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Depuis 1974, la Fondation Hardt n’avait plus consacré 
d’Entretiens à la philosophie antique. D’où le choix du 
thème de ces XXXIIe® Entretiens, qui ont eu lieu en août 
1985. Organisés et présidés par les professeurs Hellmut 
Flashar (Munich) et Olof Gigon (Berne), ils ont traité de 
quelques Aspects de la philosophie hellénistique.

A l’époque hellénistique, la philosophie a assumé dans 
l’ensemble du monde grec, y compris l’Orient hellénisé, et 
à Rome une fonction spirituelle, intellectuelle, sociale 
et politique d’une importance décisive. Epicurisme et 
stoïcisme, au premier chef, mais aussi le platonisme de 
l’Académie, les péripatéticiens et les pyrrhoniens ont 
formé dans leurs écoles et par l’action pédagogique de 
leurs sectateurs des hommes de caractère; ils leur ont 
inculqué des méthodes pour aborder et résoudre leurs 
problèmes personnels, ceux de l’Etat et de la société, 
agissant à la manière d’un levain dans la pâte de la 
civilisation.

Le premier philosophe mis en évidence, en raison de 
son rôle de truchement entre la pensée hellénique et le 
monde romain, c’est Posidonius. Le professeur I. G. Kidd 
(St Andrews) a traité de sa méthodologie et de l’autosuf­
fisance, pour Posidonius, de la vertu ; le professeur Klaus 
Bringmann (Bonn) l’a présenté comme historien et 
psychologue.

Epicure et les épicuriens ont fait, eux aussi, l’objet de 
deux exposés : le professeur Olof Gigon (Berne) a traité de 
la psychologie du Maître; le professeur Anthony Long 
(Berkeley), des principes qui régissaient la vie de ses 
disciples.

Deux exposés également sont consacrés aux stoïciens : 
celui du professeur Lambros Couloubaritsis (Bruxelles), 
sur la psychologie de Chrysippe, et celui du professeur 
Maximilian Forschner (Erlangen), qui montre les prolon­
gements, jusqu’à nos jours, de leur enseignement moral.

On constatera que ces six exposés s’attachent principa­
lement à la psychologie et à l’éthique. C’est le cas, 
également, de celui de Mme Fernanda Deeleva Caizzi, 
professeur à Milan, sur le rôle et l’influence des 
pyrrhoniens et des philosophes de l’Académie au 
IIIe siècle.

La philosophie était-elle alors une approche globale, 
intellectuelle et spirituelle, de l’homme et du monde? Ou 
bien était-elle devenue une discipline spécialisée? Ou 
encore un élément de culture générale? Le professeur 
Albrecht Dihle (Heidelberg) pose ces questions et en 
esquisse la solution.

Le professeur Pierre Grimai (Paris), membre de 
l’Institut, montre enfin quelle a été l’influence des écoles 
philosophiques sur la genèse de l’idée de monarchie à 
Rome, à la fin de la République.

Fr. suisses 68.—
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P R E F A C E

Depuis 1974, la Fondation Hardt n’avait plus consacré d!En­
tretiens à la philosophie antique. D ’où le choix du thème de ces 
X X X I I es Entretiens, qui ont eu lieu en août 1989. Organisés et 
présidés par les professeurs Hellmut Flashar ( Munich ) et O lof 
Gigon (Berne), ils ont traité de quelques Aspects de la philo­
sophie hellénistique. La Fr i f  Thyssen-Stiftung, sise à Cologne, 
a pris à sa charge les frais de voyage des participants, ce qui a 
constitué une aide très précieuse: les ressources propres de la 
Fondation Hardt sont en effet fort modestes.

A  l’époque hellénistique, la philosophie, fille des époques 
archaïque et classique, a assumé dans l’ensemble du monde grec, y  
compris l’Orient hellénisé, et à Rome une fonction spirituelle, 
intellectuelle, sociale et politique d’une importance décisive. Epicu­
risme et stoïcisme, au premier chef, mais aussi le platonisme de 
/’Académie, les péripatéticiens et les pyrrhoniens ont formé dans 
leurs écoles et par l’action pédagogique de leurs sectateurs des 
hommes de caractère; ils leur ont inculqué des méthodes pour 
aborder et résoudre leurs problèmes personnels, ceux de l’E ta t et de 
la société, inspirant les penseurs politiques et les hommes au 
pouvoir, agissant à la manière d'un levain dans la pâte de la 
civilisation.

Ce ne sont que quelques aspects de ces activités philosophiques 
qui ont été pris en considération. Le premier philosophe mis en 
évidence, en raison de son rôle de truchement entre la pensée 
hellénique et le monde romain, c’est Posidonius. Le professeur I. G. 
Kidd (S t Andrews) a traité de sa méthodologie et de l’autosuffi-



sance, pour Posidonius, de la vertu; le professeur Klaus Bringmann 
( Francfort) l’a présenté comme historien et psychologue.

Epicure et les épicuriens ont fa it, eux aussi, l’objet de deux 
exposés: le professeur O lof Gigon (Berne) a traité de la psycho­
logie du Maître; le professeur Anthony Kong (Berkeley), des 
principes qui régissaient la vie de ses disciples.

Deux exposés également sont consacrés aux stoïciens : celui du 
professeur Lambros Couloubaritsis (Bruxelles), sur la psychologie 
de Chrysippe, et celui du professeur Maximilian Forschner (E r ­
langen), qui montre les prolongements, jusqu’à nos jours, de leur 
enseignement moral.

On constatera que ces six exposés s’attachent principalement à 
la psychologie et à l’éthique. C ’est le cas, également, de celui de 
M me Fernanda Deeleva C a fy i, professeur à Milan, sur le rôle et 
l’influence des pyrrhoniens et des philosophes de l’Académie au I I I e 
siècle.

Ea philosophie était-elle alors une approche globale, intellec­
tuelle et spirituelle, de l’homme et du monde? Ou bien était-elle 
devenue une discipline spécialisée ? Ou encore un élément de culture 
générale? Le professeur Albrecht Dihle (Heidelberg) pose ces 
questions et en esquisse la solution.

Le professeur Pierre Grimai (Paris), membre de l’Institut, 
montre enfin quelle a été l’influence des écoles philosophiques sur la 
genèse de l’idée de monarchie à Rome, à la fin  de la Répu­
blique.

Comme chaque année, la Fondation Hardt publie les exposés 
présentés et les discussions auxquelles ils ont donné lieu. Ce trente- 
deuxième volume (le premier a paru en 1914) est conçu sur le 
modèle de ceux qui l’ont précédé. Un soin particulier a été, à 
nouveau, apporté par M . Bernard Grange à la vérification des 
références, au contrôle des épreuves et à l’élaboration des index, 
complément sans lequel m  ouvrage collectif n’a qu’une médiocre 
utilité pour le progrès de la connaissance ! Le mérite de la correction 
des volumes des Entretiens lui revient entièrement.

Imprimer et diffuser de tels ouvrages, et les vendre à un p rix  
abordable pour les bibliothèques publiques et pour les particuliers, 
ne serait pas concevable sans une aide extérieure, tant sont modestes, 
comme nous le disions, les ressources propres de la Fondation



Hardt. Une fois de plus, deux entreprises genevoises, Sodeco Saia 
S.Λ .  et Montres Rolex S .A ., ont fa it office de mécènes. E t, 
comme elle l’avait fa it en 1977, F U  ne s co, par le truchement du 
Conseil international de la philosophie et des sciences humaines 
(C IP S  H ) , a accordé un généreux subside de publication; qu’elle 
veuille bien trouver ici le témoignage de notre reconnaissance pour ce 
soutien matériel et moral d’importance. Notre gratitude est égale­
ment acquise au Bureau de la Fédération internationale des Asso­
ciations d’études classiques (F IE C ) ,  qui a proposé l’octroi de ce 
subside, et à M. Jean d'Ormesson, de F Académie Française, 
secrétaire général du C IP  SH , qui s’est intéressé personnellement à 
la publication de ce volume.
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I

I. G . K id d

P O S ID O N IA N  M E T H O D O L O G Y  
A N D  T H E  S E L F -S U F F IC IE N C Y  O F  V IR T U E

It was suggested when these Entretiens were first 
mooted that I should say something about the present state 
of Posidonian studies and their future direction. Certainly, 
as to the latter, I would not presume so far; Posidonian 
studies will go their own sweet way, as they have done in 
the past, whatever I have to say about them. To be sure, 
the student of Posidonius now has some modern tools : 
among much else, two editions of fragments, Theiler’s 
commentary and shortly, I hope, my own which is now 
nearing completion; and on the historical side one may 
mention the recent thorough and learned spadework of 
Jürgen Malitz.1 But none of this approaches anything like 
the last word on Posidonius; they are no more than tools 
for further investigation both of detail and of the larger 
questions of substance still far from understood or 
answered; and the tools themselves must be sharpened by

1 Posidonius, I: The Fragments, ed. by L. E d elstein  and I. G. K id d  (Cambridge 
1972); Poseidonios, Die Fragmente, hrsg. von W. T h eiler  (Berlin 1982); J. 
M a litz , Die Historien des Poseidonios, Zetemata 79 (München 198;). In addition, 
of course there has been a great deal of recent work on Stoicism, which is of the 
greatest importance for Posidonius.



2 I. G. KIDD

continual critical appraisal. I am reminded o f Denys Page’s 
remark on the appearance of Fraenkel’s massive three- 
volume Agamemnon·, the study of the Agamemnon may now 
begin. I would merely add ‘again’.

In fact what impresses me more and more in my own 
long battle with Posidonius, is the difficulty and complexity 
of the operation as well as its fascination. I am a little chary 
of writing in general terms on Posidonius, which I regard 
still as a dangerous ploy, but I should like to begin with a 
few preliminary remarks on the problems of methodology 
with which we are faced, before trying to illustrate this in a 
particular passage which has im portant wider conse­
quences.

One obvious problem facing a student of Posidonius is 
the wide diversity of his interests, which range over the 
whole range o f intellectual enquiries and disciplines in the 
ancient world, the history of which the unfortunate com­
mentator must himself attempt to master. For example, one 
can hardly begin to understand Posidonius’ new definition 
of parallel lines in Proclus (F 197 EK) w ithout some know­
ledge of the mathematical debate on the notorious fifth 
postulate of Euclid ; or appreciate Posidonius’ originality in 
the mapping of India in Pliny (F 212 EK) unless against the 
background of the common ancient disorientation of that 
continent; or assess the strange tale of Eudoxus of Cyzicus 
in Strabo (F 49, lines 146-293 EK) without some acquaint­
ance with the history of the monsoon trade routes; or 
indeed investigate any question relating to mathematical 
geography unless one is familiar with the history of helle- 
nistic astronomy. But this is by no means all, for 
Posidonius’ range was not by any means merely a mark of 
polymathia, but an integrated organic whole, where the 
relationship of the parts to each other and to the whole 
makes it dangerous to consider one discipline on its own. 
For this reason, for example, I find it hard to subscribe to
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the persistent view that the pompously grandiose concep­
tion of history in D iodorus’ preface (I 1,3) can be Posi­
donius.

But by far the greatest problems of methodology derive 
from the fragmentary nature of the evidence. It really is 
necessary to keep reminding oneself of this. Suppose, hor­
rendous idea, that Plato’s dialogues had not survived. How 
would we make out? I am not just thinking of the miser­
able pickings in the doxographies, or of the evidence of 
later intelligent and well-read characters like Plutarch and 
Cicero. But consider trying to reconstruct Plato from 
Aristotle, who knew him personally, presumably under­
stood him, and was a philosopher of the first rank; which 
of course is exactly part of the trouble.

Accordingly, I think that the interpretation of frag­
mentary evidence tends to be far more complex than is 
sometimes assumed, or to put it another way, that ancient 
writers (as indeed modern authors) use and employ earlier 
and contemporary sources in highly diverse and compli­
cated ways. Therefore it would be naive and unsafe to 
assume that all, or indeed any writers simply reproduce a 
single source at any given time as if they were impersonal 
unintelligent tape recorders.2 We forget the greater amount 
of material available to them, the different forms of avai­
lability, transmission and accessibility (or inaccessibility), 
above all the continual oral discussion of common topics in 
learned subjects that was going on, and finally that even the 
most unoriginal writer, and most of our authors are far 
from that, transforms his material and adds his own con­
tribution, at the lowest level in presentation and selection, 
but in most cases remoulded through his own thought.

Because of all this, I treat with considerable caution the 
method which starts from horizontal linguistic parallel

2 Compare the remarks of A. E. D ouglas, Cicero, Greece & Rome, New Surveys 
in the Classics No. z (Oxford 1968), 27 ff.



4 I. G. KIDD

w ithout regard to context. Apart from the dangers of 
coincidence and of circularity of argument, it can expand 
too readily under the assumption mentioned above. A loose 
analogy occurred in the enquiry into the historical Socrates, 
where straightforward parallel passages in different authors 
led to confusion and contradiction. Progress came rather 
from attempting first to gauge and assess the report and 
reaction of each author, or in other words to attempt to 
understand by refocusing the report as seen through the 
lenses o f each individual reporter.

This seems to me to be at least one way ahead in 
Posidonian studies where there is much yet to be done. So 
to some extent I stop thinking about a ‘fragment’ of 
Posidonius, and rather orientate the problem from the 
point of view of the reporter. Now this is no light matter, 
for there are nearly seventy different reporters who name 
Posidonius, apart from others who probably used him, and 
each reporter is different. The variation does not merely lie 
with the obvious differences between the doxographies and 
the writers of extended and continuous argument like Sen­
eca and Galen. O f the former class, Stobaeus is different 
from Diogenes; even in Stobaeus, Aetius is different in 
character from Arius Didymus, and Arius’ method and 
purpose on natural philosophy in Book i of the Eclogae is 
different from his excerpt on Stoic ethics in Book 2 ; while 
in my view, the so-called ‘D iodes fragment’ in D. L. VII 
shows a marked lack of homogeneity in use of sources. O f 
the latter category, Cicero, Strabo, Seneca, Plutarch, Galen, 
Diodorus, to name a few, write, think, argue, present and 
use evidence each in their own way, from their own point 
of view, related to their own beliefs, reading, education, 
understanding, purpose and subject in hand. So if one is 
going to have any hope of understanding the inevitable 
distortion of reports, one must proceed like Aristotle from 
the known to the unknown, and first and foremost know
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the reporter better than your quarry. Ideally one has to read 
the whole of Seneca to be armed for a single Senecan 
‘fragment’, because the basic question is : how is Seneca 
using Posidonius? And that should lead us back to 
Posidonius himself.

To begin with, one must not assume uniformity even in 
a single reporter. For example, it has been strongly held 
that Seneca is in a different position in Naturales quaestiones 
and in Epist., in that in the former Seneca did not know 
and use Posidonius (i.e. his Meteorology) directly, but only 
through Asclepiodotus. In fact this rests on a false argu­
ment of analogy. Asclepiodotus almost certainly wrote an 
Epitome of Posidonius’ Handbook on Tactics, and at least part 
of it still survives. Aelian and Arrian both name Posidonius 
in the credits, but used Asclepiodotus in fact, and so knew 
Posidonius through him. But although Seneca cites Ascle­
piodotus five times in N at. it does not follow that he used 
only Asclepiodotus. In fact he cites Posidonius specifically 
more often, and at least in one place (F 228 EK), he sup­
plements Posidonius with Asclepiodotus, and it seems to me 
little doubt that this is what happens throughout. So that 
turns out to be false quarry, but it need not have been.

One elementary point which is often forgotten is that 
Seneca wrote in Latin and Posidonius in Greek. This can 
create genuine problems, because the languages do not 
always match; the greater fluidity of Greek can cause real 
problems of translation. For example, in Epist. 94 and 95, 
where Seneca is discussing the ethical status of praecepta, he 
translates the generic term παραινετικός τόπος as praeceptiva 
pars. But in F 176 EK  [Epist. 95, 65 ff.) where he presents 
Posidonius’ list of species of this τόπος, such as suasio, 
consolatio, exhortatio etc. and wants a noun for the species 
praecepta, he coins praeceptio with apologies. Praeceptiva pars 
and praeceptio have subsequently been confused and caused
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distortion in the understanding of these Letters,3 Another 
instance is the Posidonian classification of arts in Epist. 88 
(F 90 EK). Posidonius called the top class of arts (i.e. 
philosophy) τέχναι έλεύθεραι, which Seneca translated artes 
liberales pointing out quite fairly and openly that you must 
not confuse this with the usual reference of liberales in Latin 
to the έγκύκλιοι. But some commentators have in fact done 
so, with painful consequences.4 The trouble is that Seneca 
alas, is not above using interlinguistic ambiguity for his 
own purposes. In a general, very characteristic attack on 
Stoic syllogistic argument in Epist. 83 (F 175 EK), he slams 
Posidonius’ defence of Zeno’s syllogism that the philos­
opher will not be drunk. Posidonius mildly pointed out the 
ambiguity between being drunk and being a drunkard. 
Seneca says caustically that there is no linguistic ambiguity. 
There is not in Latin, where a distinction is made between 
ebrius and ebriosus; but there could be confusion in 
Greek.

But of course the main problem in dealing with a 
continuous text like Seneca, is concerned with what part a 
Posidonian allusion plays in the argument, and in particu­
lar, with how far it extends. Seneca can be quite explicit and 
with explicit criticism, as he is on Posidonius’ theory of the 
rainbow (F 134 EK). But in another place (F 132 EK) he 
omits to acknowledge by name Posidonius’ theory of 
comets, and pins him out of context on comets as portents 
(from the History), throwing the balance of evidence com­
pletely out. Naturally, you find examples (F 105 EK) where 
Seneca cites Posidonius in brief rhetorical support out of 
context for a purely Senecan position, in this case on

3 I. G. K idd, “Moral Actions and Rules in Stoic Ethics”, in The Stoics, ed. by 
J. M. Rist (Berkeley 1978), 247 ff.
4 I. G. K idd, “Philosophy and Science in Posidonius” , in A  &  A  24 (1978), 
7 ff·
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chance or luck. An amusing and notorious example is 
Epist. 92 (F 184 EK), which Reinhardt used in large meaty 
chunks as the main evidence for Posidonius on virtue and 
the happy life. I am now pretty certain that the Posidonian 
contribution is an aside of four words, because the nub of 
the argument, the axis on which the argument is organised 
is a quotation from Vergil’s Aeneid, which could not have 
come from Posidonius. But in another Letter (88, 
F 90 EK), it can be shown that Seneca uses Posidonius in a 
sustained argument in part of it, within his own Senecan 
framework. There-are other cases (e.g. F 121 EK  on par­
helion or mock sun) where we simply have to admit that 
the evidence is insufficient to say how far Seneca follows 
Posidonius. One may always expect a mélange, but always 
the control is Seneca. In Aristippus’ immortal phrase about 
the beautiful Lais: I have Lais, not she me.

From this general background, I now want to concen­
trate on a particular passage, Seneca Epist. 87, 31-40 
(F 170 EK) and on a particular issue, which is itself of 
considerable importance, highly controversial yet very typi­
cal, indeed central to hellenistic ethics, namely the relation­
ship of external and physical goods to happiness and to the 
end and goal for man.

Very briefly: in the whole history of Greek moral 
philosophy a central issue, naturally, was what is the end, 
aim, criterion o f our actions and behaviour, or what was 
the content or definition of happiness (εύδαιμονία). From 
Socrates on (apart from the Epicureans, who thought it lay 
in some form of pleasure, and Sceptics who were not going 
to commit themselves) there was a certain agreement that 
our end lay in moral excellence (άρετή), moral right and 
wrong. The Academics and Peripatetics added, however, 
that virtue (if I may use the convenient but inadequate 
label), although by far and away the chief ingredient, was
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