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CHAPTER VII

DEMETRIUS. THE ¢PHILOSOPHIC OPPOSITION
IN THE FIRST CENTURY A.D.

THE first name heard of after Cynicism’s long period of
obscurity and anonymity is that of Demetrius.! If no Cynic
of the previous two hundred years stands in so clear a light,
it is but another indication of how during this period interest
focuses on Rome. Men may have followed the Cynic life
with commendable, if not equal, austerity in Greece or in
Asia Minor, but their names have not survived because they
lacked Roman admirers. Demetrius carried on his propa-
ganda at Rome, and aroused the interest of the Roman nobility,
whose influence is paramount in the Latin literature of the
period. If, then, he appears as an isolated phenomenon, this
1s probably misleading.

Demetrius would seem to have been born earlier than A.p. 10}
nothing is known of his family or his earlier years. We first
hear of him as attracting attention in Rome during the reign
of Caligula ?; for Seneca says that he has heard from
Demetrius’ own lips how the Emperor had offered him
200,000 sesterces, which he had refused. ¢ It would have cost
him his whole Empire ’, the Cynic would add, ‘ to induce me
to change my way of life.” From this passage von Arnim 3
deduces that already Demetrius was noted for the °anti-
monarchical radicalism’ that he showed under Nero and
Vespasian. 'This assumption would appear to read more into
the passage than is warranted ; and a more probable explana-
tion is that the story of Demetrius’ poverty and asceticism,
which were remarkable even by Cynic standards, had provoked
Caligula’s erratic curiosity to discover whether such virtue
was indeed proof against the temptation of wealth. The
language of Seneca supports this view : the Emperor is trying

1 See Note to Chap. VII. ? Sen., de ben., vii. 11,
3 In Pauly-Wissowa v. sub Demetrius, 91.
125
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‘aut honorare aut corrumpere Demetrium ’, who rejects the
gift with scorn as being ¢ not even worth refusing ’ (‘ ne dignam
qua non accepta gloriaretur ’). Moreover, had Demetrius
really been a troublesome opponent, it is unlikely that attempts
to silence him would have stopped at unsuccessful bribery.
The next references belong to the early years of Nero, and
show Demetrius as a well-known figure in Rome, unsparing
alike in his own asceticism and in attacks on the luxury of the
age. He was probably in Rome thenceforward till the death
of Thrasea Paetus in 66 ! ; in addition to his connexions with
the curious coterie that surrounded Thrasea, he was cultivated
by Seneca, alike when minister of Nero and in retirement.
After the death of Thrasea he appears to have been banished
from Rome and to have lived in Greece,2 but he must have

1 Philostratus has a story that he taught at Corinth during some
part of this period ; that there he came under the influence of Apol-
lonius of T'yana, whom he followed to Rome, but shortly afterwards
(we are to infer) was expelled by Tigellinus for attacking the Thermae
of Nero as useless and demoralizing extravagance. The details of
this story do not bear examination. The Thermae were built in 6o,
but Tigellinus did not come into power till 62, and since Philostratus
says that the attack was delivered on the completion of the Thermae,
it must have taken place (if at all) after their rebuilding in 66. But
in the Epistles to Lucilius, composed between 57 and 64, Seneca refers
several times to Demetrius in a way which suggests he was then in
Rome, and in the De Providentia, which is generally dated A.p. 62,
says definitely that he has just been in his company (‘ a quo recens
sum ’, de Prov., 3, 3). It is certain that Demetrius was with Thrasea
Paetus at his death in 66, and hardly questionable that he had then
been in close touch with him for several years. A visit of Demetrius
to Greece between the years 57 and 66 is therefore unlikely, at least,
it is hardly conceivable that he could have been there long enough
to gather about him a crowd of disciples, as Philostratus suggests.
He may well have been banished just after 66, but for more serious
reasons than an attack on the Thermae ; Nero was very tolerant of
such criticism. And it is a comment on the value of Philostratus
as evidence that he does not mention Demetrius’ connexion with
T'hrasea ; though he can give a detailed account of how the Cynic’s
‘ pupil > Menippus escaped in the nick of time from being married
to a vampire.

2 It must be admitted that the evidence on this point is scanty.
Epictetus quotes him as being undismayed when threatened with
death by Nero, which suggests most naturally that proceedings were
taken against him after the death of Thrasea. Philostratus, as has
been said, states that he was banished for criticizing the Thermae,
and further states that he met Musonius engaged on digging Nero’s
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returned to Rome soon after the end of Nero’s reign, for we
find him opposing Musonius Rufus in the prosecution of
Egnatius Celer. In vituperation at least he was the most
prominent of the philosophers who opposed Vespasian, and
was expelled from Rome in 71.  Of his later life little is known ;
but it seems likely that he lived in Greece, to judge from the
stories of his encounter with Vespasian and his influence on
Demonax. Philostratus represents him as living at Dicae-
archia in Italy during the later years of Domitian, with what
truth is unknown.

The teaching of Demetrius, at least so far as it can be
recaptured from the references in Seneca, seems to have been
in the familiar tradition of the austerer Cynicism. The
insistence on the practical aspect of philosophy, and the
consequent depreciation of theory and of scientific speculation,
contempt for the unconverted mass of humanity, complete
suppression of desires, attacks on the luxury of the age—all
are in the well-known vein of the gospel according to Diogenes.
For the opponents of convention had standardized both the
manner and the matter of their assault into a conventional
form, which demanded of its expositors no originality of
thought, but rather, at best, unimpeachable asceticism and
sufficient wit and rhetorical power to hold the attention of an
audience. The only passage whose thought does not quite
harmonize with that of traditional Cynicism is one where
Demetrius professes complete and unquestioning resignation
to the Will of God. Resignation, indeed, the older Cynicism
had counselled, but rather resignation to Fate; and one
cannot but suspect that the religious colour of the passage may
be due rather to Seneca than to Demetrius. Even if it is true
for Demetrius, it is probably a borrowing from contemporary
Stoicism. The apophthegms quoted by Seneca bear evidence
of Demetrius’ powers of expression ; that which calls a life
which has never borne the attacks of Fortune a Dead Sea,
is perhaps the most striking. But for us Demetrius is
chiefly interesting not for his teaching or for a few striking

Isthmian Canal. Chronologically there is no objection to these
stories ; the Thermae were completed in 66, the Canal begun in 67.
The story in Lucian (adv. indoct., 19), which shows Demetrius at
Corinth, does not help, as it cannot be assigned specifically to the
years 66—9.
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phrases, but rather for the appearance he makes in Roman
history.

The association of Demetrius with Thrasea Paetus and his
circle is the most valuable piece of evidence for the so-called
¢ philosophic opposition * which is such an interesting feature
of Roman politics in the second half of the first century A.D.
The precise nature and extent of this opposition have been
very variously estimated. Dio Cassius says that Thrasea and
Soranus were killed, not for what they did but for what they
were ; a point which Tacitus makes in his own way by telling
how Nero, as the culmination of his Reign of Terror, deter-
mined to attack Virtue Incarnate in the person of Thrasea
Paetus. Boissier,! in saying that the opposition was ‘ plus
morale que politique ’, also implies that its persecution was the
revenge of outraged vice on virtue. But, as Henderson justly
remarks,? ‘ a mere dislike of arrogated superiority in morals is
not quite an adequate explanation of a rigorous treatment ’;
and one remembers that similar rigour was employed by
Vespasian and Domitian. The circumstances of the attacks
made on the Stoic opposition by the three emperors are very
similar ; in each case a prominent Roman aristocrat of Repub-
lican sympathies was put to death, and Cynic and Stoic phil-
osophers were banished from Rome. This differentiation in
the punishment accorded to the two elements of the opposition
shows how the authorities estimated the relative degree of
political danger they represented ; and any analysis of the
opposition must recognize its twofold nature. For, though
the Roman aristocrats might be in agreement with their Greek
philosophical directors in allegiance to Stoic ethical doctrine,
they cannot have taken their political views from Zeno or
Diogenes. Thrasea, Helvidius Priscus, Paconius Agrippinus
and the rest, represent a resurgence of the old Roman aristo-
cratic spirit which found its true embodiment in Cato, and it
was an essentially Roman tradition, and not Stoicism, which
governed their political outlook. Admittedly the mind of a
Cato is an ‘anima naturaliter Stoica’; but the Roman
Republic, though idealized by Panaetius, was always different
from a Stoic commonwealth. Early Stoicism had defined the
best constitution as being a blend of kingship, oligarchy, and

1 L’Opposition sous les Césars, p. 103.
¢ Life and Principate of the Emperor Nero, p. 295.
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democracy ; but the insistence on the Stoic paradox of the
Paciiein enjoyed by the copds made it especially sympathetic
to the idea of the philosopher-king. This sympathy for
Pacideia is especially marked in the Stoics of the first century
A.D. Nature herself, according to Seneca, first conceived the
idea of a king, as we see from the example of bees and other
insects.! 'The Roman emperor must recognize that he holds
the most sacred and most responsible of all positions, he has
been chosen as the viceroy of God on earth.2  Musonius Rufus
regarded a king as ‘ Law Incarnate, the contriver of good
government and harmony (duovoia), the emulator of God,
and, as He is, the father of his subjects’.? So too Dio
Chrysostom ¢ described to Trajan the majestic spectacle of
the Peak of Kingship, also called the Peak of God, where
Basileia sits throned, attended by Justice and Good Govern-
ment, Law and Peace. Chrysippus had said that the copds will
live with kings, and Seneca declares that he above all others
will feel gratitude to the monarch who makes it possible for
him to enjoy leisure, to control his own time, and to live in a
tranquillity uninterrupted by public employments. To such
a man, the emperor will seem a god . . . ‘ deus nobis haec
otia fecit’. And Epictetus 5 acknowledges the debt the world
owes to Trajan for the gift of peace, though insisting that peace
of the soul can only be won through philosophy. Against
monarchy as such, Philosophy had no objection to urge; if
it criticizes, the criticism must be directed against the monarch
himself. For according to the Stoic paradox, the gogpds is a
king in his own right, understanding the art of government,
though his kingdom is not of worldly things. As for the
Cynic, he is schoolmaster as well as king, the nadaywyds of
the human race, whose duty is to advise or admonish all who
stand in need of correction, even though it be the Emperor
himself. So the Cynic Isidorus reproached Nero, with the
well-worn Cynic taunt that ‘ he knew well how to sing the
ills of Nauplia, but disposed ill of his own goods ’.®

From Stoic-Cynic doctrine, then, there was no menace to

Yde Clem., i. 19. .
2 ¢ Electus sum, qui in terris deorum vice fungerer.” de Clem.,
i. 2

s fr. viii, 8. 1. ¢ Or., i. 74, 75. & Epict., Ixxiii. 10,
¢ Suet., Nero, c. 39.
10
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monarchy, but authority must always claim to judge a move-
ment by its fruits. There were, at the beginning of Nero’s
reign, those who regarded Philosophy as a potential source of
danger : there was some opposition to Seneca’s acting as tutor
to Nero, on the grounds that the Stoic system was most
unsuitable for the education of princes.! In 64 Seneca found
it necessary to protest against the view that ‘ The faithful
adherents of Philosophy are rebellious and fractious persons,
ever deriding kings and officials and those responsible for the
conduct of public affairs.”’2 The protagonists of this view,
one of whom was Tigellinus, must have felt that their case was
greatly strengthened by the evidence of the Pisonian con-
spiracy. The record of Stoicism, viewed from the official
standpoint in the early months of 66, could only have seemed
a bad one. Rubellius Plautus, a possible rival for the prin-
cipate, first banished to Asia and then executed, had been a
prominent member of the sect ; his teacher, Musonius Rufus,
was exiled shortly after the Pisonian conspiracy, which had
implicated other distinguished adherents of Stoicism in Seneca
and Lucan. Henderson? stresses the complete change in
Nero’s attitude to the nobility after the Pisonian conspiracy ;
for the previous ten years he had treated them with marked
clemency, now he regarded the nobility with distrust and the
Senate with hatred. Such is the necessary preface to a con-
sideration of Nero’s attack on that eminent noble, senator, and
Stoic, Thrasea Paetus.

The attack was, of course, not unexpected. Thrasea had
incurred Nero’s displeasure some years earlier, though there
had been an attempt at a reconciliation. It is improbable
that the reconciliation was sincere ; and we have evidence
that for several months before his trial Thrasea had been
living in daily expectation of exile or death.? The actual
evidence on which he was condemned is dismissed by
Furneaux 5 as  flimsy ’ ; but he rightly insists that no evidence

1 de. Clem., ii. v. 2. ? Sen, Epist. Mor., 73. 2% op. cit., p. 288 ff.

4 Epictetus [1. 1. 26 fI.] tells how he remarked to Musonius Rufus,
‘T would rather be put to death to-day than exiled to-morrow.’
Musonius was banished late in 65 or early in 66, the trial of Thrasea
was held in July 66. Coming from Musonius’ pupil the story is
trustworthy.

8 Tacitus, Annals, Vol. ii, p. 81.
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can have been produced of another conspiracy of which
Tacitus says nothing, for the trial was held in the Senate,
and Tacitus presumably derives his information from official
reports. We may be confident, then, that the Tacitean
account represents the substance of the case against Thrasea,
and indeed it is hard to see why some scholars have tried to
look outside it to find the reasons for his condemnation. I
do not, of course, suggest that his accusers, Capito Cossutianus
and Eprius Marcellus, were animated by any concern for
the welfare of the state; they were Nero’s creatures, and
were chiefly concgrned to earn the handsome reward they
might expect if a conviction was secured. That being
admitted, it can hardly be denied that they produced a strong
case.

The gist of it is, Thrasea was setting himself up as the ‘ dux
et auctor ’ of a system which was opposed to the Imperial
authority : his prestige among his followers was enormous,
and was elsewhere attracting widespread attention : there was
the possibility (hinted at but not directly mentioned by the
prosecution) that the more impetuous of his followers might
attempt to assassinate the Emperor. There the accusers were
content to rest their case, and it is odd that modern scholars
should so often have asked more of them. Their dissatis-
faction, one may suggest, arises from failure to estimate
correctly the Emperor’s position, above all, his exposure to
assassination. Boissier, for example, belittles the importance
of Thrasea’s opposition on the grounds that his political
activities consisted in doing nothing.! But non-participation
and passive resistance are the most effective weapons against
an Imperial system, as a far more liberal Empire than that of
the Caesars has recently experienced. Idealism, no doubt,
would prefer that Thrasea should have headed a party in the
Senate and have worked for a majority with the object of
finally deposing Nero senatus consulto. But such methods
were completely impracticable in the Rome of the Emperors
and there were in any case quicker ways of getting rid of a
rule that depended on the life of a single man. But though
modern historians have doubted the force of the case for the
prosecution, it was fully acknowledged by Thrasea and his
party. For them, the question was not how to effect a defence,

! op. cit., p. 102.
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out simply whether or not Thrasea should appear in the
Senate on the day of the trial.! Conviction they regarded as
inevitable, but it was felt that a better moral could be pointed
by absence : and Thrasea’s last act of non-participation was to
stay away from his own trial. He was condemned to death,
and it is hard to see how the verdict could have gone other-
wise ; for though in private life he may have been the embodi-
ment of virtue, that was from the official point of view entirely
irrelevant.

His associates, Helvidius Priscus and Paconius Agrip-
pinus, who had ‘ not as yet dared to emulate the contumacy of
their leader’, were banished from Italy, a relatively mild
punishment. Demetrius, Thrasea’s philosophic guide, was
probably banished shortly after the trial ; and about this time
or a little earlier a similar sentence was passed on Cornutus,
the teacher of Lucan—no doubt occasioned rather by his
profession of the ‘ intempestiva sapientia ’ of the Stoics than
by any too outspoken criticism of Nero’s literary abilities.
Barea Soranus, whose trial took place on the same day as that
of Thrasea, is not explicitly named as one of the latter’s
‘ satellites . But he was a prominent Stoic, and enjoyed the
intimacy of Musonius Rufus; he was condemned, like
Musonius, on the score of his old associations with Rubellius
Plautus. By the end of Nero’s reign the Stoic opposition was
muzzled, for all its most prominent members had either been
put to death or else exiled.

After the death of Nero the exiles appear to have flocked
back. Musonius and Helvidius Priscus were recalled by
Galba ; before the end of 69 Demetrius was probably again
in Rome. During the next few years the opposition had more
scope for political action than had been the case under Nero ;
the disorders of the ‘ Year of the Four Emperors ’ gave the
Senate a political importance it had not enjoyed since the
establishment of the Principate, and of the surviving members
of Thrasea Paetus’ coterie, both Arulenus Rusticus and
Helvidius held important offices, being praetors for the years
69 and 70 respectively.? Again, Vespasian was at first tolerant,
till the intransigeance of the opposition forced him to severe
measures. Unfortunately, our evidence for the opposition
to Vespasian is scanty. Tacitus stressed the importance of

! Annals, xvi. 25, 26. 2 Tac., Hist., iii, 80 iv, 53.
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the career of Helvidius Priscus ¢ which won him much glory
and much hatred ’, and gives a character sketch as a prelude
to the frequent appearances he is to make ; but the Histories,
as we have them, break off before his opposition to Vespasian
has become acute, and even the account of its early stages
contains a most annoying lacuna at a critical point. The nar-
rative of Dio Cassius is also much abridged ; and Suetonius,
the only authority for the fate of Helvidius, says little of his
policy. The impression of the opposition that can be derived
from these authorities is that it was directed by Helvidius,
who began with two main objects in view, to exact revenge
from the ¢ delatores ’ responsible for the deaths of Thrasea
and Barea Soranus, and to secure a greater share of political
importance for the Senate in general and for himself in
particular. His impetuosity and ambition brought him in-
creasingly into conflict with Vespasian, thus driving him to
an embittered opposition to the monarchy which finally became
so vocal that the reluctant Emperor had to get rid of him.!
Helvidius’ first act in the principate of Galba was an attempt
to bring the arch-informer, Eprius Marcellus, to justice. 'The
possibility of a trial caused great excitement in the Senate,
some warmly approved of it, others were themselves too
deeply involved to feel easy about the outcome of investiga-
tions into the ¢ delatores’. Moreover, Galba himself was in
insecure occupation of the throne, and could not afford to face
a major split in the Senate. He therefore prevailed on Helvi-
dius to drop the case against Marcellus for a time ; it was in
fact not taken up till some months later, under Vespasian.
When the attack on the delatores was taken up again, as a
preliminary trial of strength it was decided to fly at lesser game
than Eprius Marcellus.2  The obvious object of attack was the
notorious Egnatius Celer, the betrayer of Barea Soranus. He
was not a senator, nor one of the great ‘ delatores ’, so that his
fall was unlikely to involve any one else, moreover he was
manifestly guilty. The case was clearly one in which the
Emperor could safely let public feeling have its way, and feeling
was overwhelmingly opposed to Celer. The prosecution was
conducted by Musonius Rufus, the defence, surprisingly
1 Qur chief authority for what follows is Tacitus. Vide Hist., iv,
C. 5-11; 40—4; 53.
¥ Hist., iv. 10 and 4o.
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enough, by the Cynic Demetrius. Tacitus says that Demetrius
appeared to be acting ‘ ambitiosius quam honestius ’ in under-
taking the defence.! It is hard to see what he means, and one
is tempted to suppose he is indulging his penchant for dis-
covering evil motives behind every action. Celer lacked the
skill or the nerve to defend himself, and however guilty, had a
claim to be represented : it is hard to say what ambition
Demetrius could be serving in thus championing an unpopular
case. 'The spectacle of Stoic and Cynic appearing in the Roman
courts as prosecutor and counsel for the defence is in itself
remarkable, and appears even more so when we consider the
charge on which Celer was tried. He was, of course, con-
demned, and men read in the enthusiasm which greeted his
downfall a favourable omen for the attack on those greater
personages, the °delatores’ themselves. A measure was
passed in the Senate which required all members to take an
oath that they were personally innocent of any attack on the
life of a senator during the reign of Nero, and which requested
the Emperor to permit access to the Imperial archives, that the
names of the ¢ delatores’ might be discovered in each case.
The oath was taken with much prevarication and some perjury,
and the feeling against the delatores was becoming intense.
All who had suffered joined the attack ; and there was one
particularly stormy meeting of the Senate. Domitian was
present, and at the climax of a series of attacks Helvidius
fiercely denounced Eprius Marcellus.

So hostile was the temper of the Senate that the chief
¢ delatores ’ found it prudent to withdraw; in so doing,
Marcellus uttered the ominous remark, ‘ I leave you to your
Senate, Priscus, play the king in the presence of Caesar.’
The day was passed in bitter discord, the majority of the
Senate being for the destruction of the ‘ informers’, while a
¢ few strong men ’ urged an amnesty. The House rose with
nothing decided, but the prospects for the overthrow of the
informers were never so bright. At the next meeting came
the reversal, with a display of the Emperor’s power which was
all the more impressive from the moderation of its tone.
Before any one else was called on to give an opinion, Domitian
spoke in favour of an amnesty ; he was followed by Mucianus,

1 Possibly ‘ acting more from desire for notoriety than desire for
good repute’.
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who spoke to the same effect, in particular suggesting the
abandonment of the case against the delatores. Mucianus’
speech was couched in mild language, amounting almost to a
plea, but it was obviously ‘ inspired . Once the Emperor’s
wishes were known, the obedient Senate performed a complete
volte-face, and the matter was dropped. It was a crushing
blow for the policy of Helvidius Priscus, and it may well be that
the headstrong bitterness of his later opposition to Vespasian
was largely occasioned by the disappointment of that day.

At every point the Senate had failed Helvidius’ hopes, but
he did all that a single individual could to lessen the Emperor’s
prestige. As praetor he omitted the Emperor’s titles on his
edicts, on his return to Rome he greeted him merely by the
name ‘ Vespasian’, ‘such was his disrespect for the Emperor
on all occasions that he seemed to be almost depriving him of
his status ’ (‘ cogere eum in ordinem ’).! As has been said,
our evidence for Helvidius’ actions at this period is scanty,
we merely know that his opposition was daring and bitter,
and that Vespasian showed remarkable tolerance. We hear of
a scene in the Senate, when Helvidius opposed Vespasian,
who left the House in tears with the remark, ¢ Either my son
shall succeed me, or no one at all.’ 2

Rostovtseff makes the attractive suggestion that the point
at issue was the succession to the throne, and that Helvidius
had objected to the nomination of Titus as heir, and wished
the next emperor to be chosen as the ‘ best man ’, in the Stoic-
Cynic sense.? Opposition to the principle of hereditary
monarchy may well have been a feature of Stoic-Cynic propa-
ganda, and as Rostovtseff points out, Philosophy made a truce
with the monarchy when the principle of adoption was
observed, as it was from Nerva to Marcus Aurelius. But it
seems hardly possible to doubt that Helvidius was a genuine
Republican ; his book in praise of Cato, his refusal to ac-
knowledge the Emperor’s titles on his edicts, his behaviour
‘ut libera semper civitate usus’, all point in that direction.
More significant still are the reasons Dio Cassius gives for his
final suppression.

1 Suet., Vesp., c. 15. 2id., ib., c. 25 ; Dio. Cass., Ixv. 12. 1.

3 Soctal and Economic Hist. of the Roman Empire, p. 519, p. 14.
Elsewhere he appears to think that the remark referred to a con-
spiracy.
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Vespasian hated Helvidius, not on account of his abuse of himself
and his friends, but because he was a turbulent fellow who culti-
vated the mob and was for ever praising democracy and denouncing
the monarchy. He banded men together as though it were the
function of philosophy to overthrow the established order, insult
those in power, and bring about a revolution.!

Helvidius was first punished by ‘ relegatio in insulam ’, then
by death, though at the last moment the Emperor tried to
cancel the order of his execution.

The banishment of Helvidius and the expulsion of Stoic
and Cynic philosophers from Rome presumably took place
about the same time, i.e. between 71 and 75, and more probably
in the early part of that period rather than the later. The
expulsion was ordered at the instigation of Mucianus, and the
reasons for it are stated in more general terms that those which
led to the suppression of Helvidius.

Inasmuch as many philosophers actuated by Stoic principles,
especially Demetrius the Cynic, were taking advantage of the name
of philosophy to preach publicly many doctrines inappropriate to
the age, and had thus subtly corrupted certain persons, Mucianus
. . . denounced them at length and persuaded Vespasian to expel
all such persons from the city.

The nature of these inappropriate doctrines is not stated, but
it is tempting to believe with Rostovtseff that what the Cynics
and Stoics were opposing was the principle of hereditary
succession to the principate : such doctrines were certainly
inappropriate so soon after Titus’ nomination as ‘ Imperator
designatus ’. It is clear, too, that in their propaganda they
vigorously assailed the Emperor personally, and his favourite
Mucianus ; Mucianus had not the Emperor’s tolerance of
¢ yapping dogs’, and his resentment shows through his denunci-
ation of the Stoics.

They are full of empty boasting, and if one of them grows a long
beard and elevates his eyebrows, and throws his zg:fwviov over his
shoulder and goes barefooted he claims straightway wisdom and
courage and righteousness, and gives himself great airs, though he
may not know his letters nor, as the saying goes, how to swim.
They despise every one, and call the man of good family effeminate,

1D.C, 65. 12,
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the low-born poor-spirited, the handsome man a debauchee, the
ugly person simple-minded, the rich covetous, and the poor greedy.!

The passage is interesting as showing how at this period Stoic
and Cynic philosophers were practically indistinguishable,
alike in their rationale and their propaganda. Demetrius and
Hostilianus were the most prominent undesirables, and were
treated with the harsher sentence of ‘ relegatio in insulam ’,2
the others being merely expelled from the city of Rome.
Hostilianus withdrew, but Demetrius remained obstinate,
continuing his abuse and propaganda. Vespasian wisely
refused to honour him with martyrdom, and ultimately he was
compelled to accept his sentence ; so far as we know, he never
again returned to Rome. The expulsion of Stoics and Cynics
was complete, but for one exception—Musonius Rufus, who
appears to have been exempted by name from the decree. It
is probable that the prestige he had gained from his successful
prosecution of Celer made it unwise to take immediate action
against him ; that his doctrines were not more acceptable than
those of the rest of the sect is suggested by the statement that
he was banished shortly after the decree of general expulsion.?

But by A.p. 75 some of the Cynics had got back again into
Rome, and were fanning the popular opposition to the marriage
of Titus and Berenice. One Diogenes entered the theatre
when it was full, and denounced them in a long abusive speech.
He got off with a flogging, but another member of the sect,
called Heras, who, expecting no harsher treatment, ‘ gave vent to
many abusive remarks ’, was beheaded.* Rostovtseff suggests
that the punishment of Heras is evidence that he directly
attacked the Emperor himself.

The next occasion on which philosophy came into conflict
with the Imperial authority was during the reign of Domitian.
It is clear that there were two separate ‘ expulsions of philos-
ophers ’,5 and it is reasonable to suppose that the first of these

1D.C., 65. 13. 2id., ib. 13.

3 Vide Hense, Musonii reliquiae, p. XXxv. ¢D.C., 65. 15.

5 Furneaux (Tac., Agric., note on c. 2) says that Eusebius is an
only authority for the earlier exile. But Dio Cassius (67. 13. 2)
speaks of ¢ the philosophers being again driven out’, i.e. the general
expulsion which followed the prosecution of Rusticus and Herennius
Senecio, clearly implying that measures had previously been taken
against them,
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was in 89, and in some way connected with the conspiracy of
Antonius Saturninus. This conspiracy was for Domitian
what the Pisonian conspiracy was for Nero ; henceforward he
was suspicious of the nobility, and hag-ridden by a perpetual
and well-founded dread of assassination. The suppression of
the conspiracy was followed by the execution of many Roman
nobles. These executions were carried out in a secrecy which
made them even more formidable; we know few names of
victims, but it is likely that many of those mentioned by
Suetonius as executed for trivial reasons were really implicated
in the conspiracy of Saturninus. The measures taken against
the philosophers are not clear. It is probable that their
expulsion came about through connexion with the discontented
and rebellious members of the aristocracy, as had been the
casc under Vespasian. But the decree of expulsion can hardly
have been a general one, or if so it was not rigidly enforced,
for in five years’ time we find the philosophers back in the
city again ; while it does not seem likely that any action was
taken against the philosopher Artemidorus till the second
expulsion.

The more severe storm broke in g4 ! to suppress an opposi-
tion that was clearly becoming more vocal. The features of
Domitian’s rule which caused the aristocracy to hate him
more than any previous emperor are well known—his abolition
of the principle of dyarchy, and the consequent disappcarance
of the last vestiges of senatorial authority, his insistence on the
cult of his personal divinity, all combined to transform the
Roman Empire into an Oriental tyranny. All men were not
content with preserving that  fifteen-year-long silence * which
Tacitus says lay so heavily on his generation. The opposition
came from the quarter in which one would naturally look for
it : the survivors and descendants of those who had opposed
Nero. Helvidius Priscus, son of the victim of Vespasian,
produced an Atellane farce which apparently could be con-
strued as a satire on the intrigue between the Empress Domitilla
and the actor Paris ; the fact that the satire came from one of
that name no doubt weighed heavily against him, and he was

11 follow the chronology of Otto (Sitz. der. Bayer. Akad., 1919,
10, p. 43 fI.), who places the decree against the philosophers in the
last months of 94, a position he defends (id., 1923, i., p. 4 fI.) against
the attack of Bachrens (Hermes, 58 (1923), p. rog f.).
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put to death. Shortly after his death appeared the two famous
eulogies on the great Stoic martyrs, that on Thrasea Paetus
by Arulenus Rusticus, who as a rash young tribune had pro-
posed to interpose his veto on Thrasea’s trial ; that on Helvidius
Priscus by Herennius Senecio, from materials supplied by
Helvidius’ wife, Fannia. The publication of these books
evidently attracted much notice, and inflamed the hostility
already felt towards Domitian ; accordingly the informers were
unleashed, and in the issue the authors were put to death, and
their books publicly and ignominiously burned.

In connexion with this affair came the decrec of the Senate
which expelled from the city all philosophers, ‘ mathematici ’,
and ‘ astrologi.” The philosophers were implicated, as they had
been in the time of Vespasian by their connexions with the
disaffected Roman aristocrats ; Artemidorus, onc of the most
prominent Stoics of the day, was the son-in-law of Musonius
Rufus, and Epictetus had been Musonius’ pupil.? T'he mathe-
matici and astrologi were expelled because their revelations of
the future served to encourage conspiracies against the
Emperor’s life. In some cases the role of ‘ philosopher ’ and
astrologer might be combined, as is clear from the story of
Apollonius of Tyana. ‘During the reign of Domitian ’, says
Philostratus, ¢ some philosophers fled for refuge to the Western
Celts, others hid themselves in Scythia or Libya.”2 'This can
hardly be taken as evidence for the results of the expulsion of
94 ; the only philosopher known to have visited Scythia
1s Dio Chrysostom, who had been banished from Bithynia
twelve years earlier, and who only took up philosophy after his
banishment. One suspects that the Western Celts and Libya

1 It is highly probable that Epictetus withdrew to Nicopolis in 94,
and that those who, with Robert (in P.W., sub Epictctus), regard
89 as the occasion of his retirement from Rome are wrong. For
(1) Aulus Gellius (cv. 11) definitely says that he retired as a conse-
quence of the senatorial decree banishing philosophers ; (2) Pliny
(Ep., iii., xi. 1) connects the expulsion of philosophers with the
prosecution of Herennius Senecio and Arulenus Rusticus, as does
Tacitus (Agr., c. 2).

2 Phil., vii. 4. Throughout this section Philostratus’ purpose is
to contrast the cowardly action of other philosophers with that of his
hero Apollonius. They fled for refuge to the ends of the earth,
Apollonius (not a little fortified, it may be suggested, by his useful
gift of being able to disappear at will) remained to confront Domitian.
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are introduced as rhetorical antitheses to Scythia; and the
statement of Pliny that he visited Artemidorus in a suburban
villa near Rome shows that the clause of the decree which
banned the philosophers from Italy was not immediately
enforced. But Artemidorus seems to have been kept under
some kind of surveillance, and it was dangerous for any one
in authority to visit him. The teaching of Epictetus in
Nicopolis, on the other hand, seems to have been in no way
restricted. The statement of Dio Cassius that * many persons
were put to death on this same charge of philosophizing ’
refers (if to any one, for no names are given) to Roman aristo-
crats ; the only case we know in which a non-aristocrat was
executed for this or similar reasons is that of the ‘ sophist’
Maternus, who was ‘ put to death for abusing tyranny in a
practice speech ’.1

Within two years after the expulsion of the philosophers
Domitian was dead, and the ‘ period of tribulation for the
human race ’ was over. Under the mild and benignant rule
of Nerva ‘monarchy and liberty, previously irreconcilable,
were joined together’. ¢ Libertas publica’, ‘ Roma renas-
cens ’, were more than legends on the coinage, they were true
reflections of the spirit of the times. ‘If Cato were alive
to-day, he would be a monarchist ’, is a statement which by
itself can hardly carry much weight, coming as it does from
one who was guilty of the grossest flattery under Domitian.
But the chorus of approval is universal, the Panegyricus of
Pliny and the speeches megl facideiac of Dio Chrysostom
show how the nobles and the philosophers, the two disaffected
classes in the time of Domitian, are enthusiastic in support of
the New Model monarchy of Trajan. Philosophy, indeed, as
we have already seen, had never opposed monarchy, but only
individual monarchs, and Dio Chrysostom, describing the
Stoic-Cynic ideal of fasidela, suggests that it finds an embodi-
ment in Trajan.?

Pliny had been the friend of the Stoic aristocrats who

1D.C, 67. 12. Was Maternus a rhetorician of the ‘ Second
Sophistic’ or a philosopher ? Dion Cassius speaks of the Cynics
who crept back into Rome after the expulsion in the reign of Vespasian
as oogiorai, but the account of the ¢ practice speech ’ suggests that
Maternus was really a rhetorician,

? Dio Chrys., 1. 55.
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perished under Domitian, but he was probably not so much
attracted by the ideal of Cato as repelled by the actions of
Domitian. He and his kind were not Republicans, they knew
a good emperor when they saw one, and were prepared to
support him. The small and closely related group of irrecon-
cilables which had successively opposed Nero, Vespasian and
Domitian had been almost extinguished. Writing in A.D. 107,
when Fannia, widow of the elder Helvidius Priscus, lay dying,
Pliny laments that, ‘ though she leaves descendants, yet at her
death an ancient house will seem to be extinct’.*  This appears
to imply that the descendants were mere children, and in any
case none of them adopted the role of opposition to the Emperor
which was almost hereditary in their house. The only
descendant we know of the Stoics of Domitian’s reign is that
Junius Rusticus who was consul suffectus in 133, city-prefect
in the reign of Antoninus, and the teacher of Marcus Aurelius.
Fannia, that indomitable old lady, must have been the last of
the Republicans. Henceforward, as Rostovtseff says, there
was an alliance between the educated classes and the monarchy
~—an alliance whose undisturbed harmony led to the Golden
Age of the Antonines. Philosophy and especially Stoicism
enjoyed the imperial favour; and although Cynicism, its
companion in adversity, did not follow it to court in the second
century, there is no sign of any general opposition of the Cynics
to the monarchy.? Under Antoninus the principle was laid
down that ‘ no one in the garb of a philosopher was ever to be
punished ’.  Finally, with Marcus Aurelius the old dream of
the philosopher king was at last realized.

NOTE TO CHAPTER VII

Authorities.—For the character and teaching of Demetrius the best
authority is Seneca. His references to Demetrius may fairly be
regarded as trustworthy ; he esteemed the philosopher highly, and

1 Pliny, epist. vii.

2 Dio Chrysostom says that in the time of Trajan the Cynics in
Alexandria were to blame for outbreaks of rioting ; while Peregrinus
inveighed against Antoninus in Rome, and was apparently concerned
in an abortive rising in Achaea, as we shall see. But Alexandria
always had politics of its own, which necessitated its being treated
as a special case. Peregrinus, too, was not a person from whose
actions it is safe to generalize.
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was apparently very intimate with him throughout the years A.D.
51-65. Tacitus mentions Demetrius’ connexion with Thrasea
Paetus and the °philosophic opposition’; his activities under
Vespasian, and his banishment, are referred to by Suetonius and Dio
Cassius. There are also several references to him in Philostratus’
Life of Apollonius of Tyana, but, as will be contended, these are of
doubtful value.
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CHAPTER VIII
CYNICISM IN THE SECOND CENTURY A.D.

(a) General Character

The period between the death of Vespasian and that of
Marcus Aurelius saw Cynicism numerically far stronger than
it had ever been before. 'The fact is reflected in the literature
of the period, for references to the Cynics appear in almost
every author from Martial to Lucian—and nearly always they
are uncomplimentary. By the early years of the second century
the Cynics were numerous at Rome, and even more so in
Alexandria ; a great crowd of them from all parts of the Greek-
speaking world assembled for the ‘ apotheosis ’ of Peregrinus
at the Olympic games of 167 ; a few years later the humbler
classes of artisan were turning Cynic in such numbers that
Lucian professes alarm at the prospect of work being brought
to a standstill. But, though Cynicism increased its numbers,
there is no evidence that it widened its range ; as in the earlier
period, the wanderings of the Cynics seem to have been
confined to the Eastern portion of the Graeco-Roman world,
apart from their appearance in Rome itself. To judge from
his name, Crescens may have been a Roman, but otherwise all
the Cynics known were of Greek extraction, and probably few
of them could speak Latin. The Western half of the Empire
was in any case an unpromising field for the Cynic, its inhabi-
tants had little use for philosophers, and the climate was unsuit-
able for the vagrant, begging life. But we hear of Cynics in
all parts of the Eastern provinces—they were numerous in
Asia and Syria, Athens and Corinth appear to have been their
favourite places in Greece : they were familiar in Epirus and
Thrace ; even in the remoter parts of Pontus and Moesia the
inhabitants knew that a man in a beggar’s dress might be a
¢ philosopher ’.  But most of their  teaching ’ seems to have
been done in the larger towns—the psychological background
of Cynicism is that of a reaction against an overdeveloped urban
civilization—and probably they were seen in the country only
on their wanderings from city to city.

143
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Yet of all these adherents of Cynicism we know only the
names of some dozen men who were certainly historical figures,
and for only four of those—Dio Chrysostom, Demonax,
Oenomaus of Gadara, and Peregrinus—is the evidence suffi-
ciently detailed to enable any real estimate to be made.
There is evidence of a certain amount of Cynic literary
activity during this period, though very little of it has
survived. Several of Dio Chrysostom’s orations were delivered
while he was leading the xwnixds fiog; Oenomaus of Gadara
was a prolific writer after the model of the older Cynics of the
time of Diogenes ; Peregrinus Proteus sent  letters, testaments
and codes to all the chief cities’ to be delivered after his
immolation ; some of the ¢ Cynic epistles ’, particularly those
which go under the name of Crates, may be as late as the
second century. But on the whole literary production was
not characteristic of the Cynics of this period ; some few,
such as Demonax, were perhaps averse to it because they felt
obliged to concentrate all their activities on the practical side
of their teaching, while many others were more or less illiterate.
It seems likely that few men of striking personality were to be
found amongst them ; the more earnest members of the sect
probably conformed more or less to the stock-figure represented
by the impersonal ¢ Cynicus ’ of the pseudo-Lucianic dialogue
of that name. It is obvious, too, that as in the Hellenistic
period, the xwvmxoc fioc did not involve adherence to an
organized system of doctrine. Demonax and Oenomaus were
thorough-going sceptics in all religious matters ; the Cynicism
of Peregrinus and his numerous followers was tinged with
mysticism, and finally evolved a cult of its own ; Peregrinus
was for a time a member of the Christian community while
leading the Cynic life ; Crescens was an opponent of the
Christians, and responsible for the martyrdom of Justin.

A feature of the growth of Cynicism during this period was
the influx into the movement of a large number of charlatans.
The most vivid picture of this aspect of contemporary Cynicism
is that given in the Fugitivi of Lucian ; the work was written
shortly after the death of Peregrinus, when Lucian was especi-
ally hostile, and one would be inclined to suspect his account
were it not that ample confirmation is to be found elsewhere.
Juvenal, Martial, and Aelius Aristides speak in the same way
of the Cynics ; more important still is the fact that Dio
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Chrysostom, who had himself lived the »wwixds flog, inveighs
against ‘ those who bring the name of philosophy into dis-
grace ’, while Epictetus, for whom the ideal Cynic was the
highest type of philosopher, speaks with contempt of con-
temporary representatives of the profession. The Fugitivi
may therefore be accepted as evidence for one side of second-
century Cynicism. The dialogue opens on Olympus, where
Zeus and Apollo are discussing the suicide of Peregrinus
Proteus. They are interrupted by the entrance of Philosophy,
weeping, and complaining of her treatment on earth. She
has been outraged, she complains, not by the vulgar mob, as
in the days of Socrates, nor by the philosophers themselves,
but by a race of half-breeds

whose dress and look and equipment is like my own, and who claim
to be enrolled under my command, and give themselves out as the
pupils and comrades and devotees of Philosophy. But their life
is an abomination, full of ignorance and boldness and depravity,
and of great insolence towards myself.!

She then narrates the story of her career on earth in discharging
the task Zeus laid on her as the ‘ healer of mankind * (cf. the
Cynic conception of the larpds). Beginning with the bar-
barians, she had forced the Indians to come down off their
elephants and turn to philosophy : then came the sages of
Chaldaea, Babylon and Egypt. Then she turned her atten-
tion to the Greeks, was the friend of the Ionian scientists, the
foe of the Sophists, and at the death of Socrates was minded
to leave the Earth altogether, but was persuaded to stay by
the older Cynics, Antisthenes, Diogenes, Crates and Menippus.
These reminiscences are interrupted by Zeus, who demands
to be told of her present aggressors. They are, she says, a
low type of humanity, mostly slaves and hirelings, whose lack
of leisure deprived them of any acquaintance with Philosophy
in their youth, her very name they had never heard. But
when they grew up and saw the respect in which philosophers
were held, and the licence of speech allowed them, and the
influence they possessed, they considered Philosophy to be a
‘ potent despotism’. They had no means of learning the

1 Cf. the remark of Dio Chrysostom in the first Tarsian oration,
that there is nothing in their appearance to distinguish the Cynic

charlatan from the true philosopher.
11
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necessary and true attributes of the profession; but on the
other hand their trades were shabby and laborious, and offered
a bare livelihood, and many found slavery insupportable. So
summoning up boldness and ignorance and shamelessness,
and practising new forms of abusiveness, they assumed the
garb of a philosopher, and, like Aesop’s donkey, thought they
were the lion when they had put on its skin and brayed. . . .

The whole city is full of this roguery, especially of such as call
themselves followers of Diogenes, Antisthenes and Crates, and
enroll themselves under the sign of the Dog . . . the canine
qualities they possess are barking, lasciviousness, theft, sexual
licence, flattery, fawning on any one who will feed them. . . . We
shall soon see wholesale desertion from the factories, when the
workers realize how they have to toil and labour from morning till
night, and wear themselves out to earn a pittance for their drudgery,
while these quacks and charlatans live a life of plenty, demanding
like lords and readily getting what they ask. . . . This is what
they call the life of the Golden Age ! when honey drops from heaven
into their mouths. . . . Many of them seduce the wives of their
hosts and lead them off to be philosophers too, quoting Plato’s
dictum that women should be held in common ? . . . their be-
haviour at banquets, and their drunkenness would be a long story
to narrate.® And this they do while reproving drunkenness,
adultery, lechery and greed. No two things are more utterly
opposed than their precepts and their practices. . . . And then,
the greed of their mendicancy ! Some even make a fortune out
of it, and then, good-bye to the wallet, cloak and tub! . . . So
the average man holds Philosophy in contempt, and thinks all its
adherents are like the Cynics.

Moved by the plight of Philosophy, Zeus decides to take
measures against this plague. To the great patron saint of
the Cynics, Heracles himself, is assigned the task of rooting
out the pest, a duty which he says will be even more unpleasant
than cleansing the Augean stables. By way of a beginning,
Heracles, Hermes and Philosophy go down to Thrace, to
Philippopolis, where notable charlatans are to be found, three
runaway slaves, accompanied by a woman. (The fact that a

1 Cf. Maximus of Tyre, Diss. 36. The Cynic life is the life of the
Golden Age.

2 In Athenaeus, Cynic women are mentioned. One of them,
Nicion, nicknamed ‘ Dog-fly °, was presumably a courtesan.

3 Cf. what is said of Cynics at banquets by Lucian in the Lapithae,
and by Athenaeus.
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definite locality is named, and some details given of the career
of the leader of this little group, one Cantharus, suggests that
Lucian is referring to real persons.) Through the agency of
the gods these runaways are handed back to their masters,
having first been exposed as arrant quacks.

Cantharus and his friends are, I think, to be taken as typical
of many of the new converts to Cynicism. It is easy to under-
stand how the ‘free life ’ of the Cynic could attract those
engaged in the generally oppressive and monotonous tasks of
an artisan in the ancient world. 'To a slave the attraction would
be still greater, and the rapid spread of Christianity, and such
of the mystery religions as were open to them, amongst the
slaves, shows how eager they were to embrace any creed which
would lighten the monotony of their lot. Nor must one forget,
amongst the possible converts to Cynicism, those people,
numerous in any civilization, who are characterized by what
has lately been called the ‘ escape-psychology *—the desire to
emancipate themselves from all the restraints imposed by an
ordered society. It was this temperament, allied with religious
mysticism, that later produced the curious extravagances of
the anchorites of the Thebaid. That the xwwixos fiog in
itself offered exceptional scope to the debauchee is improbable.
The general standard of morals in the Empire placed no undue
restraint on the sensual appetites, and there was no need to
have recourse to the Cynic dvafdeia for indulgence. The
accusations of immorality against the Cynics are animated by
disgust not so much at the practices themselves as for the
hypocrisy of those who indulge in them. But, all in all, it is
easy to see that, for those in humble circumstances, there was
some inducement to turn Cynic. It offered freedom from
restraint, change of scene, wide tolerance of behaviour, and a
living (of a sort) without work. And one must remember that
however ascetic the traditional Cynic diet seems to us, it was
probably little plainer than the normal fare of the lower classes.
Moreover, the slave or artisan turned Cynic would meet with
the respect of his equals, however much he might be despised
by the cultured. For Lucian is right in saying that the illiterate
Cynics of his day were taking advantage of the high respect gen-
erally accorded to philosophy ; in this sense one may admit the
description of Cynicism as the ¢ philosophy of the proletariat ’.

From this general description of Cynicism during the period
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I pass on to consider those individual Cynics of whom any
record survives, especially Dio Chrysostom, Demonax,
Oenomaus of Gadara, and Peregrinus.

(b) Dio Chrysostom

Alike to the student of the Roman Empire and of classical
literature, the most attractive of these names is that of Dio
Chrysostom. Here he is of interest as the most illustrious
example of a man who lived the Cynic life ¢ under pressure of
circumstance * (xata neplotaow), a course which had been
approved by the Stoics as proper for the copds and as one in
which he would persevere unless circumstances again inter-
vened and forced him to renounce it. Such a change of
fortune did occur for Dio, and he abandoned the vagrant
Cynic life to become the friend of Trajan, a person of great
influence in the affairs of his native province in Bithynia, and
a kind of unofficial but influential intermediary between the
Roman government and the Greek states generally. Weber’s
description of Dio as ‘cynicorum sectator ’! is thus very
inadequate, and indeed Dio drew on Stoic quite as much as
on Cynic ideas, and was also influenced by Plato and even
Aristotle. Since Weber’s time, however, the researches of
von Arnim 2 into the chronology of his writings enable us to
gauge with some accuracy the limits of the influence exercised
upon him by Cynicism. We are here concerned with Dio as
scen from within these limits, and as affording evidence for the
nature of Cynicism in his day. For a full-length biography
the reader must be referred to von Arnim, and to Dill 3 for a
short but brilliant account of his work as a ‘ philosophic
missionary ’.

Dio’s birth and upbringing alike prepared him for a career
very different from that which circumstances actually forced
him to follow. He came from one of the wealthiest families
in Prusa : and after his father’s death his own sumptuous style
of living, more particularly untimely expenditure on building
at a period of famine, drew down on him the hatred and envy
of his poorer fellow-citizens. He received a rhetorical training,
and won considerable fame as a Sophist; and his speech

1¢De Dione Chrysostomo Cynicorum sectatore.
® Leben und Werke des Dion von Prusa, 1898.
8 Social Life at Rome from Nero to Marcus Aurelius, p. 367 ff.
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xata Tdv @rhoadpwy shows that he shared the hostility felt by
the Second Sophistic towards the philosophers. His standing
in his native city and his reputation as a Sophist brought him
excellent connexions at Rome, he enjoyed the acquaintance
of Titus, and was intimate with his stepson Flavius Sabinus.?
He was an ardent Hellenist, and the Rhodian oration, delivered
shortly before his exile,shows him looking forward to a cultural
revival which should make the Hellenic cities the moral and
spiritual leaders of the Roman world. His brilliant prospects
were suddenly and completely destroyed by the execution of
Flavius Sabinus, who was suspected of conspiracy against
Domitian, in A.p. 82. His downfall involved Dio,  as a friend
and a counsellor (@pidov dvra xai odupoviov). For this is a
habit of tyrants, and even as the Scythians bury with their kings
their cupbearers and cooks and concubines, so do tyrants add
many other innocent persons to the list of their victims.” 2 Dio
was sentenced to exile, a sentence which Emperius shows as
meaning banishment from (1) Rome and Italy, (2) his native
province of Bithynia.® The sentence was an imperial decrec,
not a senatus consultum, like the expulsion of philosophers in
94, nor a judicial sentence, arising out of a prosecution. Its
term was intended to be ‘ in perpetuum ’, as may be deduced
from the fact that ¢ it was not lifted till after Domitian’s death,
when Nerva refused to endorse the ““ acta ”’ of his predecessor .

Severe though the sentence was, it did not force Dio to the
vagrant life which he chose to lead. Though he no longer
derived any support from his property in Prusa and was appar-
ently without means, several cities made him an offer of citizen
rights,* and he could have made a living as a sophist in any
part of the Roman Empire other than Rome, Italy or Bithynia.
Von Arnim suggests that his amour-propre as a famous sophist
was outraged by the Emperor’s action, at once unjusi and
contemptuous, and that he determined to revenge himself by
carrying on a literary campaign against Domitian. Such a
course would draw down the Emperor’s anger on any com-
munity which harboured him, and Dio would naturally hesitate
before establishing himself in any city when he knew that he

1 yon Arnim (op. cit.) makes a convincing case for Flavius Sabinus
as ‘ the person of the highest connexions ’> whose fall Dio describes
as responsible for his own exile.

20r. 13. 1. 3 Emperius, Dio von Prusa, 1844. ¢ Or. 44. 6.
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was a potentially dangerous guest. These considerations,
however, are not mentioned in Dio’s own account ; he leaves
us rather to infer that he adopted the vagrant life on the advice
of the Delphic god. ‘ Following the ancestral custom of the
Greeks,’ he says, ‘ I went to Delphi, and asked the god whether
exile was a good thing or a bad.’! He must further have
asked for advice on his particular case, for the reply was, ‘ Do
the near-by thing with all earnestness, as though it were of
the highest importance, till you come to the ends of the earth.’
The advice, and the fact that it was followed, suggest that
the question came from a man whose world had crashed about
his ears. Dio was cut off from his family and his home,
apparently for ever, his dream of leading a revival of Hellenic
culture had to be abandoned, and he was no longer interested
in the carcer of a sophist. The only advice which could help
a man in his situation was that which the oracle gave;
Oenomaus, in his demonstration of the futility of all oracles,
wisely says nothing about the response given to Dio.

During the next fourteen years Dio wandered through the
north-castern portion of the Roman Empire, and we hear of
him in Greece, in Pontus, in Asia, and in Moesia. He sup-
ported himself from the humblest occupations, and was at
different times a gardener, a bath-attendant, an agricultural
labourer, and, frequently, a beggar.? Naturally he was brought
into contact with the lowliest people, and he, who, as he tells
us, ‘had sat at table with kings and satraps’;® learned that
greater hospitality and kindness were to be found in the homes
of the poor. His life during these years damaged his health,?
but it brought him a deeper insight into the lives of the poor
than can be found in any classical author since Hesiod.
Furthermore, as with Diogenes, it was through his exile that
he was brought to philosophy. He calls himself ‘ a self-made
philosopher ’ (adtodpyos 77js copiag),® and describes the process
in a passage which is interesting in itself and as evidence for con-
temporary views of the Cynics.® As he wandered from place
to place, clad in rough clothes, he says that,

the people who met me judged from my appearance that I was a
vagrant or a beggar, while some took me for a philosopher. So it

10r. 13. 9. 2von Arnim, op. cit.,, p. 238 ff. 3Or. 7. 65.
¢ ib,, 19; 40. 2. 5ib., 1. 9. 8ib., 13. 1 f.
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happened that by degrees, without any deliberate intention on my
part—for I did not rate myself so highly—that I came to bear the
name of philosopher. Now most of the so-called philosophers
announce themselves, like the heralds at the Olympic games. But
in my case it was a name given by others, and I could not for ever
be contradicting them. And indeed I came to reap a benefit from
the appellation. For many would come and ask me what were my
opinions of Good and Evil, so that I was forced to meditate on
these topics to be able to answer those who questioned me. Again,
they would bid me stand forward and make a speech. . . . When
I reflected . . . it seemed to me that all were, so to speak, devoid
of wit, and that none knew what to do nor where to look to find
release from the evils that beset him and from his own gross ignor-
ance . . . that all were led astray in the same manner and nearly
always by the same distractions—money, reputation, and bodily
pleasures, and that none knew how to escape them and free his
soul. . .. So I blamed them all, and especially myself. . . .

It was therefore as a Cynic that Dio was asked for advice,
and it was as a Cynic that he replied, when he felt justified in
so doing. 'The most important ethical discourses belonging to
these years are Orations 6, 8, 9 and 10, in each of which
Diogenes is the central figure.! The orations are all marked
by what von Arnim rightly calls a ‘ radical Cynicism’, with
emphasis on the familiar slogans of draideia (Shamelessness),
avrdpxeio (Self-Sufficiency), and doxnoi (Training). A series
of shorter speeches, or diadéfeic which von Arnim assigns to
this period, deal with such subjects as p0dvos (Envy), eddaiuovia
(Happiness), ddéa (Reputation), &c., and show Dio in the
capacity of the iarods (Doctor) healing the diseases of the
human soul. His eagerness to fulfil another of the Cynic’s
functions—that of the émoxdmos (Scout) leads him towards
the end of his exile into a most interesting venture. 'The
period was one of arduous fighting on the Danube frontier
against the warlike Dacians or Getae, who had just inflicted a
defeat on the Romans and were causing much anxiety.?2 Dio
was eager to ‘see the state of affairs in the country’ and
journeyed thither, no doubt with the same curiosity that again
led him to the Danube in Trajan’s reign, ‘to see one side
struggling for power and empire, and the other for their
country and freedom’. The result of his stay in what later

1See Note 1 to Chap. VIII. 2 von Arnim, op. cit., p. 302 ff.
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became the Roman province of Dacia was A History of the
Getae (va I'érixa), which unfortunately has not survived. Von
Arnim makes the attractive and highly probable suggestion
that he saw in the barbarous Getae men nearer to ‘the life
according to Nature’ than the over-civilized inhabitants of
the Roman Empire, and that in their great leader Decebalus he
found exemplified the Stoic-Cynic conception of the faoideds
as ‘ the shepherd of the people .

According to Dio his activities during these years were
characterized by an outspoken invective against Domitian.

I had for my enemy no common person . . . but the so-called
Lord and Master . . . whom I never flattered, nor attempted to
deprecate his hostility, but I was quite openly incensed against him.
The evils that confronted me I am not now going to write and speak
about, for I have already written and spoken of them, and my
speeches were delivered everywhere, and my books widely circulated.

At first sight these claims hardly seem to be borne out in the
extant speeches, where, apart from the remarkable prophecy
of Domitian’s murder in Or. 66, the references to the Emperor
seem veiled and indirect. Von Arnim, indeed, pointing out
that Dio makes a clear distinction between his speeches and
his writings, suggests that the denunciations on which the
claim is chiefly based, have not survived. Though possible
this is not likely, for Dio prided himself on his conduct in
opposing Domitian, and would probably have taken care, at
least after his exile, to publish his most notable piece of invec-
tive. 'T'wo considerations may be urged to show that the
extant writings do substantiate his claim that he showed a
laudable degree of independence. In the first place one must
remember the retrospective traditions of the literature of the
age. The precept det dpydiov Twos mpdyuaros was so firmly
established that on one occasion Dio apologizes for talking
about Nero and the moderns rather than Cyrus or Alcibiades ;!
the accepted practice was to represent contemporary persons
or events by examples chosen from history. Dio’s audience
would therefore be much readier than a modern reader to see
that Heracles and Eurystheus, or Diogenes and Alexander,
stand for Dio and Domitian. Secondly, there is the fate of
Maternus % to remind us that denunciation of tyrants, even if

1 Or. 21. 10. ? See above, p. 140.
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couched in general terms, could towards the end of Domitian’s
reign be perilous to the speaker. Admittedly Maternus
delivered his speech at Rome, while Dio was in remote and
often semi-barbarous parts of the Empire, but none the less
Dio was a marked man through his connexion with Flavius
Sabinus. At least it must be said for Dio that if his con-
duct during the reign of Domitian be compared with that of
such upholders of the ancient Roman virtues as Tacitus and
Juvenal, it is not the Greek who has the worst of the com-
parison.

It is evident that towards the end of his exile Dio had acquired
a considerable reputation as a philosopher. He himself says
that his writings were widely circulated, and we know what
enthusiasm was evoked by his appearance at Borysthenes.
But the most striking example of his influence and personality
(if the story can be believed) is an incident which occurred at
the very end of his exile.r On his way back from the country
of the Getae he was staying incognito in the Roman legionary
camp of Viminacium, when the news of Domitian’s murder
came through. Domitian was popular with the soldiers, and
the news of Nerva’s succession to the principate aroused the
men at Viminacium to the point of revolt. Dio realized the
critical nature of the situation, ¢ flung aside his disguise with
the words “ Out of the rags stepped forth many-counselling
Odysseus ” and stood before them, no beggar, but Dio the
philosopher ’.  He delivered a speech in which he denounced
the murdered Emperor and praised, from personal experience,
his successor ; apparently he was successful in quelling the
disturbance. One remembers that Musonius was not so
successful in an attempt to soothe infuriated Roman soldiers.?

Dio had been ‘ to the ends of the earth ’ in fulfilment of the
oracle’s advice, and the death of Domitian meant that his exile
was at end, for he was immediately recalled by Nerva. He
returned to Prusa, to be loaded with honours by his own and
neighbouring states. Illness delayed a project of going to
Rome on behalf of Prusa, and when it could be realized Nerva
was dead and Trajan had succeeded him. The favour he
enjoyed from the latter is a tribute both to his own character
and to the discernment of the Emperor. Philostratus, in his
zeal for glorifying Dio at the expense of Trajan, tells a ludicrous

1 Philos., vita Soph., sv. Dio. 2 Tac., Hist., iii. 81.
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story ! which gives a completely false picture of their relation-
ship. According to him, Dio is the brilliant sophist, Trajan
the simple soldier, admiring but bewildered, ‘ who would often
exclaim ““ I can’t understand a word you say, Dio, but I love
you as myself .’ But as von Arnim points out, there were
good reasons why an earnest and enlightened ruler like Trajan
should have found Dio highly useful. He was a person of
much influence in Bithynia, and we know from Pliny that the
province was then giving the Emperor considerable anxiety.
Again, his fourteen years of wandering and his familiarity with
the lives of the common people must have given him a know-
ledge of conditions in the north-eastern portion of the Roman
Empire which few could have equalled. The fact that he had
lived for some time among the Getae must also have
commended him to Trajan, in view of his plans for taking the
offensive against these troublesome enemies. Finally his
reputation both as a philosopher and a Hellenist made him an
important figure in the Greek-speaking portion of the Roman
Empire ; and it was in some sense as a representative of the
educated classes of that very important section, that he delivered
before 'Trajan the four speeches mepi Pacideias, expressing
its hopes and expectations from the new régime. In these
speeches one may see the triumph of Stoic-Cynic propaganda,
the realization of that conception of the philosopher as the
counsellor of kings which the Cynics had depicted in their
favourite fiction of Diogenes giving advice to Alexander. But
this was no fictitious encounter : the Stoic-Cynic ideas of the
Bacilela were being preached to the ‘ master of the world . . .
the vice-regent of God on earth’, in person.

Oration i, the first to be delivered before Trajan, shows that
Dio was well aware of the importance of the occasion. The
speech is extremely skilful : the beginning is modest and
unassuming : there is a straightforward description ‘in plain
and simple language ’ of the good king according to Homer,
ending with the remark, ‘ If any of these qualities appear to
belong to you, happy are you in your noble and gracious
character, and happy are we who share in its benefit.’2  Then
a loftier note is struck by the reference to Zeus, ‘ king of mortals
and pattern of kings’, and of the universe, ‘ the embodiment
of bliss and wisdom, sweeping in infinite cycles through infinite

1 Apparently believed by Dill (op. cit., p. 368). 2¢. 36.
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time, guided by good fortune and the divine power, and by
providence (ITgovoia) and the most righteous and perfect of
governing principles’. But with the remark that these themes
are too vast for the time available Dio introduces a ‘ sacred
and edifying parable’ (u9fo¢) which T'rajan is advised to
‘ reflect upon in private . During his exile Dio once lost his
way in a remote part of the Peloponnese, and came to a rude
shrine, by which dwelt a venerable old woman. The shrine
was that of Heracles, and the woman gifted with the power of
divination. She prophesied that Dio’s exile would end before
long, as would the ‘ period of tribulation for mankind’, i.e.
the rule of Domitian. ‘ Some day’, she told Dio, ¢ you will
meet a mighty man, the ruler of many lands and peoples.
Do not hesitate to tell him the following parable, even though
many scoff at you.” The parable is the famous story of the
Choice of Heracles, to which we have already referred.
Heracles, it will be remembered, makes the choice between
Kingship and Tyranny. Heracles himself is depicted as
having several of the traits of Trajan, while the picture of
tyranny is unmistakably drawn from Domitian. At the end
of the speech it is said that Heracles would give honour and
protection in his life wherever he found a kingdom and a
king, ¢ and this work he continues to this day, for in him you
have a helper and protector of your government, so long as
you reign like a king * (dwg d&v tvyydns facidedwv).t The
other three speeches lack the eloquence of the first, but are
equally governed by Stoic-Cynic ideas. The true king must
have »xaprepla and undergo mdvog, he is the bringer of duovola
to his people : he is symbolized by the shepherd of the flock,
the bull of the herd, the ‘king ’ of the bees. The familiar
Cynic stock-figure of Sardanapalus as the king led astray by
pleasure (ptdijdovoc Paotlevs), of Alexander as the immoderate
lover of glory (piloddoc), of Diogenes as the wise adviser,
are exhibited, not to a small crowd in some unimportant city
of Pontus or Greece, but before the Roman Emperor himself.
Despite the evidence of rhetorical ability they display, these
speeches were not mere émideifes. The principles of the

1 The coinage of the second century, particularly that of Antoninus,
shows the devotion professed by the Emperors to the cult of Heracles,
the guardian deity of the good king. Rostovtseff, op. cit., sv.
Heracles.
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Baoileia they envisaged were actually those that governed the
administration of T'rajan and his three successors.! Admit-
tedly that practical experience of administration which was the
legacy of a long line of Roman statesmen had more to do with
the establishment of the benevolent government of the age than
had the theories of the philosophers. But it is true to say that
during this period, the Golden Age of the government in the
ancient world, philosophy played well its part of adviser and
encourager of men of affairs.

Apart from the orations mepi Paoctdeiasc there is naturally
less trace of Cynic influence in Dio’s speeches after his return
from exile. The Alexandrine Oration is the speech of an
unofficial representative of the Emperor: the numerous
speeches delivered in Bithynia and Asia those of a man ° of
wide knowledge of men and the world ’ giving advice on local
politics and government. But his fourteen years’ exile had
left on Dio an indelible impression, and towards the end of
his life we find him coming back to the problem of the poor,
and what manner of life they are to lead. His views are set
out in the famous seventh oration, which is based upon Stoic
and Cynic ethical ideals, though it is the production of a man
of wide experience of social conditions in the Roman Empire.?
It is worth while to give a summary of its main ideas, if only
to show how careful one must be not to interpret from modern
analogies the description of Cynicism as ‘ the philosophy of
the proletariat . The discourse was intended to be a serious
contribution to a grave social problem rather than a theoretical
discussion of poverty, for Dio expresses the hope that it will
be found useful both in the government of cities, and for poor
people in search of employment.? It differs from most schemes
of reform offered to the modern proletariat in that economics
are throughout subordinated to ethics. The object of man
is to live a virtuous life, and of itself poverty is no hindrance
to that end. Indeed, says Dio, ‘ poverty seems to have some-
thing holy about it ’, and

one must consider whether in word and deed and in their relations
with each other the poor are by reason of their poverty at a dis-
advantage compared with the rich so far as leading a seemly life

1 Cf. Rostovtseff, op. cit., p. 114 ff.
2 See_Note 2 to Chap. VIII. 30r. 7, c. 127.
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and one according to nature, or whether they do enjoy an advantage
in every respect.!

The familiar and delightful description of the Euboean peasants
proves that in Dio’s opinion the latter is the case. Their toil
in the fields and their self-sufficiency bring them nearer to the
¢ life according to Nature ’ than it is possible for any one to be
in an urban civilization. The occupations of farmer, hunter
or shepherd are therefore suitable for the poor : thus employed,
they will be able to lead happier and more useful lives than
those engaged in the struggle for wealth. Dio then passes to
the more difficult problems which confront the poor in a large
city. The best solution, he thinks, would be to remove all the
‘ respectable poor ’ (oi xouyol mévnrar)? from the cities and
settle them in the country. For urban civilization really
demands that all its members should be prosperous, since in
a city money is indispensable ; to its poor it can offer little
but a choice between degrading employment and idleness.
However, failing this solution, even in cities honourable
employment can be found for the poor. Unfortunately the
discourse as we have it is not complete, and while Dio expressly
mentions many occupations that arc unsuitable for the poor,
we have few indications of those which he felt they could
safely follow. The only occupations he expressly commends
are those of the hired servant, the attendant, and the school-
master ; but since he also approves of the ¢artisan’
(yewootéyvne), it is to be presumed that in the last portion
of the discourse the various praiseworthy 7éyvar were dis-
cussed. None the less, it is apparent that his real desire was
to see ¢ all the respectable poor, by any means possible, become
rustics .3 There is little need to dwell upon the urgent
necessity of some such scheme of ¢ back to the land ’ for large
areas of the Roman Empire in Dio’s time. In Italy and
Greece, in particular, agriculture was at a low ebb, and much
land had gone out of cultivation. In the little city to which
the Euboean peasants of this oration belong two-thirds of the
land without the walls was uncultivated, while much of that
within them was sown or pasture-land, and sheep grazed in
the market-place. On the other hand the great cities of the
Empire, especially Rome and Alexandria, had vast, idle city

1ib., c. 8r1. % ib., c. 107. 3 108.
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mobs who were a standing nuisance to their rulers and for
whom no useful occupation was ever found. The difference
between Dio’s scheme of social reform and the majority of
those of modern times is also obvious. There is no attempt
to obviate poverty as such : Dio appears to assume that the
poor we shall always have with us, and the problem is to
provide them with suitable employment. Consequently he
can dispense with schemes for redistributing wealth ; once
the poor have been found suitable occupations they should be
capable of leading happy lives ; if they do not, the cause is
not the injustice of social conditions but their own indulgence
in the fault of ueuypiuoipla.

(c) Demonax

The only authority for Demonax is the Life! that has come
down under the name of Lucian. It is obviously conceived
as a panegyric, but there is no reason to doubt its evidence on
the few details it gives of Demonax’ career, nor its general
description of his character. Demonax came of a good family

1 The question of its genuineness has long been a vexed one,.
Those who regard it as spurious mainly rely on two arguments.
(a) The feebleness of the anecdotes it contains ; Lucian, however
prejudiced, is usually amusing. But this is the only work in the
Lucianic corpus which belongs to the genre of the dnouvnu dveduara,
a genre whose conventions give little scope to the personal merits
of the author, (b) The remark that the writer has elsewhere written
of Demonax’ contemporary, Sostratus, who bore the nickname of
‘ Heracles . Such a treatise is not to be found in the extant works
of Lucian, nor is there any reference to it elsewhere. But this is not
a conclusive objection—the work may have been written and ncver
published. At any rate, if published, it scems quickly to have been
forgotten, for Philostratus, writing some fifty years after the death
of Demonax, takes his account of this ¢ Heracles ’ from a letter of
Herodes Atticus. Funk (Philol., Suppl. 10 [1907]) considers the
work to be that of Lucian ; he points out that the sceptical, eclectic
nature of Demonax is that of Lucian himself, and of his philosophic
mouthpiece Menippus. Lucian, he concludes, was greatly influenced
by Demonax. One may perhaps quote in this connexion the remark
made in the Fugitivi that ‘ there are some few genuine philosophers
left in Greece’ (i.e. in Athens). May not this be a reference to
Demonax ? On the whole, the case for regarding the work as spurious
is not convincing. But, as Zeller says, its value as evidence for
Demonax is not affected if we refuse to accept Lucian as the author ;
whoever the author was, he was a contemporary of Demonax and
had long been familiar with him.
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in Cyprus, and received a thorough literary education and
rhetorical training. But he was led by an ‘inherent love of
philosophy * (8ugdtov mpds @riogopiar &owrog) to lead a
life which would set an example to all who saw him of his
intellect and of the sincerity of his philosophy ’. His philo-
sophic ‘teachers’ were Demetrius, Epictetus and Agatho-
boulos—two Cynics and a Stoic—his rhetorical training was
probably received under the sophist and eclectic philosopher
Timocrates of Heraclia. He was himself an eclectic in that
‘ he would never reveal which form of philosophy he favoured ’ ;
of the philosophers he ‘ thought all were admirable, but revered
Socrates, wondered at Diogenes, and loved Aristippus ’. But
in dress he was a Cynic, and what we are told of his work at
Athens suggests that he combined the ° philanthropy ’ of Crates
with the scepticism and nihilism of Menippus.

When he first came to Athens is not known.! He was given
Athenian citizenship, entered political life, and, possibly because
of the reputation he had acquired in Cyprus, quickly attained
office. But his outspokenness made him many enemies, and
he was prosecuted, like Socrates, on a charge of impiety, for

1 Few details are certain about his chronology. We know that he
lived to be nearly a hundred, but are told nothing of the dates of his
birth or death. An anecdote which brings him into contact with
Peregrinus Proteus suggests that he must have been teaching in
Athens later than A.D. 159, the probable date of Proteus’ arrival in
Greece ; on the other hand we are told of a remark he made about
Apollonius of Tyana when the latter was ‘ going from Athens to be
tutor to the Emperor’. The Emperor in question was Titus
(Philost., vi. 30) ; which would mean that Demonax was already in
Athens about A.D. 72, and hence can hardly have been born later
than A.p. s0. Of the two stories I prefer to reject the second, since
all other persons with whom he is said to have been in contact in
Athens belong to the second century so far as we know. The later
date, too, best fits what is said of his lengthy philosophical training.
Epictetus set up his school at Nicopolis in 94 ; Demetrius cannot
have ¢ taught ’ in Greece earlier than 75 ; the floruit of Agathoboulos
was ¢. 120. Moreover, Demonax appears to have taken some part
in the politics of Cyprus; probably he was middle-aged when he
came to Athens. For the date of his death, the passage of the Fugitivi
quoted in the last note is relevant, If the reference is to Demonax,
he must have been living after the death of Peregrinus in 167. I
therefore suggest that his life may best be dated ¢. A.p. 70-170 ; that
he ‘studied’, probably in that order, with Demetrius, Epictetus,
Timocrates, and Agathoboulos, and that he came to Athens about
120.
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he refused to sacrifice to Athena, and was the only citizen of
Athens who had not been initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries.
The boldness of his defence caused him to be acquitted;
thenceforward he acquired an extraordinary influence and
prestige at Athens, until at the end of his life he was regarded
with universal veneration and affection.

His philosophical activities appear to have been entirely
devoted to the mapawerixdg Tomog.

When any of his friends were apparently prosperous, he would
remind them that they were elated over imaginary and ephemeral
blessings. Others, who were bewailing poverty, or finding exile
hard to bear, or complaining of old age or sickness, he would laugh-
ingly console, pointing out that they did not realize how soon their
troubles would end, and that they would soon find forgetfulness
of their lot, good or bad, and lasting freedom. He also made it
his concern to compose the quarrels of brothers, and to negotiate
peace between husband and wife. On occasion he spoke words
of reason to angry mobs, and usually persuaded them to serve their
country in a sensible manner.

These activities, together with what we are told about his
kindliness and charm of manner, and his dictum that we should
hate sin but love sinners, recall Epictetus’ conception of the
Ideal Cynic; doubtless Epictetus’ views had much influence
on his pupil.! But Epictetus held that the Cynic should
abstain from political aftairs, while Demonax ‘ played a part in
society and politics ’, and, as we have seen, even held office.
It will be remembered that Dio Chrysostom, after his return
from exile, was concerned with political issues much more
important than the municipal affairs of Athens, and indeed he
held that  the work of the true philosopher is no other than
the rule of men’.? From Chrysippus onwards the Stoics
were divided as to the proper attitude of the copdg to politics.
Those who regarded philosophy, as Epictetus did Cynicism,
as a special service for an emergency, would allow nothing to
interfere with the primary duties of the philosopher ; and of
course a ‘ political career ’ with its attendant ambitions would
at all times be improper for the gopds. But where a philos-
opher possessed influence in the State (whether through family
connexions and philosophic reputation combined, as in the
case of Dio, or, like Demonax, through mere force of character),
1 See below, p. 190 f. 2 Or. 49.
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then it was proper for him to come forward and give advice
on public affairs. For the philosopher’s duty is to ally himself
with the Law and Order of the Universe, whose earthly
manifestation is the Law and Order prevailing in the well-
ordered State (cf. once more Dio’s conception of the virtues
attendant on the Good King, and his duties as the bringer of
Peace and duovola). It was in this spirit that Demonax
quelled civic disturbance by his mere appearance in the
Assembly,! and dissuaded the Athenians from instituting
gladiatorial shows in emulation of Corinth.

In sharp contrast with his contemporary, Peregrinus Proteus,
he mitigated the austerities of Cynic life; he abandoned its
vagrancy and mendicancy ; its traditional squalor and theatri-
cality, in fact, as Praechter 2 says, all that aspect of Cynicism
governed by the slogan magaydoarrew v0 véuoua. Towards
the end of his life

he used to eat and sleep uninvited in any house which he happened
to be passing, and its occupants regarded it as some divine visita-
tion, and thought that a Good Spirit (dyafds daluwv) had entered
their house. The bread-women would try to attract his attention
as he passed by, each wanting him to take bread from her, and the
one who was successful thought she had brought herself luck. The
children, too, would bring him fruit, and call him father. . . .
When he died, the Athenians gave him a magnificent public funeral

. . afterwards they would bow down before the stone on which
he used to rest when tired ; and hang it with garlands, feeling that
the very stone on which he sat was sacred. 'The whole city attended
his funeral, especially the philosophers, who carried his body to
the grave.

Unless the panegyric is grossly exaggerated—and there is
no reason to believe that it is—Demonax can stand with Crates
as an embodiment of the Cynic ideal of @iavBpwnia—the
service of mankind. The scene of his ministry, the Athens
of the second century, was of course a place of no great impor-
tance ; its greatness had long left it, and it was now little more
than a University town in a declining province. But it would
have been well for the Roman Empire if men like Demonax
had been found in its municipalities in the next two centuries.

1 Cf. the stories of attempts by Musonius and Dio to quell riots,

p. 153. ) .
3 In Ueberweg, Gesch. d. Phil., Vol. i, p. 511.
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For the alienation of so many of the better elements from any
interest in public life or the conduct of political affairs was
one of the most potent causes of the decline and fall of the
Empire.

(d) Oenomaus of Gadara

Authorities for the date of Oenomaus disagree, though
it is highly probable that his florusizt was in the reign of
Hadrian.! There is no evidence for the dates of his birth
and death, nor for his family. His native city was Gadara
in Peraea, one of those Greek cities in Syria whose ruins
testify to the high degree of material prosperity they enjoyed
in the second century A.p. It was perhaps in revolt against
the luxury of his day that Oenomaus turned his thoughts to
philosophy, and came to Colophon to ask Clarius Apollo for
guidance and advice. IHow he was disappointed will be seen ;
at present it is to be remarked that he does not say that his
search for a master was successful, and he may well have been,
like Dio Chrysostom, avtodidaxtoc mooc dperriv. We do
not know whether he followed the vagrant Cynic life ; Demonax
was his contemporary, but there are no stories of contact
between them. Indeed, all that we hear of his relations with
contemporaries is the interesting evidence, collected by
Vallette,2 which suggests that he may be identical with that
pagan philosopher ‘Abnimos Hagardi’, who appears in
Hebrew tradition as the friend of the second-century Rabbi
Meir. The identification, however, is far from certain, for
according to Hebrew scholars the Hebraic equivalent of
Abnimos can with difficulty stand for the Greek Oenomaus ;
and the anecdotes themselves are devoid of any individual
characterization which might offer a pointer. Probably little
more can be said than that there is nothing inherently unlikely
in a story of contact between a Cynic and a Jewish rabbi in
Syria in the second century A.D.

Unlike Demonax and Demetrius, then, Oenomaus is known
to us only through his writings. To judge from their titles,
these appear to have followed the old Cynic models. The list
of Suidas mentions the following : Ilepi Kvviouod, Ioditela,
mepl Tijc %0’ ' Ounpov prrocoplag, mepl Kodtntos xal Awoyévovg
xtA. Julian speaks of an adropwvia Tob xwwdg, a xara TaY

1 See Note 3 to Chap. VIII. 2 De Oenomao Cynico, p. 6 ff.
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xonotnolwy and of tragedies.! Vallette conjectures that  adro-
pwvia Tob Kwds’ is an alternative title for the book megi
Kvviopot ;  Julian says that ‘according to Oenomaus,
Cynicism is neither Antisthenism nor Diogenism ’,2 no doubt
in reference to the famous claim that Heracles is the real pro-
totype of the Cyniclife. yonopoi adropdwor are oracles
delivered directly by the god, without the agency of priest
or omen. The ingenious yonouol adropdvor of Alexander of
Abonuteichos were one of his most effective pieces of publicity,
as we know from Lucian. In the adropwvio tod Kvvds then,
Oenomaus may well have given the precepts of the * philosophy’
itself, as Crusius says, it represented Des Kyon leibhafte Stimme,?
heard directly and not through its prophet Diogenes. One
may further suggest that these precepts were in verse, and
were parodies of oracles like those found in the ydnrwv pda.
This would be in the vein of Crates ; in the Politeia and the
Tragedies Oenomaus was following the model of Diogenes.
These last seem to have maintained the traditional Cynic
dvaideta, to judge from the horrified comments of Julian.
Of the book On the Philosophy according to Homer nothing
more than the title is known ; Vallette conjectures that it
burlesqued the stories of gods and heroes. Our judgement of
Oenomaus must be based on the surviving passages of the
yorjrav pwpa—The Charlatans Exposed, which Valette identifies
with the book Against the Oracles mentioned by Julian.4

The yorjrwy pddpa.—The book is known to us through passages
quoted by Eusebius in the Praeparatio Evangelica to support
his attack on divination ; some of his quotations were used
again by Theodoretus. It does not seem likely that the
passages as quoted by Eusebius preserve the order of Oenomaus,
but as we have them, they fall into three divisions: (1) an
analysis of famous oracles, revealing their worthlessness, (2)
the story of Oenomaus’ own experiences at the shrine of
Clarius Apollo, (3) a general refutation, on quasi-philosophical
grounds, of the possibility of prophecy. The oracles quoted
are all taken from classical Greek history or mythology ; the
reason being obvious in the light of Plutarch’s statement ° that,
owing to the decay of the Greek cities and their loss of

1 Or. vii. 209. 2 Or. vi., 187 B.C.

3 Crusius, xliv. (1889), p. 309 ff.
¢ Cf. Vallette, op. cit., p. 54, &c. ° Plut., de Pyth. Or., 28.
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independence, no important public oracles had been given
for several generations. The Delphic god himself is the
‘ imaginary adversary ’ of the Cynic’s diatribe ; his oracles
are analysed, shown to be absurd or worthless, and in most
cases the unfortunate deity is then roundly abused. Two
kinds of oracle are dealt with, (1) those which claim to be
prophecies of the future, e.g. the famous reply to Croesus, or
the oracles given to the Athenians and Spartans in the Persian
War, (2) those which give advice, as the oracle to Lycurgus.
Of the first class, it is observed that they evince no real know-
ledge of the future, but only shrewdness in realizing the possible
issues of the event, and ingenuity in composing a response
which would be equally applicable to any one of them. One
example will suffice to show Oenomaus’ method—his treat-
ment of the oracle given to the Athenians at the beginning of
the invasion of Xerxes. The oracle says that the wooden
walls will alone be invincible, * let them not withstand the foe
with horse and foot, but turn their backs : elsewhere shall the
foe front them. O divine Salamis, thou shalt destroy the sons
of women, either when Demeter scatters or when she is
gathering the corn.”! It did not need a god, is Oenomaus’
comment, to forecast that the Athenians, weak in infantry and
cavalry, would find their best refuge in the ‘ wooden walls ’ of
their fleet. And as for the couplet about Salamis, the god
has not predicted what the result of the battle will be; as
for its season, he knew that naval battles are not fought in
winter, and the phrase ‘ either when Demeter scatters or when
she gathers the corn’ pretty well covers the rest of the year.
(It may be urged that Apollo did get the place of the battle
right, but Oenomaus characteristically refuses to give him
any credit forit.) When the god has been exposed as a prophet,
he is then arraigned as a giver of advice. The divine advice,
as revealed in oracles, is ‘either commonplace or harmful.
Consider the precepts of good government given to Lycurgus.?

So long as ye keep your promises and oaths to the oracles, and
preserve justice in relations with each other and with strangers and
with piety and reverence honour old age, and honour too the Tyn-
daridae and Menelaus and the other deathless heroes whom divine
Lacedaemon contains, even so long shall Zeus spare you.

1 Vall., op. cit., p. 39 ff. 2id., ib., p. 50.
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Commonplace stuff, says Oenomaus—is that the sort of thing
people come from the land of the Hyperboreans to hear ?
Any nurse could have done better. Again, oracles giving
advice on marriage, on the begetting of children, and on exile
are unfavourably compared with the teachings of Socrates on
the same subjects. Sometimes Oenomaus, in the manner of
Crates, emends the response of the oracle, so that they convey
the true precepts of philosophy. When not platitudinous, he
says, the oracles are harmful, as when they promise immor-
tality to stupid athletes like Theagenes or indecent poets such
as Archilochus, or befriend tyrants, as in the case of Cypselus.

The whole tone of the attack is rhetorical, with small regard
for either logic or consistency ; any stick will serve to beat
Apollo. For while dislike of athlctes comes well enough from
a Cynic, the criticism of Archilochus for obscenity ill befits
Oenomaus, whose own writings werc so indecent that Julian
cannot find a fit comparison for them. 'T'he oracle is reproved
for not encouraging the Athenians and Spartans in their
patriotic duties in the Persian War ; it is also reproved for
answering Homer’s question about the city of his birth—as
well, says Oenomaus, might the god tell a dung-beetle about
its native dung-heap. Again, Apollo is blamed for his treachery
to his devout worshipper, Croesus of Lydia; but for his
support of Cypselus of Corinth he is stigmatized as the  friend
of tyrants >. In other words, Oenomaus is perfectly willing to
.drop the mask of the Cynic whenever it suits him to do so,
just as the arch-sceptic Lucian poses on occasion as a pious
believer in the Olympian gods.! But nowhere is his unfairness
more obvious than in his treatment of the oracle given to Laius.?
We have seen how Oenomaus has satirized oracles worded so
ambiguously that they would fit any event; in this case,
Apollo was quite definite, Laius was to be slain by his son.
Such a prediction, say Oenomaus, is impossible, it involves too
many unknowns, for Laius might refuse to beget children, or
Oedipus, if born at all, might refuse to be tyrant of Thebes,
and so on. Apollo is therefore pretending a knowledge he
cannot have possessed. But, says the god, it turned out as I
foretold. ° Pure luck’, is the reply.

1 De mort. Per., c. 13 and 21 ; cf. Bernays, Lukian und die Kyniker,
p. 6.
? Vall,, op. cit., pp. 74 fI.
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To the modern reader, however, the most interesting
passage is that in which Oenomaus describes his own experi-
ences with the oracle of Clarius Apollo at Colophon.! The
shrine was one which enjoyed great celebrity at the time,
perhaps due to the manner in which its responses were given.
For, according to Tacitus,?

. . the priest merely ascertains the number and the names of the
consultants ; then he goes into a cave, drinks water from a hidden
spring, and, though as a rule he knows nothing of poetry or letters,
he delivers oracular replies in verse on the subjects which each man
has in mind.

An apt response would thus be an impressive achievement on
the part of the god, and on one occasion a sceptical Roman
proconsul was notably disconcerted.> Oenomaus does not
tell us the precise form of the question he put to the god ; he
calls it ‘a philosophical transaction’ (dumogia meol copiac),
and it is clear that it had to do with the acquisition of copla
or dperrj. 'The oracle replied :

There in the land of Trachis the garden of Heracles bloometh,
Bearing all manner of fruits, which all men daily do gather,
Naught shall be lacking there, ’tis dowered with waters unfailing.

¢ Fool that I was,” says Oenomaus, ‘ I was elated when I heard
of Heracles and his garden,* and the mention of Trachis made
me think of the sweat of Hesiod, and then again I thought I
should have an easy life through the flowering garden.” His
train of thought is elucidated by Vallette. Tpfjywos &y made

1id., ib., pp. 34-8. 2 Annals, ii. 54.

3 Plut., de Def. Or., c. 45.

S glr’ gy dxdvoas 6 Paxnhos xal avroc dnd Tod “Hpaxdéove épvorfny
xai ol “HpaxMjiov xijmov 8dAdovrog . Of theilast four words Vallette
says ¢ haec verba quid sententiae addant cquidem non perspicio ’.
He is attracted by the emendation of Guenther (Genethl. Gotting.,
p. 19), who transposes the text to read, &it’ dyw dxdvoasc & Pdxnios
Tot ‘Hparhjiov sijmov 0dAlovrog, xal adrds 9nd To¥ “HpaxAdovs épvorifny.
But it may be suggested that the text makes sense as it stands.
May not the ¢ garden of Heracles ’ have reminded Oenomaus of the
other Cynic paradise, ¢ the isle of Pera’ described by Crates ? (see
above, p. 44). Heracles was the great example of the life of ndévog
and also the patron saint of the Cynics : Oenomaus may well have
taken the oracle as a command to lead the Cynic life. Of course,
according’to the Cynic paradox the xwwixdg Plog was the easiest open
to mankind.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



CYNICISM IN THE SECOND CENTURY A.D. 167

him think of the 7onyov oluov of the famous lines of Hesiod,
which were so constantly quoted as a maxim of philosophy.

tijc & dperiic mpomapdbey Béor idpdTa Enxav
dfavaror.  paxpos 6¢ xal 8pbios oluos & adrry
®ail Tonxvs TO medTov. dmiy & & dxgov Dxnrow
gnudin 61 Emeva médel, yalenmn) még’ eotoa

That mdvog must precede dperi; was of course axiomatic ;
Oenomaus therefore took the oracle as meaning that if he
would undertake the rigours demanded by Philosophy he
should thereafter have a happy life. But as he was putting
the question as to whether the gods would help him in his
project, one of the bystanders said that he had heard precisely
the same reply given to one Callistratus, a business man from
Pontus. Oenomaus, not unnaturally, was indignant that the
god should make no difference between questions relating to
philosophy and mundane business affairs—* I felt as though
Callistratus had robbed me of my dpe7,” he says. Neverthe-
less, he asked Callistratus whether he too had been cheered by
the mention of Heracles. Callistratus, it seemed, had also
interpreted the oracle according to his lights, ‘ he expected
that he would have to work hard, then he could expect a profit,
and after that he would be able to have a good time ’.

When I realized [says Oenomaus] what his labours were like, and
also the orgies he had in mind, I refused the comparison and the
oracle alike. . . . For after all, robber, soldier, lover, flatterer,
rhetorician, and sycophant, might all claim that oracle, for each one
of them might expect toil, to be followed by pleasure.

But apparently Oenomaus had not yet lost faith in oracles.
For ¢ when he was making some progress, and needed a guide
to philosophy, but such a man was hard to find ’, he came
again to Colophon to ask Apollo’s guidance.  Thy business
shall be done ’midst easy men, and Greeks,” came the reply.
Too vague, is Oenomaus’ complaint—after all, if a man were
seeking a master in painting or sculpture he would hardly be
satisfied with the reply, ‘ Thy business shall be done ’midst
easy men, and Greeks.” In order to get more explicit informa-
tion, he asked, ¢ Where had I best go from Colophon ? * But
either the oracle was by now getting tired of Oenomaus, or
else it decided that his wish for a personal response should be
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at last gratified. At all events, he was answered with this
effusion :

Far, far off from hence stands a man who whirleth a slingbow,
Countless the geese he slays with stones, as they browse upon herbage.

This was the last straw for Oenomaus. Who could find
a meaning for the countless geese ? he asks. Away with
you, Apollo, innumerable geese, incomprehensible oracle, and
all !

In the final portion! of the passages quoted Oenomaus
passes from the particular to the general, and demonstrates the
uselessness of divination on the theory of predestination, and
its impossibility on that of free-will. As representatives of
the former theory he names Democritus, whose mechanical
chain of cause and effect leads mankind into slavery, and
Chrysippus, whose doctrine of * principal and secondary causes ’
involves a ‘ modified slavery ’ (fjutdovAelav), which is the most
ridiculous theory of all. For, if everything is predestined, what
is the use of such oracles as that given to Carystus?  * Carystus,
dear son of famed Cheiron, leave Pelion and seek the heights
of Euboea, where it is decreed that thou must found a sacred
shrine. Go, and delay not.’” ‘ But is anything in the power
of man ? ’ Carystus might say; ‘is it in my power to wish to
leave Pelion ? I have heard wise men, many of them, say that
if it is determined that I shall ascend the heights of Euboea and
found a sacred shrine, I shall ascend them and found it,
whether you bid me or no, whether I am willing or not.’
Again, on the theory of predestination, how can one find fault
with the bad? One can praise virtue, but not the virtuous,
like Chrysippus or Cleanthes, for they are so through no merit
of their own. And what right have they to abuse Epicurus ?
On this theory, then, oracles will be useless, since no warning
can avail to divert destiny from its course.

But, according to Oenomaus, the theory of predestination is
wrong. For the only basis of knowledge is the evidence of
our senses, and our perception of ourselves () owalotnois ve
xal @ty fudv adt@y). By this faculty we may discern
the motions and impulses that lie within our own choice (z@v
& uv adfagéreov xal Puaiov). Hence we know the
difference between walking and being led, between choosing

1 Vall., op. cit., pp. 68-8o.
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and being forced. Our own will is therefore itself the ‘ first
cause ’ (doy7) of many matters. Consider, in the light of this,
the oracle given to Laius, that he should be killed by his
own son ; the oracle which Chrysippus chose to demonstrate
his own compromise between free-will and predestination.
According to Chrysippus, it was within the power of Laius to
refuse to beget children, but the god could foresee that if he
did beget them, he would be slain by hisson. But the son, too,
is master of his will; it is within his choice whether or not he
will slay his father. Similarly, the oracle ¢ that the whole of
his house shall be drowned in blood >—the event depends on
too many unknowns to make prediction possible. For,

on either argument [i.e. ¢ complete free-will, or the modified free-
will of Chrysippus ’], living things give rise within themselves either
to few or to many First Causes. Now each First Cause cuts out
what has gone before it and introduces other events (ai 8¢ doyal
ael Ta uéypis adt@v Saxdypacar adrai dlAa mpodyover mpdyuatva).
These in their turn can progress only so long as no other First Cause
appears to prevent what comes after it from following on what went
before it, and to force succeeding events to be dependent on itself.
An ass or a dog or a flea can be a First Cause : let none deprive
even a flea of its functions. For your flea is a being moved by an
1rnpulse (dour) of its own, which may sometimes become involved
in human affairs, and constitute itself the First Cause of some chain
of events.

In the section under consideration Oenomaus shows a
knowledge of philosophy unusual in a Cynic, but of course
he is not the originator of the arguments employed. The
Stoic theory of &iuapuévy (fatum) is refuted by arguments
which, as Vallette * shows, are used by Cicero in the De Fato
and the De Divinatione. Cicero himself, as is well known,
employed the weapons of the New Academy, and particularly
of Carneades. The theory of sense-perception is not Academic.
Vallette thinks it may be that of the Epicureans, although it does
not reproduce accurately their terminology. Oenomaus thus
borrows familiar arguments to prove his point, in exactly the
same manner as Eusebius was later to borrow from him.

The conclusion to be drawn from the whole treatise is that,
since knowledge of the future is impossible, oracles do not
proceed from the gods, but are impudent frauds perpetrated

1 op. cit., pp. 116, 117.
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by the human custodians of the temples. It will at once be
seen how Oenomaus differed from Epictetus, whose idealized
Cynic enjoyed the privilege of ‘ dreams and omens, and
converse with the gods ’; also from Demetrius, who appears,
from his profession of resignation to the will of Heaven, to
have believed in the Stoic theory of fuapuévn. It does not
follow from Oenomaus’ arguments that the gods do not exist,
for it is open to him to agree with the Epicureans that they do
exist, but take no ‘ interest in human affairs >. But it is easy
to see why Julian calls him ‘ a scorner of everything human and
divine ’, whose object was ‘ to do away with all reverence for
the gods and to dishonour human wisdom ’ (he means, of
course, the wisdom of the Stoics). For according to Julian,
the gods manifest their providence (mpovoia) for the human
race through the medium of oracles; but the arguments of
Oenomaus about the impossibility of knowledge of the future
sweep away providence and oracles alike. If his views of the
freedom of choice possessed by the human will were accepted,
there would be an end of the reign of the gods, whose statues
he calls ¢ the wooden and stone masters of man’. But those
who do not share the scruples of the pious Emperor must admit
that the book is perhaps the most interesting piece of Cynic
literature we possess.! Despite its rhetorical tone, lack of
original thought, and deficiencies in logic, it is good popular
polemic, on much the same intellectual level as popular contri-
butions to the Darwinian controversy in the last century.
And it is yet another example of that vein of mocking scepticism
which, remembering Menippus and Lucian, we may call the
peculiar contribution of Syria to Greek literature.

(e) Peregrinus

Unfortunately, authorities for Peregrinus are not satisfactory.
The brief references in Tatian, Athenagoras, Aulus Gellius,
Philostratus, and Ammianus Marcellinus are of minor impor-
tance compared with Lucian’s work On the Death of Peregrinus,
but the use of this last is beset with obvious difficulties. It is
throughout a polemic, for Lucian had an intense dislike of
Peregrinus on both general and personal grounds. No
eighteenth-century divine had a more rooted objection to

1 Bernays (op. cit., p. 35) calls it ¢ einer Schrift, die zu den leben-
digst geschrieben Prosawerken des zweiten Jahrhunderts gehort ’,
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‘ enthusiasm ’ than had Lucian —and indeed it cannot be
denied that scepticism such as his was a healthy antidote to
the generally superstitious atmosphere of his age—but as a
result he is always open to suspicion when he is dealing with
persons of a mystic or religious temperament. Moreover,
Lucian’s information about Peregrinus’ private life is derived
from his fellow-citizens, and we know that as a result of law-
suits there was much ill-feeling towards him in Parium. The
story of his career is told in a speech by an unnamed person at
the Olympic festival, in opposition to the encomium of his
follower Theagenes : it is really, as Bernays 2 conjectures, an
invective by Lucian. Ancient invective never dealt in half-
tones, its villains were always coloured in the deepest dye.
The danger of any attempt at revaluation is of going too far,
and achieving a ‘ whitewashing ’ equally far from the truth.
But in the few cases where we can check the account of Lucian,
it is obvious how distorted a picture he presents. For example,
Lucian insinuates that Theagenes, despite his profession of
poverty, has a hoard of 15 talents hidden away at Patrae ; but
the unimpeachable authority of Galen 2 shows him at the end
of his life living in the most stringent austerity, ¢ in a wretched
hut . . . without wife or child or attendant ’. Again, Lucian
tells us nothing of Peregrinus’ teaching, but infers that it was
a mere empty display of gross dvaideta. Aulus Gellius, who
was for a time a pupil of his, speaks of him as ¢ virum graven
atque constantem ’, and testifies to the value of his teachings.
But though one must always suspect Lucian’s imputation of

1 The example usually quoted, that of Lucian’s treatment of
Alexander of Abonuteichos, is not very striking ; for when all allow-
ances are made, it is doubtful whether any apologetic can make a
case for Alexander as an apostle of the Higher Thought. Far more
significant is what Lucian, in this same work, has to say about the
Christians. ¢ They still worship the man who was crucified in
Palestine, on the grounds that he introduced a new mystic religion
(vedetn) into life. . . . The poor wretches have persuaded them-
selves that they are immortal and will live for ever, which is why
they despise death, and in some cases willingly yield themselves up.
Their founder has also persuaded them they are brethren of one
another. . . . So that if any charlatan comes among them, some
clever man who knows the way of the world, he can soon make money
and laugh at the poor fools’ (§§ 12, 13).

2 Lucian, und die Kyniker.

3 Method. med. 13, 15 ; cf. Bernays, op. cit., p. 14 ff.
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motives, somewhat more reliance can be placed in his mere
statement of facts. After all, the story of Peregrinus’ self-
immolation at Olympia would be almost incredible but for the
evidence of Lucian, who himself witnessed it. Since Lucian
says that it was then the fourth Olympic festival he had attended,
he may well have been present at the two previous festivals at
which Peregrinus achieved notoriety. It is therefore a fair
assumption that the main outlines of Peregrinus’ career as
given by Lucian are trustworthy.

Life—Since Peregrinus committed suicide at the Olympic
festival of 167 1, and was then an old man, he must have been
born in the closing years of the first century. His native city
was Parium on the Propontis, and his father was evidently
onc of the more prosperous members of that not very flourishing
community.? His father was esteemed by the city, and Pere-
grinus was under suspicion of having killed him because he
was an intolerable nuisance in his old age. This charge is
mentioned as one that would be familiar to those listening to
the invective against Peregrinus; whatever its truth, Pere-
grinus went into voluntary exile. During his wanderings he
came into contact with the Christian community in Palestine,
amongst whom he quickly rose to a position of authority.?

Connexion with the Christians.—* Some of their books he
expounded and interpreted ; many others he wrote himself,
so that they honoured him as a god, used him as a lawgiver,
and enrolled him as a patron.’* His works as a Christian
apologist are cited in a third-century catalogue from Memphis ;
Vélke’s theory, that he was responsible for the six Epistles from
Asia, ascribed to Ignatius, has not commanded general accept-
ance.’ His position as leader of the Christian community
brought him into contact with the Roman authority,® and he

1 Nissen, Rh. M., 1888.

2 He is said to have left a fortune of 30 talents. According to
Lucian, the total wealth of Parium together with five neighbouring
cities would not have amounted to 5,000 talents.

3 According to Lucian, he became mpopirne xai Qwacdoyns xai
Ewvaywyeds xai mavrd udvog adros dv.

4811,

8 Die Apost. Vat, neu. untersuch, Vol. 2, 10. 2.

¢ Ueberweg (Gesch. der. Phil., Vol. 1, p. 512) conjectures that this
must have been ¢ infolge eines besonders herausfordernden Verhaltens
(eine allgemeine Christen Verfolgung kommt bei der freien Bewegung

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



CYNICISM IN THE SECOND CENTURY A.D. 173

suffered a term of imprisonment. During his imprisonment
the Christians lavished such attention on him that Lucian’s
ridicule is aroused.

Old women and orphans would hang about the prison all day long ;
the leaders of the community bribed the gaolers to let them in to
sleep with him. Elegant meals were carried in, the sacred writings
were read, and the good Peregrinus—for such was the title he still
bore—was proclaimed as the new Socrates. . . . It really is extra-
ordinary to what trouble this sect will go about any matter that
affects their common interests.

The importance of Peregrinus is proved by the fact that the
Christian communities in Asia sent deputations and loyal
advice. He expected and perhaps desired martyrdom, but the
governor of Palestine, ‘a man given to philosophy ’, released
him from prison.

After his release Peregrinus adopted the Cynic garb, and,
thus attired, returned to his native city. He gave the residue
of his father’s property to the state ; an action which Lucian
represents as a clever move to quash proceedings being taken
against him for his father’s murder. But of course renuncia-
tion of property was the approved Cynic practice, and had the
authority of Crates. That Peregrinus claimed to be following
his example is to be inferred from the fact that he was hailed
by his fellow-citizens as ‘ the true disciple of Diogenes and
Crates .  Once more he resumed his wanderings—and Lucian
suggests that he did not follow the Cynic poverty, for he was
supplied lavishly with all necessities by the Christians. His
connexion with the Christian community lasted for some time
longer, and it is interesting to find Peregrinus in the garb of
a Cynic professing the Christian faith.! But eventually
Peregrinus offended the Christians in some way, and was
expelled from their community.

Cynics and Christians.—This episode in Peregrinus’ life is

der librigen Gemeindeglieder nicht in Frage)’. Lucian definitely
says that he was imprisoned because of his profession of Christianity
(éni voitre cvilMjgbes). It was a frequent practice of the authorities
to arrest the leaders of Christian communities, probably as sureties.

1 At about the same time Justin was teaching Christianity ‘ in the
garb of a philosopher ’; a further proof of Augustine’s statement
that the Church forced men to change their beliefs, but not their
dress.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



174 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

of especial interest as being the earliest and best authenticated
example of connexion between the Cynics and the Christians.
A priori there are obvious grounds of sympathy between the
movements ; the Jews, the Cynics, and the Christians were
alike hostile to the general standards of Graeco-Roman civiliza-
tion. The sympathy of outlook is commented upon by Aelius
Aristides, who says that the Cynics

resemble the impious sect in Palestine in their customs. For with
the latter a mark of their impiety is that they do not reverence the
gods ; and so do these philosophers in like manner cut themselves
off from the Greeks, and, indeed, from all divine authority.!

Aristides, it is to be noticed, speaks of a resemblance and not
of a connexion, but the career of Peregrinus is not the only
evidence of the relations between the two movements. The
ascetic sect of the ‘ Encratites ’ were undoubtedly influenced
by the Cynics, as their name suggests ; and Hippolytus calls
them ‘ more Cynic than Christian ’. Their leader Tatian was
a contemporary of Peregrinus and quotes his writings, and the
Cynic philosopher Crescens, though responsible for the martyr-
dom of Tatian’s disciple Justin, was evidently in close touch
with the Christians, for Justin says of him that he found it
necessary to ‘avoid the suspicion of being himself a Chris-
tian >.2 It is also noteworthy that Theagenes, reviewing the
claims of Peregrinus to fame,® mentions his imprisonment in
Syria, which implies that the Christian connexion was not
deprecated by the Cynics themselves. Later, of course, the
connexion was to become still closer, and we get such phen-
omena as the Cynic Maximus being Christian Bishop of Con-
stantinople. The influence of the Cynics on the monastic
orders and on the Egyptian eremites was probably consider-
able, though it is hard to trace ; and the Church’s toleration
of Cynicism is seen not only from Augustine but from the fact
that there were Cynics in Byzantium.

After his expulsion from the Christian community Pere-
grinus returned to Parium, and tried to get an Imperial order
to recover the legacy he had given to the city. His enemies
naturally said that he wished to recover the money for his own
use ; Bernays suggests that he might have found that it was

1 Vol. 2, p. 402, Dindorf cf. Bernays, op. cit., p. 100 f.
3 Apol., 2. 3 De mort. Per., § 4.
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being spent in a way of which he disapproved. Whatever the
truth of the matter may have been, his appeal was rejected on
the grounds that the gift had been entirely voluntary. On two
occasions, then, Peregrinus had come in contact with the
imperial authority to his own disadvantage, and a sense of
personal grievance may well have been a contributary cause
of the anti-Roman feeling which he showed at a later stage of
his career. But one may suspect that an even more important
influence in this direction was that under which he next came.
‘In his third wandering abroad’, says Lucian, ‘ he came to
Egypt to study with Agathoboulos, whence he derived that
wonderful rationale of his.’

Agathoboulos is to us little more than a name, but there
is evidence that he was a person of importance in his
own day. Eusebius names him with Plutarch, Sextus, and
Oenomaus as the most notable philosophers flourishing about
A.D. 120 ;! and that he was one of the most prominent Cynics
is to be inferred from the fact that he ‘ taught ’ both Demonax 2
and Peregrinus. Nothing more can be said about his life
except that it extended beyond A.D. 155, the date of Peregrinus’
visit.® He practised Cynicism in its most ascetic form, laying
particular stress on its squalor,® on the public exhibition of

1 Vide p. 184, n. 3. 2 Vide Dem., 1.

2 Perhaps he came from Rhodes, and was the ¢ famous Rhodian ’
from whom Demetrius of Sunium learned the Cynic philosophy (see
Lucian, Toxaris). I agree with Zeller that Demetrius of Sunium
can hardly be identical with the famous Cynic of the first century
A.D. Zeller’s reason for doubt on this point is the uncertainty of
the Toxaris belonging to the Lucianic corpus. More recently the
editors of Lucian have been inclined to regard it as genuine, but
there are other reasons for doubt about Demetrius of Sunium. The
name Demetrius is a particularly common one, nearly one hundred
persons of that name are listed in Pauly-Wissowa. Moreover, we
nowhere hear of the first-century Demetrius as going to Egypt, still
less to India, as Demetrius of Sunium is said to have done. Con-
nexion with the Brachmani of India was a feature of the Cynicism
of Peregrinus and Theagenes ; if Demetrius of Sunium was a pupil
of Agathoboulos, he may well have been their link with the Eastern
sages. We know of no ¢ famous * Cynic, Rhodian or otherwise, from
whom the first-century Demetrius could have learned the philosophy.
The most satisfactory inference is that Demetrius of Sunium is not
the same person as the friend of Seneca, but lived considerably later
and was the pupil of Agathoboulos.

¢ yowouévos 8¢ anAd vo mpooddmov, Luc., vit. Per., 17.
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dvaidera and of the endurance of pain.! These austerities,
however, were not the sole activity of the Cynics of Alexandria.
In the Oration to the Alexandrians Dio Chrysostom 2 speaks
of them as being a bad influence on the populace, and suggests
that their speeches inflamed the excitable temper of the city
mob and so helped to cause the frequent riots which broke
out in Alexandria, a notable example of which had occurred
just before his visit in A.D. 105. Rostovtseft 3 gives the best
explanation of the peculiar turbulence of Alexandrian politics
throughout the early Empire ; according to him, the usual
social struggle between rich and poor was complicated by an
anti-Roman feeling, and since the Roman government sup-
ported the richer classes, the outbreaks of the city mob, though
they might take the form of Jewish pogroms, were really
demonstrations against the Roman authority. Nor is docu-
mentary evidence lacking to show that the Cynics encouraged
the anti-Roman feeling of the Alexandrian lower classes.
That curious document known as the ‘ Acts of the Heathen
Martyrs ’, though a compilation of the age of Commodus,
contains, according to Rostovtseff, much material of an earlier
date. He points out how its whole tone is anti-Roman, and
also how Cynic influence is to be seen in the denunciation of
tyrants. Now immediately after his stay with Agathoboulos
Peregrinus went to Rome and began to abuse the Emperor,
and afterwards stirred up anti-Roman feeling to the point of
armed rebellion in Achaea. All indications point in the same
direction—that Agathoboulos was the most prominent of these
Alexandrian Cynics who throughout the second century were
notorious for their anti-Roman attitude and for their influence
on the city mob.*

After his stay in Egypt Peregrinus sailed for Italy.
‘ Straight off the boat ’, says Lucian,® ‘ he began a campaign
of invective, especially against the Emperor, whom he knew
to be most mild and forbearing.” This hostile voice in the
reign of the almost universally beloved Antoninus must have

1 For 1d dwvextixov as a Cynic duty, cf. Epict., iii. 22. 100.

*D.C., Or. 33 (657 R).

3 Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, s.v. Alexandria.

4 A revolt broke out in Egypt shortly before the visit of Peregrinus,
probably in 153. But since it was in Upper Egypt it is hardly likely

tht:t the Cynics of Alexandria can have been directly involved.
§ 18.
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attracted attention, but there were no great nobles of Republican
leanings to make Peregrinus their philosophic model, and the
policy of the Emperor was not to punish any one who wore
the garb of a philosopher. According to Lucian, Peregrinus
gained a following &v 7oic idudrars, by which he must mean
the lower classes. And it was probably while in Rome that
he came in contact with Theagenes, who appears as his chief
disciple at the final immolation. Eventually his abuse became
too excessive to be tolerated, and he was expelled by the City
Prefect on the grounds that ‘ Rome did not need a philosopher
of that kind’. His followers immediately compared him with
Musonius, Dio and Epictetus, philosophers who had also paid
the penalty of freedom of speech. In the speech of Theagenes
the expulsion from Rome is mentioned together with the im-
prisonment in Syria as the most notable persecutions Pere-
grinus had endured in the name of philosophy; and it was
clearly in something of an atmosphere of martyrdom that he
left Italy for Greece.

Since one of his first activities in Greece was to ‘abuse
the Elians’, it is to be conjectured that he went there to
attend the Olympic games of 159 B.C. Probably the Elians
were abused as harbouring the games, an attitude which
would be consistent with the Cynic hostility to athletes. But
of course the great festivals themselves were useful for the
Cynics in that they provided the greatest publicity attainable
in the Greek world, as we see from the stories of Diogenes
at the Isthmian games, in Dio Chrysostom’s eighth and ninth
orations. Whether the ‘armed insurrection against the
Romans ’ which Peregrinus provoked was before or after the
Olympic festival cannot be determined; the Vita Antonini
Pii ! alludes to ‘ rebelliones in Achaia atque Aegypto ’, with-
out indicating any dates. The reference to Peregrinus is
therefore our only authority for supposing that the rebellion
in Greece took place later than that in Egypt. At the Olympic
games Peregrinus abused the millionaire and philanthropist
Herodes Atticus for his benefactions to Greece, and especially
for bringing water to Olympia : ‘ He was turning the Greeks
into women,’ was the Cynic’s comment. The infuriated crowd
attacked and stoned Peregrinus, so that he was forced to take
refuge at the altar of Zeus.

¢, s.
13
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His teaching.—The last eight years of his life Peregrinus
probably spent in Greece ; he seems to have attracted numerous
disciples. Aulus Gellius ! tells how he frequently visited him
in a hut outside Athens, and  heard him say many useful and
noble things’. He was, Gellius says, a dignified and earnest
man [virum gravem atque constantem]; but he tells us little
of his teaching beyond the insistence, made in the spirit of
Socrates, that the good man will not sin even if he can be
sure of escaping the observation of gods and men. From
Tatian we know how he said that not even the adragxein of
the Cynic could be absolute, ¢ for he has need of services of
the leather-cutter for his wallet, the woodcutter for his staff,
and the weaver for his cloak . Scanty as these indications are,
Bernays is right in emphasizing them as a contrast to the
evidence of Lucian, from whose pages it is hard to view Pere-
grinus as anything but a charlatan. He seems to have main-
tained the asceticism of Agathoboulos, to judge from the story
of an attempt to rebuke the less austere Demonax. ‘Demonax,’
said he, ¢ you do not play the part of a Cynic.”  Peregrinus,’
came the retort, ‘ you do not play the part of a human being.’ 2
But the difference between Peregrinus and Demonax was more
than one of different levels of asceticism. Demonax and
Oenomaus represent in the second century the sceptical,
nihilistic side of Cynicism : while it is obvious that mysticism
played an important part on the system of Peregrinus. Unfor-
tunately, the references of Lucian are not sufficiently detailed
to afford a coherent picture of this side of his teaching, but
indications point to such a blend of Hellenic religion, Oriental
mysticism, and neo-Pythagoreanism as we find in Apollonius
of Tyana.?® Peregrinus claims to hear the commands of Zeus
in dreams : he is careful to avoid polluting the sacred pre-
cincts : after his death he is to be worshipped as a hero together
with Heracles and Hephaestus. His suicide by fire was to
be an example of endurance like that of the Brachmami.
One recalls the sympathy of the Cynics for the ‘ Gymnoso-

1 Noct. Att., 8. 3. 2 Vit. Dem., 21.

3 See Note 4 to Chap. VIII.

¢ Bernays observes that such a manner of death was rare among
the ancients, despite the frequency with which they committed
suicide. Its rarity is the only excuse that can be found for Lucian’s
remark that it is practically painless.
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phists ’ of India, already seen in Onesicratus and in the Berlin
Pap., No. 13044 ; one of these sages had actually appeared at
Athens during the reign of Augustus, where he publicly burned
himself to death ‘in accordance with ancestral custom ’.
During the time of the Roman Empire, as to-day, the ‘ wise
men of the East ’ exercised that curious fascination they have
always had over a certain type of Western mind ; the picture
they present in Philostratus is very like many a modern attempt
to portray them as the guardians of esoteric wisdom. The
influence of neo-Pythagoreanism on Peregrinus can be seen
in certain ritualistic details of his suicide !; a blending of
Cynic and neo-Pythagorean ideas is to be seen in the Pinax
of Cebes.

At the Olympic games of 163 Peregrinus delivered a
speech (which Lucian maliciously says had taken him four
years to compose) apologizing for his attack on Herodes
Atticus, and ‘ explaining > his flight to the temple of Zeus.
The explanation he may have felt to be necessary because
a Cynic was supposed to endure stoning and flogging : per-
haps Peregrinus justified himself on the plea that it was
in the interests of mankind that he should meet death in
another fashion. At all events, shortly after this festival was
over he issued his famous proclamation announcing his inten-
tion of publicly burning himself to death at the next. Now
it is clear that Peregrinus had a great following among the
Cynics, and was probably regarded by them as in some sense
the leader of the sect. 'The oracles circulated just before his
death call him ‘ the best of all the Cynics ' %; and we are told
that Theagenes did not think Diogenes fit to compare with
Peregrinus. In view of the great reverence usually expressed
for the founder of the sect, this is of some significance. There
was, of course, always a tendency to find the ideal gogds
incarnate in the person of a contemporary, as was done
by admirers of Demetrius and Demonax. But the case of
Peregrinus seems an attempt to increase the influence of Cyni-
cism by providing it with a cult; the Cynic gidarfpwnia is
to be exercised by Peregrinus even after death, and he will

1 The ceremony took place at moonrise : Peregrinus was clad in
a white linen robe ; he turned to the south before leaping into the
flames, &c.

?§ 29.
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become ‘ a guardian spirit of the night’, the associate of the
great benefactors of mankind, Hephaestus and Heracles. The
foundation of a cult was of course not without precedent in
the second century, as we know from the popularity of the
worship of Antinous. Sceptics like Lucian professed to find
no other motive for Peregrinus’ action than vainglory ; he
compares Peregrinus with an obscure individual from Ephesus,
who could find no other road to fame than burning down the
temple of Diana. The comparison is obviously unjust, and
in point of fact Lucian does allow Peregrinus’ own version of
his motives to appear. ‘ During the last portion of his life’,
we are told, ‘ Peregrinus wished to be called Phoenix, after
the Indian bird which burns itself to death in advanced old
age.” 'To commit suicide in old age was of course the accepted
Cynic practice; the peculiarity of Peregrinus’ death was the
form it took, which is explained by the few words Lucian
allows to him to say for himself.

He said that he wished to put a golden finial to a golden life.
For he, who had lived like Heracles, must die like Heracles, and
commingle with the aether. And I wish, said he, to help mankind
by showing them how to despise death. For all men must be the
Philoctetes to my Heracles.

The passage is a good example of the blend of Cynicism and
neo-Pythagoreanism characteristic of Peregrinus. To live like
Heracles was the aim of every Cynic. Why should not emula-
tion be extended to the manner of his death? The Cynic’s
duty was to set mankind an example in enduring pain and
despising death ; this end also would be served by the pro-
posed self-immolation. Moreover, according to neo-Pytha-
gorean belief, the burning by fire would purify the soul till
it commingled with the aether, a condition necessary for
immortality.? Perhaps, as has been recently suggested,® a
further consideration which led Peregrinus to adopt this form
of suicide may have been a desire to emulate the Christian
martyrs—particularly Polycarp—whose fortitude in meeting
death had been attracting much attention.

The four years’ interval between the Olympic festivals had
enabled news of Peregrinus’ intention to be circulated through-

127, 28, 2 See Note 4 to Chap. VIII.
3 See Note 4 to Chap. VIII.
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out the Graeco-Roman world. How much interest he had
attracted can be read through Lucian’s description. He was
followed by great crowds, not only of Cynics but of the general
public ; the crowd greeted him with shouts of adlov”EAinmw,
‘ Save yourself for the Greeks ! ’; an expression of scepticism
was apt to provoke a brawl. The immolation took place on
the last night of the festival, at Harpina, some 20 stades
distant from Olympia, in order to avoid pollution of the holy
place. The final scene is best read in the pages of Lucian,
together with the latter’s demonstration of how easily a legend
may be started.

But perhaps the most interesting feature of this extra-
ordinary story is its sequel.

To almost all the principal cities [says Lucian] ! Peregrinus had
despatched letters in the form of testaments (diabsjxag), exhortations,
and codes (vduovs). Several of his companions he chose as ambas-
sadors for this purpose, with the titles of Messengers and Couriers
of the Dead.

This was of course in keeping with the Cynic’s profession to
be the messenger of God and the schoolmaster of mankind.
What of the cult? Lucian’s remark that there is nothing
odd if some of the many fools abroad should claim to have
been relieved of quartan fevers through his agency ’ is recog-
nized by Bernays as a ‘ prophecy after the event ’; and we
know from Athenagoras 2 that at some date earlier than 180
there was a statue of Peregrinus in the agora of his native city
Parium, which was credited with prophetic powers. If we
interpret other and similar remarks of Lucian in the same
way, it seems that statues were also set up at Elis and else-
where, and that on the site of the pyre near Olympia there
was a regular oracular shrine, with all the machinery of priests,
mystic rites, and inmost sanctuary. Lucian expects that his
friend Cronius will meet many who regard Peregrinus with
awe : and apparently some one, whether devotee or collector,
was found to pay a talent for the staff which he was holding
before he sprang into the flames.® There, so far as antiquity
goes, the curious story ends—for we do not know how long
the cult of Peregrinus lasted. There is one later incident
which may be mentioned, since it is oddly in keeping with

1§41. 3 Supp. pro Christ., 26. 3 Lucian, adv. ind., 14.
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the rest—that in the seventeenth century Lucian’s book On
the Death of Peregrinus was placed on the Index Librorum
prohibitorum.!

(f) Sostratus.—Sostratus, the paragon of physical prowess,
mentioned at the beginning of the Life of Demonax, is probably
to be numbered among the Cynics of the time.? His nickname
of ¢ Heracles ’, perhaps originally given to him on account of
his physique, he proceeded to justify by emulating the hero
and Cynic patron saint in his ¢ labours on behalf of mankind ’.
Sostratus seems to have been a ‘ strong man ’ of the type that
from time to time becomes the wonder of a countryside. He
was about eight feet high, was well made, and had an appetite
proportionate to his size, though his diet was restricted to
barley and milk. He was born in Boeotia, and spent his life
in the country districts of Boeotia and Attica, sometimes living
on Mount Parnes, at others wandering about, maintained by
the farmers, who called him ‘ Goodfellow ’ and thought he
brought them luck. It was natural that a certain amount of
superstition should spring up around him: according to
Lucian, some of the Greeks actually thought that he was a
reincarnation of Heracles, while Philostratus says that he him-
self claimed to be the son of the rustic hero Marathon. He
used to wear the skins of wolves?® and after the pattern of
Heracles ‘slew wild beasts and robbers, made highways in
deserted country, and built bridges over impassable places ’.
These exploits doubtless increased the regard which was felt
for him by the country people; and archaic though they
sound, were probably by no means superfluous in the Greece
of the second century a.0. 'The fall in the population and the
decay of agriculture which characterized the period in Greece
must have led to many roads and bridges falling into disuse
and disrepair : there would also be an increase in the number
of wild animals : as for brigands, Dio Chrysostom mentions
them as one of the dangers to be feared by the little city in
Euboea, not very far from the district of Sostratus. There
is therefore nothing impossible about the exploits of Sostratus ;
indeed, it could be claimed for him that here was a man who
led the  Life of Heracles’ in simple fact and not in allegory.

1 Bernays, op. cit., p. 87 f. 2 See Note 5 to Chap. VIII.
3 Cf. the Cynic Honoratus, whose garb was a bear-skin. Lucian,
Demon., c. 19.
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But the probability that this rustic prodigy is to be numbered
among the Cynics of the second century is but another indi-
cation of how little Cynicism at that period necessarily had
to do with anything that we should recognize as philosophy.

Theagenes—Lucian only mentions by name one of the
numerous followers of Peregrinus—Theagenes, whom he casts
as devrepaywriorrs in the farce of Peregrinus’ death. Thea-
genes is also the only one of whom we hear anything further
and that becausc he figured in Galen’s case-book (Galen, de
method med., 10). After the death of Peregrinus, Theagenes
went to Rome, where he taught daily in the Forum of Trajan,
and became a familiar figure in the city. He was celibate,
and lived in the utmost frugality, without any attendant, and
in a humble house. Finally he contracted fever, and suc-
cumbed as a victim to medical experiment. His doctor was
Attalus the ‘ Thessalian ’, Galen’s opponent, and Galen de-
scribes with true medical gusto how the patient died under his
rival’s treatment. With the death of Theagenes our know-
ledge of an epoch of Cynicism comes to an end. The sect
itself undoubtedly continued, but apart from a single reference
to Antiochus, who lived in the reign of Septimus Severus,
nothing more is known of the Cynics till the reign of Julian.!

NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII

1. Von Arnim 2 shows the use made of Cynic material in the sixth
oration, which he believes to have been compiled from four different
sources, (a) a description of the way of life of Diogenes, (&) a collection

1 The other Cynics named in the literature of the period demand
only brief notice. With the Didymus Planetiades of Plutarch, as
with the Alcidamas of Lucian’s ‘ Banquet’, it is uncertain whether
one is dealing with a real person or a fictitious character. Athenaeus
(Deipnos, 155¢) mentions a Cynics’ Symposium written by one Par-
meniscus, which appears to have resembled Meleager’s ¢ Contest of
Thick and Clear soup’. Lentil soup followed lentil soup through-
out the courses, and the Cynics present discussed with a gourmet’s
appreciation the flavour of water in various localities. One of the
characters was a ¢ Carneius of Megara, > who may be the same as the
¢ Carneades ’ mentioned by Eunapius (454) as a ‘ famous Cynic’. If
so, then Carneius, Cebes of Cyzicus and the rest, must have belonged
to the first century A.D., for Eunapius speaks of Carneades as the con-
temporary of Demetrius and Musonius. Athenaeus also mentions an
Art of Love written by a Cynic called Sphodrias (Deipnos, 162b).

2 op. cit., p. 263.
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of yoelar and dmopféyuara attributed to Diogenes, (¢) a Cynic dia-
tribe on the animals as examples of the ¢ natural’ life, (d) another,
later diatribe on the miseries of tyrants.

2. Though the Cynic stress on avrdpxeia is apparent throughout
the passage, there is no trace of their traditional dvafdeia and the de-
scription of the family lives of the shepherds is rather in the spirit
of Musonius. Musonius, too, was an advocate of the farmer’s life
as suitable for the gopdc.

3. Suidas?! says that he was not much older than Porphyry, which
would give a floruit in the first half of the third century A.p. Hier-
onymus,? however, says that in the year 120 ‘ Plutarch of Chaeronea,
Sextus, Agathoboulos, and Oenomaus were well-known philosophers ’.
Rohde 2 prefers to rely on Suidas, finding support from Eusebius’
reference to Oenomaus as ‘a recent author’ (i tdv vewv). But
Vallette ¢ shows that Eusebius’ statement is too vague to be admitted
as evidence, also that Eusebius himself elsewhere says that Oenomaus,
Sextus and Agathoboulos flourished ¢ in the year when Plutarch was
procurator in Achaea’, i.e. A.D. 120. Vallette thinks that Oenomaus
is placed a little before Porphyry’ by Suidas because Porphyry
resisted his attacks on religion. But, he says, this could easily happen
if Oenomaus lived a century or more earlier than Porphyry ; indeed,
we know from Julian that as late as the fourth century Oenomaus
was considered one of the most notorious opponents of Greek religion.
The authority of Hieronymus is therefore to be preferred, and one
may with some confidence place the floruit of Oenomaus in the reign
of Hadrian. Moreover, such a date best fits the famous attack on
oracles contained in the yojtwv @dga. As is well known, shortly
after Plutarch wrote On the Cessation of Oracles a revival of oracles
occurred, and the shrines of Colophon, Branchidae, and Amphilochus
in particular enjoyed great prestige. Amphilochus and Colophon
are both mentioned by Oenomaus ; and his book falls naturally into
place as a contribution to a discussion of the value of oracles, together
with the Alexander and Zeus Elenchomenos of Lucian, the De super-
stitione of Plutarch and the XIXth Dissertation of Maximus of Tyre.

4. H. M. Hornsby’s article on ‘ The Cynicism of Peregrinus Proteus ’
(Hermathena, 1934) examines three theories that would account for
the strain of mysticism found in Peregrinus and his followers, (a)
that such a strain was present in Cynicism from the beginning, and
could be traced to the influence of Antisthenes, (b) that the Cynicism
of Peregrinus was tinged with Neo-Pythagoreanism, (¢) that by the
middle of the second century Cynicism had come to terms with the
general superstition of the age. (c) is regarded as the true explana-
tion ; and I agree that such terms were made by Peregrinus and his

1 Vide sub ’Owopdog. 2d. 2135. 3 Rh. M., xxxiii., p. 165.
¢ De Oenomao Cynico (Paris Thése, 1908) ; much the best thing
on Oenomaus, which supersedes earlier dissertations.
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followers. But the sceptical strain represented by Demonax and
Oenomaus must not be forgotten, and indeed she admits that there
was considerable divergence of belief amongst the Cynics of the
period. There seems no reason why theories (b) and (c) should be
mutually exclusive ; the rejection of any connexion between the
Cynics and Pythagoreans fails to take any account of the Pinax of
Cebes.

5. Funk 1 was the first to point out that the ¢ Sostratus-Heracles ’ of
Lucian was the same person as the ‘ Agathion-Heracles * of Philo-
stratus.? 'The identification is incontestable : date, place, and de-
scription agree : and the objection that Philostratus calls him  Aga-
thion ° instead of Sostratus is removed by the consideration that
¢ Agathion’ appears to have been simply another nickname, given
to him by the farmers of Boeotia and Attica. The description of
Philostratus is quoted from a letter of Herodes Atticus, who had some
association, apparently a brief one, with Sostratus himself.

1 Phal. Su[IJ.—, 10, 1§o7. ;/'it. Soph., 47.
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CHAPTER IX

CYNICISM AND THE PHILOSOPHIC SCHOOLS
IN THE FIRST AND SECOND CENTURIES A.D.

(a) DURING the second and first centuriesB.C., as we have seen,
Cynicism was of little importance ; both Epicureanism and
the Middle Stoa, the dominant systems of the period, were
hostile, while with the New Academy, preoccupied with dialec-
tic, it had no point of contact. But about the time of the
Cynic revival, early in the first century A.p., Cynicism once
more influenced a philosophical system of some importance.
The system in question was that of Philo, whose blending
of Greek, Jewish, and Oriental thought was so characteristic
a product of the intellectual atmosphere of his native Alex-
andria. Wendland * was the first to point out the parallels
between numerous passages in Philo and Musonius, and to
argue that they must have had a common origin in Cynic-
Stoic diatribe. Philosophy for Philo meant primarily Stoi-
cism, and the Cynic ingredients of the older Stoicism reappear
in his ethics, as do the standard themes and figures of the
popular preaching which was common to Stoic and Cynic
alike. But so far as is known, the influence of Cynicism on
Philo was purely historical and literary ; he seems to have
had no personal relations with contemporary Cynics, of whom
he speaks with contempt and disgust. Bréhier * has shown
the part played by Cynic ideas in Philo’s moral system and
in his views of doxnoic. Virtue is the supreme Good for
man ; 7jdov7 the great enemy which hinders him in attaining
it. Unremitting 7évog is essential if Virtue is to be attained ; 3
to God alone belongs the faculty of possessing the Good with-
out sovog. The ability of the soul to endure and even wel-
come the hardships inseparable from ndvos are due to the
mystic love of the soul for God. Philo’s view of doxnaug,

1 Philo und die Kynische-Stoische diatribe.
3 Les idées morale et religieuse de Philon. 2 De fug. et. invid.
186
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which must exercise every part of the body and mind to aid
in the struggle for Virtue, recalls the educational theory which
we have seen reason to attribute to Diogenes. The Cynic
origin of these ideas is obvious, as are the additions made
by Philo himself. As Bréhier says, a sharp distinction must
be drawn between the ideas proper to Cynicism and the
mysticism which Philo imposed upon them. He was using
borrowed material for purposes of his own as openly as when
he took the old allegory of ‘ The Choice of Heracles’ and
adapted it to the story of Cain and Abel.

The influence of Cynicism on Philo is an isolated phenom-
enon; there was no sequel or reaction, and to an essay
dealing with the history of Cynicism Philo is a cul-de-sac.
None the less the digression is worth making because it shows
the ideas of Cynicism incorporated in a fully developed system
of philosophy—an achievement already noted in the case of
Zeno, but one beyond either the interest or the intellect of
the Cynics themselves.

(b) Stoicism.—It has already been shown that the evidence for
the independent survival of Cynicism discredits the view that
the Cynic revival of the first century A.p. was a rebirth of
Cynicism out of Stoicism. But the attention paid to Cynics
by the literature of the period, as compared with their obscur-
ity in that of the previous century, was largely due to the
renewed interest of Stoicism in its poor relation. 'The develop-
ment of Roman Stoicism from its Republican representatives
to those of the age of Nero is a subject which lies beyond the
scope of this essay. In any case, the facts are familiar, and
may be thus briefly summarized. Stoicism rapidly advanced
in popularity at the expense of its rivals, until it almost monop-
olized what attention was devoted to philosophy at Rome.
The qualification is neccssary, for the commercial classes, and
people in country districts—a large section of Rome and Italy
—remained untouched by philosophy.! But the street
preachers whom we meet in the pages of Horace 2 carried on
their propaganda amongst the poor of the cities in increasing
numbers ; while what may be called ‘ official Stoicism ’, repre-
sented by such men as Attalus, Musonius Rufus, and Epic-
tetus drew most of its adherents, as formerly, from the Roman

1 Trimalchio in this respect stands for his class.
3 See above, p. 120,
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aristocracy. The matter of the street preachers’ diatribes,
composed of a few familiar precepts and standardized anec-
dotes, varied little with the new age, but official Stoicism
altered to meet the new demands of its patrons. The Stoi-
cism which first took root in Rome was that of Panaetius
and Posidonius ; a liberal, relatively speculative creed well
suited to the tastes of the great nobles of the Scipionic circle,
devotees of the new Greek learning and as yet political masters
of the Roman world. But for Cato and his friends Stoicism
played that role of consoler to a losing cause with which it
became so familiar in the next century. Under the Empire
the Roman nobility’s long misgovernment of the world came
to an end ; the policy of the Emperors to the aristocracy as
a class was to conciliate it, so long as it combined dignity with
impotence, but above all to keep it firmly in check. At best,
then, the Roman noble who remembered the ruling traditions
of his class had to practise resignation; at worst, he must face
sudden changes of fortune, exile, possibly death.! On their
behalf, Philosophy was recalled from even that mild indul-
gence in speculation which had been hers for the last two
centuries, and reminded of her duties in regulating the lives
of men, and enabling them to take arms against a sea of
troubles. All the Stoic authors of the first century A.D. stress
the practical aspect of philosophy : ‘ facere docet philosophia,
non dicere ’ is the slogan.

The phenomenon is one which, as they might have said
themselves, ‘ does not need numerous proofs ’. 2 Seneca quotes
with approval the dictum of Demetrius that it is much better
to know a few of the precepts of philosophy, providing they
are kept ready at hand and in constant use, than to have a
scholarly knowledge of many which are yet not readily avail-
able, and quotes his illustration from the wrestling ring.

As the good wrestler is not the man who knows every kind of grip
and hold, such as are seldom of use against an opponent, but rather
he who has patiently practised one or two holds and is ever on the

1 A long list of Roman Stoics were put to death or committed
suicide in the first century. Those under Nero and Domitian we
have already mentioned : to them may be added, under Tiberius,
Cremutius Cordus, under Gaius, Canus and Rectus, under Claudius,
Caecina Paetus, under Vespasian, Helvidius Priscus.

3 Cf. M.R., &t 00 dei morhalg &midetééow.
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look-out for an opportunity to use them (for it does not matter
how much he knows, provided he knows enough to win); so in
the contests of philosophy, there are many things that bring delight,
but few that bring victory.!

So Musonius 2 insists that virtue is not merely a theoretical
science, but a practical one, on a par with medicine and
music. Just as doctor or musician do not merely learn the
theory of their science, but train themselves in action accord-
ing to that theory, so must the man who is to be virtuous
not merely learn what studies are conducive to virtue, but
must also drill himself therein faithfully and assiduously.
How can a man straightway become temperate, if he only
knows that it is wrong to be mastered by pleasure, but is
not himself schooled to withstand it ? Or how just, knowing
that one must love fairness, but not being accustomed to
avoid selfishness ? (wAeoveéin). Cynicism in the past had
been called a ‘ short cut to virtue ’; its merit lay in that it
offered the spectacle of the Wise Man in action which above
all others commended itself to the Stoicism of the Empire.
The true Wise Man, says Seneca, appears on earth as seldom
as the phoenix, yet such was Demetrius ‘ an outstanding figure,
even if compared with the greatest ’, and worthy to rank with
Socrates, Diogenes, and Cato. He was sent to earth by
Providence, ‘that our own age might not lack both example
and testimony ’.* 'The same claim is advanced for Demonax
in the Life which goes under the name of Lucian,* and as
we shall see, the conception of the Cynic as the ‘ messenger
of God’ is most fully developed in Epictetus.

The stress laid by the new Stoicism on uelers) and doxnous
meant that their regimen approached the Cynic austerity. In
Seneca, the multi-millionaire and Imperial minister, this is
naturally not the case; he is careful to tell us of his frugal
diet, but for the rest he ‘ does not mind seeming too rich in
the eyes of those to whom Demetrius seems too poor’. But
the teachings of Musonius on diet and dress have the Cynic
ring. Diet should be vegetarian as far as possible, though
we cannot rival the frugality of the gods, who live on exhala-
tions. Water is sufficient drink; and above all, gluttony
(yaotoiuagyia) must be avoided because, unlike other pleas-

1 De Ben., vii. 1. 3. 2 M.R., p. 22. 5 (Hense).
3 Sen., De Ben., vii. 8. 4 Luc., Dem., i.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



190 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

ures, it may be indulged twice or more every day. We should
go barefoot, and be accustomed to withstand heat and cold
in moderation—which implies that Musonius did not approve
of the extreme forms of hardihood attributed to Diogenes.
As for dress, ¢ one cloak is better than two, and no cloak,
but a single garment (i{uatvfov) better than one’. A natural
cave which gave adequate shelter would really be the best
type of house ; but since these are scarce, we must look for
the simplest available house, and furnish it as sparsely as
possible. Since 7mdrog is essential to the philosopher, the life
best fitted for him is that on the land, whether as farmer or
labourer.! Parallels between these passages and the pseudo-
Lucianic dialogue, The Cynic, are quoted in Hense’s edition
of Musonius. It is interesting to notice in these passages how
Musonius speaks of two levels of asceticism, of which the more
extreme is commendable, but is not for every one to follow.
The disciples of philosophy, he suggests elsewhere, need not
¢ exceed normal limitations * (éxfdwew 10 xowdy T@Y moAAdw).2

Sympathy for Cynicism is even more marked in Musonius’
pupil, Epictetus. 'This was only natural, for while Musonius
was of the equestrian order, a descendant of an old Etruscan
family with a long Roman tradition behind him, Epictetus was
of Asiatic birth, the slave of Nero’s freedman Epaphroditus.
His sympathies, however, were not for the Cynics of his own
day, but for an ideal standard of which they fell far short.
Fortunately, there is no need to reconstruct this ideal from
scattered references, it is the subject of one of the best known
and most eloquent of the Discourses—that entitled ‘ On the
calling of a Cynic’.® The essay is so familiar that a transla-
tion would be superfluous, and I will therefore confine myself
to an analysis of the ideas it contains.

The discussion arose out of the desire of a young man,
presumably one of Epictetus’ pupils,* to embrace the Cynic
profession, and his inquiry, put to the Master, as to what

1 These details are from M.R., fr. xviiiA and xviiiB, xix, and xx
(Hense). For a fuller treatment of Musonius, cf. M. P. Charlesworth,
¢ Five Men’,

2 M.R., p. 88. 9 (Hense). 3 Epict., iii. 22.

¢ He is said to be t@v yrwpluwy i, but the description of the
austerities to which he was already accustomed make it almost certain
that he was a pupil of Epictetus (§§ 9-11).
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sort of man the true Cynic should be. In reply, Epictetus’
first care is to warn the young man that he is entertaining a
project of the utmost seriousness, which cannot be embarked
upon without the help of God, since failure means public
disgrace. He then employs the familiar Stoic-Cynic figure
of the Household of the World: can we be sure that the
Lord of the Mansion has allotted to the young man the task
of a Cynic? Let us look more closely and see what that
task really involves. The popular conception is utterly inade-
quate—a man is a Cynic if he has a wallet and a staff and
big jaws, with which he gobbles up everything given to him,
or reviles tactlessly any one he meets. Such an impression
is certainly fostered by the present-day representatives of the
profession, ‘ dogs of the table, guardians of the gate’, fol-
lowers of Diogenes in shamelessness alone.! Possibly the
young man thinks he will have to do little more than to main-
tain his present asceticism, and to take up the Cynic insignia
and lead the vagabond, begging life, rebuking the more obvious
forms of luxury, such as the use of depilatories, or the wearing
of gaudy clothes. If he conceives the matter in some such way
as that, he should give it a wide berth, it is not for him. But
if he has some impression of its true magnitude, and confi-
dence in himself, let him take a mirror, and look at his loins,
for he is entering for an Olympic contest. Like the athletes,
he will be called upon to enter on a long and arduous period
of training: only in his case the aim to be achieved is the
complete eradication of sensual desire, ambition, and emotion.
By these means alone can he acquire that sine qua non of
his calling—a Guiding Principle that is absolutely pure. 7o
fyepovinoy 0ei xablagov moufjoar—Epictetus twice repeats the
phrase. His plan of life must be the following.

From now on my mind is to be my material, like timber to a car-
penter, or leather to a shoemaker ; and my work is to make the
right use of my impressions (dgb7) yofiowc tév @avraciwy). My
paltry body and its parts are nothing to me, as for Death let it come
when it will. . . . Exile? Whither can I be thrust out, since I
cannot be thrust out of the Universe, and wherever I go there are
the sun, moon and stars, dreams and omens, and my converse with
the gods.

1§ 8o.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



192 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

Perfected in this training, he will be able to understand
the true nature, and undertake the duties, of his profession.

He is sent as a messenger of God to mankind, to show them how
they have gone astray in questions of good and evil, and are seeking
the nature of the good where it is not, and know not where it is ;
he is furthermore a scout, sent like Diogenes to Philip after the
battle of Chaeronea.l

These conceptions represent two complementary dspects of
the Cynic’s mission ; in the first role he reports to mankind,
on the authority of God, that they are ignorant of the true
way of life; in the second, he must himself penetrate more
deeply than other men into the realm of human experience,
as does a scout into enemy country, and bring back to his
fellows a true report of what lies ahead of them. There is
nothing new in these conceptions, and the religious tone is
characteristic of the age, though perhaps its fervour is Epic-
tetus’ own. We then have a specimen of Cynic diatribe,
using Agamemnon as imaginary adversary to show the folly
of popular conceptions of the good. * Tell us, sir messenger
and scout, where lies the good, if not in these things?’ is
humanity’s natural demand. Now comes the central doctrine
of the Cynic evangelism—that happiness, serenity, freedom
from restraint, can only be found within, since our will alone
is completely our own. ‘ My mind to me a kingdom is’ is
the burthen of his teaching—a kingdom that bears sway over
desire and revulsion, choice and refusal. Everything external
must be renounced ; but again comes the question : ‘ How is
serenity possible for the man who has nothing, who is naked,
without home or hearth, living in squalor, without a slave or
a city, to live in serenity ?° 'The Cynic ‘ non praeceptor veri
sed testis ’ must be able to supply the answer by practical
example, to show that he fulfils all these qualifications. ‘Yet
he is free from pain and fear, gets what he desires, avoids
what he does not, blames neither God nor man. . . . Such
are the words that befit a Cynic, such his character and way
of life.” Epictetus also uses the familiar figures of the Cynic
as Schoolmaster, the xowds madevtijc of the world, and as
King, whose staff is his sceptre, and whose kingly appearance
forces all to acknowledge his mastery.

1 §§ 23-s.
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Cynicism is therefore a special service for an emergency, the
emergency being constituted by the present chaotic state of
human life. Epictetus expressly says that in a city of copde
no one would lightly embrace the Cynic profession, for whose
interests could he serve by so doing ? If he did become a
Cynic, he would form human relationships just as do other
men, for then his wife would be a philosopher, likewise, and
his children. But the present state of affairs is like a battle-
field, hence the Cynic should avoid incurring any commit-
ments which will interfere with his service of God. Since
marriage is of all human relationships the most binding, the
Cynic will refrain from marrying,  lest he lose his kingdom ’.1
At first sight this doctrine might appear to contradict the con-
tention of Musonius ? that marriage is no hindrance to the
philosopher, more especially as Musonius cites Crates to prove
his point, while Epictetus, as we have already seen, is at pains
to point out that the marriage of Crates was a very special
instance, fulfilling conditions that normally could only be
looked for in the ‘ city of copdt ’. But the contradiction is
more apparent than real. Epictetus recognizes that the duties
of marriage and family life, to which Musonius attaches so
much importance, are part of the rdle of ‘ the good and worthy
man ’ (16 Tof xalo? »° dyalod mpoowmor) ; only to the Cynic,
conscious of his special mission, would they be an impediment.
The married Cynic would find himself in a dilemma, for if
he neglected his family duties he could no longer be a good
man, while if he carried them out conscientiously he would
have no time left for his duties as the messenger and scout
that he is. It is therefore best for him to abjure a tie that
makes so many demands, and to reflect that he has * taken all
mankind for his children : the women he has for daughters,
the men for sons : in that spirit he approaches and cares for
them all. . . . He reproves them as a father, as a brother,
as a servant of God, who is the Father of us all.”3

And as his family life is concerned with the Family of Man-
kind, so will his political cares be for the city of Zeus rather
than for the city of Cecrops. What nobler politics could be
found than those in which he is engaged? Is he to come
forward in Athens and talk about incomes and revenues, when
he ought to be addressing all men about happiness and un-

1 §§ 68, 69. 2 M.R., p. 70. 1. 14 (Hense). 3§ 82,
14

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



104 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

happiness, slavery and freedom, failure and success ? ! Nor
will he hold office, for no office is nobler than that he now
has. And if any one tries to scare him by mentioning those
who bear rule and are held in honour, he bids them go look
for children, since he does not fear a painted devil. Nor will
ill-treatment at the hands of the populace deter him from his
mission. He must be prepared to find ‘ that there is this very
pleasant strand woven into the Cynic’s life, that he must needs
be flogged like an ass, and while he is being flogged, he must
love the men who flog him, as though he were the father and
brother of them all .2 In no point is the resemblance between
the Cynics and the Franciscans, so often commented on, more
striking, though even here the analogy must not be pressed
too far. The Franciscans courted flogging as a healthy moral
tonic : the Cynic, through his spirit of endurance (7o avextixor),
supports any ill-treatment that may come his way. For in all
things he is utterly submissive to the will of Heaven, having
always on his lips the words

Lead thou me on, O Zeus and Destiny,
Wherever is ordained by your decree.?

Epictetus also idealizes the Cynic dress and rationale, its
frugality he leaves unaltered, but refuses to tolerate its custom-
ary squalor. The Cynic’s body must be strong and healthy,
an advertisement of the merits of his simple open-air life. If
he can achieve the radiant complexion traditionally associated
with Diogenes, his testimony will carry the more weight. He
should not excite pity, for then people will regard him as a

1 Possibly a reference to Demonax, who held office in Athens, is
intended.

2 The only actual mention we have of a Cynic being flogged is that
already mentioned of the Diogenes who spoke against the marriage
of Titus and Berenice. DBut it is clear that Epictetus is not speaking
of flogging as a punishment for political agitation. The situation
he envisages is one in which the ordinary man would immediately
appeal to the Proconsul, obviously a case of assault at the hands of
private individuals. The Cynics were exposed to such ill-treatment ;
they were often considered as popular butts, and the stories of assaults
on Diogenes, historically doubtless apocryphal, show the kind of
thing a Cynic might have to endure (D.L., vi. 41, 42, 66, &c.). This
is confirmed by what Dio Chrysostom says about popular opposition
to Cynics in Or. 72.

% § 96.
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beggar and turn away from him. Presumably Epictetus does
not mean to discourage the Cynic from begging for his liveli-
hood, for it is hard to see how else he is to obtain it ; unlike
Musonius, Epictetus does not mention farming as the philos-
opher’s most suitable avocation. The point is that the Cynic
must differ from the beggar in outward appearance, so that
men will pay attention to his teachings ; a requirement which
Dio Chrysostom during his Cynic period apparently failed to
satisfy.! Even in the squalor of the Cynic, says Epictetus,
there must be something cleanly and attractive. Nor is
nagonoia sufficient by itself, for unless united with great
natural charm and wit, his talk becomes mere snivel (udéa
ylverar xai 0ddév GAdo). Here again Diogenes is held up as
the ideal, but in another respect, to which Epictetus attaches
the greatest importance, even he is found seriously deficient.
Nothing was more characteristic of the old Cynicism than its
ideals of dvaideia and dvatoywria. Epictetus on the contrary
postulates aid¢ as indispensable, for it must serve the Cynic
as his house, his gates, his guards at the bedroom door, his
concealing darkness; if once it breaks down, he is caught in
broad daylight and disgraced, and cannot continue to supervise
othermen.? Inthis respect it seems possible to detect a wide
divergence in practice between the two groups previously
mentioned as characteristic of Stoicism in the first century.
On the one hand, the street preachers, Stoic and Cynic alike,
seem to have been zealous in maintaining that dvaideia insisted
on by Diogenes, Zeno, and the early Stoics. But the ‘ official ’
representatives of Stoicism, Seneca, Musonius Rufus and
Epictetus, appear to have been as deeply opposed to this aspect
of the older teachings as we have seen was the case with Posi-
donius and Panaetius. The bowdlerization accomplished by
the Middle Stoa was approved by the great Stoics of the
Empire and again one suspects that the tastes catered for are
those which paid tribute to the old Roman ideal of ‘ gravitas ’.
The difference is particularly noticeable when we compare
the views of Diogenes or Zeno on the sexual appetites with
those of the Stoics of our present period. Diogenes had
advocated the casual gratification of natural desires, ‘ Let the
man who persuades lie with the woman who is persuaded’;
Zeno had been notorious for his practice of homosexuality.

1 Dio Chrys., xiii. 1, &c. 2§15,
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Epictetus insists that the Cynic must abjure all desire for
‘ wench or boy-favourite ’; Dio Chrysostom regards brothels
as indefensible, and castigates with great severity the argu-
ments sometimes advanced on their behalf. As for Musonius
Rufus, the whole range of classical literature contains nothing
which more closely approaches the Puritan spirit. Sexual
intercourse is absolutely prohibited except to the legally
married, and they should regard it as ordained for the pro-
creation of children and not for the purposes of pleasure.!
Such were Epictetus’ conception of Cynicism : a profession
the aspirant to which must ‘ think the matter over carefully,
know himself, ask of God, and do nothing without His con-
sent .2 It is an idealization of that philanthropy we have
found best exemplified by Crates, expounded at times in
Epictetus’ own psychological terminology, and infused with
that religious feeling which marks him out even in a religious
age. The Diogenes of history fell far short of such an ideal ;
and even the Diogenes of literary tradition was undeniably
lacking in the essential quality of aiddc.® Epictetus does not

1 M.R., ti wxepadaiov ydpov, fr. xiiA and B. Here again, as
indeed in Musonius’ whole attitude to women, their capabilities and
the respect due to them, the dominant influence appears to be the
old Roman tradition. Admittedly philosophy, as early as the time
of Plato, had protested against the low status of women in Greece,
but the difference between Greek and Roman views is apparent if
we contrast the Conjugalia Praecepta of Plutarch with the teachings
of Musonius on marriage. Plutarch’s attitude is merely a more
enlightened expression, not essentially different in kind, of the view
of women found in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus. But one feels that
behind Musonius stand the dignified and accomplished figures of the
great Roman matrons, an Arria or a Calpurnia, and the capabilities,
if not the virtues, of such women as the Empress Livia.

2§ 53.
3 That Epictetus derived his knowledge of Diogenes from the
literary tradition and not from Diogenes’ own writings is clear from
the references themselves. In i. 24. 3 he quotes a story about Dio-
genes which Diogenes Laertius gives ‘ on the authority of Dionysius
the Stoic’ (vi. 43). The reference about Diogenes having the duty
of rebuking men in a kingly manner refers to the numerous stories
of his retorts to Plato, Demosthenes, Phryne, Perdiccas, Alexander,
&c., in fact to nearly all the prominent figures of the fourth century,
Epictetus also shows Diogenes as having conversations with the King
of the Persians and with Archidamus, King of Sparta (iv. 1. 155);
also as writing a letter to the Persian King. He also believes in
the story of Diogenes’ capture by pirates (iii. xxiv. §9-66, iv. 1.
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tell us of any Cynic of his time who approached this level,
and this raises an interesting point. For Demetrius, as we
find him portrayed by Seneca, might seem to fulfil many of
its requirements; he had achieved complete suppression of
desire, his austerity was of unexampled rigour, he professed
complete submission to the will of God. Now Epictetus must
have known Demetrius, for he was a pupil of Musonius in
Rome during Nero’s reign. Since he only once mentions
Demetrius, and since his general references to contemporary
Cynicism are contemptuous in tone, it is clear that he did not
regard Demetrius, as did Seneca, as the example of the ideal
Wise Man. Precisely why not we cannot say, though reasons
may be suggested. Demetrius was apparently married;
furthermore, he was guilty of political agitation, at least during
the reign of Vespasian : both forms of activity which Epictetus
declared inappropriate for the Cynic. But an action even
more likely to awaken Epictetus’ dislike was his opposition to
Epictetus’ master Musonius in the prosecution of Egnatius
Celer. It is clear from Tacitus how much odium Demetrius
thus incurred, an odium which must have been particularly
deeply felt in Stoic circles where Celer was regarded as an
arch-traitor. Besides his personal ties with Musonius, Epic-
tetus admired the great Roman Stoics, such as Helvidius and
Paconius Agrippinus, and we know that he shared the resent-
ment felt for Celer’s betrayal of his pupil.! Small wonder,
then, if he had no great admiration for the philosopher who
took Celer’s side.?2 None of his contemporaries, then, seemed
to Epictetus to personify the ideal of the true Cynic; it had
been most nearly, though even so not wholly, attained by his
favourite exemplar, the Diogenes of literary tradition. In

155, &c.), which we have seen to be almost certainly unhistorical. In
iv. 152, Epictetus seems to assert that Diogenes was not born of
free parents. He also quotes anecdotes that can be paralleled in

81, &c.) ; or from the Epistles of the Cynics. Elsewhere, as Schenkl
notes, he appears to have used letters ascribed to Diogenes that have
not survived (Schenkl, on IV. i. 156).

1 Ep., iv. i. 139.

2 Nothing can safely be inferred from the fact that there is no
mention of Demetrius in Musonius ; for the latter seldom refers to
his contemporaries.
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actual fact, it is to be doubted whether any came so near to
it as did Epictetus himself.

If in Musonius and Epictetus we find a greater sympathy
for Cynicism than in any later Stoic writing, it must not be
assumed that the Stoicism of the second century was marked
by a reaction from this attitude. It is through Marcus Aure-
lius that most of our knowledge of Stoicism at this period is
derived, and the Stoic tutors of Marcus Aurelius had seen that
phoenix, the Ideal Wise Man, in their own day, in the person
of Epictetus. ‘ Marcus thoroughly Epictetizes’, says the
Scholiast, and he is borne out by the Emperor’s grateful recog-
nition of the debt he owes to Rusticus for introducing him to
the writings of Epictetus, and by the frequency of quotations
from Epictetus in the Meditations. Marcus Aurelius shared
the Stoic regard for Diogenes as one of the greatest of all
philosophers ; he quotes Monimus and Crates; and it is
interesting to find him placing Dio Chrysostom in the com-
pany of Thrasea, Helvidius, Cassius, and Brutus. But his
chief reverence was for Epictetus. What Demetrius had been
to Seneca and Thrasea, such was Epictetus to the Stoics of
the second century. Since the Stoicism of Epictetus was
strongly flavoured with Cynicism, it is safe to assume a sym-
pathy for Cynicism on the part of his enthusiastic admirers.
And we have evidence that the connexion was maintained in
the statement that the Cynic Demonax was one of the pupils
of the Stoic Timocrates of Heraclia. Cynic influence is also
to be found in that interesting and curious little book known
as the Pinax of Cebes, which probably belongs to the second
century.! Cebes’ interest in Pythagoreanism is not surprising
in a period when Stoicism was far less self-contained than
formerly. The Pinax is another version of the old allegory
of the Pythagorean Y—the Two Ways of Life, which is also
the theme of Dio Chrysostom’s story of the Choice of Heracles.
Like Dio, by whom it was probably influenced, it makes
great use of allegorical personification, a regular feature of
Cynic diatribe, developed, though probably not invented, by
Bion. The importance attached to xagregia and éyxgdreia

1 The date of the Pinax is uncertain. The Teubner editor gives
reason for thinking that it is later than Dio Chrysostom, and as we
know it to be earlier than Lucian the first half of the second century
seems the best conjecture.
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in acquiring true dgers) recalls similar Cynic influence on
Musonius. '

Throughout this period, then, Cynicism was a kind of radi-
cal Stoicism : the relation between the two may be likened
to that between the more ascetic monastic orders and the main
body of the Catholic Church. Crates, and especially Diogenes,
were major figures of Stoic hagiography ; the »wwixds Tedmog
in garb and rationale differed in degree and not in kind from
that of normal Stoic practice : the vehicle for Stoic popular
propaganda was the diatribe, the chief genre of the xwwixde
Tpdmog in literature. Over the external aspects of Stoicism
Cynicism thus exerted a powerful influence, as it had done
in the days of Zeno and Chrysippus. In going back to the
founders of the sect and neglecting the anti-Cynic develop-
ments of the Middle Stoa, the Stoics of the Empire were true
to the retrospective and archaistic tendencies so general in the
culture of their age. The Cynic leanings of Stoicism at this
period, and especially the use of Cynic literary forms for
popular preaching, are responsible for the traces of Cynicism
that can be discovered at third-hand in eclectics who came
under Stoic influence, such as Favorinus and Maximus of
Tyre. The newly-discovered fragments of Favorinus mepl
guyijc are an excellent illustration of this point.

(¢) Favorinus must have been brought into contact with Cynic
ideas through his association with Dio Chrysostom and with
Epictetus ; he is said, though on more doubtful authority, to
have been a warm admirer of Demetrius the Cynic. Exile was,
of course, one of the most hackneyed themes of the Cynic
diatribe, since voluntary or involuntary exile was so often the
prelude to the vagrant Cynic life. The canons of the diatribe
demanded stock figures, traditional metaphors and similes,
which any one wishing to preach to one of the standard texts
would find ready-made ; and in this fragment one can see how
Favorinus has availed himself of them. Thus the familiar
Cynic trio of Heracles, Odysseus, and Diogenes appear as
examples of persons who became famous through exile.
Odysseus also appears—again in the Cynic tradition—as
ITovtpomijs in the good sense ; he is the wise man who willingly
in his time plays many parts in the drama written by the
Heavenly Playwright.

1 Studi et Testi, No. 53 (il Papiro Vaticano).

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



200 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

Amid all the shifts of Fortune, I can imagine him each time saying
to God: ‘Do you wish me to play the king ? I am willing. A
king will I be, but one unlike Echetus and Sardanapalus and
Arbaces. Do you wish me to be shipwrecked ? I am willing.
Shipwrecked will I be, and more piously than Ajax. Do you wish
me to suffer hunger ? I will do it, and more stoutly than my
comrades. Do you wish me to be a beggar ? I will be a beggar
more beggarly than Irus, and will endure though beaten and struck
most savagely by my foes. If you wish me again to be a king, I
will do it at your command. . . .’

The metaphor of the ¢ drama of life ’, whose first elaboration
was probably due to Bion, was as much a favourite with
Favorinus as with his Stoic contemporaries ; besides the
example quoted, it is elaborated in 2, lines 20-3, line 1j.
Another Cynic metaphor used is that of Life as an Olympic
contest, in which the athletes are the copo{ whose training
(Goxnous) is to enable them to overcome their opponents, in
their case the numerous ovugopde that beset human life.  Our
contest is not ‘ on the stage, or at the Dionysia . . . but at
the feast of Heracles, in the stadium of virtue, a contest of
deeds, not of words’. Again, we find the metaphor of the
Voyage of Life, in which the copds will adapt himself to
conditions as sailors adapt the rigging to the winds. The
speech is also marked by appeals, in the favourite manner of
the Cynics, to the habits of animals as affording evidence for
the standards of the ‘ natural life’. Thus in g, 15 ff,, it is
asserted that

the earth is the common mother and nurse of all mankind. Now
God gave the finny creatures one fatherland, the sea, to dwell in,
and one to the winged race, the heavens, and to those animals that
dwell on land he allotted a safe refuge, the earth, roofing it over
with the heavens and walling it in with the ocean. Now the birds
and the fish preserve the distribution of God, and so do all other
animals, that dwell on land. But men alone through lust of greed
(nAeoveia) portion out the earth, splitting up the gift of God and
dividing it up amongst themselves, &c.

Again, ‘ The cranes are wiser than we are. For they go from
Thrace to Egypt, and do not think Thrace their home nor
Egypt a land of exile, but to them this is but a change of place,
of dwellings for summer and winter.” The lesson that we
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should be content with the qualities we possess xazra gdow and
not seek ddéa and T is enforced by appealing to

the horse, which never thinks of its repute or ill-repute amongst
other beasts, but thinks that because of its speed it enjoys a kind
of natural sovereignty amongst them. Nor does a lion much care
what the other animals say and think about it, but thinks that it
excels in strength, and they exert the most natural kind of sov-
ereignty over those who are weaker.

Finally, there are reminiscences of well-known Cynic dmogpféy-
uato as Diogenes’ remark that if the Sinopeans sentenced
him to exile, he sentenced them to stay at home, or Antis-
thenes’ definition of adroyfovia as a property of slugs and
worms. In fact, the thought of the fragment is essentially
that of a Cynic diatribe. Were the piece anonymous, the only
doubts as to its Cynic origin would be occasioned by the
evidence of rhetorical ability by which it is marked.

(d) Maximus.—Similar traces of the influence of Cynicism are
to be found in Maximus of Tyre. Diss. 36 is the most notable
example, in which Maximus discusses the question as to
whether the Cynic life is a mporjyuevov, i.e. meet for the Stoic
oopde. In deciding in the affirmative he is following the view
we have shown to be dominant in contemporary Stoicism.
The familiar conception of the Cynic life as the life of man in
the Golden Age is developed in the essay.
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CHAPTER X

CYNICISM FROM THE THIRD TO THE
SIXTH CENTURIES A.D.

THE importance of Cynicism in the second century is strikingly
reflected in the literature of the time. For its history during
the last three centuries of the Ancient World there is but
incomplete evidence. A few scattered references attest its
existence during the turmoil of the third century: for the
second half of the fourth century there is more detailed evidence
to be had from the attacks of Julian on contemporary Cynics
and from the reference in the Fathers to the career of the
Cynic Maximus : a hundred years later something is known
of the Cynic Sallustius. Of the Cynics known to us by name
during the whole period only Maximus and Sallustius leave
any impression as individuals ; but the general features of
Cynicism are clearly the same as those noticed in the second
century. Julian’s description of the charlatans who masquer-
aded as Cynics recalls those of Epictetus and Lucian ; the
connexion of Cynicism with Christianity is illustrated by
Maximus ; while Sallustius reproduces the extreme austerity
and the mysticism of a Peregrinus.

(@) The two orations (6 and 7) of Julian against the Cynics date
from 361. Both by temperament and training Julian was
sympathetic to the ideals of the austerer Cynicism. Though
his tutor Mardonius had endeavoured to arouse him to disgust
towards the unkempt appearance of his fellow-pupil, the
Cynic Iphicles, Julian himself seems to have presented at
Antioch a very model of Cynic squalor, and indeed his mode
of life after he entered Constantinople as Augustus was of
a Cynic simplicity. Moreover, among the Sophists most
admired by Julian, such as Themistius and Libanius, it was
fashionable to profess admiration for Diogenes and Crates.
Yet Julian, while protesting his sympathy with the genuine
Cynic, doubts whether there are any such left; towards the
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Cynics of his day he feels indignation and disgust. It is not
hard to suggest reasons for this attitude. His adoption of the
¢ philosopher’s garb ’ after entering Constantinople as Augustus
drew to his court swarms of Cynics who hoped to exploit
an Imperial sympathizer. ° First arrived Asclepiades, then
Serenianus, then Chytron, then a tall youth with yellow hair
whose name I don’t know—then you, and with you twice as
many more . . . none of you ever visited a philosopher’s
school as diligently as you did my secretary.” But the cold
baths, the simple fare, and the hard living of Julian were not
to the taste of these Cynics ; they expressed their disgust by
ridiculing as ‘ ostentatious’ the asceticism of a Diogenes,
which Julian professed to follow, while Heraclios annoyed
Julian by relating an ‘ impious myth ’, in which Julian appeared
as Pan, while he himself was Zeus. It was, therefore, to
reprove the Cynics of his time and to recall them to their
proper duties that Julian delivered the 6th and 7th orations—
addressed ‘to the uneducated Cynics’ and ‘to the Cynic
Heraclios ’.  He regards Cynicism as ¢ the most universal and
natural philosophy ’; its true founder was the Delphic god
when he gave to mankind the precept, ‘ Know thyself ’.
Diogenes he refers to as a ‘ sacred personage ’, and emphatically
rejects as spurious the obscene tragedics attributed to him.
Several anecdotes about Diogenes are quoted, and their
meaning rather strained, to show that piety was one of his
characteristics, a moral also deduced from Crates’ Hymn to
Simplicity, which was evidently a favourite reading of Julian’s.
There is much that recalls Epictetus in his bowdlerized and
spiritualized account of the old Cynicism, and of the frame
of mind in which that way of life must be entered. The
Cynics of his own day disgust Julian by their effeminacy and
shamelessness, which brought philosophy into general dis-
repute, and, above all, by their impiety. ‘A Cynic must not
be, like Oenomaus, a scorner of all things human and divine.’
For their shamelessness and impiety he likens them to the
‘ monks > who had recently given him much trouble, and he
expects the ‘ Egyptian Cynic’ of Oration 6 to recognize a
quotation from °‘the words of the Galilaecans’. The close
association which then existed between Christianity and
Cynicism is exemplified by the career of Maximus.

(6) The evidence for Maximus largely derives from hostile
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sources, and the authority of such eminent Fathers as Gregory
Nazianzen and Jerome has caused Church historians to follow
them in depicting Maximus as an impudent impostor. But
the bitterness of ecclesiastical controversy did not make for
balanced judgements ; if the extravagant praise of Maximus in
Gregory’s 23rd oration be discounted, similar allowance
should be made for his fierce attacks after the Cynic had tried
to oust him from the See of Constantinople.

Maximus was born at Alexandria, presumably earlier than
A.D. 350, of a family which had produced Christian martyrs.
Nothing is known of his training, but he seems to have adopted
Cynicism at an early age, and from the first may well have
combined the Cynic garb and the Christian faith. The Church
was then disturbed by the Arian dispute, and as an adherent
of Athanasius Maximus was involved in the turmoils of the
time. In the disorders of 374 he was whipped and later
banished to the desert, where, according to Gregory, his
constancy and his austerity were a notable example to others
of the faithful. After returning to Alexandria he won the
confidence of the Bishop, Peter II, who sent him to Constanti-
nople in 379. The events that followed are explicable as the
product of cross-currents from two controversies—the Arian
conflict and the dispute over the See of Constantinople. The
Arians had then recently lost ground in Constantinople, though
as yet there was no Orthodox bishop ; Gregory Nazianzen
being  diocesan’ in the Orthodox interest. He had been
appointed to this position by Peter II, whose action was in
accordance with the claim that the Bishop of Alexandria held
control over the appointment to the See of Constantinople.
But Gregory was highly popular with the Catholics of Con-
stantinople, who wished for independence from Alexandria,
and Peter may perhaps have thought it better to have in
Maximus a nominee more under his control.

Gregory welcomed Maximus with enthusiasm, and took the
unusual step of pronouncing a public panegyric over him as
he stood by the altar of the famous church Anastasia. This
speech, known as ‘ Oration in praise of the philosopher Hero ’,
is interesting as a Christian opinion of Cynicism. Alluding
to the xaprepla of the philosopher, Gregory remarks that
Maximus will demonstrate this quality by listening unmoved
to the recital of his own praises. Then he addresses him as
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the best and most perfect of philosophers . . . one who follows
our Faith in an alien garb, nay, perhaps not in an alien garb, if the
wearing of bright and shining robes is the mark of angels, as it is
so depicted. . . . 'This man is a Cynic not through shamelessness
but through freedom of speech, not through gluttony but through
the simplicity of his daily life . . . a Dog who greets virtue not
with barking but with hearkening, who fawns on what is friendly
because it is good, who snarls at what is alien because it is bad.

Elsewhere he praises the Cynic’s neglect of speculative philos-
ophy, his philanthropy, and his cosmopolitanism ; and his
superiority to ‘ the meat-eating of Diogenes, the quackery of
Antisthenes, and the wedding of Crates’. However, adds
Gregory, we must spare the ancient Cynics through our
reverence for Maximus. He then proceeds to an account of
Maximus’ deeds and sufferings as a supporter of the Nicene
faith, and concludes by exhorting him to continue to combat
* Gentile superstitions * and to uphold orthodoxy.

But Gregory was much deceived by Maximus. The Cynic
intrigued against him in Constantinople and tried to form a
party of his own supporters ; finally he attempted a coup by
getting himself ordained Bishop at a secret and midnight
service in the church. But news of this attempt leaked out
and the service was interrupted by the civil authorities and
the populace, who drove Maximus and his adherents from the
church; they fled to a ‘flute-player’s shop’, where the
ordination was completed. How long Maximus remained in
the See on which he had thus imposed himself is uncertain,
but it must have been long enough for him to carry out several
acts and ordinations. But popular discontent forced him
to appeal to Theodosius in Thessalonica, who charged the
Bishop of Thessalonica to refer to Damasus, Bishop of Rome.
Damasus replied with two letters, still extant, strongly con-
demning both Maximus and the manner of his ordination.
Maximus then returned to Alexandria to claim the support of
Peter II; the latter refused, perhaps because he thought it
unwise to oppose the wishes of the Orthodox community in
Constantinople, when they were so clearly expressed. There-
upon Maximus headed a * disorderly mob ’ of supporters, and
caused such a disturbance that he was expelled from Egypt by
the Prefect. To this period belong the hostile references to
Maximus in the Carmina and epistles of Gregory, whose
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admiration for ‘ the most perfect of philosophers * had changed
to bitter hatred of the man who had tried to supplant him on
the Bishop’s throne.

At the Oecumenical Council of 381 Maximus’ ordination
was pronounced uncanonical, and his acts invalidated. But
this Council was held at Constantinople, where the interests
of the Eastern Church may well have predominated. The
issue was probably as much between Constantinople and
Alexandria as between Gregory and Maximus, for the Second
Canon of the Council restricted the authority of the Bishop of
Alexandria to Egypt. Rebuffed in the East by both Emperor
and Church, Maximus appealed to the West. He put his case
to the Italian bishops at the Synod of Milan, and tried to
strengthen his claims by presenting to the Emperor Gratian
‘ a notable polemic against the Arians’, which Sajdak ! con-
jectures to be the ¢ writing ’ included in the works of Athanasius
as ‘ N. adversus Arianos’. The Latin bishops decided to
support Maximus, and demanded that a new General Council
should be held at which the whole question of the See of
Constantinople might be settled. Theodosius, however, re-
fused to re-open the question of Maximus’ ordination, and
at the Synod of Rome in 383 the Italian bishops withdrew
their support. At this point Maximus disappears from history ;
the only further reference is that of the Church Council of
861, which pronounced an anathema upon him.

Of the man himself it is hard to form a judgement when we
hear little about him except unrelieved abuse or praise. The
issues with which he was concerned were clearly of the highest
importance to the Church, and the fact that he had the con-
fidence to appeal to both the Eastern and Western Emperors,
and that, at least temporarily, he gained the support of Peter
IT and Ambrose, suggests that he must have been a person
of ability. It is true that on at least two occasions he was the
cause of riots, but such disturbances were almost inseparable
from the fierce ecclesiastical controversies of the time. In
such ages as the fourth century A.p. there is a tendency for the
judgements of History to be delivered on the formula vae
victis ! Maximus, as an unsuccessful claimant, may well have
been a victim.

(¢) There is little reason to doubt that for Cynicism in general

1 Quaest. Nazianzenicae, Pt. i.
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Gregory Nazianzen had a warm sympathy ; the enmity which
developed between him and Maximus was a purely personal
quarrel. The extensive influence of the Cynic diatribe and
its ‘ commonplaces’ in his sermons has been fully shown
by Geffcken.! And indeed it is not surprising that many in
the Church should have welcomed the Cynics as allies in the
fight for the ideals of poverty and asceticism. St. Basil
expressed admiration for Diogenes, whose way of life he
regarded as a heathen exemplar of that of the poor monk. But
nowhere are these Cynic affinities better exemplified than in
the works of Asterius, Bishop of Amasea. There Lazarus
appears as the beggar-philosopher : the Cynic similes of the
Doctor and the Scout are borrowed to describe the functions of
the Apostles : and Christ preaching to the rich young man
uses almost the accents of Crates in exhorting him to renounce
worldly goods and cleave to Philosophy, the only mother of
virtue. As Bretz 2 rightly says, Asterius and his like stand at
the junction of the pagan and the Christian worlds.

(d) Sallustius, who is referred to in Damascius’ Life of his
friend Isidorus, is the last known to us by name of the long
line of followers of Diogenes. He was probably born about
A.D. 430, and since Damascius speaks of him as a contemporary,
it is likely that he lived into the sixth century. The origins of
Cynicism lay in the period of the end of Classical Greece and
the beginnings of the Hellenistic Age; Sallustius stands at
the death of the Graeco-Roman civilization to which the
Hellenistic world gave birth. In 529 the philosophical schools
of Athens were closed.

The characteristic features of Cynicism were vigorously
marked in its last-known adherent : the references to Sallustius
would serve to describe a Cynic of the time of Lucian, or
even, but for an element of mysticism, of the time of Crates.
But in the sixth century Sallustius was an archaism : perhaps
he was consciously so, for we hear that during his training
in rhetoric he showed a preference for the ancient orators
over the admired models of the day.

Born, like so many Cynics, in Syria, he had an education
in rhetoric and sophistic that recalls that of Dio Chrysostom.

1 Kynika und Verwandtes ; vide index, sub. Greg. Naz.
2 ¢ Studien . . . zu Asterios von Amasea ’, in Harnack und Schmids
Texte und Untersuch, 3te Reihe, 10.
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He studied rhetoric at Emesa, for philosophy he went to Athens
and later to Alexandria. But the dogmatic schools had no
attraction for him. ‘Philosophy’, he declared, ‘is not only
hard for mortal men, it is impossible.” He therefore set out
as a vagrant Cynic to wander the world. He seems to have
stayed for some time in Dalmatia with Marcellinus, in whom
he may have found the Ideal Ruler sought by the Ideal Philos-
opher. After Marcellinus’ death he went with Isidorus to
Alexandria. Asmus! has shown how the Alexandrian neo-
Platonists had an interest in Cynicism, and Sallustius would
appear to have been adopted by the curious circle that worked
for a revival of Hellenism. No doubt they saw in him the
pattern of the oogdg, as Seneca did in Demetrius, and Marcus
Aurelius in Epictetus. There are the same praises of his
asceticism, his boldness before tyrants, his scorn for zdpog.
He was opposed to the Christians and to the Christianized
Cynics ; though he himself was not devoid of mysticism.
For he practised a curious kind of divination, ‘ by looking into
people’s eyes he could foretell the manner of their deaths’,
as he is said to have done with Marcellinus. The neo-
Platonists of Alexandria were dispersed in the Isaurian rising
of 488, and nothing is known of Sallustius’ life after that date.

Sallustius is chiefly interesting as a proof that in the last
age of the Ancient World the ‘ Island of Pera’, the Cynic
paradise, was still inhabited. How long it so continued is
uncertain. It is likely that Cynics were known in the Byzantine
Empire, but by then Pera must have been a veritable Easter
Island. Long ago Onesicratus had praised the virtues of the
‘ noble savage ’, by the sixth century A.D. the savage had come
again and conquered the world. The State and its institu-
tions, which Diogenes had found an intolerable burden on
the individual, were shattered, and the ordinary individual
worse off than ever before. Having little to hope for in this
world, he turned to a religion that would promise him redress
in the next. Cynicism had nothing further to offer mankind.

1 “ Der Kyniker Sallustius bei Damascius ’, Neue Fahr, xxv, 1910.
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THE sixth century a.p. is the proper finishing-point for a
History of Cynicism.

But the ‘universal and most natural philosophy ’ which
Julian saw represented in Cynicism has continued to claim
adherents ¢ in all ages and all places’. The Wise Men of the
East teach the same lessons that they taught centuries before
Diogenes, and the ‘ naked philosophers ’ are as conspicuous
in India to-day as when Onesicratus saw them on the banks
of the Ganges. A similar continuity is lacking in the Western
world ; but it is possible to point to outbreaks of kindred
movements at various ages as manifestations of a tendency
deeply rooted in human nature, and asserting itself whenever
the rights of the individual need upholding against the political,
moral, or economic constraints of society.

The link between the Ancient World and that of the Middle

Ages is here to be found in the ascetic orders of Christianity,
with whom the Cynics had had direct connexion. But the
Cynics had confined themselves to Rome and to the Eastern
half of the Roman Empire; monasticism and anchoritism,
originally hardly distinct, reached the West about A.D. 400.
Later they spread to Britain and were adopted with enthusiasm
by the Celtic Church, especially in Ireland.! The later revival
of anchoritism in the eighth to tenth centuries under the Rule
of Tallaght is particularly notable, for it gave rise to the finest
expression of asceticism known to literature.
The ascetic fare, hard bed, and coarse clothing, were some of the
means by which the hermits attained their chief objects, spiritual
purity and communion with God unhampered by the defilements
of the flesh; continual prayer and penitence were to be their
occupation, and peacefulness, free from disturbing emotions and
alarms, was the way of life desired.?

1 Cf. K. H. Jackson, Early Celtic Nature Poetry (Cambridge
University Press).
2 op. cit., p. 99.
15 209
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The descriptions of the life of the Irish hermits contain remark-
ably close parallels to the austerities of Cynicism ; Coemgen
is said to have lived at Glendaloch?

without food but the nuts of the wood and the plants of the ground
and pure water to drink ; and he had no bed but a pillow of stone
under his head and a flag under him and a flag on each side of him,
and he had no dwelling above him, and the skins of wild beasts
were clothing for him.

But the quiet humility of the Irish hermits was alien to the
Cynic spirit ; and their love of wild nature and sympathy for
the birds and animals which shared their life in the woods could
scarcely be matched in the whole range of classical literature.
Centralizing tendencies were predominant in the Christian
world between 1000 and 1200, marked by the great increase
in the power of the papacy and the extension of the Roman
pattern of Church organization throughout Christendom. The
anchorite movements gave way before Benedictine monas-
ticism, though they did not everywhere die out, as witness the
Culdees in Scotland. But the great increase in the temporal
power and material possessions of the Church soon aroused
opposition,? which found its strongest expression in the sects
known as Albigenses or Catharists, a movement which owed
doctrinal allegiance to the anchorites of the Eastern Church.
Violently anti-clerical, and insisting on asceticism, they offer
a parallel to the reaction of the Cynics to official Stoicism,
while the division of the sect into Credents and Perfecti recalls
Epictetus’ views of the relations between the ordinary ‘ good
man’ and the Cynic philosopher. How widespread were
dissatisfaction with monastic capitalism and a desire to return
to simpler standards is unmistakably shown by the rapid
growth of the Dominican and Franciscan orders at the begin-
ning of the thirteenth century. St. Dominic realized that for
the suppression of the Albigensian heresy it was necessary to
have orthodox missionaries who could equal the poverty and
asceticism of the Perfecti, and who could make similar use of
the appeal to the Poverty of Christ. 'The parallel between the
Cynics and the mendicant friars is of course widely familiar.
1 op., cit., p. 98.
*Cf. G. G. Coulton Five Centuries of Religion, Vol. ii, esp. c. 1
and 6-9,
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When the Dominicans punned on their name and called them-
selves the ‘ Domini canes’ it is most improbable that any
reference to Diogenes was or could have been intended, but
a modern observer may translate the phrase in a more special
meaning as ‘the Cynics of the Lord’. The Franciscans,
wandering through the world, voluntarily living at subsistence
level, getting money for their needs by toil in the fields or by
begging, and everywhere preaching to the people, invite com-
parison with Epictetus’ ideal of Cynicism as a special service
in an emergency. Like Dio Chrysostom, St. Francis believed
that poverty was in itself a good thing, and he, too, called on
the poor not to endow themselves, but to despoil themselves.!
But he did not believe that his followers should practise any
greater degree of asceticism than was inseparable from their
way of life, he discouraged mendicancy, and his spirituality
and that of many of his followers are without parallel amongst
the Cynics.

The more radical sects of the Reformation, with their in-
sistence on the supreme importance of the individual and their
appeal to the oppressed classes, also offer an interesting com-
parison with the Cynics. Particularly is this true of the
Anabaptists, who opposed all constituted authority, and
regarded the State as inherently evil. Their longing for a
divine leader, expressed in such pamphlets as The Reformation
of the Emperor Frederick III, are curiously like the Cynic
Search for the True King. But they differed from the Cynics
in that they had a programme of social amelioration ; they
were the ‘ religion of the proletariat ’ in a modern sense, we
have seen that Cynicism was not its philosophy. That they
represented a serious danger to the civil and religious au-
thorities is shown by the energetic measures taken to suppress
them. The sects which survived, such as the Quakers and
Baptists, were less radical : their championship of individual
rights was primarily concerned with securing freedom of
worship and of personal religious experience.

In modern times the movement most akin to Cynicism is
Anarchism. In the eighteenth century it appears, though not
under that name, in the speculations of Rousseau and Diderot
on the Golden Age, or later in Blake’s vision of the Age of
Innocence ; all marked by nostalgia for an imaginary age when

1 Cf. Coulton, op. cit., c. 8.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



212 A HISTORY OF CYNICISM

man as an individual had the widest scope for achieving
happiness, untrammelled by the constraints of the social
system. As a political factor Anarchism belongs to the nine-
teenth century, and dates from Proudhon, whose chief aim
was to secure for the masses liberation from economic tyranny.
Later Anarchists, such as Stirner, advocate the full liberation
of the individual from all moral and social bands. Bakunin
regarded the State as a ‘ historically necessary evil ’, the neces-
sity for which mankind will soon outgrow. It is especially
interesting to find Kropotkin recognizing the ¢ best exposition
from the Ancient World of the principles of Anarchism’ in
the Republic of Zeno, which was of course composed when
Zeno was under the influence of Cynicism. Anarchism was
most important in the middle decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury ; in 1871 the International Working Men’s Association
was formed. Its importance has since declined, partly due to
its adoption, towards the end of the century, of a policy of
violence, more particularly to the rival attractions of Com-
munism, which also attacks the economic system and can point
to some spectacular successes. But to the Anarchist, the
State Capitalism envisaged by the Communists will merely
mean replacing one tyranny by another. Though Anarchism
has been of small importance of recent years it continues to
exist, and recent events in Spain,! a country where it has taken
root more deeply than in any other, have again brought it into
general notice.

There remains another very different force to be considered
among those working in favour of individualism in the modern
world. Ever since the great explorations of the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries the Frontier has been a prominent feature
in the life of the Western nations and has been both the refuge
and the nursery of individualism. In the woods of America,
on the African veldt, in the bush of Australia, men have won
freedom from the constraints of society, and have developed
the character of the Pioneer. 'This, in its insistence on the
importance of the individual, in the self-sufficiency demanded
by its environment, in its dislike for law and authority even
where their effects are beneficial, and lastly, in its frequent
contempt for learning and culture, has many features in
common with Cynicism.

1 Written in 1936.
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Our own age is one in which centralizing tendencies are
again dominant. In Germany, Italy, and Russia the State
claims complete authority over the individual ; the material
efficiency thus attained forces rival nations to similar measures.
Modern industrial methods, which are being rapidly extended
to cover all fields of labour, reduce the worker to the level of
a cog in a machine. A standardized urban civilization is
everywhere menacing local cultures. The Frontiers are
closing down ; it may well be that within a generation the
last frontier will have been reached. The precedents of his-
tory suggest that we may expect a reaction towards individu-
alism. For this conflict between the claims of society and the
claims of the individual is as fundamental as that of the Love
and Strife of Empedocles :

dAMote pév Diddtyre ouvepyduev’ eig €v dnavra
dAdote ddv Ouy’ Exacta qogedueva Nelxeos Exfect

being rooted in the dual nature of Man, at once a gregarious
animal, and a separate personality.

1 Emped., fr. 17. 11. 67-8.
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APPENDIX I

THE succession of the Ionian philosophy, according to Diogenes
Laertius, 1. 14.

Thales
Anaximander
Anaximenes
Anaxagoras
Archelaus
SOCIIQATES
SN
Plato Antisthenes
|
Aristotle Speusippus Diogenes
Xenocrates Crates
Theophrastus |
Polemo Zeno
Crantor Clearllthes
Crz!tes Chryslippus

|
Middle }'\cademy
New Academy.
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THE whole passage is technical to a degree one does not associate
with Diogenes ; and the expression radtmy xad’ v é&v yvuvacly ovve-
yel ywouévar gavraciu edlvolav meds Ta Tijc dgeriic &pya mageydvrar is
an obscure one. The wording at first sight seems Stoic, and von
Fritz argues that the passage derives from one of the Stoic compila-
tions which we have seen were foisted on to Diogenes; he thinks
it would be in place in the mepi dgerjc. But before refusing to
accept the theory as that of Diogenes, it is necessary briefly to
consider the use of the word pavracfa in the fourth century, particu-
larly in Plato and Aristotle. (1) pavrasia is an abstract noun derived
from the verb pavraléofos, and its primary meaning is simply that
of ‘ appearance ’. (When Aristotle says of gavracfa that it is dvoua
676 1o pdog slAngey one must admit that here is an ancient etymology
that is substantially correct.) It is used in this simple and very
general sense in Theaetetus 152C. Discussing Protagoras’ proposi-
tion that ola &xacta éuol @diwerar, Towadra uéy doTw éuol Socrates
points out that hence gavracia xai aiobnoic v avtdv [éoriv] év e
Oeguols xal mdor voic Towdvrois [i.e. ‘ seeming and perception are
the same in cases of heat, &c.’]. On this theory, he says, the whole
science of dialectics is quite useless—v6 ydp émoxonsiv xai émiyeigew
EAéyyew tag dAMjAwv g@avtaclag xal défag, p0ds éxdaTov ofoas, ob
naxgd uév xai Swlvylos @lvagla ; Aristotle also uses gavrasla in
this sense in de Anima [402b, 23], where xard )y @avvaciay
== xara 7olro § galverar Huiv.

(2) A more technical use is that of Sophist, 264A, B, where
galverar (= gavracla) is defined as ovupetéic aleOnoéms xal d6&ng
¢ a mixture of perception and judgement’.  gavracia in this passage
is distinguished from &déa as arising through sensation, while é&a
arises ‘ by thought in the soul’ (ev yuvyjj wavd Suavolav). @avracia
is, however, one of the most elastic words in Plato, and in Philebus
39A. Plato speaks of a dd&a &x pvijunc xai diebnoéws which is the
same as the gavrasla of Sophist 264B.

(3) Philebus 39B describes ‘ imagination * as a ° painter in the
soul ’ who produces pavrdouara & wyeapriueva, which are the elxoveg
@Y . . . dofaclévrwy xal Aeyouévaw (i.e. ‘ imagination’ in a more
¢ fanciful * sense than a recorder of sensations, the faculty for which
is likened simply to a scribe).

216
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(4) Aristotle’s formal definition of @arracfa is to be found in
De Anima, c. iii. He uses it to denote the faculty of imagination,
but finds the Platonic definitions unsatisfactory. For the higher
animals have imagination in its ‘ reproductive sense ’, since they
live raic @avraocudic xai vaic uviuas. Hence dééa, which Plato had
introduced into his definition of gavracla, must be divorced from
it. For dd¢a is followed by nfloric, and one cannot talk of aforic
amongst irrational creatures. Aristotle’s own definition of pavracta,
is xivnois 9o Tic aloOnoéws Tis xav’ évagyelay yuyvoueyn® (‘ a motion
generated by actual perception —Hicks). In other words, while
for Plato gavraola in the sense of imagination was a form of judge-
ment, for Aristotle it was a form of perception—an dofevs) 7ic alabnorg,
a residuum of sense perception in the mind, made weaker by the
absence of real sensation. The De Anima and especially this
passage is of fundamental importance for Stoic epistemology : Zeno
really added nothing except the famous xarainmrixg pavrasia, which
is the basis for knowledge.?

The plural gavrasla: was also used in a general and a technical
sense. Thus corresponding to (1) above is the phrase zdg dAA#iwy
pavraciag xai 0éfag of Theaetetus 162E, also Aristotle’s remark
that & @avractar puyvévrar dv mhelovs yevdeig. Corresponding to
the meaning of a residue of sense-perception are the ° writings in
the soul ’ of Philebus (which Plato does not actually call pavraoias in
the passage), and Aristotle’s reference to the pavracior xai pvipa
which govern the life of the more highly developed animals, and
to the pavraclos which remain in us and are duolar Tals alofroeot.®
Hicks 4 rightly compares this use of gavraclar with the ‘ fancies ’
which Hobbes defines as ‘ motions within us, reliques of those
made by the senses ’. It is in this way that one must interpret
the educational theory under discussion. The doxnois of gymnastics
gives rise to a set of pavrasfa: in the mind that make easy (nageydvrar
npds edlvalav) the performance of virtuous acts. Relevant in this
connexion is Aristotle’s account of the part played by gavrasia in
the ‘ instincts * of animals (odx Jpextinév ©6 C@ov dvev pavraclag);
we are told that Diogenes ® strongly insisted on the well-being
(edekla of the body); such well-being existed when the natural
instincts had full play.

So much for an elucidation of the theory, which is seen to be
one that could have been propounded in the fourth century. But
can it be that of Diogenes? Certainly he cannot have originated
it, for the theory of sensation which underlies it—that of the mind

1 De Anim., 429a. 1. 2 Cf. von Arnim, Stoic. vet. fr.
8 De Anim., 429a. 13. * Aristotle’s De Anima, n. to 429a. 13.
8 D.L., vi. 70.
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as a wax tablet, the locus classicus for which is Theaetetus 191C—
was a familiar one in the fourth century. The importance of
gymnastics as a mental training is found in the Pythagoreans, with
their doctrine of gvfuds, which is expounded by Plato in the Timaeus
and Laws. Taylor says in his edition of the Timaeus?

Two things are necessary if a man is to acquire virtue and wisdom.
(a) He must get right nurture (do07 7edpn) from the first . . . his
body must grow up in the right way. . . . For this reason Plato
starts his great discussion in the Laws (vii, 788 seqq.) by demanding
that even before the child is born its mother’s diet and exercise shall
be carefully regulated, and as soon as it is born the first care shall
be to see that it grows dglov ¢ straight-limbed’. . . . The Pytha-
goreans were medical men as well as mathematicians—the later
tradition was that the society attached the highest importance to diet
and exercise, and made dmuelela oduaros a prominent part of the
day’s duty. . . . Later on, we see that Timaeus regards bad bodily
condition, inherent or deprived from improper Todpn, as a chief
source of mental defects, (b) maldevoic must come to the aid of dof7)
7edpn. In the section on the diseases of the soul we are expressly
told that the two ways of avoiding badness are correct on the one
hand, and moral and intellectual education on the other mgofuvunréov

. xal 8 Tedpns xai OF émrndeduarwy uabiuarwy @edyew udy
xaxov, todvavriov 08 Eldeiv.

To return to the passage of Diogenes Laertius : von Fritz,2 from
the fact that it contains an unusually large number of termini
technici, supposes it to be taken from one of the Stoic works foisted
on to Diogenes. Of these technical terms he enumerates ¢ die
bezeichnendste ’ as follows: (a) doxnaws, 7dovr, mdvog, uedérn,
(b) pavraclas, drelijs, Ta mgoorxovra xavogboviobar, Td xare @iow
aigeiofar.  Of these group (@) is ¢ aus Antisthenes und die »wviopog
auch sonst bekannt. Die ubrigen sind spezifische Schulausdrucke
der Stoa.” To (¢) may be added edetla, loyds, éAcvfegla and a
reference to Heracles. As for (b)—gavrasla has been dealt with,
drelijc was in common use in fourth-century prose before it became
a Stoic technical term.3 The phrase va mpoorixovra xarogfoticBar as
such I do not find in the passage ; zd mpoorxovra and xarogfodichas
occur separately, but the same remark applies to them as to drelsfc.4
Nor does 76 xara gvow aipeiofar occur expressis verbis ; the exact
phrase is déov oy dvrl v@v dyprjoTey mévwy Tods xard glow algeio-
0a:; the distinction between °natural’ and ‘unnatural’ advos

",

!p. 273. ? op. cit., p. 58 seqq.
3 of. Plato, Phaedrus 248b ; Andoc, 30. 12.

4 cf. Xen., Cyr., 3. 3. 1; Plato, Cratyl., 413a; Xen., Mem., 3.
1. 3; Thuc. vi. 12.
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probably was a contemporary Cynic doctrine, as we shall shortly
see. Von Fritz’ argument—that the passage ‘ best fits ’ the treatise
mepl dgeriic, that this work is only known in the catalogue of Sotion,
which was compiled under Stoic influence, and that hence we have
an additional reason for assigning the theory contained in the
passage to the Stoics rather than to Diogenes—is decidedly arbitrary
in the first link. The piece of Anaxagorean physics used by
Diogenes to justify cannibalism and the ‘ sophism’ by which he
showed the reasonableness of breakfasting in the market-place,
suggest that he would borrow from science or dialectic when it
suited his argument. And that this was true of contemporary
Cynics is to be inferred from a reference of Menander to Diogenes’
follower Monimus 1; that he pronounced all suppositions to be
illusions (8 ydg JmoAngfdy Tdpoy elvar niv Epn) dmoAfyis as a technical
term for ‘ supposition ’ occurs not only in Aristotle,? but also in
the epistemology of Epicurus.?

We do in fact possess evidence that the circle of Diogenes held
the view ‘abeunt studia (gymnastica) in mores’; I mean the
curious and interesting fragments of Onesicratus of Astypalaea or
Aegina, preserved in Strabo, xv. 1. 63. 64. Onesicratus was the
Xenophon of the circle of Diogenes, * for as Xenophon joined the
expedition of Cyrus, so did Onesicratus that of Alexander’ (D.L.,
vi. 84). During Alexander’s campaigns in India Onesicratus came
into contact with a sect of ascetics, the Gymnosophists, whom,
true to Greek habit, he portrays as so many Cynics. He tells us
the names of two of them, Calanus and Mandanis ; and attributes
to them doctrines which bear a close reference to those ascribed to
Diogenes, particularly in our present passage. Calanus says: ‘ In
the beginning the world was full of barley-meal and wheat . . .
and the fountains flowed with honey and milk, with wine and olive
oil. But by reason of luxury and gluttony man fell into 9Beiw’
(cf. the dictum of Diogenes that the gods had given to men the
means of living easily, but by reason of the search after honeyed
cakes and unguents and the like, this had been lost sight of).4
Zeus, seeing this state of affairs, appointed for men a life of toil
(ndvog). But when self-control and other virtues reappeared, then
there was again an abundance of blessings (cf. in our passage . . .
‘ instead of useless toils men should choose those in accordance
with nature, when they could live happily ’). Still more relevant
is the speech of Mandanis.

1D.L., vi. 83: The passage is quoted from Menander’s Hippo-
comus.

2 Magn. Mor. 1. 35. 13 ; Rhet. 3. 15. 1.

2D.L., x. 34; Epic. Epist. iii, apud D.L., x. 123.

¢D.L., vi. 44.
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He said that the best form of discipline (Adyog), was that which
removed from the mind 7jdovj and Admn. Also that toil (ndvog) and
pain (Adnn) differ—for pain is hostile (moAeuior), but toil beneficial
(piMlov). For they exercise their bodies in toil to strengthen their
intelligence : by these means they put down discord and are present
as advisers mdow dyaldy xai xowjj xai idlq.

(Cf. in our passage,

Diogenes would adduce indisputable evidence to show how easily
from gymnastic training we arrive at virtue. For . . . take the case
of athletes : what surpassing skill they acquire by their own incessant
toil : if they had transferred their efforts to the training of the mind,
how certainly their labours would not have been unprofitable or
ineffective.)

After saying this Mandanis asked whether such doctrines were to
be found among the Greeks. Onesicratus answered that such were
taught by Pythagoras and Socrates and Diogenes ‘and I was a
pupil of his’.

We see, then, that the theory of sensation and the dependent
theory of education contained in the passage were familiar in the
fourth century ; that the interdependence of mental and gymnastic
training was a doctrine current in the circle of Diogenes; that
Diogenes and the contemporary Cynics would borrow scientific
terms when convenient. The inference is, that though the theories
in the passage cannot have been the invention of Diogenes, they
may well have been expounded in the ¢ germana Diogenis Scripta ’.
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APPENDIX III
TEXTS RELATING TO HIPPARCHIA

Sk Diels, Frag. Poet. Phil. Crates ; Testimonia vitae, fr. 1, 2, 3,
and add.

1. Menander, Didumi (fr. 117K).
ovumnegurarioes yap Telfwy’ Eyovo® duoi
doneg Kodrnre v Kvvixd mol’ 7 ywwi),
wai Qvyarée’ 8Eédwx’ éxeivos, ds &pn
adrog, éni méipa dodg Toudxovd’ Nudpas.

2. Antipater of Sidon, Anth., vii. 413.

*Ovyl Babvordiuwy “Inndoyia foya yvvaixdv
v 0é Kvvaw 8Aduav dwpaléov Sidrov.

0008 wol dumexdvar megovirides, od PabimeAuoc
eduapic, 0b Mndwy ebade xexpbpaios:

o0dldg 8¢ oxlnwve cwéunogog, & te cuvwdds
OinAag, nai xolrag PAfjna yapatkeyéos:

&upe 8¢ Mawallag xdoowv T pvaua 1 *Araidvrag
véooov, Socov gopia xpeioooy Jotdpoulag.

3. Epictetus iii., xxii. 76 especially.

aALd Kodrng Eymuev—neplotactv pol Ayes é& Epwrog yevouevipy xal
ywvaixa tlhes dAhov Kpdrnra. AHueis 08 mepl Tdv xowdv yduwy xai
anegiordraov {nrotuey, xal oltwe (nrodvres ody évoloxouey & Tavrf Tf
®xataordoer mponyovusvoy T Kuvwixd vo modyua.
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