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ON H ATAXAOHTIKOX AND PROPOSITIONS
CONTAINING MAAAON/HTTON

BY
INEKE SLUITER

0. Diogenes Laértius 7.65 ff.!) provides us with a report of the
Stoic theory of the axioma In ch. 68 a distinction is made between
anhd (‘simple’) and ody &mA& (‘non-simple’) axiomata; concerning
the latter we find the following statement (ch. 69) ...év...7olg ody
amAols dEudpact (sc. datt) T suvnuévoy xal TO TopacuvnUévoy xal TO
supmemAeypévoy xal 10 Stelevypévov xal to altiddeg xal 10 ducapody T0
uEAAov xal t6 drasapody to fttov (lacuna). Definitions and examples
of these seven types of ody dmA& &fuduata are given in ch. 71 f.
Every type 1is characterized by the presence of a certain
conjunction—the axioma which is formed by means of el is condi-
tional/hypothetic, that which contains énel is hypothetic/causal, in
a copulative complex axioma (xaf...)xal occur, in the disjunctive
one #rot...7 and in the causal one Stéti. Then it is stated (ch. 72)
that Swxcoodv....td0 pdAlov dflwud ot 0 cuvtattépevoy Vmo Tod
Stcapolvtog 10 pEAAov ocuvdéopov xal (F) péoov tdv dEwpdTwy
tasoopévou, olov udAlov fuépa éativ 7 vof éott. Buacapoly B¢ to AtTov
&Elwpd dott T6 dvavtiov t@ mpoxeuéve, olov Frrov vif oty 4 fuépa
otiv (‘An axioma which makes it clear (that something is the case)
‘to a higher degree’ is the one construed by means of the conjunc-
tion which makes it clear that something is the case to a higher
degree and by means of ‘4’, which is placed in between axiomata,
¢ g ‘it is more/rather day than night’. An axioma which makes it
clear that something is the case ‘to a lesser degree’ is the one that
is contrary to the former, ¢ ¢ ‘it is less/not so much night than/as
(it is) day’.”)

1) In this passage D L. probably goes back to the work of Crinis (Egh 1967,
13), who may have been a pupil of Diogenes of Babylon, term p q Archedemus,
cf Epict dwss III 2,15
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Perhaps ch. 72 should read 10 svvtattépevov 6md tob dacapobytog
udAhov cuvdéspov. In that case the ‘diasaphetic composite axioma’
would be formed, like the copulative and disjunctive ones, by
means of two corresponding conjunctions: xaf...xof...; #jvot...%;
uaiiov (firzov)...7}%). Characteristically, Stoic formalism would
place both operators in front of the sentence over which their influ-
ence extends. The more usual position for p&Adov (= potius)
operating on a whole sentence would be A p&@ilov # B, without
udiiov 7 being separated by any other words, cf. KG I1.2. 303 A.
3. Later grammatical theory takes it that u&\ov is an adverb and
so does Apollonius Dyscolus (conz. 223.4 16 dmratixov énlppmue,
eyw 0 paihov)®), who does, however, judge its case worthy of
discussion, precisely because of its use in this construction (conz.
221,24 ff. — the discussion itself is now lost).

This paper will be concerned with the problem of meaning and
function of the diasaphetic complex axioma.

1. The first question to arise pertains to the status of this list
of molecular propositions. Ever since the value of Stoic logic has
become recognized again after a long period of having been
underestimated, interpreters have almost exclusively concentrated
on those aspects which are relevant to the logic of propositions (in
a narrow sense), i.e. the first, third and fourth items on our list.
Actually, the synemmena, sympeplegmena and diezeugmena were looked
upon as the molecular propositions par excellence*) even in Antiquity
itself. This is undoubtedly caused by the fact that the five so-called
anapoderktor tropor, the basic forms of Stoic propositional logic, are
based on these three types of molecular propositions. Gradually,
however, the view that Stoic logic should not be exclusively tackled
through modern propositional logic has found wide acclaim: for

2) Another possibility, which 1s also attractive paleographically, would be to
replace xal by # (1¢ Ond t0o0 Ssagolvrog to pdAdov cuvdiompou 7 péoov eV
dEnpdtrv tassoutvon)

3) Following the Stoa, C Phnius Secundus and Remmius Palaemon con-
stdered magus, potrus and immo as conjunctions, which they characterized as relativae
ad alquid swe comparativae (cf Diom GL 1 416,27)

4) Cf SE AM VIII =Adv Log 1195, 108 {f , 124 ff ’Evéotai 8¢ &rod tobtwv
(sc the ovvnuuéva) xal &ni t& cvpmenheypéva xal éxl t& Selevypévo xowde énl te o
hotnd eldn &y o0y dnAdv dErwpdtwv dBaivew
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although such an approach is certainly illuminating on a number
of 1ssues, 1t also tends to obscure others and to introduce problems
of its own®) For example, four out of the seven molecular proposi-
tions listed here are not truth functional according to modern
criteria, even though D L. does mention truth-conditions for some
of them Moreover, the truth-conditions of the cvvnuuéva were a
hotly debated 1ssue in Antiquity, so that we cannot simply credit
‘the Stoics’ with our modern views on this point without further
specification We have to ask ourselves what were the criteria the
Stoics adopted 1n composing this list In looking for these criteria
we should realize that our conceptions about logic and the Stoic
ones coincide only to a very himited extent As Kahn (1969, 158
note 1) justly remarks ‘‘For the ancients formal logic was never an
autonomous study, independent of a theory of knowledge,
language and reality’’

Problems also tend to arise if we try a linguistic instead of a
logical angle 1n approaching the hist It cannot be meant as an ex-
haustive catalogue of syndesmor—a prior: this was unlikely, anyway
It 15 not the syndesmo1 which are at 1ssue, but the axiomata which
have been construed by means of them This explains the absence
of ¢g the erotematic or diaporetic/aporematic syndesmol
syndesmor such as these do not introduce axiomata, but pwtApata
or énamopntixd (mpdypata), which belong to another type of speech-
act (cf DL 763 and 66 whereas an fpdmua s an adtotehéc
Aextév, 1t 1s not an axioma, cf also ch 68) The fact that no mention
1s made of the syllogistic (‘epiphoric/epiphoretic’, ‘prosleptic’)
syndesmor either 1s also to be explained by the fact that these con-
Junctions do not connect axtomata per s¢, but (axiomata functioning
as) parts of a syllogism (Aéyog, D L 7 76), to wit Afjupe, mpéoindig
and émwpopd These syndesmor belong, i other words, to an
analysis of a higher level®)

5) Long 1974, 142 f , Kahn 1969, 158 ‘‘in certain respects an ancient doctrine
may be obscured rather than revealed by a reconstruction 1n terms of 20th century
logic”’, Egh, 1978, 135

6) The whole passage in D L shows a hierarchical order At each level smaller
units are combined to form larger ones Aéfewg orouyela (7,56), Aékic - uépoc Aéyou
(57) Aéyog// (from 63) Aextdv EAhimé - dElwpa ody dmA &€ Adyog Cf Egh 1967,
56 f
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It seems best not to study the list within the framework of any
specific modern theory. Seven types of ody &nAd &Eudpato are
presented here that have been composed by means of those
syndesmol which can play a part at this level. The complex axio-
mata thus generated have on the one hand a strictly logical function
(e g the disjunction), but they can also be used to express relation-
ships of a causality-like nature”). For these axiomata which are not
truth-functional in any modern sense of the word a Stoic may yet
come up with truth-conditions (D.L. 7.74). Generally speaking, the
nature of the connection between causality and conditionality is not
logical (in the strict sense of the word), but metaphysical®). Even in
Antiquity Carneades reproached Chrysippus for confusing logical
and causal necessity (Long 1974, 103). Long (:bid., 144) suggests
as a possible Chrysippean defence that “‘in a universe governed by
logos causal connexions are 1n a sense logical connexions and vice
versa. It is the universal logos which 1s at work both in the connexion
between cause and effect and between premises and conclusions’.
Concerning the sympeplegmenon Brunschwig (1978, 59-86) has
shown that this type of complex axioma does not have a logical
function only, but also serves as a model in ethics and physics Such
mterrelatedness of the departments of philosophy need cause no
surprise—the Stoa 1tself always claimed (and prided itself on) a
substantial internal coherence for its system (cf. Forschner, 22 f ;

D.L. 7.40).

7) Note the careful formulation i 7,72 aitt@deg 8¢ éontv &dElwpa 0 cuvtacabuevoy
S1& Tob ‘Btétt’, otov ‘Srdtt Mpépa Eotl, pédg dotwv’ olovel yap aitiév EoTt TO mP@TOV TOD
devtépou Strictly speaking an axioma cannot be a ‘cause’ only somata can, ¢f SVF
1T 119, 18 { of Ztwixol whvrta & aitier cwpatixd: mvedbpata yop and Clem Alex
Strom VIII 9 (= SVF II 119,39 ff)  of 3¢ 10 pdv obpa xvplwe aftiév gaot, 6 8¢
dodpatoy XaToyeNoTX@E, xol otov aitwdie See Nuchelmans, 61

8) An nstructive text in thus respect 1s SVF I1 272,37 ff (= Alex Aphr de fato
cp 22, p 191,30 ff Bruns) ogaciv 37 tov x6opov tévde ... ¥xew ThY TGV Gvtwv
Stolxnow &idrov xata elpudy tva xol tdty mpotoboav, TGV TpOTLY TOlg MeTd TodTX
yivouévolg alticwov yevopévew xal tobtw ¢ T1péne suvdeouévwy GAAAAOLS dmdvtwv, xal
pfite otwg Twdg Bv adtd yvopévou, Mg un mdvtws énaxodovlel adtd xal ouvijplar ¢
altiy Erepéy T, pAT of tdv Emywopévev Twdg dmoheAdcBor Suvapévou TdV
npoyeyovbtwy, ¢ Wi Tvt adt@dv dxodovlely ddomep guvdeduevov dARG moavti Te TG
yevopéve Etepby T émaxolovlelv, Hprnuévov (8E) adtob €€ dvdyxns c¢ altiov, xal mav
TO ywouevoy Exewv TL mpd abtol, @ ¢ altiew owvdptyrer (the famous chain of
causality)
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2.1. To return now to the specific problem of the diasaphetic
complex axiomata, a first difficulty is formed by the question of the
exact meaning of the examples cited above: p&hhov Hipépa dotiv 7| vOE
éoTwy, c.q. frtov vo€ oty 7} Nuépa otiv. In principle we may safely
assume that obscurity could have been caused by the fact that all
examples have been made to conform to a uniform pattern. All
complex axiomata have been construed by combining two out of
the three sentences fuépa éotiv (‘it is day’), v6§ éott (it is night’) and
ed¢ gotv (‘it is light’) with one or two conjunctions®). Mates
translates (33): ‘‘More likely it is day than it is night’’ and talks
about ‘‘propositions indicating greater probability’’, maybe basing
his interpretation on D.L. 7.75 (after a discussion of the criteria for
the truth or falsity of synémmena, parasynemmena and aitiode respect-
ively, ch. 73 £.): mfavdv 3¢ oty dElwpa to dyov elg suyxatdBestv, olov
el tig Tt Erexev, éxeivn éxelvov ufitnp doti. Yebdog 08 T0GT0" 00 Yap 7] Bpvig
@00 ot uhtnp. (“ ‘Probable’ is an axioma which leads to agreement,
¢ g ‘if someone has given birth to something, she is its mother’. But
this is false, because a bird is not the mother of an egg.’) The
example given by D.L. (a synemmenon-type sentence) makes it clear,
however, that one need not necessarily think primarily in terms of
molecular propositions containing w&Aiov (frtov)...7 in this case!?).

2.2. Assuming we do not have to do here with propositions in-
dicating a greater or lesser degree of probability, we are left with
the following possibilities, which I borrow from D.L. 9.75 {f. In this
section D.L. discusses the sceptical method of reaching éroyn by re-
jecting the various dogmatic theories. First of all he treats the well-
known sceptical adagio ‘00dév p&Adov’, which could be used fetixég
(008ev paihov A §) B (‘in no respect more A than B’) = duoiwe A
xel B (‘similarly A and B, A as much as B’) or (by the Sceptics
themselves) dvatpetixdc (000ev udidov A i B = ‘A as little as B”))!).

9) I shall ignore the fact that all other molecular propositions can function as
major of a syllogism (if necessary in combination with a negation), whereas the
axioma Stacogolv & p&AAov/fittov cannot, at least not without stretching the
imagination somewhat (Cf n 12 ) As far as [ know, the dwcag do not have
anything to do with the phenomenon of povodfumatol Adyol (¢f S E AM VIII
440 ff , 443, PH 11 167, Alex 1 Anst Top (= SVF II 84, 17 ff)

10) Mates 1s possibly thinking of Anstotle’s Topwa, cf § 221 (the second
topos)

11) I shall not here discuss the development of the use of the expression o0
pdAkov 1n connection with the problem of knowledge For an extenstve discussion
see DeLacy (passum), Decleva Caizzi 153 , Goerler 1985, 324 ff
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As a general addition, not specifically connected with any sceptical
views, he then states: adto 8¢ t0 w&AAov moté Mév oUYXELTIXDG
ExpépeTon, ¢ Btav pdpey udAdov 0 wédl YAuxd 7 v otapida, moté B
betinids xai dvatpetixdss, o¢ 8tav Aywpey udAdov 7 dpety) pelel 7
BAdmter: onpaivopey Yap St M dpeth) dpeAel, Bhdmter 8 0d. (‘Mallon by
itself is sometimes used comparatively, as when we say ‘honey is more
sweet than raisins’, sometimes affirmatively and negatorily, as when we
say ‘virtue is beneficial rather than harmful’. For (in this way) we
indicate that virtue is beneficial, and (but) not harmful.”) In the
following I will discuss both possibilities:

2.2.1. Zuyxpiuxdg: Propositions of the form Sy (o a higher degree-P
than S2, which form part of the logic of relations, go back to the
Topica of Aristotle (that is, as far as theoretical expositions are con-
cerned)!?). This is an indication of their epistemological status: the
nature of the arguments which are discussed in the Topica 1s not
strictly logical, but rather dialectical (in the Aristotelian sense of the
word), ¢¢ of an epistemologically speaking lower level (cf.
Brunschwig’s introduction to the Budé-edition, ix f., especially xii).

Within the treatment of the topics of the accidens!?) the
udAAov/frTov-argumentation is twice given extensive attention: 1T
114b37-115a26 and III 116a1-119al (or -a31)!*). In the first
passage (éx 100 pdAlov xal fiztov 114b37) four témor are distin-
guished: (1)...el dxohovfel t6 pd@ilov T udilov, ofov el dovi) dyabdv,
xol ) udAlov HBovi) waAhov dyabév (‘If ‘more’ follows ‘more’, ¢ g if
pleasure is good, that too which is pleasure to a higher degree is to
a higher degree good’). If an increase in the ouufefnxdc follows the
increase in the dmoxelyevov, one may inductively conclude that the
cupBefnxde is present (114b38-115a6).

12) Cf Mau 56 (referring to Gal JL XVI 12) “Dic Schlusse nach dem
‘mehr’ und ‘weniger’ weisen auf die Topik des Aristoteles (II Ende bis III Anfang
passim), wo emne Vielzahl von Sachverhalten logisch untersucht wird, die nur das
gemeinsam haben, dass in 1hrer sprachlichen Wiedergabe ‘mehr’ und ‘wemger’
vorkommt’’ Incdentally, the Stoa criticized Aéyot such as t6 wp@dtov 100 Seutépou
uetlov, to 8 Sebrepov tod tpitou, To dpu mpédTov oG Tpitou peilov, becausc the protasis
16 708 pellovog wetlov xal 100 éAdrrovog éxelvou weldv dom has been omitted Alex
m Anst 4An Pr (CAG 2,1,21,38 ft Wallies)

13) In the Toprca the topics of the accidens, genus, proprium and definition are
discussed consecutively

14) Also mentioned 1n for instance 119b17-30, 127b18-128a12 In the next sec-
tion I have generally used the Loeb-translation by E S Forster
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(2) "Alhog (sc. t6mog) Evog mepl 860 Aeyouévou, el @ paAhov elxde
Omépyety un Smépyet, 008 @ 7rtov and vice versa (‘Another topos
(commonplace): when one predicate is applied to two subjects; if it
does not belong to the one to which it is more likely to belong, then
neither does it do so to the one to which it is less likely to’)
(115a6-8)'9).

(3) II&Aw Buotv mept Evog Aeyopévev, el T0 udAdov Smdpyely Soxodyv
un Ombpyst, oVdé 10 Artov and vice versa (‘Again, when two
predicates are applied to one subject; if that which is more generally
believed to belong to it does not belong to it, then neither does that
which is less generally believed to’) (115a8-11).

(4) "ET. dvotv mepl d%0 Aevouévwy, el 10 Butépwy udidov dmdpyewy
doxobv w1} Omdpyet, 00E t6 Aouwdv 1@ Ao and vice versa (‘Further,
when two predicates are applied to two subjects; if that which is
more generally believed to belong to one does not belong to it, then
neither does the other to the other’) (115a11-14). Aristotle con-
tinues by treating the topos of ‘opoiwe’ (115al15ft.).

The second passage (1II 116al ff.) discusses the ‘topics’ of the
cligible (116al f. TTétepov 8 aipetdrtepov 3| BéAtiov Buetv % mhetbveoy,
éx t@vde oxentéov (‘(the question) which is more eligible or better of
two or more things must be examined in the light of the following
considerations’)). According to Brunschwig (introd. p. lviii f.) the
first three chapters of this book constitute a unity which is clearly
distinct from the preceding and following parts in terms of content
and style. He suspects that they led a separate existence before
being incorporated in the Topica This section does not just give a
general treatment of the S7 more-P than So-type of predication, but
it is cxclusively concerned with the gradations of the predicate
alpetév. It is not until chapter V that a generalization takes place.

Aristotle starts by warning us ‘that our inquiries do not concern
things which are far apart and diverge widely from each other (for

15) This form of a fortzor: reasoning 1s criticized in practice in that passage of
Pl Phaed 1n which Cebes gives an exposition of his objections to the preceding
argumentation, espeaially 87b4 tf The argument which 1s there presented as an
cxample of objectionable reasoning runs as follows A man has a longer hfespan
than a dloak, the cloak still exists, therefore a fortzorr does the man e €vdg mepl
dbo deyomévov (z¢ “‘to live’’/*‘to have a certain hfespan’’)...el @ 7irtov elxdg
Ondpyety Omdpyet, xal & wdAAov



ON H AIASA®HTIKOE 53

no one is at a loss to decide whether happiness or richess is the more
eligible), but it is concerned with things that are close to each other,
and about which we discuss which we ought preferably to support,
because we cannot detect any superiority of the one over the other’.
Next, he discusses the various topoi, ¢.g. 116b10 ff. xal t0 gdoet (sc.
dyaBév) tob un gdoet (sc. dyabol alpetdtepov), olov 7} dixatosdvn tob
Stxatov: o pev Y&p gboet, 16 8 éxixtmrov (‘Also, that which is natural-
ly good is more eligible than that which is not so by nature, e.g.
justice rather than the just man. For the former is naturally good,
whereas the goodness of the latter is acquired’). At 119al he con-
cludes the first part.

As pointed out above, a generalization of what precedes is given
in ch. V (119a12 ff.); this is meant to increase the practical
usefulness of the topoi which have already been mentioned, by
widening their scope. To this end the term dyafév/aipetév is re-
placed by towobto (119a14 ff. ‘It is possible to make some of the
above-mentioned topol more generally applicable by adopting a
small change of terminology, e.g. ‘that which is x by nature, is more
x than that which is not x by nature’’, cf. the example given
above). In this way we do indeed obtain the schema S7 more-P than
S2. The ‘topics’ of eligibility, which had apparently been used
originally to tackle problems of an ethical nature, is thus adapted to
a more general use.

Propositions containing w&AAov and #jttov were used by among
others Theophrastus in hypothetical syllogisms'®). As a general
term ‘hypothetical syllogism’ refers to an argument which is based
on at least one complex premiss. Alexander (in Arist. An. Pr., CAG
2,1 ed. Wallies, 389 ff.) gives a survey of the hypothetical forms,
combining Stoic and older (Peripatetic) terminology. The
hypothetical syllogisms include ot 8t suveyol¢ (the Stoic suvnuuéva)
(used as major premiss) plus a minor premiss; ol 8tk To0 StxtpeTix0s
xod Stelevypévou; ol i dmogatixiic supmAoxiic; and—if they really are
in any way different from the preceding ones—of ¢£ dvaioylog and
of xata worétnrat’) (390,7 f. Tod¢ dmd Tob paAAov xal fittov xal 6uoiwg)

16) Kneale and Kneale, 105; (cf. 106); Graeser, 93 f.
17) This term comes from Aristotle: Alex. in Arist. An.Pr. (CAG 2,1, 226,2 f.
Wallies).
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etc. An instructive example of such reasoning ¢ tnofésew¢ may be
found in Alex. [.I. 265.28 ff. Eiev 8 &v 8v toic ¢£ dmobésewc xal of &nod
700 pdAhov xal tob Gpofov xai o8 fttov... (example 1. 32) el ©6 pdAlov
&yabby tvog By uh dotv edBonpoviog morntindy, 0008 O Arrov: Oyelor O
udAAov &yafov oboa wAodTou odx Eotiv eddatpoviag morntixf xTA. (‘The
hypotheticals may include those (syllogisms) which are based on
‘more’, ‘equally’” and ‘less’. If that which is more-something-good
than something does not bring about happiness, then neither does
that which is less-something-good. Now, health being more-
something-good than riches does not bring about happiness’). The
example has again been borrowed from ethics. The major, which
contains p&AAov, has been conditionalized, so that as a matter of
fact we are dealing with a ovvnuuévov. This probably explains
Alexander’s (and possibly Theophrastus’ cum suzs) reserve in
acknowledging ol xatd mowbtnta as a separate group. It is clear,
incidentally, that the later Peripatos elaborated the principles which
had been laid down by Aristotle in the Topuca.

Evidently, the Stoic example u@iiov Muépa éotiv % v6€ éotwv fits
badly into the Aristotelic model. This is caused by the fact that
Aristotle’s logic is a logic of terms, representing classes, whereas the
Stoa developed a logic of propositions. This means that Aristotle
substitutes terms for his variables (S; more-P than Sp: the-naturally-
good (s1y is-more-eligible (py than the-not-naturally-good (s9)),
while the Stoa replaces them with whole sentences, which express
propositions (X£; more than Xy: fjuépor oty (51) pEAkov 7 vif éort
(z9))- This implies that one element less is involved in the
comparison!?).

2.2.2. Oetixddg xod dvonpetixdg: In this respect the example udAioy
7 dpeti] OeeAel 7 BAdntel is much closer to p&Aov Apépa Eotiv 5 voE
¢ott. The interpretation of this sentence makes us attach the value
of, as we would call it, an eliminative coordinator to the combination
wdAAov...7: Simultaneously a 6éoi¢ (namely of the member
containing w&AAov) and an dvaipesig (namely of the member intro-
duced by %) take place, witness the paraphrase # dpeti] QeAet,

18) Connected with this 1s the fact that the Aristotehan examples are mostly
construed by means of a gen comparatiomis—with 7, however, ¢ ¢ 116a12 ff,
alpetdtepoy udihov 7, 116b24



ON H AIAZA®HTIKOE 55

BAdmrer 8 od.—In passing I observe that D.L..’s example also
belongs to the department of ethics.—The elimination 1s, however,
a matter of interpretation. Just like the English expression ‘rather
than’ the Greek p&Adov 4 is probably a more careful way of for-
mulating than the blunt elimination by means of the eliminative
‘not A, but B’/‘B, but not A’.

Elimination is a linguistic (semantic) rather than a logical
phenomenon. Thus, the syndesmos dAA& (‘but’), which in Greek is
the eliminative coordinator par excellence, has no part to play what-
soever in logic!'®). In Antiquity it is classed among the copulative??)
conjunctions. From a logical point of view it makes no difference
whether the eliminative coordination of A and B is formulated as
‘not A, but B’, ‘B, but not A’, or ‘Ba-A’—apart from the fact
that formal logic would reject all non-formal expressions as useless.
The linguistic component, irrelevant to formal logic, is the seman-
tic incompatibility of (associations of) A and B, which is presup-
posed in eliminative coordination?!).

The explanation of this construction which 1s given by
Apollonius Dyscolus also fits an eliminative interpretation of
udAdov... 7. In de comunctionibus 215,14 ff. the diazeuktikor syndesmor
are discussed, followed by (219,12 ff.) the paradiazeuktikor and
(221,16 ff.) the dwasaphétikor. The conjunction 4 may be used in all

19) T did find some—later—cases 1n which the diasaphetic 7 has becn
paraphrased by means of &AA& Sch Eur Phoen 508 (vs 507 t runs <00t obv 10
Xpnatéy, ufitep, odyl Bodlopat/EAAe mapelvar udihov ) odlewv épof) o 7 vov dvtl tob
&4Ahé Note that the presence of the negation 0d exerts 1ts influence here "AAAS as
an eliminative coordinator 1s always combined with a negation 1n etther of the two
members (¢f Ruygh, par 134) A, &AL’ 08 B (elvminatio inversa), odx A &Ah& B An-
other factor 1s that the combination ob pd@Aiov A #| B 1s ambiguous, cf § 2 2 —this
makes a paraphrase by means of a clearly eliminative coordinator desirable A
second place 1s the scholion on Med 327 (guh& yap 00 ot pdidov 7 dépovg éuods):
6 # Gvri tob dAA& In this case the same observation holds true as in the preceding
cxample See further EG 233,57 f wboa onuaiver 6 7 obvdeopog, 7 dvtl tob 7} t6de
[ = Swlevxtindg], (Prof C J Ruygh (p ¢ ) has suggested to me that one read #rou
for # ©68¢) # dvtl t0b xal [ = mapadialevntinde], 7 dvil 100 dAAN& [ = Brosagnmxde],
and—for a fairly explicit eliminative interpretation (here styled ‘corrective’) of
dihd—the Lexicon Vindobonense (ed Nauck) p 26 s v dAX&: &AAS olvdespog éni
Sroplcdaet hayuBdvetal, otov od tobto, GAAK éxelvo See further AO Cramer [ 302,16
ft &v tolg xata dmébeoty 7 dvaipesty oyfuact (cf n 22)

920) £ ¢ DTh, Techne 89,1 (Uhlg)

21y Cf Shngs, 116 ff
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three meanings The following Apollonian passages are relevant to
us here: (221,16 ff.) "Eott {xai tpi)tn dwupopa 10T 7 cuvdéopov, Htig
xahelton Otaoagpntixnd. Tob ptv yop npotépov Tmapbiy Stos < apet >, 10
0t Emipepopévon dvaipeoty, [Boblopat mAoutelv %) mévesBar, BodAopat
@LAoAovelv 7} oyordlew. moeltan xol wetd To0 mep tHY abvtaby, Huépa
oty fimep vOE... (23 £.) 16...0wcopnTing cuvdéciuy odx &Alo Tt clveatt
wbptov ) T0 paAhov xol Artov... (2224 f1.) (fuépa) dotiv % vok.
nAovtely Bobhopar (3 mwéveoBou). Fott 16 adtd oftwe dmogrivacal:
(mhovtelv  Bodlopat,) of méveoBar. Tpépa  dotlv, odyl O¢
(viE)?2)...(222,24 f1.) Daiveron 8¢ §tt M) Totabty Sropopd Tob GuVBEspoL
&mo ¢ Srxleuxtixfic ouvdéoewe petéBadev el Ty SwcaenTindy, Gaoel
EmxpLtind) yevopbvn i Swaledbewe. EmayyéAdeton yop tO Stoleuxtindy,
£av tolto, 00 tobto" &l TobTo W], tobro. xal &1L, % To0to {A) xal 10 cuvdy
B (&) cuvdvra...8mep xakelton mopadtaleuxtindv. 6 88 Aetmbuevov,
10010, 00 tobto. Téfettar ydp TO TAoutelv (obhoman dvyenuévov Tod
mévesBat. (221,16 ff.) There 1is also a third different
type (of use) of the conjunction 7, which is called ‘diasaphetic’
(‘making completely clear’, ‘determining unambiguously’). For it
makes the reality of the first member and the elimination of the
second completely clear, ¢ g ‘I wish to be rich rather than poor’,
‘I wish to study literature rather than to be idle??)’. It also forms
a compound with zep, ‘it is day rather than (#iwep) night’ ... (23 f.)

22) Inadentally, Apollonius expliatly discusses the essential difference between
# and 0% (com 222,1 {f ) For the view that ob should be considered a sdvdespog,
f AO Cramer 1 302,13 #f Twig 3¢ tiv 00 dpvnelv ouvdéauov Epacay elval, xal odx
dmppfpatog: 10 Yap dxoioubntiedy ouvdéoupou Brov elvans sl obv 7 dmboacig
dxohouBnrixdv Exer tov dAdd # Tov OF v Tolg xotd dmébeswy 7 dvaipesy oxfuaot,
ouvdéopou dpa dotl. papdv odv i t& dxohoubnTixg odx dvorpoot t6 Etepov to (87)
Etepov mapetsdyovoty (Cramer odx Gvopolot to0 €tépou 10 Etepov mapeiadyousy). 1)
dnbgactc 8¢ dvarpoloa T ETepov mapetodyeL TO ETepov: otov olx Eypada dAA’ dvéyvwoo.
xol FAAwe odx el Tt dxolovBnTidéy dott, TobTo xal Tob wdtod pépoug dotive iBod Ydp TO
évbeéatepov copds éomi Tpbpwy rep ypaupotinds: T Fimep dxohoudel ©6 évdecaréoe,
&AN” odyl ol adrol pépoue Eotly (I have changed Cramer’s punctuation in several
places) The refutation of the rejected view which was defended in 11 13-17
(ovvdéopov dpa €otl) commences with gapdv odv (I 17) Two different arguments
are presented (1) The dxohovbnmxd (which introduce a second Aéyoc) are not 1n
themselves expressions of elimination, whereas the negation 1s (It 1s not stated
exphcitly that o does not actually follow another word 1tself but rather s followed
by words like &AA& ) (2) An dxorovfntuxéy does not necessarily belong to the same
part of specch as the word 1t follows

23) Cf adv 132,11 { mpoypoduny 1o grAoloyely Hrep 10 pabopety
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The diasaphetic conjunction is combined with the words p&iAov
and Attov only ... (222,4 ff.) ‘It is day, rather than night’, ‘I wish
to be rich rather than poor’. The same may be expressed like this:
‘T wish to be rich, not poor’. ‘It is day, and not night’ ... (222,24
ff.)?4). It seems that this distinct use of the conjunction provokes a
change from disjunctive to diasaphetic connection, because it cuts
as it were the knot of the disjunction: the disjunctive (%) indicates
‘if this, not that; if not this, that’. And further, ‘either this or also
the accompanying member or members’...which is called quasi-
disjunctivum??) [so-called inclusive disjunction]. And finally, ‘this,
not that’. For ‘I wish to be rich’ is posited, whereas ‘to be poor’
is eliminated.’

Several points met so far recur in the Apollonian discussion:
a) In the first place the name of the conjunction: # diasagpnTixés no
doubt is the conjunction which is used in the Stoic dffwua o
Olaoapoty O PaAAOY.

b) téBerton and dvmenpévov (223,1 f.) correspond to Oésig and
dvaipeots in D.L. (see § 2.2.). Cf. 221,17 {. Snapbic and dvaipeois.
c) Apollonius too draws attention to the combination with w&Aiov
and 7ttov.

d) The fact that Apollonius attaches an eliminative interpretation
to # Sracagnrinds is apparent from (b), and from his paraphrasing
it by means of ob (222,4 ff.) as well as from his describing the
diasaphetic construction as émuxpitixy) ti¢ Owaledbews (222,25); this
description also seems to be meant as an explanation of the relation-
ship between 7 Swsagnuixds and dralevxtixdg: whereas diazeuctic 7
leaves open both possibilities A and B, diasaphetic % explicitly opts
for A and against B (cf. Appendix I). The possibility that the term
Stacapntixds was created with the intention of underlining its rela-
tionship to dwafevxtixde is not to be excluded.

It is a well-known fact that Apollonius in con:. generally follows
the Stoa (cf. conz. 214,2 £.). That such is the case here too appears

24) The very word BodAopat 1s a preeminently apt illustration because of its two
meanings ‘to wish’ and ‘to prefer’ (‘to wish A rather than B’) When meaning ‘to
prefer’ it may be followed by #, when meaning ‘to wish’ by od—the result 1s com-
parable

25) For the wordformation napa-Salevxtinds, cf napa-cbufaua (SVF I 59,24
ff (fr 184)) and mapa-ouvantixés (ApD conz 220,18)
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from the occurrence of the typical sentence fuépa €otiv #j(mep) Vi€

The other examples which are given here are partly borrowed from
schoolpractice and have thus probably been developed by a gram-
marian, ¢ ¢ Boblopar grhodoyelv 4 axordlew (221,18 £ ), yvpdoo #rep
AMyo, Stakéyopon Fimep dvaytvddoxw (222,22)?%), another product of
(scientific) grammar 1s the discussion of the philological problem
constituted by Hom 7/ A 117 and Od « 164 (cf also the scholia
al) (com 223,9 ff) The other example, however, again (cf p

53-4 (Anstotle, Theophrastus) and 55 (D L)) points to an ethical
context BotAopat whovtelv ) mévesBor (‘I wish to be rich rather than
poor’, 221,18, 2224 ff | 223,1 )

2 3 After all this I would suggest that the following development
took place 1n Aristotle—in an (Aristotelic-)dialectical context—
theoretical observations on arguments containing pdAAov/mtrov,
which were possibly used originally in problems of an ethical
nature, are to be found for the first time Theophrastus adopts these
relational arguments 1n his hst of dmoBetixol (hypothetical proposi-
tions and syllogisms) This 1s at least one of the reasons why they
appear in the Stoic series of non-simple axiomata This last step 1s
accompanied by two interdependent changes on the one hand,
u&AAov 7 no longer indicates the degree to which a predicate belongs
to a subject, but 1t connects two propositions?’), on the other hand
1t has the value of an ehimmative coordinator

Thus 1t appears that although p&\Aov/mttov-propositions had in-
deed acquired a certain traditional status at the time the Stoa
adopted them, they did not fit the Stoic schema without some adap-
tations As the Stoics were prepared actually to go to the trouble of
adapting them, 1t seems no more than reasonable to suppose that
they must have envisaged some function for complex propositions
of this form Since no traces of a strictly logical function are to be
found 1n the remains of Stoic logic which have come down to us,
I should like to devote the final sections of this paper to the sugges-
tion that these axiomata expressed a principle which was of
foremost 1mportance 1n Stoic ethics, to wit €éxAoy# (‘choice’)

26) ypdow fmep Aéyw For parallels, see K G II 2, 303, Blass Dchrunner-
Rehkopf, Gramm d neutest Griech , par 2453 b

27) I ¢ 1nlogical theory Linguistically speaking udihov 4 = &AX’ 00 1s a secon
dary, somewhat idiomatic use of the ‘normal’ pdiiov 7
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3 Stoic ethics strictly differentiate between dyafé and dSidpopa
(bona and wndifferentra) There are several ways of subdividing the
adwaphora (cf Bonhoeffer 1894, 170 ff for the desperate ter-
minological confusion reigning in this area) Some things are ab-
solutely indifferent—i1s the number of hairs on my head even or
uneven®—others may be dispensable for human happiness, but are
nevertheless to be preferred to their opposites 1n our daily hfe
health 1s preferable to sickness, Iife to death and riches to poverty,
health, hife etc arouse an 6pp, sickness an doopu?] The examples
are standard

In the doctrine of the good an important place 1s occupied by the
&Eix-theory The most important testimonia on this subject are to
be found in Stobaeus (IT 83 10 ff W ) and Diogenes Laertius
(7,104 ff )*%) As far as the problem of 7 dtacagntixés 1s concerned
a special relevance should be attributed to the work of Antipater of
Tarsos, who distinguished as a separate type of axia the axia eklektike
(Stob E¢l 11 83,10 ff W ) ITdvta 8¢ o xata @lowy délav Exerv o
mévto & wopd @daty drakiov. Ty 8¢ dElav Aévesbar totyédg, Thy te Bdowv
xoid Ay %o’ odto xad Ty dpoBhy Tod Soxtpactod. Kal iy toitny, v
0 ’Avtimatpog EéxAextinv mpoosayopeber, xaf’ Ay Odbvtwv TéV
Tpaywdtwy Téde Twd wdAlov dvtl t@vde alpodueba, otov tyletav Gvtl
véoov xal fwiy dvtl Bavétov xal mhobtov dvtl meviag... (‘Everything
which 1s according to nature has value and everything contrary to
nature has ‘disvalue’; objectionableness [draia 1s a negative value]
Axia (value) 1s used 1n three ways, as an absolute valuation and
estimation (of something) in 1tself (1) and as the exchange-value
defined by the examiner (2) And the third (type of ‘value’) which
Antipater calls ‘eclectic’ (eklekizke), on the basis of which we
choose—1f the circumstances allow 1t—one thing rather than the
other, ¢ ¢ health instead of sickness and life instead of death and
riches stead of poverty’)

Successively, an absolute valuation?®), an explict fixing of a
price (‘what an examiner/appraiser would give for 1t’) and, finally,

28) On this matter, cf Goerler 1984

29) B6otv %ot v 1s a hendiadys Aédoig here means ‘evaluation ‘taxation’,
‘Wertzuweisung’ (Goerler 1984, 447) —I will not go nto the question whether
this 86otg xal Tty xa8” adto concerns an &8wdpopov as Gocerler argues or an dyofdy
cf Forschner 165 f
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the &€l éxhextix?] are distinguished. The latter is the kind of
(relative) estimation that plays a part in making choices. From the
examples it would appear that this ax:a is operative in the field of
the mponypéva, those ddidgopa which cause us to undergo a positive
opun (‘impulse’, ‘inclination’). Cf. Stob. II 84,18 ff. mponypévov &’
etvat Aéyouov © &Bdpopov (Bv) Exheyopeba xatd mponyoduevov Adyov
(‘A proegmenon they call that which being indifferent we choose on
account of primary reasonableness’).

The importance of the concept of éxtoy# is ilustrated by its
prominence—starting from Diogenes of Babylon—in the Stoic telos-
formulas: edhoyiotetv &v 1§ t@dv xatd gdow Exhoyf (xol dmexhoyi
Stob.) (Diogenes of Babylon)®%) (‘to be reasonable in the choice
(and rejection) of that which is according to nature’), and v
éxAeyouévoug pdv T& xatd @loy, dmexAeyouévoug O T& mapd @boty
dunvexdd¢ (Antipater)?!) (‘to live while choosing that which is accord-
ing to nature and constantly rejecting that which is contrary to
nature’). Goerler (454 f.) draws attention to the fact that in the Old
Stoa the view was probably held already that ‘‘das Sittlich-Gute
werde verwirklicht ankand der naturgeméassen Giiter, besiehe in
deren verninftigen Auswahl’’3?). The éxAoy? (the &Elo éxAextix?)
might be given expression on the level of the sentence®®) by means
of the complex axioma which was formed by means of 1
dracapnTixdgt).

30) DL 7,88 and Stob Ec¢/ 11 76 W (= SVF III 219,9 {f )

31) Stob Ee¢/ 1175 W = SVF III 252,37 f, <t 253,3 ft

32) Cf eg Plut comm not 23,1069E (= SVF III 134,1 ft ), ¢ 26, 1071B,
Epict diss 2,6,9 adtog yép ' 6 Oedg totolrwy (1 e tédv xord @daw) Exhextixdv
énoinoev See also Long 1967, esp 68 |

33) The relationship between ecthical problems and the way these should be
Iinguistically cxpressed appears frome ¢ SVF II122,19 ff | which deals with dyabé
and ogeAfuate The former arc alpetd, the latter alpetéea, because they are (I 38)
xotnyopfiwator The passage continues (1 39 {) Katnyopnudrev yap of te alpéoeig
xol Opéfeg xal BovAdoetg yivovtan, Somep xod ol oppal (cf 1 21 {f 8¢ 8 adpodyedo pv
0 alpetéov, ofov T0 gpovely, B Bewpelton mapd 0 Exew @pévnow: to Ot aipetov oly
aipobueba, &AN el dpa, Exew adtd aipobuebo ) (1 42 ) Tiy yop ppdvnoty alpodueda
Exewv xal v cweposlviy, ob pé Afe 10 @povely xol cwopovely, dowpata Bvta xol
XOUTTYOPTibarToL

34) The same goes for dnexhoy# and propositions containing 7stov 9| No prac-
tical examples are to be found—a choice in favour of a mponyuévov, expressed by
means of pd@ilov 7 1mphes a rejection of the corresponding dmomponypévov, which
might be expressed by means of #rttov 4
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In Sextus Empiricus®®) the &ddgopa are classified as follows (Adv
Eth 59 f) 1) mpog & phte opun wite dpopun yivetan (the absolute
adwaphora) (‘that for which there exists neither inclination nor
disinclination’),

2) mpog & OpuT) wév xal dpopun yivetar, ob uaAAov 8¢ mpdg t6Oe 3 T6de
(¢ ¢ the choice between two 1dentical coins) (‘that for which there
exists inchination and disinchnation, but not more for this thing
than for that’),

3) 10 whte wpog eddoupovioy pAte PO xoxodotiLovioy GUAAXL-
Bavduevov (¢ ¢ health/sickness etc ) (‘that which contributes nerther
to happiness nor to unhappiness’) Maybe we can deduce from this
passage that the difference between 2) and 3)—which are together
opposed to group 1)—consists 1n the fact that the 6pu# or deopun
in 2) 1s not open to pd&Akov and 7nttov, whereas those in 3) are, n-
cidentally, 6pp 18 not mentioned explicitly in the third group at all
In any case the ddtdgopa to which éxAextixs défo was attributed are
in this group Thus, for the second group ‘o udAiov A % B’ would
hold, for the third ‘uaAkov A % B’ (There 1s no denying, by the
way, that the relative estimation of the adiaphora 1s not always conse-
quently and automatically formulated by means of the phrase
udAAov 7 )3°)

An example of a case from the third group which 1s expressed by
a wdAhov #-phrase may be found m S E PH III 192 (Some
people—the reference 1s to (adherents of) Aristo of Chios—deny
that any such things as gdset mporyuéva or dronponypéva exist at all
The adiaphora should be judged on the basis of the mepiotdoets (‘ex-

35) Translations from Sextus Empiricus are generally taken from the Loeb ed1
tion by Bury

36) Maybe 1t would not be too far-fetched to consider the possibility of Sextus
Empiricus’ using the expression ob u&Akov agamst the Stoa 1n a more emphatic
way than he usually would In Adv Eth 147 he argues that a sceptical attitude
towards &yol& and xaxd leads to ataraxia Anyone who considers riches as an
dyaBév and poverty as a xaxdv leads a disturbed life On the other hand, 6 ufte
¢v ot pboel &yabolg tdtteov TOv Thobtov pAte dv tolg pboeL xoxoig, Ty O¢ of udAlov
mpogepbpevog gwviy, ofite émtl 17} dmousla toltov twpdrretar ofte émi tH mapovsin
véynfev, péver 3¢ xob’ éxdrepov drtdpayoc Now, 6  xaxolg would have been sup-
ported by any Stoic But 1t 1s precisely the d8idpopa that according to them may
be subdivided 1n wporypéva and dmonponypuéve by applying the term pailov to some
of them Thus, the usual sceptical formula ot u&\Aov would gain 1n force because
1t 15 used n the precise context where a Stoic would have used ‘pdiiov’
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ternal circumstances’)): el yobv, gasiv, ol uév mAodstor éntfoviedolvto
omd tupdvvou, of 8¢ mévnreg elpnvedowto, mdc v EAotto elvar mévng
udAdov 7 mAolotog, w¢ dmomponyuévov yivesBou tdv whobtov (‘ ‘For
certainly’, they argue, ‘if the rich were being threatened with attack
by a tyrant while the poor were being left in peace, everyone would
prefer to be poor rather than rich, so that riches would be a thing
rejected’). Cf. Adv. Eth 64 ff., where the same opinion is discussed,
this time illustrated as follows (par. 66) év yobv 3éy todgc pév
Oytadvovrag Smrpetelv 16 Tupdwvey xal Ok Tobto dvonpeloBot, Todg B¢
vogobvtag dmoAvopévoug tiig Smmpesiog cuvamolbeabur xal Tfg dvorpé-
cewe, EAott’ dv udAdov 6 obpog TO VOoETV xaTd TODTOV TOV XALpOV 7 TO
Uytaivery (‘Were it for instance obligatory that men in sound health
should serve under the tyrant and on this account be destroyed, but
that the sick should be set free from that service and freed likewise
from destruction, on such an occasion the wise man would choose
sickness rather than health’).

By means of u&ilov 7 the relative value of adiaphora in com-
parison to each other may be brought out without passing judgment
on any absolute values®”). This might explain why the expression
udAhov 7] deserved a separate place in the list of axiomata, although
at first sight the combination of a cupmAextixdg olvdespog and a
negation could fulfill its part just as well. This just does not seem
to be true after all: as a paraphrase ‘A Bodlopar, od B’ might be
acceptable—to a grammarian it certainly would—, but if a choice
between adiaphora is concerned, this way of expressing oneself may
simply be too apodictical. A Stoic could hardly say ‘od BodAopon
vooeiy’ without seriously endangering his chances of ever reaching
GméBewa®).

4. Support for the connection between the terms éxAextixds and
drasagrtixdés may be found e g SchDTh 291,30 ff.: napéherde 8¢ Tode

37) For this function of a pdAhov #-phrase ¢f Pl Gorg 469b12 ff —Zb &pa
BodAowo &v &dixeloBor pdidov %) dduxelv,—BovAoluny piv &v Eywye o0dérepo el &
dvaryxotov elr) ddxely % dduxelcBou, Elofuny &v udiiov ddixelobor 7 dduxely
Because adiaphora are devoid of any intrinsic value Aristotle’s condition stipulating
that questions about aipetdtepov-ship should only be raised 1n case of a real dubium
has been implicitly fulfilled (see § 22 1)

38) Cf careful stipulations hike 8W8dévtwv tdv mpaypdrwy (Antipater apud Stob )
and st detur electio (Sen ¢p 92,13)
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Owoapnmixovs: tifevtar 8¢ obtol petald 860 Adywv, xal Ty éxdoyry tob
évog mowolvtat, oltov mAoLTEWV Pollopar %) wévesbar el énltacy 8¢
Aopfdvouat td g dmitdoewg émppfinata [mep and/or pdAAov are
meant], wdAlov Auépa éotiv #nep w6 Much more important 1s the
comment AO I (ed Cramer) (Epimerisms), 189,22 &t 8¢ xal
drocagnrixds 0 ExAextixds (cod éheyxtxdg) xodoluevos mapd Tolg
2rwixoly This text not only explicitly mentions the 1dentification of
the Socagnrixol with éxAextixol and consequently with the concept
of éxAoy#, but also ascribes this terminology to the Stoa It con-
tinues by claiming that the examples I/ A 117 and Od « 164 should
not be explained disjunctively, dAA& éxAextinov xol StxcagnTixdv

Eustathius (62,11 ff v d Valk) mentions the diasaphetic inter-
pretation of A 117 and adduces a certain Phocion, whose adapta-
tion of this verse for his own purposes 1s based on this interpreta-
tion, as becomes apparent from his use of pdihov (10 u&Alov
YAPAXTNPLOTLXOV BV T0D ... Dlasaenuxol tob 7 dmorésbor). ¥ott Yo,
pact, dasaenTxds T0100T0¢ 5Uvdesog 6 metabd o Adywy Théuevog xal
€xAeyduevog 16 Etepov, elg Emitacty 8¢ mote mpochauBdvev o paAAoy
énfppnua...?) tov mep abvdespov (¢ ‘For such a syndesmos’, they say,
‘which 1s interposed between two sentences and selects one of them
and which sometimes for intensification adopts the adverb mallon or
the conjunction per 1s diasaphetic’ ’) Priscian too, the follower of
Apollonius Dyscolus, combines the two terms, XVI 9,98,25 (GL
IIT) Dusertiae vel electivae (sc  conmunctiones) [1 e Suucsagrxol xal
éxAextixol] sunt, quando dversis propositts aliquid ex ers nos eligere osten-
dimus, ut ‘dwes esse volo quam pauper’

Later sources, from the time of Herodianus, stress the notion of
alpeotg EM 415,45 ff &tu tov H odvdeopov EE Srapbpwg onuaivety proiv
‘Hpowdawde  (53) "Efog 3¢ toig Srasagpnmixoic suvdéopols 860 mparypud-
TWY TPOXEUEVELY TOD v Evog moelofot aipeaty, oG O Etépou dmofoifiy.
xal GmoBoAn wév we 10 Boddou’ éyw Aadv cbov Euuevar 7 dmoréobour.
Afpeotg 8¢ o3¢, 10 Pavig ppevisv uot udAdov 4 fubfog téyns. The last two
examples have clearly been added by a compiler who did not under-
stand that afpestg and dmwoBoAr) occur simultaneously 1if the construc-
tion of % Swwoxg 1s used (cf p 54, 57) The examples are agan
standardized, cf EM 415,27 ff %9)

39) See further Schneider comm ad ApD com: 221,23 223,22 (p 225 f) for
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5 To sum up, 7} dwxcagnuxds originates in forms of argumenta-
tion which belong to the logic of relations After their dialectical use
by Aristotle, propositions containing pdiiov/nttov # are classified
by Theophrastus cum suis among ol Smofetixof The Stoa adapts
therr form 1n such a way that their schema of two axiomata con-
nected by one or more conjunctions can remain intact The oy
anA& Gbudpata formed by means of pdihov (7ttov) % are eliminative
and may have played a part in expressing the ethwcal procedure of
éxhoyh The fact that u&AAov fj-formulas seem to have functioned of
old mn ethical discussions enhances the probability of this supposi-
tion Apart from considerations of traditionality, their ethical use
would constitute an extra reason for the adoption of pdAdov #-
axiomata 1n the list of Diogenes Laertius, especially since there are
no good grounds on which to assign a strictly formal logical role to
these axiomata

1007 MC AwmsTteErRDAM, Vrye Universiteit

APPENDIX I

Without 1ts being used as a terminus technicus, the verb
dtacapéw occurs several times in contexts which are of interest to
our argument (N B I did not make any systematic inquiries to
catalogue all places where this verb occurs)

Pl Prot 348b (Protagoras 1s given the choice between answering
Socrates’ questions himself or having Socrates answering his)
Aéyovtog ovv duob Tobta xal towdto &AAa 008ev dmécaper 6
HMpwraybpog ndrepe morfjoor... (Alcibiades ) ““‘Boxetl oot...xadég [lp.
wolelv, o0x E0éAwy eite Sdoet Adyov eite wr) Sacapeiv,”’ In this context
1t 1s a choice from a disjunctively connected couple that we are con-
cerned with

The next example does not concern chowe, but dasageiv 1s here
opposed to ‘leaving undecided, undetermined (&éptotov)’—:z ¢ 1n

more references, to which may be added Mich Sync (ed Donnet) par 191, 1614
f and 1621 Awscagpniixds 8¢ ofov «mAovtelv 80éhey % mévesBowr bg xal v wep
mpochapfBdver olov «fmep wéveahaus Sracagel yap T0 Etepov dmep alpeltar, Mg xal Bv TG
nowtd (A117) Suda (II 545,11 ff ) does mention dvaipecig Sracogniixds 3¢, drav
v dbo TpoteBévtwv o tv dvaupFitan xtA The signification 1s impeccable, so corrup
tion could have been easy
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this case too a standpoint has to be decided upon: Pl. Leg. 916e:
vopoléty 8¢ olx &yywpel Tobto ddpiatov dav, dAX’ 3} neiloug %) éAdttoug
Bpoug el Bet Srocageiv.

In Hp. Ep. 12 (bd. 9 ed. Littré) the context is eliminative: o0
pavin, dAde duxfic Twa pdow OmepBdilovoav Sixcapnvéovros Tod
avdpdc.

E. Ph. 398 may be more general: (concerning Anidec): 008" 6
Ypbvos adtde Stecdors’ ofcag xevde;, although here too the interpreta-
tion that time decides whether hope is eite xevr) efte u] is defensible.

Elimination is implicitly present in the context of ApD synt
166,7, too.

APPENDIX II

I list here some divergent observations concerning 7 diacagenrixds,
which I found in later sources.
— Apart from #j(tot) the Etymologica also mention GAX’ 4 (EM
66,38), and fyoww and vovtéot (EG 533,14; EM 773,15 f.) as
dwacagnrixol. In the case of 4AX’ 4 this is easily understood. About
toutéort we find (EG 533,14): olvdeopog dracagrntixds &yl tob 10
Omgpyxet [1. Tob tobto Omépxer 1.S.], ouolwg xal t6 #Hyovw. We are not
dealing with an eliminative coordinator here; rather, tovtést, ‘i.e.”,
is explicative. Thus it is closer to the paradiazeuctic than to the
diasaphetic 7 (type: Pafdwv 7 mepl Puyic).
— In a passage of the Anecd. Gr. Boissonade (IIT 337), which has,
however, come down to us in a rather muddled way, #tot, #jyouv
and eitovv are apparently called Swsagnrixd émppfuata. Cf.
Ps.-Theodos. (ed. Goettling) 78,26 f. 8niovétt, Omiady, 7iyouv
eEnynuatxd (sc. émpphparta). olov Swcagruixdv... (29 f.) wevolvye
éxAoviic (cf. Blass-Debr. 450,6). Lascaris (Milan 1476) also con-
siders ofov, ‘e.g.”, to be one of & dacapfsews.
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