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‘HONESTIUS QUAM AMBITIOSIUS’? AN EXPLORATION
OF THE CYNIC'S ATTITUDE TO MORAL CORRUPTION
IN HIS FELLOW MEN*

Two important studics have recently appeared of the carcer and philosophy of the
celebrated first-century Cynic Demetrius—an article by J. F. Kindstrand and a monograph by
M. Billerbeck.! Both scholars discuss Demetrius’ defence of P. Egnatius Celer in aD 70.2 The
purpose of the present paper is threcfold: (i) to argue that Kindstrand's and Billerbeck's
interpretations of this incident, different as they are, must, like all previous interpretations, be
rejected; (i) to offer a new perspective, in the hope of showing that Demetrius' action can be
understood as thoroughly honourable; (i) to demonstrate that Demetrius’ action can be
understood as not only thoroughly honourable, but also profoundly Cynic. It may be objected
that investigation of motive in such a case is intrinsically misguided. The only cvidence is a shore
notice in Tacitus,? and it is of course true that we shall never be able to say for certain what
Demetrius’ motives were. Some modern historians, morcover, deprecate on principle analysis of
motive, in the ancient world especially. It scems, nevertheless, both legitimate and worthwhile
0 attempt to understand the reasons why Demetrius, a Cynic philosopher of (on the normal
view) high moral character, should have defended Celer, a Stoic philosopher who (again on the
normal view) had revealed himself to be a complete scoundrel. The excreise may also scrve to
bring out some fundamental points about the Cynics’ conception of man and their interpretation
of human weakness. For reasons which will become clear below Cynicism was vulnerable to
misunderstanding and misrepresentation. Demetrius’ defence of Celer, Ishall argue, provides an
instructive paradigm for the correct interpretation of Cynicism. In the formulation of the
argument I make three major assumptions:

(1) that it is possible to reconstruct carly Cynic doctrine in some detail;

(2) that Demetrius' philosophy was authentically Cynic;

(5) that the Cynicism of the Imperial cra was part of a continuing tradition of Cynicism and
cannot be dismissed as merely a radical form of Stoicism, even though Cynic docrine
coincided in many respects with Stoic (because since Zeno Stoic cthics had been
profoundly influenced by Cynic and because Late Stoicism in gencral took on an even
more markedly Cynic character), and even though we can point to some Cynic texts
which have been influenced in turn by Stoicism.*

(1) The reconstruction of carly Cynic doctrine is naturally difficult. Cynic testimonia arc
comparatively few, and frequently take the form of anccdotes or apophthegmata. The
personalitics of carly Cynics, especially Diogenes, were such as to inspirc much apocryphal

* Lam grateful to Professors G, B. Kerferdand A, A, (Eus. PE vi 7.10-19), which cxploits Stoic sense
Long for stimulating criticism of carlicr drafts of this ~ percepion theory to support the argumnt (¢ A. A.
per. Long, CR s 15t0] 5 . 1), Bt he o nfuence
! Kindsrand, “Demei the Cymic, Phil i geetlly wivial—moe e of he s of comvenenc
(1980) 83-98; Billerbeck, Der Kyniker Demerius: cin terminology o suitable ad hoc arguments than of change

Beitrag zur Gesdhichte der frthkaiserzeitlichen Populirphi-
losophie (Leiden 1070).

Z Kindstrand 96 . Billerbeck 46 f.

* Doubtfully relevant is Schol.in Tuv. ver. ad sa. 35
sce n. 20 below.

“ Stoic influence is clear on (e.g) D.Chr. iv (n. 110
below),the Geneva papyrus (. 112), some of the Cynic
Newers (4 H. W. Ackidhes Fis Contny Comiion i he
Episles of Heradius [Missoula 1976 A. . Malherbe,
The Cynic Epistles [Missoula 1977]), and Oenomaus’
attack on prophecy and the theory of predestination

in philosophical orientation. (Diogenes himself scems to
have cxploited other philosophers’ theorics when it
suited him—g’. D.L. vi 70 with the good discussion of
D.R. Dudley. A History of Cynicism [London 1937 216
) Such works, i ot ‘purc’,are fundamentally Cynic. It
is harder o classify works ike Epictetus’ mept xuvtapion
{sec n. 92) or Julian's Orr. vi-vii, where sympathetic
Stoics give thelr interprecations of the truc meaning of
Cynicism. Used eriically, such works do scem to me to
provide some useful evidence about Cyicism.
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material. Morcover, since Cynicism was essentially a practical, and rather simple, philosophy, it
did not produce canonical writings like other philosophical systems. It s almost certain that
Diogenes and other carly Cynics did write philosophical works,® but ifso, they scem to have lost
currency quite carly in the Hellenistic period. Most important, the Stoics had a vested interest in
harmonising Cynic teachings, as far as possible, with their own, in order to support the claim
that their philosophy derived ultimately from Socrates by the diadache Socrates—Anti-
sthenes—Diogenes—Crates—Zeno. Thus there is always the possibilicy that any ‘Cynic’
testimonium has been contaminated by Stoicism. This is demonstrable in some cases, debatable in
others, and a theoretical possibility in nearly all. But total suspension of critical judgement would
be wrong. There is some firm Cynic evidence: the fragments of the pocms of Crates, the lengthy
fragment of Onesicritus on Alexander and the Gymnosophists quoted by Strabo,® and (with
qualifications) the fragments of Bion of Borysthenes and of Teles of Megara.” Some Antisthenic
testimonia are also arguably important,* and Diogencs Laertius prescrves some authentic
material.? It s also possible to interpret even doubtfully historical material as, in some instances,
at least ben trovato, hazardous though this procedure may be. And finally, it s possible in certain
cascs to document differences in dactrine between ‘Cynic” testimonia and Stoic, 10 which in itsclf
suggests that the Cynic festimonia in question may be authentic. Exploitation of the Cynic
testimonia is thercfore difficult, and sometimes involves judicious recourse to ‘cumulative
argument’, but the reconstruction in some detail of carly Cynic doctrin is not impossible. 1

(2) Since the main source for Demerrius’ philosophy is Sencca, there are problems in
disentangling Demetrian material from Sencean. But although some cases remain controversial,
the work of Dudley, Kindstrand, and above all Billerbeck has shown that Demetrius’
philosophy was authentically Cynic, at least in the sense of later Cynicism. 2

(3) This assumption being far more controversial, I relegate formal discussion to an
appendix, whilc hoping that the material in the main body of the paper will help to demonstrate
the basic continuity of Cynicism from the fourth century B to the first century AD.

I. THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND To THE TRIAL OF CELER

The historical background is well known and has been much discussed in connexion with
the so~called ‘philosophical opposition” to the emperors, but since treatment of the problem of
Demetrius’ defence of Celer must take it into account, I summarise it bricfly.

P. Egnatius Celer was a friend of Barea Soranus, the friend of Thrasca Pactus. All three men
were Stoics and Celer had been Soranus” teacher in philosophy. '3 Soranus and his daughter were
tried for maiestas in 66. There were three charges: (1) that Soranus had been a friend of Rubellius
Plautus; (2) that he had planned a revolt in the province of Asia; (3) that he and his daughter had
consorted with magi. Despite their former friendship Celer appeared as a witness for the

 For Diogenes sec K. von Fricz, Phiol. Supp. xvii.2
(1926) 5 & The objections of Tarn and others lack
force: df. J. Ferguson, Utepias of the Clasical World
(Condon i975) % .

St e 1164-5— Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17,

7 Biom: Kindscrand, Bion of Borysthenes (Uppsala
1976), Teles: O. Hense, Teletis Religuiae® (Tibingen
1909), E. N. O'Neil, Teles: e Cynic Teacher (Missoula
1977). Qualifications are necessary because although
both writers are broadly Cynic their work is clearly a
dilution of Dingenes', o even Crates' teaching, and
also shows (I think) some Stoic influence.

" The ancient tradition that Diogenes was Anti-
sthenes’ pupl was effectively refued by Dudley (. 4) 1
. (pace . Hosscad, Cymic Horo and Cyic King | Uppiala
1948] 10 1), but Andsthenic influence upon Diogenes

has been widely acceped, and is patent (¢ esp. Xen.
Snp. v 34 F)
. esp. Hoistad (n. 8) 16 .

10 Cynic and Stoic attitudes to (eg) prophecy,
politcal acivity, and the meaning;ofthe masims acd
biow i ave characeriscally different, even if indi-
vidual Cynics and Stoics do not always adope the
characteristic positions of their respective philosophies

11 The basic works on Cynicism are the books of
Dudlcy {n. 4)and Hoistad (n.8). Atthe time of writing |
have not scen H. Nichucs-Procbsting, Der Kynisus des
Diogenes wnd der Begrff des Zynismus (Munich 1979).

12 Dudley (n. 4) 125 fi; Kindswand (n. 1) 89 fi;
Billerbeck (n. 1) passim.

13 Tac. Awn xvi 32,3 Juv. i 16 ; Cass.D. I 36.2.
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prosccution (sccording to Tacitus he had been bribed) and Soranus and his daughter were found
guilty and condemned to death. 14 Soranus was, of course, only one of many men of a
philosophical disposition to be persecuted (for whatever reasons) under Nero. On Nero's death
the position of the delatores, whose activitics had greatly contributed to the abuse of the maiestas
law in the latter part of the reign, became a major political issue. Prominent senators, like the
Stoic Helvidius Priscus, the son-in-law of Thrasca Pactus, and other associates of the
“philosophical martyrs', like the distinguished Stoic philosopher Musonius Rufus, wanted the
delatores” punished. In addition, the accession of Vespasian seems to have inspired some
philosophically-minded politicians with the naive hope of investing the new emperor with some
of the characteristics of ‘the good king’. Furthermore, there was a widespread desire among
independently-minded senators to reclaim the senatorial auctoritas and libetas so scriously croded
by the Julio-Claudians in general and Nero in particular.

The lead was taken by Helvidius Priscus. Helvidius had been banished from Ttaly in 66
because of his relationship with Thrasca Pactus and returned to Rome under Galba, when he
brought charges against Eprius Marcellus, the most notorious delator of all, who had informed
against Thrasea. This action split the senate, Galba's atitude was ambiguous, and Helvidius was
persuaded to drop the attack.3 When Vitellius became cmperor Helvidius quarrelled with him
in the senate for reasons that are unclear.16 On the day when the imperial power was vored to
Vespasian Helvidius clashed with Marccllus over the question of the composition of the
senatorial delegation to be sent to the new emperor.” When the consul designate proposed that
the question of a reduction in public expenditue be left to Vespasian, Helvidius argued chat this
was a job for the senate. He also proposed that the Capitol should be restored at public expense,
with the assistance of Vespasian.® None of these proposals of Helvidius came to anything. 1%

Tt was now that Musonius Rufis attacked Celer. The trial was an important test case from
several points of view. It formed the back-drop to the continuing power struggle between
Helvidius and Marcellus and it was intended to herald a general attack upon the delatores
Moreover, it had obvious implications for the problem of the relative status of cmperor and
senate. Celer, who did not defend himself, was defended by Demetrius in his only known
appearance ina Roman court of law. 20 Celer was condemned. Tacitus comments (His. iv 40.3):

105

Sorani manibus satis factum. Insignis publica severitate dies ne privatim quidem laude caruit, Tustum
iudicium explesse Musonius videbatur, diversa fama Demetrio Cynicam sectam professo, quod
manifestum reum ambitiosius quam honestius defendissct.

We are now in a position to attempt to answer the question: why did the great Cynic
Demetrius, the friend of Thrasea Pactus and presumably also of Musonius Rufs, defend Celer,
the Stoic who had apparently betrayed his pupil Barea Soranus?

I PREVIOUS INTERPRETATIONS OF DEMETRIUS BEHAVIOUR
Before Kindstrand's and Billerbeck’s discussions various suggestions had been made.

Dudley admits puzzlement, but suggests that Demetrius was motivated by a sense of
fairness: ‘Celer lacked the skill or the nerve to defend himself, and however guilty, had a claim to

be represented."! Toynbee offers a more detailed, though equally tenative, reconstruction

4 Tac, Ann. xvi 201, 23,1, 30.1-33.31 Cass.D. Ixit
26

15 Tac. His. iv 6
1 Tac. His i o1
47 Tac, His._ iv 6 6 1% Tac. Hist. iv o
2 Uhope that this summary issuitably uncontrover-
sial For authoritadve discussion sce P. A. Brunt, PBSR
li (1975) 735, esp. 28
20 Roman advocates were not juriss or lawyers as

‘we
such and could come from any social classin theory (g
F. Schulz, History of Roman Legal Science [Oxford 1946]
43 1, 108 ). The suggestion sometimes made that
Schol. in Juv. vet. ad sat. § 33 (‘Demetrium causidicum
dicunt, qui multos Neroni detulit) refers to our
Demetrius may or may not be right, but even if it s, the
allegation can only rest on hostile interpretation of
Demetrius’ behaviour in 70,
21 Dudley (n. 4) 134.
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can only explain it as a case, possibly, of the proverbial “cussedness” and perversity of the Cynic
extremists, here reacting against the official and respectable Stoicism represented by Musonius,
the defender of monarchy. Such “cussedness” would, indeed, be all of a piece with Demetrius”
conduct in the next and final scene in his career—his collision with Vespasian in, or soon after,
71722 Koestermann finds the explanation of Demetrius’ conduct in a ‘falsch verstandenem
Korpsgeist'.23 Griffin thinks that Tacitus’ wording may indicate that Demetrius, an clouent
speaker, may have hoped to achieve a rhetorical tour de force.24

None of these interpretations is attractive. Dudley does not develop his case, and both
Kocstermann and Griffin attribute to Demetrius a relatively trivial motivation. OF course
people—even philosophers—may do things for trivial motives, but before we ateribute such
motives, it s fair to look for some more creditable explanation, especially if they are
well-respected philosophers, and perhaps particularly if they are Cynics, since Cynicism, to a
degree greater than any other ancient system, demanded the unity of philosophical theory and
philsophical practice.25

Toynbee's reconstruction requires carcful consideration. The validity of her general thesis
that Stoics and Cynics had profoundly different attitudes to monarchy as an institution is too
large a question to discuss here. 26 Kindstrand argues that Toynbee's reconstruction is in any case
self-contradictory: 'P. Egnatius Celer was a Stoic, like Musonius, and had acted in the cmperor’s
interest. According to Toynbee's interpretation we should expect to find them on the same side,
with Demetius acting as prosecutor.’27 But this criticism scems crude. Celer had indeed acted
on behalf of an emperor, but the emperor was Nero, who might fairly, and certainly by serious
philosophers, be regarded as a tyrant, so that there would be no inconsistency in an attack by
Musonius, upholder of monarchy though he was, on one of Nero’s collaborators. O the other
hand, the apparent implication of Toynbec’s reconstruction—that the condemnation of Celer
was desired by the Flavians—scems questionable. It is true that Vespasian had been a friend of
Soranus,2® but the whole senatorial campaign was against the interests and wishes of the
Flavians, as they soon indicated, and it is more likely that they were prepared to let the trial and
condemnation of Celer go by default as a sop to senatorial sentiment than that Musonius should
be regarded as actively representing the Flavian point of view. Morcover, Toynbee’s
reconstruction scems in general too schematic. None of these interpretations, thercfore, scems
satisfactory, although, as T shall arguc, there may be clements of truth in all of them.

Kindstrand's approach appears more rigorous. He starts from the proposition that
Demetrius must have acted in what he felt to be a just cause, and then follows R. S. Rogers? in
infrring that Demetrius defended Celer in the knowledge that the accusations made against
Soranus were true. The consequences of this approach, however, seem to make it highly
implausible.

‘The initial contention, that Demetrius, a man of sterling moral character—to judge at least
from Seneca’s evidence3® and Demetrius’ association with Thrasca Pactus—must have acted in
what he considered to be a just cause, is reasonable enough. No student of human nature will
deny that a man of virtue may sometimes commit a wrong act, unless virtue be so defined as to

22]. M. C. Toynbee, GER xiii (1944) 53

27 Kindstrand (n. 1) 07.
25 Koestermann, Comelus Tacius: Aunalen, Buch

 Tac, Hist. iv 7.

14-16 (Heidelberg 1063) 407.

M. T. Geffin, Seneca: a Philosopher in Politics
(Oxford 1976) 312 1. 2

25 Hence the ancient dispute whether Cynicism was
2 adpeats or mercly an évoragis Biov (D.L. vi 103)

26 The chesis has ot won widespread aceeptance (.
Kindstrand [n. 1] 07), but i broadly endorsed by A
Mormigliano. JRS xli (1951) 148 £. = Quinto Contributo i
(Rome 1075) 046 £, and Brun (n. 19) 20 and n. 140. In
my view it must be right in theory, but practice was
more complex.

20 TAPA i (1952) 202 f Rogers’ main argu-
ment is Demetrius’ probity, but he abo contends that
Tacitus' chim that the real ground for Soranus’
prosecution was his failure to punish Pergamum for
resisting. Acratus’ requisidions (Amn. xvi 23,1 £) is
sefuted by chronology. Butitis not necessary to convict
Tacitus of ignorance or mendacity here (sce Furncaux
and Koestermann ad loc). Even fit were, the behaviour
Rogers actibutes o Soranus would not have troubled a
truc Cynic—sec below
20 Kindstrand (s 1) 90 Billerbeck (n. 1) 12
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exclude the possibility of moral wrong-doing. Butin a case like thisitis clearly right to look for a
sympathetic interpretation of the act before accepting the jaundiced verdict of Tacitus (ot that
even Tacitus is savagely condemnatory: see below). Nor is the conclusion that Soranus was
guilty as charged in itsclf untenable. His friendship with Rubellius Plautus s certain, and if he did
nothing to restrain the inhabitants of Pergamum from resisting the depredations of Nero this
could indeed be considered an act of maiestas. Morcover, he and his daugher (Dio), or his
daughter alone (Tacitus), had consultcd magi. But o say that Soranus was guilty as charged, i.c.
ina legal sense, is not to say that he was morally guilty. He had been  friend of Rubellius Plautus,
but the condemnation of Rubellius Plautus had itsclf been an act of fagrant injustice.3! And
from a moral point of view his refusal to cocrce the people of Pergamum was wholly
commendable: had he cocrced them, he would have been condoning the rapicity of the tyrant
Nero. Finally, both Tacitus and Dio provide more or less reasonable apologiae for the
consultation of magi. I s surcly unlikely that Demetrius qua Cynic would have disapproved of
Soranus’ behaviour on political grounds.32 Asa Cynic he might well have ridiculed the dabbling
in divination, but he would certainly not have believed it to be a capital offence. In cffect,
Kindstrand's interpretation attributes to a Cynic philosopher a concern to uphold the (perhaps)
legally correct but (almost certainly) morally repulsive machinations of what he must have
regarded as a tyrannical regime.33 There is more. Kindstrand's interpretation implics that if
Demetrius was acting on behalf of a completely just cause, Musonius Rufus was doing the
reverse.34 Yet this s to attribute to a Stoic philosopher of high virtuc, the ‘Roman Socrates’,
nakedly dishonourable conduct. There is something wrong with the implied polaritics: either
Celer was completely innocent or there was nothing at all to be said in his defence, and eiher
Musonius or Demetrius had absolute justice on his side. Rather than suppose that there was
nothing against Celer (x suppasition contradicted by the cvidence) and that Musonius was acting
with an utter lack of moral scruple (a supposition inconsistent with cverything known about
Musonius” character), it seems better to look for an alternative, and less simple, cxplanation.

Billerbeck, in contrast to Kindstrand, finds Demetrius” behaviour rather mysterious,
impossible to reconcile with his philosophy, and such as to cast doubt upon his reputation for
absolute incorrupribilicy. She tentatively suggests that the cxplanation may lic in *persinliche
Querelen oder Animosititen gegen Musonius', whose work shows that he rejected radical
Cynicism of the type espoused by Demetius. But there is no cvidence for hostlity between the
two men, who scem to have moved in the same circles on amicable cnough terms. ® Morcover,
asalready argued, it is methodologically better to scck an explanation for Demetrius’ behaviour
consonant with his reputation for moral excellence.

107

0L Tue CYNIC JUSTIFICATION FOR DEMETRIUS BEHAVIOUR

() The meaning of Tacitus’ criicism of Demetrius

‘The proper starting point must be Tacitus’ wording ‘ambitiosius quam honestius’. Tacitus
himself clearly endorses the charge, even though the ‘quod'clause is technically oratio obliqua.

21 At least on any reasonable view (pace Rogers).

321 exclude the hypothesis that Demetrius was an
informer under Nero—. n. 20,

3 Bpict. i 25,22 Philostr. VA iv 42, v 10, vii 16
Kindstrand (n. 1) 04 £. OF course the Philostratcan
material is highly suspect in detil: of E. L. Bowie,
ANRW i 16.2 (1978) 1657 . But, given my working
hypothesis that Demetius was a sincere Cynic, it may
be regarded as ben irovato. Bowie 1658 suggests, indeed,
that Demetrius might not have been uncomfortable
under Neronian rule’, but the evidence he adduces s (1)
Demetrius” defence of Celer, and (2) the anccdote of

Lucian de Sals. 63, which, however, is surely fictitious
(. Billrbeck [n. 1] 51 £).

34 In fact Kindstrand seems to offer two possibiliics:
(1) Celer was completely innocent; (2) though not
completely inocent, he should not have been singled
out when the greater ransgressors were [ef alone. But
his argument is loose and he evidently favours the first
posibilty

25 Cf. Rogers (n. 20) 202 Philosir. VA v 19 is,
however, chronologically impossible (and, incidentally.
untrue to Cynic thought): Kindstrand (n. 1) 88
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But what exactly does he mean? *Honestius’ presents no problem, but ‘ambitiosius’ has been
interpreted in two slightly different ways, as referring (1) to ‘ambition’, or (2) to ‘ostentation’ or
“publicity secking’.

That Tacitus is suggesting that Demetrius was ‘ambitious’, presumably in some political
sense, scems unlikely.?® Such ‘ambition’ could only have been an attempt to gratify the Flavians,
but Vespasian’s representatives in Rome at the time, Dormitian and Mucianus, did nothing to
influcnce the course of the trial, though they moved quickly when it scemed that a general
campaign against the delatores was immincnt. Nor does such an interpretation square with
Demetrius’ carcer under Nero, or his later outspoken opposition to Vespasian.?” Further,
‘ambitiosius quam honestius’ would, I think, be an unlikely description of Demetrius’ conduct,
had it been merely and flagrantly self-secking: from Tacitus it would surly have carned much
harsher criticism. Tacitcan usage also supports the sccond interpretation. The reference to
‘ambitio’ comes immediately aftcr the description of Demetrius as ‘Cynicam scctam professo”
and in context one thinks naturally of the typical ‘ostentation’ or ‘publicity sccking’ of
philosophers. Such a charge was often made against Stoics, in Tacitus and clsewhere, but could
be made even more speciously against Cynics (below). Tacitus’ phrascology thereforc implics
that Demerius acted ostentatiously racher than honourably'. It is a criticism of Demetrius
because, from Tacitus’ point of view, since Celer was manifestly guilty, Musonius’ course was
necessarily the more honourable, and because for Tacitus ‘ostentation’ was tself a fault, but it
falls short of total moral condemnation of Demetrius.®

‘We must now return to the basic question: on what grounds could a Cynic philosopher of
igh moral character like Demetrius defend P. Celer, manifestly guilty though he was? There
arc, it seems to me, several grounds on which Demetrius’ stance could be held to be properly
Cynic.

The Cynic style of Demetrus’ intervention

Ostentatious behaviour was a Cynic speciality. OF course it often degencrated into merc
exhibitionism, but in theory it was  deliberate pedagogical device. The basic aim was to force
people to recognise the meaninglessness of convention (in accordance with the Cynic principle
mapayapdrrew 78 vipuopa), but there were others as well. One was simply to auract an
audience. So, for example, when Diogenes found that nobody paid attention when he was
talking seriously he began whistling and a great crowd gathered about him.3® Another was to
demonstrate a specific philosophical point. Thus on one level Diogenes’ celebrated public
performances of masturbation*® were ludicrous, and deliberately so; on another they were
intended to demonstrate in the most graphic manner the casc with which sexual needs, the
source of such anguish to human beings, can be satisficd.#1 The frequently cxaggerated,

3 Cf Dudley (n. 4) 134

37 Cass.D. Ixvi 13; Suet. Vesp. 13; Kindserand (n. 1)
95 f; Billerbeck (n. 1) 47 i

38 For other Tacitean attacks on ‘ambico’ cf, Agric.
43, 42.4, Hist. iv 6.1. A referce objects that in Hit iv
40.3 Tacitus is implying that Demetrius was unfaithful
0 his philosophical principles (‘Cynicam scetam pro-
o he neverthles acied ambioss quam honce-
tus). This is certainly Tacitus’ view. My argument
simply is that Tacitus is wrong, since to the Cynic
‘b’ and ‘honestam’ arc mot opposed concepts
“ambitio s preciscly the rebice by which "honestum’ is
advertised or performed. Tacitus, in short, docs not
understand Cynicism. The referee also points out that
Tacius is particalrly outraged by Celer's betrayal of
“friendship’ (Hist iv 10) and argucs that Cynicism,
which sct high value on the concept of fricndship’ (se¢

below), could not condone such a betrayal. But | do not
argue that Cynicism could condone such behaviour, but
ather that the Cynic concept of gudia on a large scale
(including, in the last resors, gularfpuwrnia or friend-
ship' for al men) cnabled Cynics to move from simple
condemnation of those who committed morally wrong
acts (including the betrayal of gidia) to a more
understanding attiude. There are always those (ike
Tacitus) who misundersiand, or refuse to accepr, such
an attitude. It remains significant that Tacitus docs not
use some harsher word chan ‘ambitiosius” he is uncasily
aware that Demetrius’ action was not smply ‘inhones-

39D vi 2. “© DL vi 69 ctc

1 D.Chr. vi 16 fF. 1 here assume that Dio Chryso-
stom is (somtimes) a good source for Cynicism, with
two caveats: (1) some of his works are obviously more
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sometimes ridiculous character of this ostentatious behaviour was itsclf a didactic ploy:
“Diogenes used to say that he followed the example of the trainers of choruses, for they too sct
the note a litle high, o ensure that the rest would hit the right note."#2 Often these displays
would put the Cynic in a humiliating or degrading position. This too was deliberate:
humiliation trained the Cynic's kaprepia and drdfeta, but it was also a device by which he
sought to ingratiate himsclf with his audience.  In this we can almost compare the role of the
Cynic with that of a medicval court fool. If, then, we are prepared to consider the possibilicy that
Demetrius was philosophically serious in his defence of Celer, there is no diffculty in the fact that
Tacitus describes his action as ‘ambitiosius’. A man who finds the typical Stoic suicide ‘ambitiosa”
would certainly find Demetrius’ behaviour ‘ambitiosius’. Demetrius himself could have agreed
with this description, but have differed from Tacitus in insisting that the ‘ambitio” could be
justified.

Another aspect of Cynic teaching technique may be relevant. Cynics liked to express
themselves in seemingly self-contradictory paradoxes. For example, they could equally describe
the Cynic way of life as a lfe of ‘toil’ or of ‘case’. This use of paradox often involved the
revaluation of concepts to which they were fundamentally opposed. They would vilify such
things s ‘glory’, ‘wealth’, and ‘pleasurc’, for cxample, and then claim to possess them
themselves. 44 Naturally this process might involve the use of pungent rhetoric, an art of which
many Cynics were master. S This technique could be extended to discussion of men’s characters.
The Cynics, for example, habirually criticised Alexander the Grea for being the slave of
ambition and riigos, *S but Onesicritus, pupil of Diogenes, was able to present Alexander as the
dihoodos év Gmhats, a deliberate, and paradoxical, contradiction in terms, since a Cynic
philosopher by definition went without dma and regarded them as uscless at best.47 The
attempt to ‘revalue’ as it were the character of the criminal Celer could therefore be Cynic,
provided that something could be said in his favour. In this limited sensc (but only in this imited
sense) I think that Griffin may be right in suggesting that Demerrius may have hoped to achieve a
thetorical taur de force. Equally, such behaviour would scem to be part of the ‘proverbial
“cussedness” and perversity” of the Cynies emphasiscd by Toynbee, though Cynic behaviour at
its best was never merely "cussed’.

Finally, let us recall that Demetrius’ intervention took place at a rial, at which passions on
both sides must have been high. The role of the Cynic as Reconciler,* in both private and public
spheres (a distinction meaningless to Cynics), a role which goes back at least to Crates, may well
also be relevant.

The general manner, or style, of Demetrius’ intervention, then, is actually characteristically
Cynic. But style without content is alien to Cynicism (at least in theory). How then might
Demetrius have justified his apparently shocking decision to defend the repellent P. Celer?

109

(i) The relations o the Cynic with his peers
First of all, could Demetrius have been influenced by the fact that Celer was a diddaogos?

relevant than_others (many are not Cynic at all); (2)
formal exposition of Cynic doctrine need not entail

ere or practical adherence to Cynicism. For Dio as
‘Cynic'sce H. von Arnim, Leben und Werke des Dio vo.
Prusa (Berlin 1898) 245; Hoistad (n. 8) so-61, 8604,
150-220; Moles, JHS xcvii (1978) 94-6: . also n. 110
below. The objections of P. Desideri, Dione di Prasa: wn
inteletuale_greco nell” impero romans (Messina/Firenze
1978) 537 i, and C. P. Jones, The Roman World of Dio
Chrysostom (Cambridge Mass.[London 1978) vi. 49 .,
scem to me misconceived in principle.

“@DL i35

“ Cynic sclf-humiliation: Hoistad (n. 8) 60 ., 97.
101, 196 £ ingratiation: Demetr. Eloc. 261,

4+ Cynic ‘revaluation’ of concepts they vilified: df

Kindstrand (n. 7) 65, 252

43 G Kindstrand (1. 1) 03 and n. 45.

4 Cynic portrayal of Alexander: sce c.g. Haistad (n.
8) 204 f£3 ). R. Hamilton, Plutarch: Alexander (Oxford
1969) Ivi, 34, 179: ). R. Fears, Philol. cxviti (1974) 1305
see also Moles, “The Datc and Purposc of the Fourth
Kingship Oration of Dio Chrysostom’ Class. .
(forthcoming).

7St xv 1.64=Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17 uselessness
of gma: . c.g. Philodemus mepi 7w Drauxan, col
14=W. Crénert, Kolotes und Menedems (Munich 1906,
repr. Amscerdam 1965) 61. Some scholars have faied to
sce the parador in Onesicricus'‘Cymic’ interpretation of
Alexander

“ Documentation in n. 73
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We may uscfully begin by considering the relations of the Cynic cogds with his fellow
men.

Among men the only gudéa that the Cynic recognised unequivocally*? was with 76 duoles.
Itis unclear how far, if acall, P. Celer, before he was corrupted, would have been regarded by a
Cynic s a qogds. Cynic oghéa was a much more practicable ideal than Stoic,% but Celer was,
after all, from a different school, and his luxurious way of life was very far from the Cynic way
of life asstrctly defined and sometimes practised. Nevertheless,itis comprehensible thata Cynic
might feel a certain philosophical kinship with a Stoic in theory (becausc of the debt that
Stoicism owed to Cynic ethics, the admiration that many Stoics felt for Diogenes, and the
‘Cynic’ characteristics of radical Stoics), as many Cynics obviously did in practice, particularly ac
this period (as e.g. Demetrius’ relationship with Thrasea Pactus and Sencca). But would this
sense of kinship lapse or be annulled if the vogds lost his virtuc, as Celer clearly had? In strict
theory, the question should not arise, since for the Cynics, as for the Stoics, dper is
avaméPAnros and the aoss is dvaudpryros.* But in practice this Cynic position, like the
corresponding Stoic position, was not maintained as absolutcly as the strict theory would
suggest. To take a clear examples it s cvident that the suicide of Heracles, the Cynic paragon of
virtue, which on the face of it was an act of cowardice, posed the Cynics awkward problems, and
they devised various expedients to explain, or excusc, it.32 Moreover, it is obvious that in
practice the apparently uncompromising proposition 6 cods ¢ios 76 Suoiw might be diluted
in either, or both, of two ways: (1) some Cynics were prepared to extend their definition of
$dia. When, for example, Crates in his pleasant parody of Solon, prays déduior 8¢ dikars,
YAuxepdv riflere, he is clearly not restricting the use of gidot to of Suotot in the purist Cynic
sense. Demonax is even described by Lucian as ¢idos . . . Gmaog®* and Epictetus claims that
Diogenes (of all people!) ‘loved everybody', and although asa statement of fact that claim scems
somewhat remarkable, what i significant for our purposcs is that in a Cynic context (which this
i) it could be made at all. 55 (These two passages in fact imply that the truc Cynic is in a state of
udia with mankind at large; I shall return later to the question of Cynic ¢utasfparmia.) (2) Not
all Cynics claimed that they themsclves were codo or even that complete aogia was possible
Crates apparently would have made neither claim.%® The evidence is hardly good enough to
decide Diogenes’ position on this question. It is true that for Diogencs, as for all Cynics, the path
0 vitue was ‘casy’, 7 but extensive dainats was necessary,5® and it may be that Diogenes did
not himself claim perfection. Alternatively, it is possible that Cratcs here modified Diogenes”

4 stress chis qualification, because the Cynic did in
fact recognise obligations towards others besides his
dyaoror, and chisis an important aspect of Cynicism—
sec below. For the ¢udia of the aoghds with his dpoos .
cg,DL wiros s st

50 1 justiy this statement, wich a possible qualifica-
ion, below (p. 114).

51 D.L. vi 105. The wording of tis formulation may
show Stoic influence (dvamdBhmros is a Stoic technical
term, though dvapdpryros is found carler: LS] s.v),
but the Cynics must have acccpted the content on the
old Socratic per defnitionem acgument

520/, Horstad (n. 8) 54 £, 61, 66 .

= Crates fr. 1.5 Diehl; Solon Jr. 13 West

54 Lucian Demanax 10, In several respects Demonax’
Cynicism was impure, buc his basic oricntation was
ey Coic f Dudey fn, ) 158 and A in
ANRW i 16.1 (1978) 59 €. In the anccdote of Demonax:
21 (p. 113 below) Demonax tacitly accepts the label
“Cynic
e, 2.6, canno e disus how fr e
legitimate to extrapolate Cynic doctrine from Epic-
ek, Ther e comments Wher it e 10 me 3 o

emphasis to say that Epictetus has been influenced by
Cynicism than that he is working with idcas which were
indeed originally Cynic but have now been transmuted
o Stoic.

DL vi 89 dddvaro evar ddudmrarov edpeiv,
AN’ Gomep & poui xai ampov Twa kxwov elvar.
budrraros' s St techmal i so i dictum
may be contaminated by the Stoic tradicion (though it is
possible, here as clsewhere, that such terminology
derives from Antisthencs, in which case it would have
been available to carly Cynics independently of Stoi-
cism), bur the senciment is consistent with what is
known of Crates' humane personality. It s truc chat the
pomegranate analogy appears in Teles (5sH =O'Neil
In- 7] 63) and in Sencea (Ep. mor. 55.5): both reject it in
favour of the more rigorous traditional Cynic-Stoic
ideal of dndfeia, and Sencca explicily aribures the
analogy o the Peripatetics. Moreover, Teles quorcs
Crates cliewhere for moderate Cynic views, but not
hee. But on the whole, Lincline to regard the dictum a5
ben trovato

57 Cf c.g. DL vi 70.

Gl DLviof.
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views.? But, cither way, itis the general point which is important. Interestingly, in the present
case, Sencca’s evidence indicates that Demetrius did not claim absolute ‘sapientia’.

“Thus, as a Cynic, Demetrius could have felt a certain interest in the fate of Celer, either asa
$iddoogos whose dpers had been corrupted, or simply as a gidos in an extended sense.
Koestermann may thercfore be partly right in suggesting that Demetrius was influenced by
“Korpsgeist’, though not necessarily by ‘falsch verstandenem Korpsgeist'. But he would stll have
had to say something in explanation, or mitigation, of Celer's behaviour.

One obvious line of justification suggests itself. Celer had played a relatively minor role in
the trial of Soranus. He was merely  ‘testis’, whereas the prosecutor was Ostorius Sabinus. The
attack in 70 on Celer, an insignificant figure, scems to have been an attempt by Musonius and his
assocates to ‘test the water', while for the time being the great delatores like Eprius Marcellus
were left alone. (Helvidius' dircct attack upon Marcellus under Galba had failed) It could
therefore be reasonably argued that it was unjust to single our Celer.¢t Dudley may, then, be
partly right in implying that Demetrius was motivated by a sense of fairness, for duatoai was
a great Cynic concept.%2 But there could have been more to Demetrius’ defence than that.

(iv) The elations of the Cynic with ordinary men

I have discussed the relations of the Cynic, whether aodds in the full sense or not, with his
Spotor. The relationship and attitude of the Cynic to ordinary men present difficult problems,
‘mostly because the evidence is defective. But | shall reat them in some detail, because they are, [
think, relevant to the present case, in respect both of the Cynic's conception of his duty to
ordinary men and of his understanding of human wrong-doing, and because they affect our
interpretation of Cynicism at a fundamental level.

Itis an idea basic to Cynicism that the true Cynic is on the one hand a solitary, self-sufficient,
passionless figure (u6vos, avrdpis and dmabis are standard epithets), 3 but on the other hand
fecls a concern for other men. In itsclf, this is not so much an inconsistency in Cynicism as a
paradox: the wise man, though udvos, is not an isolated, but rather an independent,
individual. ¢ He himselfis sclf-sufficient, but he may have dealings with other men—on his own
torms. But who, in this context, count as ‘other men'? Other wise men (or of course, women), ¢
the wise man's Gpotot, with whom he shares uAa, obviously come into that category. But herc
an important question arises: is the catcgory of ‘other men’ restricted to the wise? Several factors
would seem to suggest this, notably: (1) the apparently absolute division among men that the
Cynics made between ‘the wisc', who are ‘few’, and "the foolish’, who arc ‘many’;%¢ (2) the
harsh descriptions the Cynics used of other men and of their own activities towards them;®” (3)
the Cynic doctrine & qopés $idos 7é> Spioie, which scems, with its apparent rejection of
ordinary is, to be thorougly dliist in its implications;® (4) the strong Cynic sense sometimes
given to the word dvBpawros, which can be used to mean ‘free man’, o, in cffect, Cynic ‘wise

59 So Heistad (n. ) 128

0 De Ben. vi 8.2 perhaps also Vit beat, 18.3 with
M. T.Grifin, CR xxxi (1981) 59, though Sencca’s oinc
s there obscure.

©1 So, apparendy, Kindstrand (. n. 34 above)

B i (n.7) 214 £

3 ubvos: f ¢.g. Antish. Od. 2, 8=fr. 15.2.8 Carz;
DL vi 38 D.Chr. vi 60; abrdpucrs: d. e D.L. i 78,
108; drmdfys: o c.g. D.L. vi 2= Antisth. fr. 128 Caizzi
(for Antisthencs as ‘Cynic’ o n. 8 above). Here, as
elsewhere, I follow Hoistad (n. ) 94 . (d. also F. D.
Caizai, Antisthenis Fragmenta [Varesc]Milan 1966] 90 )
in sccing scrious philosophical content in Antisthencs’
Ajax and Odysseus. A purely thecorical approach, a ¢.g
G. Kennedy, The At of Persuasion in Greeee (London
1063) 1702, yields lice.

©4 G J. M. Rist, Stoi Philosophy (Cambridge 1960)
61, correcting H. C. Baldry, The Unity of Mankind in
Greck Thought (Cambridge 1965) 111. In what follows,
however, [ go furcher than Rist in giving a positive
value to Cynic dudarbpurnia. g

5 Cynicism is basically non-sexist. Rst (n. 64) 61 .
discuses Cynic views on the reltonsip betwecn the
sexes excellently.

9 Cf. .. Kindstrand (n. 7) 157, 220.

97 Eg. of mAeigror are one finger removed from
madness’ (D.L. i 35 cic); the Cynic's activities arc
regularly described in such terms as eAéyyew/éeréyxe,
mirude, xoAdlw, Aowdopéw, pépbopias, dreidiles,
exc. for representative documentation see G. A. Ger-
hard, Phoenix von Kolophon (Lcipeig/Berlin 1000) 358

8 This s Baldry’s main argument (0. 64) 111
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man’.89 An dvfpwnos in this sensc is apparently by definition a Cynic aogds. Does this mean
that those who are not d@fpamot in this sense are of no account to the Cynic, as being un- or
sub-human?

Bu there are serious objections to the view that to the Cynics ‘other men’ means simply and
solely ‘other wise men’. There is abundant evidence to show that Cynicism was a strongly
missionary philosophy,”® and it is obviously tru that in practice Cynics did not confine their
teaching to ‘the wisc’. Indeed, so far as their proselytising was concerned, it would have been
absurd to do so, since the gogds by definition does not require philosophical help: once he has his
oodia it is a permanent possession—his dperr is dvamdBAyros.”! Many Cynics seem to have
conducted their teaching in two very different ways—both before a relatively small circle of
followers and in public, before quite large crowds or any chance passer-by.”2 In the latter case
such Cynics must have been exhibiting (or a least, affecting) a concern for ‘other men’ in the
broader sense. That this cannot be dismissed as mere inconsistency is shown by the fact that the
Cynic is regularly characterised by a range of terms which necessarily imply a concem for
mankind at large. Thus, for example, the Cynic is a mai8ayayds, a 8iddaxados, an larpds, a
cwdpoviarifs, a voblernris, a edepyérys, an énigromos, a kardoxomos; he helps’ others, he
“saves’ them, he can be compared to the dyadds dafuww, and he sometimes cven resolves
quarrels and enters people’s houses for that purpose.”® He is, in short, gudvBpwros, and the
dvBpamou in this context are not restricted to @fpwrot in the strong Cynic sense.” (I discuss
Cynic ¢udavBparmia farther below.)

Al this seems to indicate a profound concern for the well-being of men in general, not just
“wise men’. It is true that attempts have been made to distinguish between early Cynicism, in
particular the Cynicism of Diogenes, and later Cynicism, which has been argued to be a
humanised, even bowdlerised, form. There is, admittedly, some justification for this. Thus, for
cxample, when Epictetus iii 24.64 describes Diogenes as fjuepos xai guddvfparmos (where
$udvBparmos takes a ‘soft’ colouring from the conjunction with fepos), we must be dealing

“Cf eg DL vi 41 60 (though note that
dvfperros does not invariably have ths connotation in
Cymic texts: o e.g. D.L.vi 56); for the view that this
implicsthat other men are sub-human se Baldry (n. 64)

70 The view of N. W. De Witt, Epicurus and his
Philosophy (Minncapolis 1954) 329, that Epicurcani
was ‘the only missionary philosophy produced by the
Greeks' (my itlicy) 5 incorecct, unless of course
Cyaicism is not classed 3 3 ‘philosophy” (sn arbitrary
contention).

71 This argument holds even though Cynic insi-
tence on the permanence of virtue was not always
sigorously maintained (sbovc). The argument is
actually used, though in a diflerent context, by Epice, i
26

72 ¢f. Kindsrand (n. 1) 90, (0. 7) 135

73 Fgive fiely full documentation of these concepts
in order 10 show thatthey are integral to Cynicism and
ot an apologetic Stoic refinement. OF course the
evidence docs ot permit precise dating of al these
concepss and it may occasionally be possible to
disinguish between Diogenic and Cratetean Cynicisn,
(though ths can casily be overdone-. sec below), but
the general picture s clar. mawdayuyds: . .8, D.L.vi
75,30 [Diog | Epp. 2.1, 30.5: Epic, i 22,17 Lucian
Pisc. 455 Gerhard (n. 67) 35: Hoistad (n. 8) 125 £, 131,
138, 176 ., 210; Kindsirand (n. 7) 200; Billrbeck,
Epikie: vom Kynisnus (Leiden 1978) 71; 3cbdoxaos: .
cig-Stob. i 1.5 Gerhard 35 ; tarpds: f c.g. Antisth.
14.4 Caizzi D.L.vi 3, 6= Antisch. fr. 185-6

Caizzi; D.L. vi 30, 36; Lucian Vit auet ; Hétstad 101 £,
118 £ Billerbeck 137: owgponiars: of cg. Str. xv
1.64=Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17 [Soctat ] Ep. 12 (p. 618
Hercher—Simon to Aristippus on Antisthenes): Julian
Or. vi 2133 Gerhard 36; voufernrs: f e.g. D.L vi86;
Gerhard 35; ebepyérns: f e.g. Epice. i 22,77, 1v 6.20,
M. Aurelius vii 36=Antsth. fir. 20ab Caizei
&nloxomos: df ¢.g. D.L vi 102; D.Chr. ix 1; Epict. it
272 Max. Tyr xv ocd: Billesbeck 136 £
xardononos: of cg. DL vi 17, 18=Antisth. fr. |
Caizzi: D.L. vi 43; Plut. quom. adu. ab amico intermosc.
70¢,de xil. 606 Epic. i 24.6-7, i 22.24; Cynic "help"
o cg. Crates fr. 1.5 Dicls, Bion fr. 75 Kindstrand:
[Diog] Ep. 29.4 Lucian Percgr. 33; Julan Or. vi 3016,
Cynic salvation': . c.g. Antisth. Od. 8, 10=fr. 15,8, 10
Caizzi; Stob. i 13.44, i 8,20, D.Chr. i 84, xxxii 3 (with
Histad 160): Plut. quom. adul. ab amico internosc. 73c, de
prof.in virt. 822, de cap.ex inim. util. S9b = Ancith. .77
‘Caizai, Cynic as dyas Bajuan: D.L. vi 74: Apul. Flor.

julian Or. vi 200 (arbitrarily deleted by cdd. like
Herdein and Wright); Lucian Demonax 63; this is
perhaps a specifically Cratetean characterstic; Cynic as
reconciler: . c.g. Xen. Mem. iv 65; Philod. Rhet, 223,12
F.(Sudhaus)=Antisth. fir. 1067 Caizzi; Str. xv
1.65=Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17 D.L. vi 6; Plut. Quars
conw. 632¢.cf. Brut. 4.5 Lucian Demonax s, 63; Apul.
Flor. 22 Julian Or. i 201b. Cf. also Plut. de fot, Alex.
329¢ (discussed below, p. 115). The continuity of Cynic
ideas over the centuricsis indeed striking

74.Cf. n. 69 above.
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with an attempt to alleviate and humanise the traditional character of Diogenes. But this linc of
argument can be taken too far. $iAavBpwnia in a broad sensc is a concept already latent in
Antisthenes”® and implicit in the tcaching of Diogenes,® and it scems to have found concrete
expression in Crates' alleged) giving of his wealth to the poor.”” One must distinguish in this
context between different aspects of geavfparmia. Early Cynicism is not incompatible with the
general concept—indeed, the Cynic's missionary zeal, which is attested from the first beginnings
of Cynicism, and many of his traditional roles, the most important of which scem also to be
integral to Cynicism (above), logically presuppose diAavBpwnia, although it s very ofien not
$ukavbparnia in the ‘softer’ sense. Later Cynicism, or at least some branches of it, following the
example of the humane and kindly Crates,” emphasised gedavfpema in the ‘softer” sense, but
this i a difference of emphasis, and not of fandamentals. Concern for the well-being of onc’s
fellow man is basic to Cynicism in all its forms, though this concern could be articulated in
contrasting ways—harshly and aggressively, 4 la Diogencs, or humancly and benignly,  la
Crates. A good example of the former type is the portrayal of Diogenes given by Dio
Chrysostom in his Or. v, vi, viii, ix and x. In Dio Diogenes is the sual stern critic of the folly of
mankind (a view no doubt much trucr to the historical Diogenes than that offered by Epictetus
i 24.64), but his concern for the moral well-being of others i patent and a fundamental part of
his philosophical activity. The cssential point that cven the harsh and aggressive type of Cynic
must not withdraw completely from mankind at large is niccly brought out in the cxchange
beeween the fanatical Peregrinus and the humane Demonax recorded by Lucian.”® To
Percgrinus’ accusation that Démonax s not a true Cynic because of the humanity and jocularity
he deploys in his relations with his fellow human beings (o3 xuvds), Demonax replics that
Percgrinus has taken his Cynicism to such cxtremes that he can no longer be counted a member
of the human race (osx dvfparmifeis).*© It is important to realisc that this is not an cxchange
between 2 Cynic and 2 non-Cynic about the merits of Cynicism, but an exchange between
fellow Cynics (Demonax here implicily accepts that he can be classified as a Cynic) about the
real nature of Cynicism.

Thus gudavfparmia in a profound sense (‘love of mankind’), as opposed to a trivial sense
(kindliness', ‘gentleness') is integral to Cynicism. This conclusion has, indeed, been disputed on
three main grounds, and though these grounds are inadequate, it is worth analysing them to scc
where the error lies:

3

(1) it has been argued that Cynic ¢uhavfpermia would be hard to reconcile with the élitism
of the doctrine & aodés didos 6 duoie:®

(2) explicit attestation of Cynic guAasfpwria is dight;5>

(3) some texts actually contrast the Cynic attitude to other men with $davBpwria.3

These difficulties look much more formidable than they are. (1) is a simple misconception, as
I'hope to show below. () and (3) go together. Explicit attestation of Cynic duAavBparmia is
indeed slight, but in fact this proves nothing. Relative dearth of explici atcestation of a concept is
not an argument against the existence of that concep, if other considerations seem to make its
existence certain, 4 especially when the totality of the evidence is so defective. In any case itis
casy to understand why duAavBparria should be relatively scldom atcributed to Cynics. From

7 Cf . Cainzi 1 (on Antisch, O),

79 As even Baldry (n. 64) 111 admits.

77 DL vi 878

78 Cf c.g. Julian Or. vi z01b-—.

7 Demonax 21.

0 For similar_verbal jibes against Cynic/Stoic
extremes d. lin. Ep. viil 16,34, Sen. Ep. mor. 9.5, and
Cic. ad Quint frar. it 10(9).3 (with my note in LCM
vii.§ [May 1942] 63-s).

=150 Baldry (n. 64) 111

250, c.g. ). de Romilly, La dowceur dans e penséc

grecque (Paris 1979) 211 f. For explicit references to
Cynic dhavbparmia sec c.g. D.Chr. iv 24; Epict. it
24.64; Lucian Demonax 11; scholarly discussion and
bibliography in Kindstrand (n. 7) 247.

© For useful documentation sce_ A, J. Malherbe,
Novum Testamentum xii (1970) 210 f. Cf. .. Stob.
8.20 (2 Demetrian—sce Billerbeck [n. 1] 57 f).

=4 For this important methodological point (in quitc
different contexss) f .. H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of
Zeus (Berkeley(London 1971) 13 T. C. W. Stinton,
CQ v (1975) 251
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the fourth century onwards gulasBpuwrnla is very often used of ‘mildness’ or ‘gentleness’, a
quality not possesscd by those Cynics who practised the harsher brand of Cynicism represented
by Diogenes. But this does not disqualify them from being considered ¢udvBparmot in the more
profound sensc. By the same token, a Cynic who s harsh in his criticism of mankind can in turn
be criticised for lack of gudavéparmia by those who belicve that gentler tcaching methods are
likely to be more productive, but such a Cynic may nevertheless be motivated by ‘love of
mankind’. The general point is clementary and was indecd widely appreciated by ancient
philosophers, both Cynic and non-Cynic.55

At this juncture, a further question ariscs: is there any inconsistency between these two
aspects of traditional Cynicism—on the one hand the abuse, often vitriolic, of of oMo, on the
other the profound concern for all men, including of moAXot? At times there scems to be a certain
awkwardness arising from these two opposing emphascs, but fundamentally therc is no real
inconsistency, because of the Cynic view of the nature of man.%¢ The Cynic gogds is a man in
his ideal, or perfect, state—the only true dvfpwrmos. But all men, whatever their culture or
background (relevant factors here are the Cynic emphasis on the absolute meaninglessness of
social distinctions, their rejection of conventional wacdeia, and their readiness fo cite the
practices of non-Greek peoples as standards of what is ‘good” or ‘natural’),8” have a natural
endowment of voss or Adyos.®8 Their xaxla is the product of ignorance, and virtue can be
“taught’.3% The Cynic tries to remove their ignorance and to inculcate virtuc. Moreover, the
acquisition of virtuc is ‘easy’®®—casy, admitcedly, only along the lines of the Reagan aphorism
‘it's simple, but its not casy’s but it i important that Cynicism, which despiscd both
conventional raiSeia and all theoretical speculation,®! was unencumbered by the intellecrual
impedimenta of other philosophical schools, and was indeed ‘easy’ in an intellcctual sense. Thus
on the one hand ordinary men are not the Cynic's fellow men because they are not ‘real”
dvBpemon, but on the other they are the Cynic's fellow men because all men have a natural
capacity for the auainment of the Cynic state, itslf an “casy’ matter. All men are therefore
potentially dvBpwmot in the full Cynic sense. This kind of double attitude—the emphasis on the
exclusiveness of Cynicism and the Cynic claim to help mankind at large—is llustrated in many
Cynic texts, but perhaps nowhere more graphically than in Epictetus’ mepi vmopios.®2
Epictetus, for example, insists vehemently on the purist Cynic definition of gudia,?® but his
Cynic s the usual wasdevrifs, maidaywyds (i 22.17), xardaxomos (i 22.24), ctc., who has a
strong sense of missionary duty towards his misguided fellow-men and fecls gidavfpermia
towards all (ii 22.81)

If, then, thesc arguments are sound, we must conclude that the Cynics operated a double
classification of the relations between the gogds and the ignorant majority: on the one hand, as a
matter of empirical fact, there was a vast gulf between the two, and the ignorant majority did

© Documentation n Malherbe (n. 83) 208 f; dialso ™% Cynic vods: o eg. Pluc de Swoic. repugn.

M. W. Dickic in Papers of the Liverpool Latin Seminar
Third Volume 1981, - Caiens (Liverpool 1981 199 .

5 Arguments analogous to those that follow here
have of course been widely used in relation to Stoicism
(and cven Epicurcanism), but are generally ignored in
discussion of Cynicism (owing, 1 believe, to failure to
take Cynicism seriously)

7 Meaninglessness of socia distinctions: e.g. D.L. vi
108 rejection of conventional waibela: ¢.g. DL vi
103-4; non-Greek peoplesas scandards: ¢.g. D.L.vi 73;
E. Weber, De Dione Chrysostomo Cynicorum Secatore
(Gotha 1887) 127-33; a slightly less dismissive auicude
t0 masdeia appears in Antisthenes’ docteine of the drr
madbea (Antisth. fr. 27 Caizei; D.Chr. iv 29 fF; Hoistad
In. 3 56 ). which allowed human B 2 cerain
small value, but the concession was minimal, nor was
this the usual Cynic view.

10390 Antisth, fr. 67 Caizzi; [Diog.| Epp. 3.3, 40.5;
D.Chr. x 28; Cynic Abyos: o cg. DL vi 24, 73:
indistinguishable from these is the yvcpn of Max. Tyr.

*Eg DL vit05

29 DL vi 70 (and many other refs).

21 Gf n. 87 above.

22 Epict i 22 how far this work is properly Cynicis
of coure debarable. dicusion in Dudley (- 4) 100-3
(very balanced) and Billerbeck (n. 73) 1~9; the ejection
of Cynic dvaideta and the use of some Stoic termino-
logy excepted, there i, belicve, litle that s not Cynic,
although it s of coursc Stoic as well. Cf. also p. 123
below.

3l 22.62 . (Billerbeck's comments ad lc. are
misconceived)






[image: image13.png]THE CYNIC'S ATTITUDE TO MORAL CORRUPTION

not even qualify as ‘men’at all; but on the other hand, there was  bond of humanity between the
two classes. As with Cynic ¢ulavfpenia, it is unfortunately difficult to cite texts which make
explicit the doctrine that all men are potentially dfpemot in the full Cynic sense. If pressed, I
would be prepared to cite a number of estimonia where it seems to me that the idea is strongly
implied. For cxample, Antisthenes i reported by Xenophon as saying: ‘rovrovs (rupdyvous)
mdvo owrip’. This “fragment’ of Antisthenes is not authentic, in the sense that it can hardly
reflect Antisthenes’ actual words, but it may at least faithfully refiect Antisthenes” general
artitude. Its relevance lies in the fact that in Greek thought ‘pity” is an emotion that depends on a
sense of kinship between the pitier and the pitied.?* More strikingly, there is the famous
statement in Plut. de fort. Alex. 32b that the main principle of Zeno's Republic was mdvras
vBpiimous fycpella Syusras «ai moiras. For various reasons, many scholars have shied
away from taking this statement at face value, but if it is so taken (as I belicve it should be), itis
highly relevant to the present discussion. Zeno's Politeia was heavily influenced by Cynic
thought, and the formulation mdvras dvfpcmous . . . Syuéras kai mokiras looks cssentially
similar to the famous Cynic doctrine of ‘cosmopolitanism: both formulations arc paradoxes, in
which the idea of a small political unit (the 37os or m6)i) is deliberately juxtaposed with the
idea of the largest grouping possible. The paradoxical word play is characteristically Cynic and
initselfanother reason for taking mdvras dyfpcsmovs at face value. I think it likely therefore that
Zeno was here reflecting the teaching of Diogenes and Cratcs. Finally, in this same passage of
de ort. Alex. Alexander is described as SiaMaxs 7éw SAaww (3200). Plutarch’s argument here is
that whereas Zeno's prescription was purely theoretical, Alexander actually put such precepts
into practice. Thus each of Alexander's achievements is an analogue of some philosophical
recommendation.s Now the notion of the philosopher s 'the reconciler” is very Cynic,7 and
the hypothesis that in the present conexct this is a Cynic analogy is supported by Plutarch’s
general reliance upon Onesicritus in this essay.?® The description of Alexander as ‘reconciler of
the whole world" may thercfore refiect a Cynic concpt of the unity of mankind.

Needless to say, these interpretations are highly controversial and cannot in any case be fully

115

°¢ Andsthenes: Xen. Smp. iv 37=fr. 117.22 Caizzi;
to Aristotle the arousal of pity depends on duoiéTys
(Rhet. 138513, 1386224), which is the normal Greck
view: . in general K. J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality
(Oxford 197) 195 fi.

% Zeno's Politeia: Baldry, JHS lxix (1959) 3 ., and
(0 64) 153 fF: Rise (n. 64) 64 its Cynic character:
D.L. v 4 with the discussions of Baldry and Rist

Against the “universalise interprecation of mavras
dulpimous here adopted, i s been wrged e ()
there is no evidence that Zeno held such a view (Rist
65). But this is just peiiio principi. (2) a universalist
principle would conis with the s acesed n D1
vii 32-4 (Baldry). This is 2 misunderstanding of the
Cynic-Storc 'two-tier” clasification of mankind: sec
M. H. Fisch, AJPIvii (1937) 67 f. Nor (pace Fsch) need
it be supposed that mdvras dvfpdmous are actual
members of the state, especially if Zeno's Politeia
describes both che ideal scate and the aceitude of the wise
o the present (O. Murray, CR xvi [1966] 369). D L. viit
324 Gan be regarded as a tatement o fact, Plur. d fort.
Alex. 320a-b of the ideal or potential (as indeed
Platarch represents it). (3) a universalst principle is
incompatible with the apparent form of the Politia,
which was jussive or prescriptive (Baldry [n. 64] 161
). This objection is met by the same argument asin (2)
above.

“The main suggested alternative interprecations to the.
“universahst mecpretation e () méoras &vOpdmove
only means “everybody', ‘all people’ in a weak sense

(Baldry, JHS Lxxix [1959] 13). This scems highly
unlikely. Not only are there dificultics in devising 3
suitably weak application for the phrase, but this
interpretation is incompatible with (3) the internaional
character of Zeno's preseriptions and (b) the strong
paradox. of wdvras dvlpimous . . dyudras xai
moXiras. (2) mdvras dvdpamovs means ‘all wise men’
(Murray). On this hypothesis Plutarch is twisting
Zeno's doctrine to suit his own argument. But this iy
very forced: Plutarch's wording 1 unequivocal: not
only mdvras dvfpdmous (in paradoxical conjunction
with npdras xai modiras), but aso efs 6 Bios f wai
dopos. Rist 65 suggests instcad that Plutarch's account
of Zena's wending s correet, but that Zeno was wsing
d@vBpwror in the sirong Cynic sense. Again, this sccms
highly implausible. Elsewhere, the context makes clear
when @fpwmos has 2 strong sensc. I Plutarch’s
rendering of Zeno's wording is remotely accurate, this
did not apply t0 Zeno's wse of dfpuwmos. Rists
interpretation also fils to give full value to the paradox
in Zeno's words. Insum, [ believe that Fisch and others
are cight to take mdvras dvpdmous as ‘all human
beings

9SG Fisch (n. 05) 66 ff.

7 Cf-n. 7. The contention of A. B. Bosworth, JHS
< (1980) 4, that Pluarch’s interpretation of Alexander
stems largely from interestin the ideas of reconciliation
and fusion n the Roman Empire, scems to me to
disregard che  philosophical background, which is
CynicfStoic.
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justified here. So, while I believe that these testimonia offer some support for the arguments put
forward to show that the Cynics must have believed that all men were potentially full Cynic
GvBpawnot, 1 hope that the case may stand without the support of such controversial items.

‘At this juncture, [ must make another important point. My whole discussion of the Cynic
conception of ‘other men’ has been framed on the assumption that we are talking of the true
Cynic, the oodds/dvlparos par excellence. But if,as already pointed out, not all Cynics claimed
to be gogol in the strict sense, it must follow that such Cynics would find it even easier to feel
$eMia with mankind at large. Some Cynics must surely have taken something like the position of
humane Stoics like Panactius.?® This attitude, indeed, may well go back as far as Crates.!%®

1 have prolonged this discussion, clementary though I fear it may be, simply in order to
demonstrate that the &itism of Cynicism, which on onc level is real enough, is in the final
analysis less important than its “philanthropy’. Cynicism is not just an inward-looking
philosophy: the Cynic, at all phascs of Cynicism, is not merely preoccupied with his own moral
condition—he is also deeply concerned with the moral condition of others, even the most
depraved.101

How might this apply to Demetrius and Celer? I have already argued that Demetrius could
have been concerned with the corruption of Celer, if Celer is regarded as a giAdaogos. Butin the
light of the above analysis it should be clear that he could also have been concerned with the
corruption of Celer, if Celer is regarded simply as the normal ‘ignorant’ human being,
Morcover, Cynicism could have provided Demetrius with the justification not only for
castigating Celer's vice but also for attempting to ‘cure’ it. Could it also have provided a
justification for coming to Celer’s defence in his time of trouble? The answer, T belicve, is yes,
and here again we must explore the implications of the Cynic understanding of vice.

() The Cynic understanding of vice

Vice is the product of ignorance, virtue of knowledge. In cffect, the virtuous lfe is cquated
with 76 kara ¢oow Liv, and the phrase xara gow is given a very basic, primitivist, meaning,
as both the practice of the Cynics and their characteristic appeals to animal behaviour reveal 102
Man maust live in his natural state. Broadly speaking (and the Cynic analysis of virtue and vice
was nothing if not broad) the ignorance of vice is the result of the corrupting influence of
civilisation. Hence the virtuous statc in Cynicism is frequently described in Golden Age terms.
Man is therefore seen as fundamentally innocent, befor his corruption by civilisation and all the
evils it brings with it—greed, love of glory, wars, addiction to pleasures, etc. 03 By virtue of

% Cf. Hamilion (n. 46) xxxi. Bosworth (n. 97) 4
argues instead that Plutarch has ‘totally transformed®
Onesicrius’ view, which was ‘of an Alexander whosill

13.43 [Diogenes]). Such a ‘fragment’ may of course not
be auchenie, but s at least consistent with Ancishenes’
persons in Xenophon (g Xen. Smp. iv 37=f. 117.32

has sympathy for the scarch for wisdom even in the
cars o empne, whereas for Plunrch Alexander noc
only sympathiscs with philosophical heoris, he embo-
dies and perfects them in his actions'. The centrality of
the thesis*Alexander philosophus” to Onesicrivus’ work
i indeed debatable, but Fisch (n. 95) 129 i makes {on
the whole)a good case for supposing that the thesis was
not incidental but expounded at length and ilustrated in
several different contexts. (Even in Strabo Alexander is
ukdoodos & Smhass, ie. “he embodies and perfects
philosophical theories in his actions') Note too that in
Str. xv 1.65 the Gymnosophists are seen 2 reconilrs.
99 Cf. especially Sen. Ep. mor. 116.5=. 114; discus-
sion in Rist (n. 64) 187 ff., 213 f1: Grifim (n. 24) 179 1.
190 Cf . 56,
191 Cf especially the Chrise-like sentiment of Anti-
sthenes: DL vi 6=fr. 186 Caizzi (similarly Stob. iii

Caizzi, discussed above p. 115 and 1. 04).

192Eg. D.L. vi 71; appeals to animal behaviour:
D.L.vi 22; D.Che. v 22, ctc. Many scholars have faled
o realise how fa the Cynic idenfication of the ‘good”
life with life "according to nature’ depended upon the
primicivst ideal. It is not true that Diogenes ‘does not
el us what virtue i’ (Rist [n. 6] so): the Cynic answer
0 the quesion is (no doub imadequate, buc it
explici

103 Basictexts for this kind of reconstruction: D.L. vi
44 Stc. xv 1.64 = Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17, D.Chr. vi 22
£; [Diog] Ep. 32.3; Lucian Fug. 17, Max. Tyr. Or.
ocx; discussion in P. Vidal-Naquet, JHS xcvii (1975)
135. More generally relevant are the fragments of
Diogenes' Hokereia (conveniendy, if carclessly, dis-
cussed by Ferguson [n. 5] 89 ) and Crates” Pera (best
discusion in Hoistad [n. 8] 120 7).
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their natural endowment of vods all men have the potential of achieving truc sclf-know-
ledge, 9% that i, the knowledge of the essential nature of man, and of ‘stripping off * the
corruption wrought by civilisation and returning to their natural state.195 Now this view of
man ought to mean that the Cynic could take an understanding, if not an indulgent, view of
human vice. Of course it may be sid that the same applics, at least potentially, to any
philosophical system which analyses vice in terms of ignorance. This is truc, but there were
particular elements in Cynicism, stemming admittedly from s very theoretical deficiencics,
which logically imply a fundamentally rather optimistic view of man. In so far, for example, as
Cynicism dealt with the problem of cvil, it argued (a) that mvos s good for man, 16 and (b) that
evil in human beings resulted, ultimately, from the corrupting influcnce of civilisation. There
was thus no place in Cynicism for the dualisic notions that are found in various strands of
Platonic and even Stoic thought. Furthermore, Cynicism, unlike Stoicism, asserced the
uselessness of conventional madeia for the acquisition of virtuc, and unlike both Stoicism and
Epicureanism did not require its doctrine to be supported by claborate physical theories. 97 In a
real, though paradosical, sense Cynicism was ‘easy’ (above). The description of Cynicism as a
“short cut to virtae” may be Stoic, 1% but it accurately reflects the Cynic attirude to the problem
of the acquisition of virtue. And Cynic virtuc is, in the lase resort, merely a return to man's
natural state.

Thus a Cynic ought, in theory, to be able to say of the undoubtedly corrupt P. Celer: ‘He's
undoubtedly corrupt, but underneath his corrupt exterior he is a human being and he can be
saved'; and to regard his essential (or, from another point of view, his potential) humanity as a
saving grace. It must be admitted that such an attitude is infrequently aested in Cynicism,
partly, no doub, becausc of the general dearth of reliable Cynic testimonia, mostly, one suspects,
because of the other side of Cynicism—the cmphasis on the castigation of vice, a procedure
which many Cynics carried out with such gusto as almost to obscure the basically
outward-looking and positive character of their philosophy. Nevertheless, there are some texts
which expound a basically Cynic view and make such an attitude explicit. For example, Plutarch
tellsthe story of how when Diogenes saw a child cating sweets he struck the child’s mauayeyds,
not the child himself, on the ground that the fault lay with him who had faled to teach, no with
him who had failed to learn. 1% The historicity of such an anccdote may well be nil, but it may
still be ben trovato. Tt is Cynic to condemn the cating of fancy food and the apparently bizarre, but
in its own way logical, behaviour of Diogenes is also appropriately Cynic. If, s is the case, the
thinking behind Diogenes' behaviour chimes with the theoretical analysis of Cynic attitudes
argued for above, the story does have a certain modest cvidential value. Or again, in the fourth
kingship oration of Dio Chrysostom, the philosophical content of which is mainly Cynic,
Alexander the Great is extensively criticised along standard Cynic lines. 1 But the defects in
Alexander's character are put down to the facts that he s ‘young’ and has been brought up ina
corrupt environment, and it is implied that, becausc of his innate gats, or dyafids Sadpaw xal
Geds, Alexander still possesses ‘redceming’ characteristics. 1 It is true that there are Stoic and
Platonic elements in the speech, but the main thrus is Cynic, and again the attitude to
Alexander's corruption coheres with the theoretical arguments | have put forward. Similarly in

17

194 Cynic emphasis on selfcknowledge: of c.g. D.L.
Vi85 D.Ch. iv 57, 22, 27; Epict. i 22.53; Julian Orr.
VW IRgb, 15, 140 i a1,

08 Cynic sipping o o eg. St xv
1.645 = Onesicr. FGrH 134 F 17: [Diog| Epp. 24,20.2
D.Chr. iv 66; Lucan Vi, auc o

199 Cf eg DL vi gt

197 Cynics might exploit physical theorics on an ad
o basis (6. ¢.g. D.L. vi73), but by and large they were
unimportant to Cynic though.

197 It may scem from Apollodorus of Scleucia (D.L

vii 121 = SVFiil, Apoll. Scl. 17), though the desceiption
is common in later Cynic texts (e.g. the Cynic leteers)
and 'road imagery” generally s also 3 Cynic rémos.

19% Blut. an virt. doc. pos. 430r.

110 For recent discussions of this specch see Jones (n.
41) 120 £ and Desderi (n. 41) 287 . and my own
forthcoming paper (n. 46). On the philosophical
content (which is clearly Cynic) see Hoisead (n. §)
56-63, 154-8, 173 £. 180 £, 187, 202-22. For Cynic
acicudes to Alexander of . 46 and below.

F11D.Ch.iv 6,38, 139: o Bosworth (n. 97) 4,n. 27.
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the Geneva papyrus which recounts the meeting between Alexander and the Gymnosophists we
are given a standard Cynic interpretation of this incident.!12 But Alexander’s reaction to
Dandamis' long speech of criticism i interesting: #8¢ws fkovoe, xai otk Bupchln: évijy 7o xai
& avr feiov mveipa, A bro xaxod Elrve vovs s kaxdy airé domae. 13 As in
Dio, the phrascology feiov mveipua is Stoic-influenced, but the more importan point i thatina
generally Cynic context we are given a view of a man corrupted by civilisation, 14 yet not
devoid of redceming qualitis thanks to his essential humanity. Finally, the Cynic Demonax is
explicily credited with the view dvfpdmou . . . elvat 76 dpuaprdvew.tS

Now it must be admitted that none of these texts is purcly Cynic. It must also be admitted
that the Stoics explained vice in terms of mistaken judgements and the corrupting influcnce of
adverse environments! 1 (as indeed did several other philosophical schools). But these factors do
not invalidate my case. That few ‘pure’ Cynic texts have survived s not surprising. The works of
carly Cynics like Diogenes had soon passed out of circulation. Many later Cynics may have
written nothing, or if they did, their works were not of sufficient interest to survive. 17 This
makes extrapolation of Cynic doctrine from the orations of Dio Chrysostom or from a work
such as Lucian's Demonax a task requiring nicc judgement, but it docs not invalidate the exercise
entirely. It i clear that Dio’s fourh kingship oration and other of his works are basically Cynic
and that Demonax, while not a ‘pure’ Cynic, nevertheless owed most of his philosophical
inspiration to Cynicism. 118 It is thercfore legitimate to use the evidence from such sources to
support a case based on more general theoretical arguments. Again, the fact that the analysis of
human vice here argued to be Cynic s also found in Stoic texts (particularly those of the Imperial
period) 4 does not necessarily indicate that the Cynics were influenced by Stoicism on this
question, sillless that Cynicism was only  branch of Stoicism. Rather, we should suppose that
t0a large extent Cynic and Stoic thinking on this question coincided, which, given the general
Cynic influence upon Stoic ethics and the increasingly ‘Cynic’ cmphasis of late Stoicism, is
precisely what we should expect.

‘These passages, thereforc, support the theoretical arguments already advanced for supposing
that Cynicism could take an understanding, cven sympathetic, view of human weakness.

(vi) The practical application of the Cynic understanding of vice

How can all this be related to the concrete historical situation of the trial of P. Celer in A 70?
Should we assume that, if Demetrius did take this kind of attitude to Celer’s corruption, he must

112 Pap. Génev. inv. 271; published by V. Martin,
MusHely xvi (1059) 77-115; discussion by . Photiades,
MusHely xvi (1959) 16-39

1 Col. i 45 i

114 Here specifically Greek civlisation: for the
defectiveness of Greek civilisaion in Cynic texts f ..
D.Che. vii 12, 15, 16, 30; the theme seems also o be
latent in Onesicritus” account of Alexander and the
‘Gymnosophists—. Str. xv 1.65. Of course given that
the Cynics condemned allcivilisation, it i no surprise to
find_specific condemnation of Greek civilisation in
Cynic texts

113 Lucian Demonax 7. Note, incidentally, that one.
of Demonanx’ teachers was our Demetrius (Demonas 3)
We may note also, without overstressing, the fact thac a
Tenient attitude to. wrongdoers is quite frequently
expressed in the Cynic Letters: of e.g. [Diog.] Ep. 28.3,
2925, [Heracli] Bp. 53, 7.2

116Cf A, A. Long, The Stoic Concept of Evil',
PhilosQ xvii (1968) 320 f.

117 OF later Cynic writings those of Dio Chryso-
stom, Ocnomaus, and (in some ways) Lucian are most
important. Demetrius probably wrote nothing (though

. Kindstrand [n. 1] 93). What the cvidential value of
Lucian Vi, auct. 9 and Juv. xii 121 (both atesting Cynic
literature) is 1 am unsure.

8 Gl sy,

119 The great representative of such “philanthropic’
Stoicism i of course Panactius (n. ). Similar views can
be found in Senca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurclivs.
Sencca: f Griffn (n. 24) 170 . Epictetus: . c.g. Epict.i
4,133, 18, 38,1011, 20,64, i 22 passim, esp. 22.23,
22.72,22.97 €, il 24.66, 2470,1¥ 437, 6.2, 1210, 1. 71
Schweighduser = 25 Oldfather. Marcus Aurclius: f. .8
1,13, 4, 1,19 2,V 28, i 27, 47, Vi 22,36, 31,63, 75,
Vil 8, 14, 5 11, 42, xi 18.3, 189, xii 13; discussion in
P. A, Brunt, JRS lxiv (1974) 11 £ Cf. ako Thrasea
Pactus dictum: qui vita odit, homincs odic' (Plin. Fp.
vili 22.3). Quint. i 1.9 Diogenes of Babylon Jr. 1
(SVF i 220) i a clear example of a Stoic view that
adverse environments are a mitigating (not, of course, 3
complecely exonerating) factor. Note also that Celer's
prosccutor Musonius could take a highly “philanchropic’
view of vice (fr. 3 Hense), but evidently chose not to in
the case of Celer.
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have argucd on a rather remote philosophical planc? Not necessarily, for it is not difficult to
relate this kind ofattitude to patterns of thought current in the contemporary political world.
Tacitus attribues a long specch in the scnate to Eprius Marcellus in response to Helvidius
Priscus’ proposal concerning the composition of the delegation to be sent to Vespasian. 20 How
far this speech represents 7 dAnfs AexBévra is naturally a ticklish question, but in view of
Marcellus' great reputation as a speaker and the importance of the specch Tacitus’ rendering may
be relatively faithful to the original. 12! The specch is a defence of senatorial collaboration with
bad emperors, and as good as concedes that a bad emperor may extort bad behaviour from an
enslaved senate. To describe the specch as firm and statesmanlike’ 22 s hardly accurate, since on
any reasonable interpretation Marcellus was a very nasty picce of work. But such sentiments
must have been widely canvassed at the start of Vespasian’s reign and not only by scoundrels ike
Marcellus. 12 It is obvious that the corruption of P. Celer could readily have been explained, or
excused, along these general lines. But, as T have tried to show, a Cynic like Demetrius, without
going as far as Marcellus in his justification of collaboration with a bad emperor, could have
argued in an essentially similar way. He could have maintained that although Celer's action was
morally wrong and blameworthy, he had been corrupted by an evil political cnvironment, and
that his essential humanity should be considered as a mitigating factor
To sum up. If we suppose (a) that Celer was guilty, as the cvidence virtually obliges us to do,
and (b) that Demetrius was acting sincerely, which is at least a reasonable starting point, it is
perfectly possible to find Cynic justification for his defence of Celer. A Cynic could have felc an
obligation to help Celer, cither as a philosapher who had gone wrong, or simply as a normal,
ignorant human being. The trial could also have provided a Cynic with the opportunity to make
a striking and paradoxical demonstration of a philosophical truth and perhaps also to act in the
role of Reconciler. A Cynic could have argued that it was unjust to single out Celer for
prosecution, and—more important—that although Celer was guilty of a criminal act he had
been corrupted by an evil political situation and deserved to be viewed with understanding
because of his essential humanity. We cannot of course be surc that these were Demetrius'
motives, but it should at least be clear that his defence of Celer could have been inspired by
motives that were thoroughly humanc and honourable, and Cynic through and through.
Two final points. It might be objected that the end result of this lengthy analysis of Cynic
autitudes s really rather banal. But such is the nature of Cynicism. Cynic behaviour at its most
typical frequently presents problems of precise intcrpretation, but the basic theoretical
propositions of Cynicism are extremely simple. Sccondly, i it just misconceived to atcempt to
analyse a single Cynic act—Demetrius’ defence of Celer—in such detail? The answer to this is
that in one important respect Cynicism was a very rigorous philosophical system, in that it
insisted on the unity of philosophical thought and philosophical action. Hence, if we are
prepared to consider the possibilty that Demetrius defended Celer in his capacity as Cynic
philosopher, we are entitled to expect that we shall be able to find good reasons in Cynicism for
such an apparently shocking coursc of action. There were good Cynic reasons, and Demetrius
may have been impelled by them (1 like to think he was). At the least we may hope to have
clarified some difficulties in a philosophy which was, and is, widely misunderstood, but whose
general outlook was in many ways admirable, although it must be admitted that the
characteristic Cynic techniques of exposition often tended to obscure the fact. More specifically,
we may hope to have shown how a philosophy whose theoretical basis was extremely limited
could arrive at a humane and enlightened moral position. It is onc of the many apparent
paradoxes of Cynicism that for all its crudity it held progressive views on issues we today
consider very important (e.g. the cquality of the sexcs, the breaking down of social bartiers, the
claims of incernationalism over nationalism). In reality these progressive views were a function
120 Hig, v 8. 123 A5 Syme emphasises, Marcellus’ views substan-

121 CfLR. Syme, Tacitus (Oxford 1958) 187 £. tially accord with Tacitus” own, in the Agricola and
132 Syme 187, clsewhere.
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of that crudity, but in the ancient world, as today, it was often not the cleverest and most
sophisticated thinkers who held the most enlightencd views.
Joun Motes
University College of North Wales,
Bangor

Arpenpix: Te ConTivurry oF Cynicism FRow THE FOURTH CENTURY BC 10 THE ROMAN
InpERiAL Era

Bernays and Zeller believed that i the last two centurics e Cynicism as a philosophical movement
died out and when it revived in the first century AD it had been reborn out of Stoicism. 2# Dudley
challenged this contention and argud that, while Cynicism went through an obscure period in the last
two centurics B, it was never entirely extinguished, so that the Cynicism of the first century AD was
indeed part of a continuing tradition of Cynicism, more or les independent of Stoicism. Although the
Bernays—Zeller position has been endorsed by 2 number of distinguished scholars, it is fair to say that
‘most scholars who have recently written about late Cynicism have accepted Dudley's position. 125

A third view has also been held: that, although Cynicism dicd out in the last two centuries ne, it
revived in the Imperial era independently of Stoicism. This position too has been defended by some
distinguished scholars, although it has been much less popular than the other two. 126 On the face of it it
scems implausible that a philosophy which had died out revived spontancously ex nihilo, but the
implausibility would be lss in the case of Cynicism, which was not a ‘school" assuch, and whose simple
tencts could be grasped by anyone, whether or not there was a continuing tradition to draw upon.

Dudley's case rests upon three main arguments: (a) that there are good reasons why Cynicism should
have been eclipsed in the second and first centuries bc; (b) that there are good reasons why it should have
revived in the early Imperial era; (c) that there is enough evidence for the continuing existence of
Cynicism in the second and first centuries nc. Arguments (a) and (b) go some way towards meeting
Bernays' and Zeller's case, though obviously (c) s critical.

(2) Dudley adduces several reasons for the cclipse of Cynicism in the second and first centurics b

(1) during that period Cynicism filed to produce any outstanding personalitics, which was
particularly damaging to Cynicism, since it was not a ‘school” as such and lacked a comprehensive
theoretical background;

(2) the essential features of the Cynic system, especially the avrdpreia and drdfeca enjoyed by the
Gogds, could be found in the much more sophisticated systems of the Stoics and Epicurcans;

(5) Cynicism necessarily made less of an impact with the passing of time because it had become
familiar;

(4) most important, with the shiftin the centre of gravity in the Mediterranean world from Greece to
Rome, Cynicism inevitably lost much of its appeal, since it was uncongenial to Roman taste and the
Romans alrcady had their own tradition of antigua virtus

Of course one can question some of the details of this analysis or move the emphasis hither or
thither, 27 but this i a reasonable set of explanations for the apparent decline of Cynicism in the second
and first centuries 5C, always provided that it i possible to produce some evidence for continuing Cynic
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