paradox is very much in line with the interpretation | offer here.
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would undermine the idea that supports the paradox. Taking account of this, Epictetus urges the
imagined bystander to show her this error instead of treating her harshly:

A&iEov anTiVv vapydg 6Tt dEnmatnTon Kai od ool uéypt 8 av ol pn deuvimg,

Tivi &xel dkolovdijcot {f T arvopéve; oddevi. Ti ovv yademaivelc o, H1t

TEMAAVITOL 1) TEACIT®POG TEPL TV PEYIoTOV Kol EXLG AvTl AvOpdmov yéyovev; eimep

dpa, paALOV EAEETS, MG TOVG TVOAOVS ELEODEV, MG TOVG YOAOVG, OVTMG TOVG TA.

KUPLOTOTO TETVPAEUEVOVG Kol dmokey®Ampévog; (1.28.8-9)

Show her clearly that she is mistaken and she will not do it. Until you show her, what

does she have to follow but the way things appear to her? Nothing. Why, then, are

you angry with her? Because the miserable woman has gone astray concerning the

greatest things, and has become a serpent rather than a human being? If anything, pity

her. As we pity the blind and the limping, so too might we not pity those who have

been blinded and made to limp concerning the most important things?
The psychology of wrong action that Epictetus has described is readily employed in the service
of the response to wrongdoing. Not only does the miserable condition of the wrongdoer promote
pity as preferable to anger (einep dpa, ‘if anything”), but the account of why the wrongdoer has
acted as she did points the way toward an effective interpersonal response.* It is her failure to
realize the gross falsity of this belief that has made her wicked, and it is only when she comes to
see this that she can become better. Rather than becoming angry, Epictetus’s student can work
toward freeing Medea from her error by helping her to see it.

What is primarily at issue in this Discourse, as in 1.28, is not after all the responsibility

of wrongdoers like Medea, but rather the response that should be directed toward them. In fact,

Epictetus is explicit about his purpose in calling the Socratic paradox to his students’ attention:

"OoTig 0DV T00TOV pépvnTar kabopdg 8Tt avOpdre péTpov mhong mphiemg o
eowopevov (Lomodv §| KaAdg Gaivetol i} Kok®d: el KaA®dg, AvEyKANTOC EoTiv: €l
Kak®dg, avtoc dnpimTar od yop dAloc pv tvon 6 memhavnuévog, dAlog & 6
PAamtopevoc), ovdevi opyiodnoetal, 00deV YOAETaVET, 00OEVH Ao1BOPNOEL, 0VOEVA
pépyetat, ov Tpookoyel ovdevi. (1.28.10)

44 Cf. the mention of pity at 1.18.9. That Epictetus so qualifiedly proposes pity as a response to Medea suggests that
he is trying to mediate between the orthodoxy of his school, which rejects pity, and his reading of Socratic sources
(such as Republic 336, above) that suggest one should pity the erring. His own startling discussion of tragedy and
epic in the latter part of this discourse (1.28.12-23) shows that he does in fact reject this paradigmatically tragic
response to the state of Euripides’ heroine.
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Whoever clearly remembers that to a human being the measure of every action is the
way things appear—and moreover that they appear either rightly or wrongly, and if
rightly, the person is not liable to accusation; if wrongly, he suffers his own
punishment, for it is not possible that it should be one person who has gone astray and
another who has been harmed—uwill not be angry with anyone, will not be cross with
anyone, will not revile anyone, will not take offence at anyone.

By keeping a clear view of why others do wrong, an agent can improve his own response to
their actions.* Such a thought will explain, though of course it will not justify, the wrong action,
and allows the person responding to approach, in the abstract, an understanding of the
wrongdoer’s motives, at least insofar as they are directed toward the same goal, generally
construed. Moreover, remembering that the penalty for wrongdoing is contained in the act itself
is likely to offset the desire to impose an external punishment. The thought of the offender’s
error will also remind the attentive student to avoid making such errors herself: if Medea went
so badly wrong by thinking it was better to gratify anger at an oath-breaker like Jason than to
save her own children, then one should guard all the more watchfully against the thought that it
is better to gratify anger at a murderer like Medea than to preserve the natural bonds among
rational creatures. This one can do by reacting without anger, and trying instead to help the
wrongdoer see where she went wrong. There is thus both a negative and a positive side to
Epictetus’ account of the wrongdoer’s psychology: it supports the rejection of anger and also
grounds a rational response that is suitable to take its place.

The same thoughts are at work in 1.18 where, as in 1.28, Epictetus begins by explaining
that the philosophical psychology which shows that wrong is done involuntarily also shows that
it is wrong to take a hostile stance toward the erring. His interlocutors object that many people

are ‘thieves and robbers’ and that this gives a reason to treat them harshly; if aman is a

4 This interpretation is confirmed by Epictetus’ other statement of the same claim at 2.22.36, where he describes in
the following terms the person who is truly prepared to form friendships: ...1® pév époip mavti dridg, Tod &°
avopoiov GvekTiKOG, TPHoG TPOG aVTOV, IUEPOG, GUYYVOUIKOG MG TPOG AyVoodVTa, (MG TPOG SaminTovta Tepl TV
peyiotov: ovdevi yaAendg, Gt eidmg akpiPds 10 Tod [TAdtmvog, 6Tt Tdca Yoy fkovca otépetal Thg dAnbeiogc.
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‘brigand’ or an ‘adulterer’, he ought to be put to death. (1.18.3-5) Instructing them to reflect on
how they would rebuke themselves if they directed these feelings toward someone whose
impairment was not moral, but physical, he reproaches his interlocutors for their cruelty: to
think as they do is ‘inhuman’ (avavbpomov, 1.18.7), just as it would be if they called for a man’s
execution on the grounds of his blindness. The inhumanity of their response lies in the hatred
(to wonrikov) that they direct toward the wrongdoer. Calling for the wrongdoer’s execution,
they must do so on the assumption that this would cause that person harm, as did those who
voted to condemn Socrates (Apology 41el), but this is only because they believe that they
themselves, or some other person with whom they identify, have been harmed. As Epictetus
tells his audience, we become angry because we ‘admire the materials’ (bAoc Oavpalopev) that
the dishonest man takes from us, which makes us think that we have been harmed.*® Here again,
a correct reaction to wrongdoing depends on a correct assessment of the wrongdoer’s condition
in order to orient the responder’s stance toward the offender.

Epictetus’ approach in these two discourses, while it highlights the miserable condition
of the wrongdoer and the thought that no one could willingly become so wretched, does not
minimize the offender’s wickedness but rather actually emphasizes it. For it is exactly by dint of
being wicked that the wrongdoer is miserable: if we pity Medea for having become a viper
rather than a human being, it is not because we think her suffering is unfair, or anyone’s fault
but hers—it is rather because she has fallen so far short of her proper condition as a rational

being.*’ Seen in this light, the crucial doctrine that no one controls another’s hegemonikon is

%6 For this inference, see also 1.22.13-14: (13) — ... "Ev3éystar obv BAOMTOMEVOV KOl GTOTVYYEVOVTO TV dyaddv
€VOAIOVETV; — OVK EVOEXETAL. — KOl TNV TPOG TOVG KOWMVOLG EXEWV 0lay ST AvasTPOQnV; Kol TAG EVOEyETaL, £YMD
yap méeuko TpOg TO Euov cvpeépov. (14) Ei cupeéper pot ipdtiov Exev, cougépet pot koi kASyat adto €k
Boaiaveiov. "EvBev molepol, otdoelg, Topavvides, EmBoviai.

47 Cf. De Ben. 1.13.3 where Alexander, likewise described as misguided and as harmful to those who should be
close to him, is also compared to a snake.
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doubly applicable to instances of wrongdoing. From the responder’s perspective, it means that
the action has done nothing to them that might force their assent to any new belief, which is all
that could have done them good or ill. Thus the person who responds to another’s wrongdoing
has no reason to consider himself harmed. (‘o0 Svvatar yap &Alog pév sivon memhavnuévog,
dAlog 0’ 0 Pramtopevoc.’ 1.28.10) Considered from the perspective of the wrongdoer, however,
this doctrine entails that, if the action was indeed wrong, then it must have depended on his own
assent. This rules out any chance of attributing the wrong act to anything other than the
wrongdoer’s own agency. Thus, even though Epictetus attributes her actions to ignorance, he
also shows that Medea’s wickedness is squarely due to her having assented to the thought that
she should kill her children. Her wickedness can be measured by the enormity of this error, as

the overwhelming passion that caused her to act was exactly identical with this.

On Epictetus’ Stoic principles, philosophical correction is not only the response to
wrongdoing that is most effective in improving the wrongdoer’s character, but also the only
effective response possible. For when action is judged not by its effects, but by the coherence of
the principles that underlie it, it is impossible to prevent injustice simply by keeping the
wrongdoer in check. If the unjust person is merely cowed by the anger of another, and so
refrains from an unjust action he intended, the injustice has been committed nonetheless, just by
virtue of his having wanted to commit it.*® Long has aptly remarked, in connection with
Epictetus’ Socratic pedagogy:

Epictetus’ greatness as a philosopher is his realization that the only ethical argument
that can be suitable to human dignity is an argument that persons are shown how to
apply to themselves, doing so not because they are told their duty by an authority but

8 As Prof. Inwood has suggested to me, this resembles Socrates’ discussion of false motives in the Phaedo; on this
see also Erler’s article on Epictetus’ use of the Phaedo, esp. 105-106 on the use of bugbear stories.

100



because they are presented with reasons they are competent to examine, test, and if
they find them cogent, internalize.

This view applies with equal truth, and perhaps with greater urgency, to the treatment due to a
wrongdoer who stands in need of correction.*® A wrongdoer, by her crime, may cast off her
human dignity as she becomes, in Epictetus’ words, a viper rather than a human being, but this
provides no reason to act inhumanly toward her. Given her miserable state, a person who has
made some progress would do well to respond with pity in the place of anger. The philosopher,
however, will not indulge in pity (which is itself contrary to nature, and liable to motivate the
wrong response), but instead take action. It is the task of philosophical correction to help the
wrongdoer recover her dignity by bringing her to the realization that her actions are, or were,
wrong. Thus on the Stoic view of wrongdoing that Epictetus advocates, the wrongdoer is held
fully accountable for the moral mistake that caused him to commit a crime he could never have
rationally willed. In fact, it is only by acknowledging this failure that a philosophical observer
can duly account for the rationality that is essential to the wrongdoer’s nature, however he may
have failed to exercise it rightly. Likewise, the goal of philosophical correction is to help the
wrongdoer acknowledge the failure as well; in doing this, rather than in responding with anger,

the responder respects both the wrongdoer’s rationality and his own.

49 For another way of emphasizing the importance of autonomy in Epictetus’ thought on moral progress, see the
important discussion by Rachana Kamtekar, ‘Aidds in Epictetus’ Classical Philology, Vol. 93, No. 2. (Apr., 1998),
pp. 136-160, esp. 155-160
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Marcus Aurelius: Action and Reaction

Whether we begin our reading of Marcus’ notebooks with the independent first book or
with the second, we find that anger, or freedom from it, is the first subject considered.* The first
book opens with a citation of the fine character and the freedom from anger shown by his
grandfather, Annius Verus, and the second with a kind of praemeditatio on the inevitability of
others’ wrongdoing:

(1) "Ewbev mporéyetv £avtd cvviedouat TepEPY®, dyapiot®, VRPIoTH], doAEP®,
Bookovd, akovovite- (2) mavo tadta cvuPéfnkey ékeivolg Topd TV dyvolay Tdv
ayafdv Kol kakdv. (3) Yo 6 tebempnkmg TV PHoy 10D dyabod 6Tt kKaAov Kai T0D
KakoD OTL aieyPOV Kol TV QUG 0OTOD TOD AUOPTAVAVTOG UGV OTL Lol GLYYEVNC,
oVyl aipotog §j oméppotog Tod avtod, dAa vob Kai Beiog dropoipag pétoyog, ovte
BAapfvor V6 Tvog avTdV dHvapal aioypd Yap pe 00delg mepIfalel- ovte
opyileoBar 1 cvyyevel duvapon obdte dméyxbecon avtd. (4) yeyovapuev yap Tpog
ouvepyiav, ¢ TOOEC, OC YEIPES, MC PAEPAPO, MG 0l GTOTYOL TV BV Kol KATM
086vtmv. (5) 10 00V AvTITPAceey BAAAOIG Tapd VGV BVTITPOKTIKOV 8¢ TO
GyOoVoKTELY Kol AmooTpépeadal.

(1) Say to yourself first thing in the morning: I shall meet with people who are
meddling, ungrateful, violent, treacherous, envious, and unsociable. (2) They are
subject to these faults because of their ignorance of what is good and bad. (3) But |
have recognized the nature of the good and seen that it is the right, and the nature of
the bad and seen that it is the wrong, and the nature of the wrongdoer himself, and
seen that he is related to me, not because he has the same blood or seed, but because
he shares in the same mind and portion of divinity. So I cannot be harmed by any of
them, as no one will involve me in what is wrong. Nor can | be angry with my
relative or hate him. (4) We were born for cooperation, like feet, like hands, like
eyelids, like the rows of upper and lower teeth. (5) So to work against each other is
contrary to nature; and resentment and rejection count as working against someone.
(1.1, tr. C. Gill)

L A word regarding the title of Marcus’ philosophical work: As Hadot (The Inner Citadel, xvii) observes, the
French title Pensées carries generic baggage by evoking Pascal; Meditations, the traditional English title, similarly
prejudices our view of what Marcus is doing in this work. | shall prefer to refer to Marcus’ book as his
‘philosophical notebooks’, but | shall understand this as a description rather than a title. (If this name recalls any
modern author, it will not be Pascal but Wittgenstein, and | am not troubled by this suggestive association; in
strictly generic terms, | cannot think of any work that more closely resembles Marcus’ book than Wittgenstein’s
Notebooks 1914-1916, written during wartime on the Eastern Front.) Of course, it also translates the Greek word
vropvnuatie, which at 111.14 may or may not be used by Marcus to refer to this particular book, as Matteo
Ceporina (‘The Meditations’ in Marcel van Ackeren, A Companion to Marcus Aurelius, 45-61, [Chicester, West
Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012.], 45) asserts it is; Hadot, The Inner Citadel, 45-49, is more cautious, but concludes
that it describes the genre of the work, at least.

102



The movement of this passage aptly illustrates the workings of Marcus’ emotional therapy, and
it raises several topics to which Marcus will return throughout his notebooks, and which we
shall have the occasion to discuss in the course of this chapter. Marcus begins the entry with a
reminder to himself that, each day, he must expect to encounter people who act badly; this
highlights the daily importance of the problem with which this study is concerned, namely the
question of how to react to others’ wrongdoing. He then goes on to invoke several core beliefs
of Stoic ethics, beginning with the famous Socratic claim that all wrongdoing is a matter of
moral ignorance. Contrasting this ignorance with the knowledge he has acquired through
philosophy, he draws attention to his own epistemically (and hence ethically) privileged
position, while beginning to explain the actions of wrongdoers and reminding himself of what
the wrongdoer would need in order to improve. He then specifies two ways in which his
philosophical training is particularly relevant to the response to wrongdoing: philosophy has
shown him that on a true assessment of what is good and bad, nothing another has done can
harm him, and it has also taught him to consider the relationship that obtains between him and
the wrongdoer, which is a kind of kinship they share by virtue of being rational. The first of
these points removes the grounds for anger, while the second goes beyond this to explain
exactly why anger is problematic. The order of things is such that human beings ought to work
with rather than against each other, a point made vivid by a series of similes that compare the
natural cooperation among people to the equally natural functioning of paired body parts

(section 4).2 The final section of this entry draws the inference that, as working together is

2 The working relationship these similes depict is closer than what is shown by the traditional image of the ‘body
politic’, and is more egalitarian. The two feet, the two hands, and the two rows of teeth are naturally paired sets,
and they collaborate on exactly the same terms. The hands and feet (but not the teeth) occur in Xenophon’s
Memorablilia (2.3.18), where Socrates uses the image to illustrate the providentially ordained relation of one
brother to another, again in a context where anger is at issue. (Cf. [p.8 n.9] for Epictetus’ use of the same chapter of
the Memorabilia.
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natural, and as feelings of resentment count as working against other people, these feelings are
contrary to nature. Thus it is a social end, prescribed as it is by nature, that motivates Marcus’
Stoic rejection of anger. Like many others we shall see, this passage makes it clear that what
Marcus seeks is not merely the serenity that comes from abandoning a troublesome emotion;
rather, he understands the elimination of anger as necessary to the cultivation of interpersonal
relationships as they are naturally ordained. To attain this goal, he must learn to respond
correctly when he meets with the failings he is bound to encounter in others.

This is a topic to which he will return with striking regularity in his notebooks, which
show us just how preoccupied he is by the special way in which other people can complicate his
own moral activity. Marcus is acutely conscious of the peculiar challenge of acting morally in a
world where he is not the only moral agent, and where those others may stand in the way of his
projects or perform actions that might seem to be harmful to him, at least on a pre-philosophical
understanding of harm. Like the other Imperial Stoics, Marcus takes a strong interest in the
philosophy of moral response. At times he tells himself to treat obstructions that others cause as
if they were the work of natural, non-living forces (that is, at V.20, for which see below), but
most often he calls on himself to regard other people, even when they offend, with the love and
affection that is due to every human being, and not the anger many people feel at first brush.
Christopher Gill has already observed the relevance of Strawsonian reactive attitudes to a
description of Marcus’ emotional therapy, and particularly to his reflections on anger. In this,
Gill has made an important point, and I quote his comments at length:

Marcus’ work also illustrates the nature of Stoic thinking on the emotional dimension
of interpersonal life. This can be brought out by referring to Peter Strawson’s
distinction between ‘reactive’ and ‘objective’ attitudes. As Marcus illustrates,
Stoicism does, indeed, aim to produce detachment from many of the emotions (or
‘reactive attitudes”) often generated within interpersonal relationships, such as anger
and grief, which Stoics see as based on false conceptions of what really matters. ...
But Marcus also reflects the fact that Stoic theory also promotes other kinds of
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emotional response, including certain kinds of love and admiration, which are in line
with well-grounded value-judgements. Since most people, as Stoics are well aware,
have emotions or reactive attitudes based on misguided beliefs, our treatment of other
people needs to acknowledge—without mirroring—this response. This leads to a
rather complex, indirect response to (most) other people, which is similar to
Strawson’s ‘objective’ attitude, and this indirectness may give the impression of
detachment or coldness. But Marcus indicates the humanity of approach underlying
this response, while also underlining the need not to be drawn into unconsidered
reactive attitudes oneself.?

What Gill has aptly called ‘the emotional dimension of interpersonal life’ is precisely the object
of this study, particularly when it comes to the interpersonal situations that often give rise to
anger.* This chapter builds on Gill’s suggestive observations, while also showing how the
interpersonal attitude Marcus tries to cultivate is much richer and more ethically productive than
the objective attitude that Strawson described as impossible for a human being to sustain. | shall
begin by exploring how Marcus conceives of his own activity in relation to the potentially
obstructive behaviour of other people, with special attention to his treatment of the elusive
notions of ‘reservation’ (Vmeaipeoic) and ‘reversal’ (meprrponry), and then consider how
Marcus’ concern for the persuasive correction of wrongdoers acknowledges their agency in a
way that importantly differentiates his approach from the Strawsonian objective attitude. For
Marcus, such correction is made possible by the shared rationality of all human agents, which
calls not only for tolerance, but for affectionate concern.

Gill has quite rightly described Marcus’ approach as similar to Strawson’s objective
attitude, without claiming that the two are just the same. The two attitudes are importantly
similar in that they involve suspending affective responses to other people—and in both cases,
anger (Strawson’s resentment) is the prime example—not because a matter of circumstance

makes a particular response inappropriate, but because we consider it inappropriate in general to

3 Christopher Gill, Marcus Aurelius: Books 1-6 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), xlviii-xlix
4 Gill, of course, is talking about both anger and grief, but the two are related insofar as they concern what other
people do or what happens to them; both are paradigmatically interpersonal emotions.
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direct these reactive attitudes toward them. There is, however, a crucial difference between the

two approaches, in that whereas Strawson describes the objective attitude as a way of regarding

someone as if they had no agency at all—a point he illustrates by comparing our attitudes to
young children or to those suffering from severe mental illness—the attitude Marcus
recommends is one that allows for a serious estimation of another’s agency.® There is one
passage that appears to come closer than any other to advocating the objective attitude as
Strawson describes it:

(1) Ka®’ &repov pév Adyov uiv ot oikeldtatov dvipwmog, kad’ dcov eb momTéov
a0TOVG Kol avektéov: kb’ doov &8¢ évioTavtal Tveg €ic Ta oikela Epya, &v TL TMV
ad10popwv pot yiveton 6 dvlpmmog ovy iocov f| fiAlog 1 Evepog §j Onpiov. (2) vrd
TOVTOV O¢ &vépyetn Pév Tig Epmodicbein v, Oppiig 68 Kol dlabécemg ob yiveton
Eumddio d10 Thv Veaipeoty kai TV meprtpomy. (3) meprrpénel yap kai uediotot
7V 1O TG évepyeiag kdAvua 1 dtdvola ig TO TPOMYoOUEVOV Kol Tpd Epyov yivetal TO
70D £PYov TOVTOL EPEKTIKOV Kol TPO 060D TO TG 030D TAVTNG EVOTATIKOV.

On one line of reasoning, a human being is the closest thing to us, insofar as we must
do good to them and exercise forbearance toward them, but insofar as some of them
obstruct our own proper actions, the human being becomes one of those things that
are indifferent to me, no less than sun or wind or wild beast. A given activity may be
impeded by them, but to impulse and disposition there are no impediments, because
of reservation and reversal. For the mind reverses and transposes every hindrance to
its activity into its objective and what holds up the activity comes to help the activity
and what blocks the path comes to help us on that path. (V.20)°

Here it is important to note that Marcus’ thought is focused very closely on the attitude of an
agent whose activity has been obstructed (in contrast, that is, with other passages which
emphasize the disposition of the person causing the obstruction, such as e.g. 111.4.8). What

occupies Marcus is the ‘delicate balance’ that characterizes Stoic attitudes to other people;

though the first sentence points to an apparent tension between natural moral regard for others

5 Strawson, ‘Freedom and Resentment’, repr. in Michael McKenna and Paul Russell, Free Will and Reactive
Attitudes, 19-36 (Burlington, VVT: Ashgate, 2008), 23-25

5 As elsewnhere in this dissertation, translations not otherwise attributed are my own. In this chapter, however, | am

very much in debt to Gill’s excellent translation of the first six books of Marcus, which I occasionally use for

quotations; if elsewhere my translation echoes his, it is because after consulting his version I could not see how the

text could be rendered any better.
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and the kind of indifference that their obstructive actions should have for us, Marcus does not
find a conflict here, but rather a striking harmony.” Other-directed concern is a constant feature
of the moral life that Marcus envisions, and the contrast this passage describes cannot be
between the times when we must treat others well and times we must treat them badly, but
rather between the actions that nature requires of us (which involve cooperation with other
people, as we have seen) and the reactions that we ought to have to wrongdoing of theirs when it
seems to affect us. When he compares other people to forces without agency, Marcus has in
mind the quality of his own reaction, and he means that whether the obstruction is caused by a
human being or by the forces of nature, he should accept it with the same grace either way. For
although another’s wrongdoing is indeed bad for the wrongdoer himself, such absolute value is
agent-specific, as attested at VV111.56, where indifference to others’ bad actions is again
juxtaposed with the closeness of human beings to one another:

(1) T® €ud mpoapeTik@® TO TOD TANGIOV TPOUPETIKOV EMioNG ASIAPOPOV EGTLV, OG

Kol O TveupuaTIov oTod Kol 0 copkidiov. (2) kai yap €i étt pdiiota GAANAOV

gvekev yeyovouev, OLmG TO 1YEUOVIKA 1) HOV EKaGTOV TV idiov kupiav Eyel- €mel ol

Epelhev 1M 100 mAnoiov kaxia £Lod KoKV givat, dmep 00K £00Ee T® Oed, va pn én’

GAA® 1 TO EUE ATLYELV.

To my prohairetikon the prohairetikon of my neighbour is a matter of indifference,
just as much as are his bit of breath and his paltry flesh. For indeed, though we have
been born most of all for the sake of one another, nevertheless each of us has control
over our own governing faculties; otherwise the badness of my neighbour would be a
bad thing for me, and god did not see fit to make it so, in order that it should not be in
another’s power for me to be unfortunate.

We shall soon see that regard for others’ agency is crucial to the right reaction to their

wrongdoing; all that Marcus denies in these passages is that anything outside his own power can

7 Gill ad loc: “This chapter restates one of the most common themes in Med., our moral autonomy as agents, but
combined here with a special focus on the implications for interpersonal relationships. Marcus begins by
summarizing the (rather delicate) balance regarding other people presupposed in Stoic ethics: that we are naturally
inclined to benefit others, but that our own capacity for virtue and happiness does not depend on them, and, hence,
they cannot obstruct our own progress toward virtue (5.20.2, compare 2.1, 3.4)’
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obstruct his well-being, which is equally true whether such obstacles are presented by other
people or by non-living or irrational forces. Care for others and indifference to their obstructive
actions are, for Marcus, two sides of the same coin, since anger, which distances the angry

person from his fellows, depends on treating their actions as bad for him.

In V.20, Marcus tells himself that it is because of ‘reservation’ (bne&aipeoig) and
‘reversal’ (mepirponny) that external obstacles cannot upset him. These notions, which surface in
several other entries, have been the subject of important scholarly discussion in recent times,
and they prove crucial to Marcus’ understanding of interpersonal moral response. Treatments by
Tad Brennan and Jacques Brunschwig have built on foundational work by Brad Inwood to
examine the workings of reservation, which is best attested in later Stoics and nowhere better
than in Marcus.® Moreover, Brunschwig’s discussion takes the important step of establishing the
role of reversal as the complement of reservation. Taking this work into account, we are able to
see more precisely how Marcus uses the paired concepts of reservation and reversal to describe
the normative structure of interpersonal relationships, essentially by developing the idea of
appropriate actions and reactions. This section is an attempt to discover the outlines of that
structure insofar as it applies to events caused either by human agents or otherwise (since, as
this very passage observes, the same structure supports the right reaction to both); our next
section will then consider what is distinctive about the appropriate reaction to the actions of

other human beings.

8 Brad Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism (Oxford, 1985), 119-126 and 165-175 especially; Tad
Brennan, ‘Reservation in Stoic Ethics,” Archiv flir Geschichte der Philosophie, 82, (2000), 149-177; Jacques
Brunschwig, ‘Sur deux notions de 1’éthique stoicienne: de la réserve au renversement, in Les Stoiciens,” ed. G.
Romeyer Dherbey & J.-B. Gourinat, Paris 2005, 357-380. The evidence is collected and translated by Brennan at
151-153 and Brunschwig at 358-362
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On the subject of reservation and reversal, our evidence is not abundant. In Greek,
reservation is explicitly mentioned only four times by Marcus, twice by Epictetus, and once in a
doxography preserved by Stobaeus. Here | translate the relevant passages and list them as
numbered by Brennan and by Brunschwig, beginning with the entries in Marcus’ notebooks:

M1 (IV.1): (1) That which holds the mastery within us, when it is disposed according
to nature, so stands in relation to events as to adapt easily in relation to what is given.
(2) For it is not wedded to any specified material, but directs its impulse toward its
objectives with reservation, while making whatever substitute is brought to it into
material for itself, like fire, when it overpowers the things that fall into it, things by
which a little lamp would have been extinguished. The blazing fire, however, swiftly
appropriates what is piled into it, consumes it and uses those very things to grow still
higher.

M2 (V.20): (1) On one line of reasoning, a human being is the closest thing to us,
insofar as we must do good to them and exercise forbearance toward them, but
insofar as some of them obstruct our own proper actions, the human being becomes
one of those things that are indifferent to me, no less than sun or wind or wild beast.
(2) A given activity may be impeded by them, but to impulse and disposition there
are no impediments, because of reservation and reversal. (3) For the mind reverses
and transposes every hindrance to its activity into the service of its objective and what
holds up the activity comes to help the activity and what blocks the path comes to
help us on that path.

M3 (V1.50): (1) Try to persuade them, but act even against their will, whenever the
reasoning proper to justice leads in this direction. (2) If, however, someone uses force
to obstruct you, shift to being content and free from distress, and make use of the
hindrance in the service of another virtue, and remember that you were exercising
impulse with reservation and that you were not desiring the impossible. What were
you desiring, then? An impulse of this kind. (3) This you have got; what we made our
object has come to be.

M4 (V111.41): (1) An impediment to sensation is an evil to animal nature; likewise an
impediment to impulse is an impediment to animal nature. (2) And there is something
else which is likewise an impediment and an evil to the nature of a plant. So too an
impediment to intelligence is an evil to intelligent nature. (3) Now apply all this to
yourself: does pain or pleasure affect you? Sensation will see to it. (4) Has an
obstacle arisen before you in the course of your impulse? If you form your impulse
without reservation, then that is already an evil for you as a rational being, but if you
grasp the obstacle in advance, even then [viz., when you encounter it] you have not
been harmed or hindered. [opufcovtt Evotnua £yéveto; i ugév avomeEopétmg Opuds,
10N d¢ AoykoD Kakdv: €1 6€ 10 KOADOV TPoAauPavels, obmm PEPLoyatl 00O
éunenodwoat.] (5) Truly, no one else can obstruct what is proper to the mind, for
neither fire, nor steel, nor despot, nor calumny nor any other thing affects it. Once it
becomes a well-rounded sphere, so it remains.
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To my knowledge, M4, which employs the adverb davureEapétmg and not the noun dreaipeaig,
has so far not been counted among the explicit mentions of reservation. All of these passages
portray reservation as a feature of correctly formed impulses, as do two passages of Epictetus:
E1: (Encheiridion 2) (1) Remember that the promise of desire is the attainment of
what you desire, and the promise of aversion is not to fall into what is the object of
aversion, and that one who does not succeed in desire is unfortunate, while one who
meets with the object of his aversion is misfortunate. But if you are only averse to
those things contrary to nature which are up to you, you will not fall into any object
of your aversion; but if you are averse to sickness, death, or poverty, you will
experience misfortune. (2) Therefore withdraw your aversion from all those things
which are not up to us, and transfer it to what is contrary to nature among the things
that are up to us. For now, eliminate desire completely; for if you desire something
that is not up to us, you will necessarily be unfortunate, while none of those things
which are up to us, which it would be fine for you to desire, is yet within your grasp.
Use only the exercise of impulse and its opposite, but lightly and with reservation,
without straining.
E2: (apud Marcum X1.37) He said: It is necessary to find an art concerned with
giving assent and, on the topic of impulses to guard to prosektikon, in order that [our
impulses may be] with reservation, sociable, and in accordance with value; (2) and to
hold back from desire entirely, and to use aversion toward none of the things that are
not up to us.

E2 has been accepted as a fragment of Epictetus since Schweighauser (= fr. 177 Schw., Schenkl
XXVII): it comes amid a series of excerpts at the end of Book X1, and the three entries that
precede it, X1.34, 35 and 36, are all quotations from Epictetus. It is worth noting that X1.34 and
35, which are drawn from Discourses 111.24, do not reproduce a continuous section of Epictetus,
but rather verbatim quotations reworked to create a more compact version of Epictetus’ text. In
light of this there is a strong possibility that X1.37, which is likewise very compressed in its
expression, also represents an abridged version of Epictetus’ actual exposition. If Marcus
himself made these excerpts, then E2 actually represents what he found most important about a
longer passage in his source.

One more mention of vre€aipeoic in a philosophical context occurs in the doxography

preserved by Stobaeus:
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Stl: (2.155,5-6), (1) They [the Stoics] say that the good man experiences nothing
contrary to his desire or impulse or purpose on account of the fact that in all such
cases he acts with reservation and encounters no obstacles which are unanticipated.
(2) He is also gentle, his gentleness being a tenor by which he is gently disposed in
acting always appropriately and in not being moved to anger against anyone. (LS
65W 1-2, tr. Long and Sedley, modified by the use of ‘reservation’ instead of
‘reserve’)

This passage is the clearest statement that reservation prevents the sage’s impulses from
frustration, a thought that also emerges clearly from M2/V.20.° The movement of this passage
may suggest, though it goes not so far as to imply, that reservation promotes the sage’s
disposition to gentleness, which, as this passage says quite clearly, means a complete absence of
anger, and not the moderate disposition espoused by Aristotle and his followers. That it does
promote the absence of anger would certainly follow from Inwood’s view that reservation is at
least part of what allows the sage to steer clear of the passions.® Here | shall argue that
reservation is important to Marcus because it offers a way of interacting with other people
without incurring frustration or experiencing anger; once reservation has become a settled
feature of an agent’s hormetic disposition (or, as Stobaeus says, it comes to characterize all of
his impulses), he will always act appropriately towards others precisely because he never reacts

to them in anger. Stobaeus (like Seneca as well) is witness to the fact that Stoic authors other

%1 do not accept Brennan’s rather tendentious reading of this passage, on which the mention of obstacles implies
that the sage’s impulses can in fact be frustrated. | do, however, agree with the claim he builds on this reading,
which is that ‘the Sage changes his desires and impulses in response to what happens.’ (162-163)

10 Brennan holds (171-2) that the view rests on a ‘straightforward confusion’ about what makes an emotion for the
Stoics, but what he describes as the right view (that ‘What distinguishes emotions from other impulses is that they
falsely represent their objects as goods or evils’) is clearly presupposed in Inwood’s discussion, for instance at
146ff.. Brennan asserts that ‘reservation has no role to play’ in the differentiation of goods from preferred
indifferents, but our sources contrast unreserved impulse, as involving the belief that a particular object of impulse
is good, with the sage’s understanding that correct impulse, that is impulse with reservation, is good. This much is
clear from the identification of reserved impulse with the object of pe&ig in M3/V1.50.2, a passage which Inwood
cites twice (126, 167n.179) but which Brennan ignores in his discussion, along with the rest of Marcus’ evidence.
Cf. also the suggestion in E1 that impulse with reservation allows the person who has eliminated desire to select
among the things that are not up to us, i.e. indifferent things, and E2’s prescription that impulse should be at once
with reservation and in accordance with value (kot’ d&iav).
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than Marcus, Epictetus and Seneca must have discussed reservation, but the preponderance of
these authors as sources for reservation suggests that it was of particular interest to them, and to
Marcus most of all.*! In this discussion, I will build on a suggestion made by Gretchen
Reydams-Schils, showing how this fact can be explained by these philosophers’ interest in
social interaction, specifically because reservation, when paired with the complementary
technique of reversal, offers a framework for conceiving of actions and reactions within the
contingencies of the social world. First, however, it will be helpful consider the outlines of what

we know about the actual mechanism of reservation.

If we begin by examining our two texts from Epictetus, we notice that in both passages
he contrasts reserved impulse with desire and aversion toward what is not up to us. Stoic value-
dualism (which distinguishes between the unconditional value of virtue, and the selective value
of indifferent things) is here expressed in terms of Epictetus’ thematic distinction between what
is up to us and what is not up to us, and it runs throughout both passages. In E1 Epictetus begins
by outlining a series of truisms about desire and aversion, establishing that by the very grammar
of the relevant terms, it is through failing to secure the object of desire that one is unfortunate (6
uev év opé€el anotuyyavmv atvyne, an expression appealing to etymology) and through
incurring the object of aversion that one is misfortunate. This offers a reason to redirect desire
and aversion toward what is within our control, since this is the only way we can consistently

avoid the objects of our aversion and obtain the objects of our desire (though the beginner is

1 Seneca’s evidence for reservation, which he calls exceptio, comes from Ben. 4.34.4, 4.39.3-4 and Tranqu. 13.2f.
This evidence is most useful in establishing that reservation is expressed in the form of a conditional clause, a view
which all interpreters accept, though they construe it in different ways. As | will be taking this much for granted in
my discussion, | leave Seneca’s evidence to the side, while noting that Ben. 4.34.4 and Ben. 4.39.3-4 occur in
explicitly social contexts (which are, of course, pervasive in the De Beneficiis). See Inwood 119-123; the passages
are assembled by Brennan at 152-153 (with discussion at 161-166) and by Brunschwig at 359-361 (with
discussion).
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counselled at E1.2 to postpone desire for as long as virtue remains out of reach). When, at the
end of the passage, Epictetus recommends the use of impulse and its opposite (opudv koi
apopuav), and specifies that they should be accompanied by reservation, he seems to be
suggesting an alternative to desire and aversion that may indeed be directed toward what is not
up to us—as long as this is done with a proviso of some kind. E2 testifies, meanwhile, that this
recommendation is compatible with value-discrimination in the realm of what is not up to us,
explaining that impulses should be formed both ped’ vme&apéoewe and kot a&iov. From this
we may at least conclude that reservation allows an agent to direct her impulses toward things
with secondary selective value, while somehow accounting for the fact that the attainment of
these things remains outside her control.

The precise form taken by the proviso, or reserve-clause, along with its relation to
impulse, the central notion of Stoic moral psychology, has been a major focus of the recent
debate concerning reservation. | follow Brad Inwood and Jacques Brunschwig in construing the
reservation as a conditional clause added to the proposition that constitutes the impulse, in order
to prevent it from coming into conflict with what actually happens, that is, with fate, which
Stoics identify with the plan of Zeus. The outline of this view is stated by Inwood, who was the
first to highlight the central role of reservation in Stoic ethics, as follows:

An impulse with reservation is one which is directed at a predicate describing an
action, like all impulses, but it has an added clause which considerably modifies its
nature. Instead of assenting to the proposition ‘it is fitting that I should be healthy’,
one assents instead to ‘it is fitting that | should be healthy, unless something comes
up to interfere’ or ‘unless it goes against Zeus’ plan’. In this form, the impulse will
not contradict the plans of Zeus, nor will it be inconsistent with the set of propositions
which describes fate. But in addition to helping us to preserve our consistency with
Zeus while acting in the midst of uncertainty, reservation also makes it possible for
someone to adapt smoothly to events not in his own power, the unforeseen events of
life.12

12 Brad Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, Oxford 1985, p. 121
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Inwood goes on to explore how, by means of this added clause, the Stoics were able to harness
the resources of their propositional logic to show how the sage can act in the midst of
uncertainty while still avoiding assent to propositions that could turn out to be false. This
account has been adopted by other influential interpreters and has formed the starting-point for
later discussions.'® Tad Brennan, identifying an ambiguity in what he calls the ‘standard view’
regarding the placement of the Deo volente conditional clause within the proposition that
constitutes the impulse, and arguing that it cannot meaningfully be construed as a part of
impulse however the ambiguity is decided, proposes that reservation must be understood as a
belief that is quite separate from the impulse. On his view, the reservation is merely a non-
hormetic, future-tensed tautological proposition on the model of ‘I shall eat this food, unless
Zeus wills otherwise, i. e. unless | do not eat this food’, to which the agent assents at the same
time as to the proposition constituting the impulse. As he puts it, ‘There is no conditional clause
in the impulse, and in fact there is no reservation in the impulse itself; an impulse with
reservation is one thing along with another, not one thing containing another.’*

Brunschwig, on the other hand, offers reasons to doubt Brennan’s argument, and
questions the meaningfulness of adding such a trivial, non-action-guiding qualification to

impulse. Of the two possible construals of the qualification of impulse by reservation, he adopts

13 A. A. Long & David Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, Cambridge 1987, vol. 2, p. 417; Martha C.
Nussbaum, The Therapy of Desire, Princeton 1994, p. 399

14 Brennan, ‘Reservation in Stoic Ethics’, 167. The ambiguity in question is between the ‘external option’, on which
the conditional is placed outside the hormetic proposition (e.g., *(It is fitting that: | pass this law), if Zeus does not
will otherwise.”) and the ‘internal option’, on which the conditional is contained within the clause governed by the
hormetic operator (e.g., "It is fitting that: (I pass this law, if Zeus does not will otherwise.)’). While Brunschwig’s
defence of a revised ‘external option’ is certainly persuasive, it should be noted that the placement of the
conditional (which may have remained underdetermined for the Stoics, as it certainly is in our remaining evidence)
has no bearing on the argument of this section. What is important for the purpose of this chapter is that an impulse
formed with reservation is extinguished when it is found, in the course of events, to be in conflict with the divine
will.
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the one Brennan rejects out of hand, on which the reserve-clause is external to the hormetic
proposition (e.g., ‘it is fitting that | eat this cake”) and governs it as a whole. His only revision of
this view is to interpret the resulting proposition as a biconditional, so that if an obstacle does
present itself, then it will follow that the hormetic proposition is falsified, so that the impulse it
expresses is extinguished. This yields the following construal of an impulse with reservation:

If and only if no obstacle presents itself, then (it is fitting that I should eat this cake).™®

For the purpose of this study, | accept that this construal of the proviso, or something similar to
it, is correct. On such a view, an impulse accompanied by reservation is only active for as long
nothing intervenes to prevent its fulfillment; if an obstacle does present itself, the hormetic
proposition is falsified and the agent stops directing his impulse toward the predicate that
describes the action now rendered impossible. Knowing all along that it is not within his power
to determine the action’s possibility, the agent consents to the divine will by a prior commitment
to extinguishing his impulse toward an action not consistent with it.

As Brunschwig has observed, the reserve-clause is sufficient to cause a positive desire to
be extinguished if an obstacle prevents its fulfilment, but it is not enough to create a new
impulse relating to the state of affairs that obtains after the obstacle arises. Importantly for the
purpose of this study, he has hence identified reversal, or mepitponn, as the crucial complement
of reservation. This notion is joined with reservation in M2, but as Brunschwig successfully
argues, is understood quite distinctly from it. It is by this technique that the mind turns an
obstacle into an opportunity for continued rational activity, transforming an impediment into an
occasion for continued virtuous action: ‘The mind reverses (nepttpénet) and transposes every

hindrance to its activity into its objective and what holds up the activity comes to help the

15 Brungschwig, ‘Sur deux notions de 1’éthique stoicienne,” 373.

115



activity and what blocks the path comes to help us on that path.” (V.20.3) While this is the only
use of the word mepitpornn) in Marcus’ work, it is enough to allow Brunschwig to establish its
defining features, and thereby to identify several other passages where this mechanism is quite
clearly at work, namely 1V.1, V1.50, VI11.32 and VI111.35 (which does employ the cognate verb
émmeprrpénet). He describes it (in terms borrowed from Foucault) as a ‘technique de soi’ that
allows the agent to turn something bad into something good, moving beyond the acceptance
made by possible by reservation to the truly active use of a new virtue.®

Brennan and Brunschwig, like Inwood as well, position their research on vreaipeoic as
an entry into a field requiring more exploration, and their exchange is sure to excite further
research. Commenting in a review on Brunschwig’s contribution and on his exchange with
Brennan concerning reservation, Gretchen Reydams-Schils has observed that neither Brennan
nor Brunschwig has addressed the question of why reservation and reversal would hold a
particular interest for Seneca, Epictetus, and especially Marcus.!” Her own answer to this
question is evident in several places: it is because of their interest, and Marcus’ interest in

particular, in social interaction.'® While this is surely true, the point can be developed more

16 Brunschwig, ‘Sur deux notions de 1’éthique stoicienne,” 375-380

17 Gretchen Reydams-Schils, Review of G. Romeyer Dherbey, J.-B. Gourinat, Les Stoiciens, Bryn Mawr Classical
Review 2006.08.03. ‘An issue not addressed by Brennan and Brunschwig, however, is why the notions of
“reservation” and of “turn-around,” in Brunschwig's case, would be of such interest to Epictetus, Seneca, and
especially Marcus Aurelius.” | am not sure that this really is an omission on their part, as Brennan appears too
cautious to speculate on how we may relate our late evidence to earlier Stoic thought, and Brunschwig does offer
some thoughts, which follow Foucault, on the development of this notion in the imperial period.

18 Gretchen Reydams-Schils, The Roman Stoics, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press 2005), p. 28: ‘One could
argue that the notion is prominent in these later Stoic authors precisely because they give so much weight to
involvement in society.” Cf. also her chapter, Social Ethics and Politics in Marcel van Ackeren (ed.), A Companion
to Marcus Aurelius, (London, Blackwell 2012), p. 446: ‘It is clear from those later passages [i.e., later in the Stoic
tradition], and especially from Marcus Aurelius’ use, that ‘reservation’ has a particularly important role to play in
our interactions with others.’
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fully.® Just what do reservation and reversal contribute, for Marcus, to the understanding of
interpersonal activity?

My suggestion, which moves further along the same lines, is that dne&aipeoig and
nepitpornn are interesting to Marcus because they help him to conceptualize actions and
reactions in the context of interpersonal life. Certainly, the correct response to events matters
even outside interpersonal relations, but when events are brought about by the people alongside
whom we live, our way of reacting means a great deal for how we interact with those people. Of
the four mentions of vre&aipeoig in the notebooks (without including the fragment of Epictetus
preserved in X1.37) three occur in contexts that deal explicitly with interpersonal relationships.?
Specifically, M2/V.20, M3/V1.50 and M4/V111.41 are all concerned with the possibility that
others might present obstacles to Marcus’ own activity. In these contexts, reservation is what
permits the agent to act amid the contingencies, not only of the natural world, but of the social
world as well, by qualifying impulse so that it allows for course corrections. It effects what
could be termed a ‘reactive disposition’, leaving Marcus prepared to react properly if his initial
impulse should meet with frustration. The complementary role of reversal is to take account of
another’s actions and to deal appropriately with that person by forming a new rational impulse
in accordance with the virtue most relevant to the situation. Thus to act rightly one must act with

a readiness to react, and one must react by continuing to act rightly.

191t is also worth noting that Chrysippus’ evidence regarding reservation (in a fragment preserved by Epictetus at
Diss. 11.6.9-10 = SVF 3.191; see discussion at Inwood 120-121), which is the only testament to the use of this
notion in the Old Stoa, does not relate to interpersonal activity. Unlike Marcus, who imagines his impulse to action
being blocked by the action of others, Chrysippus imagines his impulse to be healthy being blocked a fated illness.
Brunschwig (374-375) shows the importance of reversal for this fragment, though in this context it too cannot have
the interpersonal significance this idea has for Marcus.

2 This fragment, for its part, also points toward the social importance of reservation, since it tells us that correct
impulse are ped’ vmeEapioeog and kowwvikai.
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A crucial indication in this respect is the pairing of impulse (6pun) and disposition
(01abeo1c) in M2. If Marcus’ disposition, like his impulse, is unhindered because of reservation,
it must be made up at least partially of hormetic tendencies to which reservation has been
added.?! If this is so, then reservation should characterize more than just a single, occurrent
impulse, but rather Marcus’ impulses on the whole, just as is recorded for the sage in Stl. In this
light, too, we can understand the contrast Marcus draws between the particular action, which is
obstructed, and the impulse, which is not: because the impulse is part of a generally reserved
disposition, it contrasts with the particular action in forming a stable character which endures
over time and cannot be obstructed in a particular moment.?? In M3, we see Marcus remind
himself that his desire (6pe&ig) was not for the impossible, but precisely for an impulse formed
with reservation; it is because his impulse includes reservation that his desire is not frustrated.
Moreover, since the object of desire is the good, ‘impulse with reservation’ must be meant as a
description of virtue. It follows that aiming with reservation is a part of acting rightly, and is

therefore to be valued even before an obstacle occurs, so that just as a part of acting rightly is

2L Thus we may perhaps read opufic 8¢ kai Si00écemg as a hendiadys for ‘hormetic disposition’. If we can assume
that Marcus is using these terms in their technical sense (which is uncertain), then the fact that he describes the
tendency to form impulses with reservation as a 618eo1g rather than a £&ig would tell us that this disposition does
not admit of degrees. (Inwood, Ethics and Human Action, 37) In this, the reserved disposition contrasts with the
illnesses (vocot, voonpata) of the soul, which are £Eeig that dispose the agent to the passions. (Inwood 128, 163).
As virtue is a d1G8eo1c, not admitting of degrees, this would offer a reason to identify the sound hormetic
disposition that is characterized by reservation with virtue. (cf. Inwood 268, n 112; on the &&ig 6punticy in general,
Inwood 37-41) See also Graver, Stoicism and Emotion, 136.

22 Here, | believe, is the answer to Brennan’s contention (‘Reservation in Stoic Ethics’, 161-167) , that the sage’s
impulses sometimes must be frustrated, since some passages do mention things that befall the sage that are opposed
to his designs (St. 1, Seneca, Ben. 4.34.4), though he admits that a ready reading of these passages also seems to
describe the sage’s impulse as immune to frustration. To say that an agent’s hormetic disposition is immune to
frustration just does not mean that his plan to carry out a given action cannot be frustrated. When this happens, the
agent realizes that he was only trying to act rightly—a feature which describes every one of his impulses—and
under this description his impulse cannot be frustrated by any turn of events. Because a part of acting rightly is
forming impulses rightly, the reserved impulse is itself an object of desire. In fact, Brennan briefly addresses the
question of disposition, claiming that ‘having a conditional disposition to have impulses is a different thing from
having any impulses that are themselves internally conditional” (168); this is certainly true, but the reserved
disposition is different yet again, being a non-conditional disposition to have conditional impulses.
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the readiness to react rightly, so too that very readiness is important even before the reaction is
needed. This being so, Marcus should strive to make reservation a feature of all his impulses,
which is to say that he should cultivate a reserved hormetic disposition.

M4 confirms the importance of reservation as a standing feature of our impulses,
whether or not they actually meet with frustration, when it presents the converse claim that to
form an impulse without employing reservation (avoreEapétmc) is a bad thing in itself. After
reflecting, with an eye to the scala naturae, on hindrances to the peculiar activity of different
forms of life, Marcus claims that reserved impulse is inherent in rational activity, which by
virtue of reservation cannot be hindered by external forces.?® M4 is a difficult passage, both
textually and interpretively; Dalfen’s emendation of the manuscripts’ kowvov Aapupaveic to
KoAdov mpoloufavelg is ingenious, and allows us to make sense of the passage. Marcus
constructs a dilemma by observing that whenever his impulse meets with an obstacle, his
impulse has been formed either with reservation or without it. When he forms an impulse
without reservation, the evil for him as a rational being is already (#j6n) contained in this
mistake (and will be even if no obstacle arises); if, on the other hand, he anticipates the obstacle
and it does indeed arise, even then (otzrw) he has neither been harmed nor hindered. Just as at
V1.50 we saw that impulse with reservation is worth desiring in itself, we now see the converse,
that unreserved impulse is itself a bad thing.?*

Marcus’ use of the notion of reservation in these passages gives weight to the suggestion

(seen by Brennan as part of the ‘standard view’ of reservation, but rejected by him) that a person

2 Cf. Ench. 9 (on impediments to the body but not to the prohairesis)

2 The use of Empedocles (fr. Inwood 33-34, Diels-Kranz 27-29) at the end of this passage is a creative one, for
Empedocles’ world-sphere is intrinsically not liable to frustration or disturbance from without. The soul whose
beliefs are in harmony with nature becomes equally immune, even within the turbulent world of human activity
(perhaps because it can find solitude within itself at any time, as at 1V.3.2).

119



whose impulses are formed with reservation can somehow not be frustrated, which allows that
person to avoid the passions.? After all, M2 explains why Marcus has no need to become angry
with others who stand in the way of his actions, and the notions of reservation and reversal help
to explain this. (V.20.2) Here it is precisely because of reservation and reversal that care for
human beings is compatible with the indifference of their obstructive actions. (V.20.1) We are
by now familiar with the claim that anger involves a mistaken appraisal of external things,
which causes the person who has made this appraisal to believe he has been harmed when these
things are taken away from him, or when he is hindered as he tries to get them. In M4, this very
mistake is identified with unreserved impulse, and the group of passages we are considering
gives us reason to think that Marcus quite generally identifies unreserved impulse as the cause
of emotional upset, which takes the form of anger in situations brought about by another’s
agency. At V1.41 Marcus, employing the same alternative as in 111.11 (below, pp. 21-22), claims
that a proper assessment of external things will promote the proper response to unwelcome
events, whether they are brought about by the gods or by other human beings:

O 1 v TdV ArpoopéTv HTOGTHCT CAVTY AYaOOV | KAKOV, AVAyKN KOTA

TNV TEPITTOGY TOD TO10VTOV KOKOD 1 TNV dmotevéty Tob T0100ToV dyadod

pépyoactoi og Bgoig kal avOpdmovg 88 pciioat Tovg aitiovg dvtag iy

VIOTTEVOLEVOLG EoecBon TG AmoTeHEEMG T TTiC TEPMTOCEMS KOl AOIKODUEY

oM oA 10 TV TPOG Tad T Srapopdy. (2) £av 8¢ udva. Ta £’ MUV dyadd

Kol Kako Kpivouey, ovdgpia aitio kKotaAeinetarl obte 0@ ykorécot ote

POg GvBpwmov otijval 6Tacty ToAgpiov.

(1) If you treat as good or bad any of the things that fall outside your agency,
it must follow that, if you meet bad things of that kind and fail to gain good
things of that kind, you will blame the gods and hate the people who are
responsible for your failure in one respect or another, or who you suspect will
be responsible for them. Indeed, we often do wrong because we differentiate
things on this basis. (2) But if we determine that only things that are up to us
are good or bad, no reason is left to criticize gods or to adopt a hostile attitude
towards another human being. (Tr. C. Gill)

% Brennan, ‘Reservation in Stoic Ethics’, 171ff.; Inwood argues for this view at Ethics and Human Action 165-173.
See nll above.
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Anger is quite specifically at issue here, and it is to be avoided because it puts us into the wrong
relationship with other people. Marcus writes, in Epictetan terms, of desire for what is up to us,
but this actually describes reservation quite precisely, since forming impulse with reservation is
exactly what is in our power (M3/V1.50.2). Here we see the same value-dualism as marked the
introduction of reservation in E1 and E2, where impulse with reservation is put forward as a
way of making moral choices, while avoiding misfortune by removing desire and aversion from
what is not up to us.

As Brunschwig has shown, however, the extinction of a frustrated impulse is not the end
of the story. Stoic happiness does not merely consist in resignation to the course of events, but
in continued rational activity—which is of unconditional, and not merely selective, value—and
this is made possible by the reversal of apparently adverse situations. Commenting on M3, he
writes: “...il est assez clair que le renversement a pour effet de rendre possible un redémarrage
de I’activité, sous 1’égide d’une “autre vertu”, alors que la réserve permettait seulement de
consentir au blocage de I’activité initialement projetée.” (376) It is a critical feature of reversal
that it is tied specifically to the obstacle it transforms: in M3 Marcus speaks of ‘using’ the
obstacle to express a new virtue, and elsewhere, we shall see that he describes the new virtue as
chosen in relation to the situation newly at hand. By contrast, it is not clear that if one reacts to
the obstacle simply by giving up one’s old projects and starting something completely new, one
is really doing the work of reversal; it lies rather in dealing with the obstacle and doing so
properly, by using it as the occasion for virtuous activity. This will not be possible unless
reservation has already been part of the action from the start—which in the case of an agent
whose hormetic disposition is characterized by reservation, it is—since the emotion involved in

continuing to have the frustrated impulse (which is equivalent to judging one’s present
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circumstances to be bad) is incompatible with a well-reasoned reaction to events. Insofar as
reservation characterizes the hormetic disposition, it supports the work of reversal by keeping its
path clear of recalcitrant impulses that, when frustrated, would cause the agent to resent those he
sees as responsible, whether gods or humans beings. When it comes to other people, the best
response is a kindly one, and this is just the response that anger would prevent, since the
impulse to do good to others would be contradicted by the angry man’s impulse to do them
harm; in the limit case, in which persuasion has failed and the obstacle takes the form of
insurmountable physical resistance (as imagined at VV1.50/M3.2), resignation is perhaps the only
option, but in other cases, one can use the obstacle in order to show courage, gentleness,
truthfulness or another virtue. Reservation is, therefore, a necessary part of the correct response
to wrongdoing, as it must set the stage for reversal by clearing away the previous, contrary
impulse to allow a new impulse to be formed in its place. It is by acknowledging that events,
and similarly the actions of other people, may not conform to our will, and by forming our
impulses in a way that takes account of this, that we become able to react to them properly.?® By
forming his impulses with reservation, Marcus can act without becoming angry with those
whose wrongdoing stands in his way; by employing the technique of reversal, he can continue to
act virtuously precisely by reacting to their wrongdoing as he should.

Hadot (214) and Brunschwig (376) have convincingly identified the operation of
reversal in M3, in the use of the obstruction to express another virtue. The interpersonal element
of this passage is very pronounced: Marcus is reflecting on his own action in the midst of people

whose wills diverge from his, and considering both that others may act in a way that is at odds

% Reydams-Schils: “While working for the common good, one cannot force other people to do the right thing... and
one needs forbearance and patience when encountering people who are falling short. (Social Ethics and Politics, in
van Ackeren’s Companion, 446)
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with his inclinations and that he may have to act in a way that is at odds with theirs. Reservation
makes it impossible for others to obstruct his activity, even in limit cases where they use
physical force to prevent him from carrying out his plans.?” In the choice of a new virtue, we can
see Marcus’ mechanism for determining the correct reactions to the obstacles he encounters, and
this includes the proper response to people who cause such obstructions. Two other passages,
which also seem to speak to the paired operation of reservation and reversal, discuss the choice
of an appropriate virtue somewhat more fully than M3, and confirm that this choice is marked
by a responsiveness to the particular situation. In 111.11, Marcus gives himself instructions for
correctly approaching anything that presents itself to him. Hadot returns frequently to the first
half of this passage to attest to Marcus’ method of giving a thing’s physical definition and
stripping it bare of conventional ascriptions of value.?® In the second half of the entry, though
Marcus does not employ the terminology of reservation and reversal, his recommendations may
offer a view of the two processes at work together:

(2) ovdev yap obtwg peyaho@pocvvig o TIKOV, MG TO EAEYXEWV 0d® Kai aAnBeiq

£KooTov TdV O PBim vrommtoviav dvvachut kKol To del oVt gic adtd 0pdv, HoTE

GUVETIPAAAEY OTTOL® TV TG KOGU® Omoio TIVO TOUTO YPEICY TUPEXOUEVOV TV HUEV

&xel a&iav g mpog TO SAov, Tiva 08 ¢ TPOG TOV AvOpmIOV, TOAITNV OvTa TOAEWG THG

dvmtde, NG ai Aourai moLelg domep oikiar eiciv. (3) ti éoti ko 8k Tivov cuykékpirat

Kol TOGOV YPOVOV TEPVKE TOPUUEVELY TODTO TO TV PAVTOGIoY Lot VOV Totodv kol

Tivog dpetfic Tpog antd ypeia, olov HuepdTTOC, dvdpeiag, dAndeiog, mictemg,

apeleiog, avTopKeiag, TAV Aom@V. (4) 10 deT £¢° £KAOTOV AEYEV: TODTO HEV TTOPAL

0g0D TjKel, TODTO O KT TV GUAANELY KOl TV GUUUNPLOUEVI)V GOYKAMGCY KOl TNV

TOLOTNY GUVTELELV TE KOl TOYNV, TODTO OE TAPd TOD GLUEVAOL KAl GLYYEVODG Kol

KOWmvoD, dyvoodvtog pévtot 6 Tt antd kot Ooy £otiv. (5) GAL’ €ymd 0vK dyvod-

d1d ToUTO YpdUOL AT KOTO TOV THG KOWOVING PLGIKOV VOUOV EDVOC Kol d1kaimg:

dupo pévrot tod kat’ a&iov év 1oic uécoig cuatoyalopal.

(2) Nothing is so effective in creating greatness of mind as being able to examine
methodically and truthfully everything that presents itself in life, and always viewing

27 This passage is marked by vocabulary drawn from the philosophy of action (&xovtac, V1.50.1, Big, 2), which
Marcus is exploring in an interpersonal light. The thematic importance of these terms could explain the curious fact
that, given his station, Marcus should even entertain the thought that violent force might stop him from carrying out
his activity, since outside the line of battle or an attempt on his person, he could never have encountered forceful
resistance without its being in his power to see it overcome.

28 Hadot, La Citadelle intérieure, 122, 181, 231. See also Gill introd. xI-xliv.
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things in such a way as to consider what kind of function this particular thing
contributes to what kind of universe... (3) ... and what virtue is needed to respond to
it, such as gentleness, courage, truthfulness, good faith, simplicity, self-sufficiency,
and so on. (4) So, in each case, you should say: this has come from god, this from the
coordination and interweaving of the threads of fate and similar kinds of coincidence
and chance, this from one of my own kind, a relative and companion, but one who
does not know what is natural for him. (5) But | do know, and so | treat him kindly
and justly according to the natural law of companionship, though aiming at the same
time at what he deserves with regard to the things that are morally neutral.? (Tr. C.
Gill)

Here Marcus is thinking of himself at the moment when he must face an object or a situation he
might have preferred not to encounter. In considering the object as part of the divine plan, he
calls to mind the condition on which reserved impulse is extinguished, namely the truth of ‘Zeus
wills otherwise’. Meanwhile, in considering what virtue is required in reacting to the object he
effects the work of reversal. This passage is structured around the paired operation of these two
processes: in both (2) and (4), Marcus tells himself to consider the object as part of the divine
plan, and then turns in (3) and (5) to consider his own role, which is to act appropriately in
response. In section (2), Marcus states the general principle that greatness of mind® is the result
of seeing every event as a part of the world’s providential ordering, and in section (3) he turns to

the response appropriate to events of different kinds, actually listing several different virtues

2 Intriguingly, the last line of this passage may offer a perspective on Marcus’ philosophy of punishment. The view
of Farquharson (ad loc.), on which we should read it as saying that Marcus, like the gods at 1X.27.3, should help the
ignorant to attain the indifferents that they value, does not account for the context of the passage, where the
treatment of wrongdoers in particular is at issue; the indifferents that these people deserve may indeed be things
they want to avoid, though they are not in reality bad. I suggest that Marcus has exactly these in mind, and is
thinking of his own role in presiding over the trial of wrongdoers. After all, it is clear enough that throughout his
reign, Marcus did continue to order punishments of a perfectly conventional sort. His boast of never having had a
senator put to death, though setting him apart from the bloodthirsty Domitian and the vindictive Hadrian, still
reveals the fact that he sometimes saw the execution, or the violent punishment, of his erring subjects as
appropriate. If this is so, then this passage might suggest that he saw punishments, along with rewards, as
indifferent things which must nevertheless be distributed properly and without malice; this would not be
incompatible with a calm and even kindly temper. An interesting study of Marcus’ judicial activity in comparison
with his philosophical output concludes that Marcus’ treatment of criminals was genuinely influenced by his Stoic
convictions, though the realities of his position kept him from realizing his high ideals as he might be thought to
have wished. (Yvonne Bongert, Le Mal et sa sanction dans /’oeuvre de Marc-Auréle, 270-274).

30 On the Stoic characterization of peyoloyvyia or magnitudo animi, which responds polemically to Aristotelian
ideas, see especially Seneca, De Ira 1.20, 3.5, 3.32 and De Clementia 1.5.
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among which he might choose, as the situation demands. Then, in section (4) he applies the
principle to himself by urging a careful assessment of any event, which must come from god,
from his plans, or from the companions god has given him; he pays particular attention to the
actions of one of his erring human kindred, contrasting that person’s ignorance with his own
better understanding in a way that clearly recalls I1.1. By section (5) the example has narrowed
to just this situation, and here Marcus speaks of treating the offender with kindness and justice,
the other-directed virtues that are evidently provided by nature for just such a response.

This passage shows that Marcus recommends reservation and reversal even in the face of
obstructions caused by other human agents, and perhaps primarily in these cases, as the
narrowing of his example suggests. These events must also be seen as part of Zeus’ plan, but
they are meaningfully distinguished from obstructions caused by animals or the working of
natural forces. To the extent that they stand in the way of his activity and require him to accept
the course of events, human and non-human forces affect Marcus in exactly the same way, but
when it comes to acting in response to the obstacle, the choice of a new virtue offers an occasion
to distinguish between human agents and natural events. If, in acting with the guardedness that
characterizes the reserved disposition, Marcus has determined to keep his impulses in line with
fate, then when he considers another person’s obstructive action from the perspective of the
cosmic order, this allows him to accept the setback with the same patience as he would direct
toward the workings of nature or the doings of non-human animals, when they stand in the way
of his activity (cf. M2/V.20). When it comes to choosing a new virtue in reaction to the
situation, however, reversal offers a mechanism for reacting in a specifically human way to

events caused by other agents. Thus Marcus might choose resignation in the face of an adverse

125



wind, or courage to meet a lion in his path, but gentleness or truthfulness in response to his
wayward fellows.

As Gill has observed, this passage puts a heavy emphasis on social relations; more
specifically, it shows Marcus deliberating on a response to the wrongdoing of other people that
IS consistent with the ‘natural law of companionship’, and using reservation and reversal to
work through the problem.3! In 1X.42, we find an even stronger emphasis on the right way of
relating to other human beings, along with a development parallel to that of 111.11. It is the first
half of this comparatively extended passage that is of interest to us:

(1) "Otav tvog dvansyovvtig TpockonTng, E0OVS TLVOEVOL GEaVTOD- SHvavTal ovV &v
¢ KOGUE dvaicyvvtol pn tvar; od duvavtor: (2) pr odv dmaitel 1O adHvaTov: €ig
YOp Koi 00TAG 0TIV Ekelvav TV dvarsydvimy, odg dvaykm &v T kooue stvat. (3) To
&’ avTo Kol £ml ToD TavovPYoV Kol £l TOD ATIGTOL Kai TavTOg TOD OTIONV
apoptdvovtog £ot® oot mpoyepov. (4) Gua yap T@ vrouvnodijvar 6Tt 1O Yévog TV
TOOVTOV ASVVATOV E0TL N VIAPYEY, EDUEVESTEPOG E0m TTPOC TOVG Kb’ Eva. (5)
gbypnotov 8¢ Kakeivo 00V Evvoely, Tiva EdMKEV 1] VOIS TM AVOPOT® APETV TPOC
0070 TO AUAPTNH: ESWKE YOP MG AVTUPAPLOKOV TPOG LEV TOV AYVAOUOVOL TIV
PO TA, TPOG 08 GAlov GAANY Tva dOvauy. (6) SAmg 0& £Eeoti Got petadiddokey
TOV TEMAOVNLEVOV: TTAG O€ O AUAPTAV®V APALOPTAVEL TOD TPOKEUEVOLAKOL
TEMAAVITOL.

(1) Whenever you are shocked by anyone’s wrong behaviour, ask yourself at once, ‘Is
it then possible that there should be no bad people in this world?’ It is quite
impossible. (2) So you should not demand the impossible: this person is one of those
bad people who must necessarily exist in the world. (3) And keep this argument at
hand for when you meet a rogue, a traitor, or any other kind of wrongdoer; (4) for as
soon as you remind yourself that the class of such persons cannot fail to exist, you
will view them more kindly as individuals. (5) It is also helpful to reflect at once on
this further point: what virtue has nature granted us to us to meet the wrong in
guestion? For it has granted us gentleness to use against the unfeeling, and in every
other case, another such antidote; (6) and generally speaking, it is within your power
to show someone who has gone astray the error of his ways (for every wrongdoer is
someone who has missed the goal set down for him and thus has gone astray). (tr. R.
Hard, lightly modifed)

Once again, Marcus imagines himself at the moment in which he is faced with another’s

wrongdoing. He tells himself not to desire the impossible; at VV1.50.2, this is exactly the desire

31 Gill, Marcus Aurelius, xiiii
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that was contrasted with reserved impulse, and so we may fairly take it that reservation is what
Marcus is recommending here. Indeed, in sections (1) to (4), it is the ordering of the universe
that is at issue; again Marcus situates the wrongdoing of his fellows in a cosmic context in order
to keep himself from becoming angry and frustrated. For Zeus does not will that the world
should contain no bad people, and attention to what Zeus wills is precisely what characterizes
the reserved disposition.®2 In section (5), Marcus turns to the positive reaction he expects of
himself, appealing to the selection of a new virtue in response to the wrong, which we have
identified with the mechanism of reversal. Quite specifically, Marcus reminds himself that the
wrongdoer is a rational agent who has gone astray, and that in most cases, he can correct that
person by pointing out his mistake. We shall turn shortly to this feature, which is quite specific
to interpersonal moral response.

Though reservation and reversal are meaningfully distinct operations, together they
make for the complete continuity of Marcus’ actions and his reactions to events, so that
effectively his activity remains uninterrupted, even when a particular action of his does not meet
with success. This is strikingly illustrated by the metaphor of fire in M1/1V.1. Here events
become the material (bAn) for Marcus’ activity, the fuel (bAn) that feeds its flame. Hadot, who
has thematized this passage in his discussion of moral activity, has beautifully summarized its
intent:

Le paradoxe du feu qui grandit d’autant plus qu’on lui apporte des objets qui
pourraient 1’étouffer ou du moins lui faire obstacle, c’est le paradoxe de la volonté
bonne qui ne se contente pas d’une seule matiére d’exercice, mais qui s’assimile tous
les objets, les buts les plus divers, en communiquant sa bonté et sa perfection a toutes
les actions qu’elle entreprend et a tous les événements auxquelles elle consent. Le feu
et la bonne volonté sont donc totalement libres a 1’égard des matiéres qu’ils utilisent;

32 For the wrongdoer as part of the divine plan, cf. VI1.42.2, as well as Epictetus 1.12.16; Cleanthes, in his Hymn to
Zeus (LS 541 = SVF 1.537), exempts the deeds of wrongdoers from Zeus’ plan (I. 17), but in the lines that follow he
emphasizes Zeus’ ability to make the crooked straight and to love the unloved, which suggests something of the
attitude Epictetus and Marcus would adopt.
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ces matiéres leur sont indifférentes, les obstacles qu’on leur oppose ne font que les
alimenter.®

Brunschwig, who cites Hadot’s discussion with approval (359, n 8), has clearly identified the
pairing of reservation and reversal in the pév...3¢ construction of M1.2: ‘Tandis que la clause
introduite par pév se rapporte explicitement a la réserve, celle introduite par 8¢ peut
certainement étre versée au compte du renversement: “faire de 1’obstacle sa propre matiére”,
c’est bien transformer cet obstacle; de barrage qu’il était, en faire un acces, d’inhibiteur de
I’activité qu’il était, en faire un stimulateur de I’activité.” (376) We know from Plutarch that
Chrysippus himself spoke of what is according to and contrary to nature as together forming
‘the material of virtue.” (Plutarch, Comm. not. 1069e=LS 59A) For Chrysippus, selection among
indifferents provides the task of morality and makes the operation of virtue possible; if Marcus
has Chrysippus’ use of the HAn metaphor in mind, this reinforces the conclusion that impulse
with reservation is directed toward indifferent things. There is, however, no suggestion in our
source that Chrysippus developed this metaphor, or his own thought on reservation, in a
specifically interpersonal light.3* For Marcus, virtue is fuelled by events—including the
wrongdoing of others, which is an indifferent from his perspective—precisely insofar as these

events provide him the occasion for a virtuous response.®

Our analysis, then, yields the following structure of interpersonal activity and reaction,

as Marcus understands it. First, Marcus undertakes an action in accordance with right reason,

33 Hadot, La Citadell intérieure, 214-215 (cf. his heading for this section, ‘L’intention morale ou le feu que toute
matiere alimente’ (209))

34 For Chrysippus on reservation, see p.117 n.19.

3 Avristo of Chios also appears to have used fire’s way of consuming different materials as an illustration of how
the activity of the soul can be fuelled by the use of several different virtues. (LS 61B4.4) Epictetus, without using
the metaphor of fire, still describes externals as the Do tfj Tpoarpéoet (1.29.2), and emphasizes, like Marcus, that
we can put any material to a good use, even though we cannot choose whatever material we like. (1.29.39-40)
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which means that he assents to a hormetic proposition qualified by a reserve clause. The
reservation is needed in order that, when another person prevents him from carrying out the
action he has intended, he will no longer feel the impulse to achieve that action—an impulse
whose frustration would cause him to feel pain, as well as resentment toward the person he
suspects of causing this misfortune. Instead, when another person stands in the way of that
action, and the reserve clause causes the impulse to continue in that action to be extinguished,
Marcus, by the operation of reversal, converts the obstacle into material for right action by
forming a new impulse to carry out whatever action is required in response. On this
understanding of interpersonal activity, then, another’s wrong or obstructive action is the
material that Marcus must convert into the stuff of his own activity. In such a case as this, the
activity required of Marcus is the exercise of a specifically interpersonal virtue. That is, given
the fact of someone’s having done wrong and so created an impediment to the action at which
Marcus was aiming with reservation, it at once becomes incumbent on him to convert that
obstacle into an occasion for acting well, precisely by responding mildly to the offender.3®
Seen together, the passages that deal with reservation and reversal present a nuanced

picture of the wise person’s action: the basic notion is still one of action in accordance with right

3 By way of illustration, a famous incident from Marcus’ own life is strikingly susceptible to this analysis. Marcus
assents to the proposition, ‘It is fitting for me to make war on the German tribes and so to expand the borders of the
empire, if and only if nothing intervenes to prevent me from doing so.” Then, while in campaign on Germany,
Marcus meets with an obstacle in the form of news from Syria that Avidius Cassius has proclaimed himself
emperor. As this situation requires urgent attention, it poses an obstacle to Marcus’ continued presence on the
German front. He might begin with an attempt to persuade Cassius to stand down, perhaps by explaining in a letter
that imperial rule is not a good in itself, that the royal purple is only sheep’s hair stained with shellfish blood;
failing this, he heads to Syria to put down the insurrection, but only because it is the action required of him, and not
out of any anger toward Cassius. Intriguingly, Cassius Dio (Epitome of Book 72, sec. 24) attributes to Marcus a
speech on this occasion in which he mentions his plan to use the occasion of a meeting with Cassius to exercise
forgiveness. In his biography of Marcus, Birley observes: ‘As Dio had the opportunity of knowing something of the
events of 175 by personal experience and from eye-witness accounts, there may be some echoes in his version of an
actual speech by the emperor.” (Birley Marcus Aurelius: A Biography. London: Batsford, 1987, rev. ed., 187)
Could we know this for a true report of the Emperor’s speech, and not Dio’s pastiche of philosophical ideas broadly
associated with him, it would provide an excellent illustration of reversal put into action.
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reason, but the impulses that govern this action are always subject to revision based on the
complex setting in which the action must take place. In general, this allows for a great deal of
situational sensitivity, as Inwood, Brennan and Brunschwig agree.®” To those working toward
virtue, it offers complementary techniques for avoiding frustration while acting in a world where
others are likely to cause obstructions by their wrongdoing, and for redirecting one’s own action
in response to theirs.®® It also shows that Marcus’ Stoic ethics permit a great deal of meaningful
engagement with other people, even when they go astray; his prescriptions to himself are not
written in a social vacuum. Within the Stoic edifice of Marcus’ ethical thought, reservation and
reversal provide a framework able to support detailed moral reasoning about action in an
interpersonal setting by accounting for the contingency such settings entail and offering a

mechanism for virtuous interpersonal response.

The mechanism described here takes account of obstructions caused by impersonal
forces as well as those caused by other people, and this, indeed, is just what Marcus himself
signals when he compares wrongdoers to the sun, the wind, and wild beasts, insofar as it is

unreasonable for him to resent them. (V.20) In both cases, an appropriate reaction is continuous

37 Though Brennan, ‘Reservation in Stoic Ethics’, 175, dissents (needlessly, in my view) from Inwood’s account,
Ethics and Human Action, 111., of how reservation enables the sage’s flexibility. Brunschwig’s discussion of
reversal (‘Sur deux notions de 1’éthique stoicienne’, 375ff.) has helped to make even clearer how this flexibility
might have been understood.

3 In the previous section | have usually assumed that impediments to Marcus’ action, when caused by human
agents, are to be seen as the result of wrongdoing on their part; that Marcus does the same is clear from M3/6.50.1.
(where the obstruction is caused by someone who fails to persuade the others of a different course) and from
3.11.2-5 (where Marcus emphasizes his response to events caused by erring human agents). | take this to be based
on the fairly natural understanding that to try, deliberately and without cause, to obstruct another person’s right
action is to act wrongly, or else on the thought that the right actions of different people will not normally be at odds
with each other. Marcus appears to allow, however, for situations in which another person, without acting wrongly,
could get in the way of his action. (We might think, for instance, of times when he might be obstructed by Germans
who fight bravely to defend their homeland, in contrast to the obstruction caused by Cassius’ grasping attempt at
revolt.) Something like this, | think, is the situation evoked by his comparison of certain offences to blows
sustained in a wrestling match, which we can receive without suspecting our opponent in the game of hostility
toward us. (6.20)
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with the obstructed action—that is, insofar as one virtuous action merges into another, so that
Marcus’ activity is not obstructed—but it requires a redirection of impulse and the exercise of a
different virtue. It is at this point that reactions to personal and to impersonal obstructions
diverge, since in choosing a new course of action, Marcus must be attentive to the nature of
what obstructs him. The possibility of improvement and understanding for humans as rational
animals expands the options available for him to act in response, which sets them strongly apart
from the sun, the wind and wild beasts. In one entry, we see Marcus distinguish obstacles along
these very lines:

Eyo 10 £pantod kabfjkov moid, to dAla e 00 mepond- frot yap dyvya kol dloyo fj
memAavnuéva Kol 1 680V dyvoodva.

For my part, | do what is appropriate for me, and other things do not distract me.
They are either lifeless, irrational, or have lost their way and are ignorant of the true
path. (V1.22, tr. C. Gill)

In the case of lifeless or irrational things, the only option is resignation and a change of course
that might circumvent their effects. When it comes to human beings, however, their rationality
provides the opportunity to engage with them and correct their mistakes. Sometimes, indeed,
this is impossible, and then too resignation is the only option, but attempts at persuasion must
come first. This is what Marcus expresses at V1.50.1-2 (above), and in several other entries:

01 &vOpwmot yeyovooty aAMNAev Evekev: didacke odv §j pépe. (V111.56)

Human beings exist for one another’s sake—so teach them, or tolerate them.

Ei pev opdddetat, diddoke edUEVDG KOl TO TUPOPDOUEVOV dEIKVOVAL. €1 0€ AOVVOTETS,
oeaTov aitidodot fj unde ceavtov. (X.4)

If he bungles, teach him kindly, and show him what he saw awry. If you can’t, then
blame yourself—or not even yourself.

Since the possibility of persuading another person entails a recognition of that person’s
rationality, the attitude Marcus recommends cannot correspond exactly to the Strawsonian

objective attitude; on the other hand, it must be quite unlike the reactive attitude of anger, since
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such an emotional response would be inconsistent with informed judgements of value, and
implicates feelings of hostility that are odds with the proper relationship between one human
being and another.

Indeed, Marcus finds the correct attitude to others in the very rationality that makes it
possible to correct their moral errors. It is precisely this and nothing else that accounts for the
kinship between him and any other person; in our first text, Marcus reminded himself that the
wrongdoer is related to him ‘not because he has the same blood or seed, but because he shares in
the same mind and portion of divinity.” (11.1.3) It is because they are rational that they are
related to Marcus, and because of this relationship that Marcus must not become angry with
them. Ultimately, then, it is because of their rationality that Marcus must treat them kindly. On
the other hand, this kindness also depends on Marcus’ own rationality, and not only because it
allows him to make informed value judgments of the sort that will forestall anger. It is also
because the rationality that Marcus shares with the wrongdoer permits a different way of
relating to him that is based on reasoned exchange. A vivid passage speaks to this fact:

(1) T® ypdowvt pntt 0pyiln, untt @ 6LooTOU® OpYIlN; Ti 601 O GEL; TO1ODTOV
oToua Eyel, TO0TAG ARG EXEL, AVAYKT TOLOTIV ATOQOPAY GO TO0HTOV
yiveobat. (2) “GAN’ 63 GvOpwmog Aoyov Exetl,” enoi, ‘kal ShvaTol GLVVOELY EPIGTAVOY,
i TAnuperel.” (3) €0 oot yévorro: toryapodv kai o Adyov EXELS, Kivioov AoyIK

dwbéoel hoykny dudbecty, det&ov, dmdpvnoov. 6i yap Emaiet, Depomevoelc kKol 0
XPELWL OPYNG.

(1) Surely you aren’t angry with someone who smells of stale sweat? Surely you
aren’t angry with someone with stale breath? What good will that do? That’s the kind
of mouth he has; that’s the kind of armpit he has; and there is a necessary connection
between the smells and those factors. (2) ‘But this person possesses rationality, and if
he gives it thought he can work out why he is offensive.’ (3) Well done! So you have
rationality too. Activate one rational disposition by another: show him, tell him. If he
listens, you will cure him and there will be no need for anger. (V.28, tr. C. Gill)

Here Marcus reasons with himself as to why he should not be angry with a person whose smell
is bothersome and unpleasant, offering this as a model for his response to other situations. He

begins by deploring the uselessness of anger and pleading necessity in defence of the stale-
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smeller, but then protests to himself that the offensive person really is not smelling under any
kind of necessity, because as a rational being he can figure out that he ought to go clean himself
up. In this moment of interior dialogue, Marcus attempts to justify his anger by pointing to the
other person’s rationality (which would distinguish his objectionable condition from that of an
animal, for instance, by making it ‘up to him”), but then responds by reminding himself that this
is precisely why he can take a better course, which is to talk to the other person about the matter,
since the two of them share in the same reason.®® In ‘activating one rational disposition by
another’, Marcus engages with the other person in a specifically human way. Of course, this
principle is meant to have a much broader application; whatever the nuisance caused by another
person, our shared rationality offers the opportunity for correction. (Cf. V1.23.1: ‘In the case of
irrational animals and objects and things in general, treat them with generosity of spirit and
freedom of mind, since you have rationality and they do not. In the case of human beings, since
they have rationality too, treat them in a sociable way too.”) The other person’s rationality does
indeed mean that he has the opportunity to improve, but far from offering a reason for anger,
this fact presents an opportunity for Marcus to exercise his own rational nature by engaging with

the other in a rational way.

In this recognition of the wrongdoer as another rational agent in need of correction, and
as one with whom it is possible to engage but whom it is impossible to control, we can
recognize the strong influence of Marcus’ reading of Epictetus. In a previous chapter, | sought

to show the importance of interpersonal moral response in the philosophy of Epictetus by

3 In Diss. 4.11, we actually see Epictetus correcting a student who, thanks to his crude idea of the philosophical
life, has refused to take a bath. Even here Epictetus appeals to Socrates as his model (4.11.19), and claims that even
those who deny the sociable nature of human beings must admit their natural desire to be clean. (4.11.1.)
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highlighting the fact that a wrong action is ‘up to’ the wrongdoer, in Epictetus’ sense, which is
the reason why such an action is bad for this person and for no other; this in turn is the reason
why that action is done unwillingly, in the sense required by the Socratic Paradox. This, |
claimed, entails the recognition of the wrongdoer as someone whose rationality is just as
independent of one’s own as one’s own is independent of his, as well as a sympathetic or
charitable view of the suffering he brings on himself. That Marcus read Epictetus deeply is not
in need of demonstration: the strongest thesis, namely Hadot’s claim that Marcus acquired his
philosophy from Epictetus wholesale, has seldom won acceptance, but the pervasive presence of
Epictetus’ thought in Marcus’ notebooks is widely acknowledged and indeed beyond doubt.*°
Here | wish to emphasize the importance of this influence on Marcus primarily as a vehicle for
Socratic ideas in his thought. This runs along two lines, namely Marcus’ reception of the
Socratic Paradox and his thematization of the claim that the harm involved in a wrong action is
done to the wrongdoer alone, the legacy of the Socratic claim that no one can harm a good man.
Marcus’ closest quotation of the Socratic Paradox is quite clearly mediated by Epictetus,

as he cites it in the form in which he found it in the Discourses: ‘So when someone assents to a
falsehood, know that he did not want to assent to something false—for every soul is unwillingly
deprived of truth, as Plato says—rather, the falsehood seemed true to him.” (Diss. 1.28.4)*! In
Marcus we find the following:

(1) “Méso yoyn, enoiv, dxovoa ctépetar dAndeiog.” obtmg odv Kai SucoiocHvng Kol

o®EPOcHVNG Kol edpeveiag kol Tavtog 10D To100Tov. (2) dvaykaidtoTov 68 TO

dmvekdg TovToL pepviioBar &om Yap PO TAVTAG TPUOTEPOC.

‘Every soul,” he says, ‘is unwillingly deprived of truth’; in the same way too, then, of
justice and self-control and kindness and everything of this sort. It is most necessary
to keep this constantly in mind, for you will be gentler toward everyone. (V11.63)

40 See Hadot, The Inner Citadel, 59-70. For discussion of Hadot’s view, see van Ackeren, Die Philosophie Marc
Aurels (Berlin: De Gruyter), 19 and Gill, Marcus Aurelius, XXix-Xxxi.
41 On the source of the quotation, see above, p.95 n.41.
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We saw that for Epictetus, the Socratic Paradox is not meant to deny that a wrong act is a free
act, but rather to promote the kind of response to wrongdoing that takes full account of the
wrongdoer’s bad condition. In this passage, Marcus makes it quite clear that the Socratic
Paradox is a therapeutic tool for him as well, recording that the reason he must keep it in mind
continuously is that it will improve his response to everyone else when they do wrong. He
expands on the Socratic material he has received from Epictetus by drawing the inference that, if
no one is willingly deprived of the truth, and (we must assume) one who does know the truth
will be kind, self-controlled and just, all these virtues will necessarily be present in someone
who knows the truth, and that someone who fails to be kind, self-controlled or just must be
operating under want of something he could never have chosen to do without. This point has a
double function, as it reminds Marcus to expect justice and kindness of himself precisely while
he exhibits patience with the failings of others. We cannot, of course, imagine that Epictetus
would do anything but endorse this exhortation, but Marcus’ emphasis makes it clearer than
ever that he connects the Socratic Paradox with expectations for interpersonal behaviour.
Strikingly, he places kindness (evuévein) beside the foundational virtues of justice and self-
control—kindness which is, for Marcus, primarily a feature of the right response to the
wrongdoing of others.*? His reading, which is mediated both by the influence of Epictetus and
by his own concerns, sets the claim that no one does wrong willingly in a distinctly

interpersonal light.

42 At IX.11.1, kindness is what nature has given Marcus to use toward those whose minds he cannot turn away from
wrong; at X1.9.1, it is what those in his way cannot prevent him from exercising toward them; at 1.9, it is modelled
by Sextus, who is also praised for never showing anger; at VV1.20.1 Marcus contrasts ‘kind avoidance’ with enmity
toward someone who has injured him; at VV1.47.6, kindness is coupled with truth and justice as qualities which,
when exercised toward wrongdoers, are the only things of value in a world of dying generations; at V111.43.6, one
should exercise kindness even when compelled to suicide; and so on at X.4.1, 36.6, X1.13.2, 18.15-16 and
elsewhere.
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For Marcus, not only does reflection on the Socratic Paradox promote kindness, but not
to reflect on the understanding of good on which another is acting is to show a cruel indifference
to his or her pursuit of the good. At VVI1.27, where we see an elaboration of the thought behind
the use of the Socratic Paradox as therapy, Marcus emphasizes that other agents, even when
they go wrong, are simply trying by their best lights to pursue what is beneficial:

(2) TIdg dpdV €0t un) EMTPERELY TOIG AVOPOTOLS OPUAY ETTL TA POVOUEVO ADTOIG
oiKeln Kol GUUPEPOVTO, + KAITOL TPOTOV TIVAL OV GLYYXWOPEIC 0dTOIG TODTO TTOLElY, dTOV
ayovaktiic, 61t dpoaptdvovot. (2) eépovial Yop TAVIMG MG £l OIKETO KOl GLUPEPOVTA
avToic. (3) —GAL’ ovk Exel obTMC.—OoVKODV did0oKE KOl OEIKVVE LT Gy OVOKTADV.

How cruel it is not to permit people to aim at what appears to them to be suitable and
beneficial to themselves. But in a way you are not allowing them to do this whenever
you are indignant at the fact that they are doing wrong. Surely, indeed, they are drawn
towards what is suitable and beneficial to themselves. ‘But it is not so.” Well then
teach them and show them—do not be indignant. (V1.27, tr. C. Gill)

Here again Marcus acknowledges the other as an agent who aims at what is best for her.*
Calling it cruel to do so, he forbids himself to stand in the way of another’s pursuit of what
seems best; instead, he reminds himself that he ought to correct her false perceptions, which
actually helps her to pursue the good, but with better understanding.** Correction, after all, is
just what Marcus would want for himself, since as a good Socratic he recognizes, at VI1.21, that
it is far better to be corrected when one is thinking or doing wrong. (Gorg. 458¢e) This
willingness to help the wrongdoer by correcting her is in contrast to indignation at her
wrongdoing, which does not promote, or perhaps even opposes, the kind of cooperative action

involved in teaching someone to do better. In another passage, Marcus goes further still by

43 Cf. Epictetus 1.28.7-8 (of Medea): ‘It is because the very gratification of her passion and the taking of vengeance

on her husband she regards as more profitable than the saving of her children. “Yes, but she is deceived.” Show her
clearly that she is deceived, and she will not do it; but so long as you do not show it, what else has she to do but that
which appears to her to be true?” (Tr. Oldfather)

44 Cf. the thought at 1X.11, where Marcus prescribes kindness even when correction has failed; this kindness, which
the gods also exhibit toward human beings, actually takes the form of helping them acquire some of the things they

take to be good.
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exhorting himself to imagine the conception of value that another has in mind when that person
does him wrong, and to compare it to his own conception:
(1) "Orav tig auaptn T €ig €, €00V EvOpOD Ti dyabov T Kokov droraPav fpopte:
T0DTO Yap 16mV EAenoelc adTov kai ote Bavpdoeig odte dpyrodnon. (2) fror yap kai
a0TOC TO aNTO Eketve ayadov ETt vToAauPavelg 1| GAAO OLOEdES: dET OVV
ovyywookew. (3) €l 6& pnrétt dmolapPavels To towadTa dyodda Koi Kakd, paov

gOpevVNG Eom TA TAPOPAVTL.

(1) Whenever someone does something wrong to you, consider what he took to be
good or bad when he did wrong. For then you will pity him and you will not be
surprised or become angry. (2) Or perhaps you still take for good the same thing as he
does, or something of the same sort: in that case you must excuse him. (3) But if you
no longer take such things to be good or bad, you will more easily be kind to one who
sees awry. (VI11.26)

Either Marcus values the same things as the wrongdoer or he does not, and in either case he has
a reason not to become angry: if he has already reached a point in his philosophical training (this
| take to be the progression implied by the adverbs ‘still” and ‘no longer’) where his values are
better than the wrongdoer’s, he is in a position to show pity (as Epictetus qualifiedly
recommends at Diss. 1.28.9) and more importantly kindness, because he now realizes the
wrongdoer’s bad condition and because he no longer places such value on that in respect of
which he has been injured that he becomes angry at the offence. On the other hand, if his values
are the same as the wrongdoer’s, then he has two reasons not to become angry: for one thing, his
belief would force him to concede that the other person is acting reasonably when he injures
Marcus to obtain the object they both value, which is just what Epictetus has to say to a man
who values his fine clothes just as much as the neighbour who would steal them off the line
(Diss. 1.18.14). Moreover, as Epictetus also makes clear, a person who holds the same view of
value as the wrongdoer is no better than that person, which means that he is no position to be
indignant toward failings he shares: ‘But how is it that you have been so suddenly converted to

wisdom that you are angry at fools?’ (Diss. 1.18.11, tr. Oldfather). And just as Epictetus does in
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Diss. 1.18 and 1.28, here Marcus makes it clear that the purpose of such reflections is to
improve his own response to what someone else has done.

Finally, a passage with explicitly Socratic colouring and strong Epictetan undertones
suggests that the Socratic model may have meant much the same to Marcus as it did to
Epictetus. This passage speaks to the cooperation of rational souls in a healthy condition,
emphasizing that this is at odds with hostility and conflict:

‘O Zokpdatng Eeyev- ti BéleTE; Aoyik@dV Yoyag Exew 1 dxéymv;—?»oymd)v.frivwv
AOYIKAOV; VYOV | @aOA®V;—OY1dV.—Ti 00V 00 (nteite;—OTL Eyopev.—ri ovv
udyecbe kol dSwpépeche;

Socrates said: “What do you want—to have the souls of rational or of irrational
beings?’ ‘Of rational beings.” “Which rational beings—healthy or corrupt?’ ‘Healthy
ones.” ‘Then why aren’t you looking for them?’ ‘Because we have them.” ‘Then why
are you fighting and quarrelling?’ (X1.39)

Like Diss. 1V.5.1-4, which may not have been far from Marcus’ mind when he recorded this
entry, this passage sees Socrates stopping, or trying to stop, fights between other people by
reminding them that conflict with others is alien to the rational soul.*® In our discussion of
Epictetus, we saw that the Socratic model works in several ways to prevent hostility and
conflict, which we cast in terms of Epictetus’ reception of the core Socratic beliefs that a good
man cannot be harmed, that no one is willingly ignorant, and that a mind can only be changed
by argument. What is more, the same model promotes patient engagement with others, and aims
to help them by correcting their mistakes. As this chapter has argued, this is just what the paired
techniques of reservation and reversal accomplish for Marcus Aurelius.

In fact, the very idea of reservation (attested, as we have seen, in Epictetus, though less

prominently than in Marcus) may itself be part of the Stoics’ Socratic heritage, and build on the

5 The Epictetan resonance in 11.39 is strong enough that J. H. Leopold, at least, considered it a fragment of
Epictetus. (Dalfen) This seems plausible, but is ultimately uncertain. In any case, its presence in the notebooks
shows Marcus’ interest in Socrates as a figure who puts an end to quarrelling.
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Socratic model. When we form impulses with reservation, we effectively subject our beliefs
about what should be pursued to the scrutiny imposed by events, and prepare ourselves to revise
them if they should be proven wrong. Reversal, too, is akin to the Socratic profession (Gorg.
458a) that there is nothing more beneficial than to have one’s opinions changed, which Marcus
echoes at V1.21:

Ef tig pe éAéyEon kol mapaotiioai pot, 611 00K 0pBdS dmoropfdve 1 Tpdocw,

Sovarar, yaipov petadfcopat. (Td yap v dARdstay, VO’ 7 oVdElC TOToTE EBAAPN,

PAdmteTon 8¢ 6 Emuévaov €l Thg Eavtod Amdtng Kol dyvoiog.

If someone can prove me wrong and show me that | am not thinking rightly or acting
rightly, then I shall happily change my position. For | am seeking the truth, by which
no one has ever been harmed. The one who is harmed is the one who stands by his
own folly and ignorance.

This profoundly Socratic passage bears some resemblance to the passages in which Marcus
discusses reservation. There is, for one thing, is a verbal similarity between this passage and
IV.1, where reservation is the reason why the commanding-faculty in its natural state is in a
position to adapt easily to events (mpog 10 6160pevov petotibecbat padiong). This is in contrast to
the mind that is wedded to a specific material, a mistake much like that made by the person in
this passage who remains attached to his wrong beliefs. Similarly, at VVI11.41.8 Marcus describes
unreserved impulse as an evil to rational nature, whereas reserved impulse avoids this or any
other harm; likewise this passage describes persistence in wrong belief as harmful, but
emphasizes that the truth is never a source of harm. Moreover, this passage sets up an exact
parallel between the correction of one’s beliefs and the correction of one’s course of action,
suggesting that Marcus’ model for the correction of courses of action, which we know to be
based on reservation, is tied to his model for the correction of belief, which, as it is expressed in
this passage, has unmistakably Socratic precedents. Reservation is thus analogous to the

openness to refutation that characterizes beliefs held in a Socratic way, while as a parallel for
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reversal, we can look to the gladness Socrates or Marcus would feel at having their beliefs
improved, which turns the refutation of their beliefs into an occasion to make progress toward
understanding. | have been arguing that, for Marcus, the guardedness entailed by reservation
plays an important role in averting hostility toward others; for Socrates, it is a guardedness in
belief that makes him willing to change his conclusions whenever he meets with a better
argument, along with his patient willingness to correct mistakes, that keeps him out of conflict.
In this, we may have evidence that the Socratic attitude is indeed the inspiration for the

interpersonal attitude that Marcus adopts.
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Conclusion

This dissertation has considered the philosophical problem of moral responsibility as it is
treated by Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius—that is, as a problem of the appropriate
response to the wrongdoing of others. Rather than asking only the impersonal question of what
makes a person responsible for an act of wrongdoing, we have read these authors as asking the
interpersonal question of how another person should respond to such an act. | take this approach
to be reflected in the intense interest all three authors show in the therapy of anger and the
cultivation of proper interpersonal dispositions. In their insistence on this aspect of moral
judgement, the Stoics of the Imperial period offer an important contribution that is noticeably
more nuanced than those of their philosophical predecessors, even in the Stoa itself. | hope,
moreover, that this study has illuminated the implications that the moral evaluation of other
people and their actions might have for the character of the agent who effects the judgement;
after all, it is natural that our ways of responding to other people’s actions should be a reflection
of our own character.

The first chapter set the dialectical background for our study of later Stoicism by
describing two related features of Aristotelian thought to which Stoics of the Imperial period
react. The first of these is the importance of anger in the virtuous person’s response to
wrongdoing, as evinced by Aristotle’s treatment of the virtue of mildness at NE 1V.5; the second
is the role that this retributive emotion plays in the account of rectificatory justice that Aristotle
gives in EE IV / NE V. Looking to the evidence for Theophrastus and for other Peripatetics, this
chapter established the genuinely Aristotelian character of the views that the Stoics sought to
counter, and so laid the philosophical and historical groundwork for my account of how Stoics

defend their own rejection of anger against the challenge posed by the ancient Peripatos. The
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Peripatetics took the popular position that sometimes the wrongdoing of others calls for an
angry response. We have seen that their defence of anger amounted less to a positive
justification of anger than to the insistence that, if in certain circumstances we do not become
angry, something vital will be missing from our response. This left Stoics with the task of
showing that non-angry responses can indeed do justice to the wrongdoing of others, and it has
been a goal of this project has been to show that the Stoics of the Imperial period succeeded in
articulating a framework of interpersonal moral response that makes this idea persuasive.

The account of later Stoic responses to wrongdoing began with an argument that
interpersonal attitudes are essential to Seneca’s answer to the Peripatetic defence of anger. By
distinguishing sharply between the determination of guilt and the determination of the right
response to the wrongdoer, Seneca shows, against the Peripatetic view, that it is fully possible to
respond adequately to the wrongdoing of others without becoming angry. This does not amount
to the condonation of wrongdoing (a worry expressed both by Aristotle himself and by
contemporary thinkers). For Seneca, many conventional responses, including punishment and
certain kinds of revenge, are morally justified, but with the important difference that they must
be guided by more rational motives than the return of harm for harm. We saw that Seneca’s
rejection of the Aristotelian model of retribution leads him to endorse an alternative model of
the response to wrongdoing, Socratic in its inspiration, which is based on the correction of the
offender. To advance this model, Seneca focusses on the kind of character that is suited to the
administration of justice, one that is not only free from anger, but also marked by positive,
other-oriented dispositions.

The next chapter showed how Epictetus extended the Stoic model of interpersonal

response with his comparison of philosophy to an art of living, and external events—including,
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in particular, the actions of others—to the materials of that art. Though the materials are not up
to us, our use of them is, and by focussing on this, Epictetus gives his ethics an essentially
participatory, reactive character. The Stoics’ use of the Socratic model, in evidence for all three
authors considered in this thesis, is particularly prominent in Epictetus, who attributes Socrates’
patience with others to his insistence on the independence of each person’s own mind; this
interpretation reflects Socrates’ confidence, indeed on display in Plato’s dialogues, that no one
can change his mind by sheer insistence or by majority rule. His analysis of wrongdoing is in
terms of the Socratic Paradox, which he offers as a reason for suspending anger against
wrongdoers; it is not meant to show that a wrongdoer’s action is involuntary, but only that
punishment for the action lies in the deed itself. For Epictetus, the actions of others are not in
our power, but our reactions are, and what we ought to value is the fact of acting and reacting
rightly in our dealings with them.

The fourth and final chapter studied Marcus Aurelius, for whom the correct response to
wrongdoing is a continual preoccupation. In this chapter, we saw how Marcus uses the Stoic
concepts of reservation (Ure&aipeoig) and reversal (repirtponn) to construct a framework of
action and reaction. Emphasizing the importance of affection toward human beings, even when
they go astray, Marcus calls on himself to correct the mistakes of those who go wrong; in
acknowledging the possibility of correction, he also acknowledges the wrongdoer’s agency,
while in promoting an affectionate response, he makes clear that a dispassionate reaction to
wrongdoing is compatible with meaningful human relationships and a strong sense of fellow-
feeling. In this, Marcus’ account, like those of Seneca and Epictetus, shows due regard to the

rationality and responsibility of the erring agent, and shows how this can be done without anger.
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