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THE STOIC ,GOZOMEMOZ OF REASON

E - ) According to the Stoics, animals, unlike plants, have an irrational mc,n_. This
irrational soul consists of various parts. There are, e.g., parts which correspond
to each of the different senses, sight, touch, hearing etc. The most important

B among these parts, though, is the so-called leading part, the hegemeonikon, In-
deed, sometimes the hegemonikon by itself is called the soul. In virtue of the
rnma...:oiwg animals have impressions (phantasiai), impressions of themselves
and impressions of the things in the world around them. And in virtue of the
w.omanawon they also have impulses, feelings of aversion or attraction, These

:.Eun_mnm themselves, in the case of animals, are conceived of as but a specific

kind. of impressions. If, for instance, an animal pot only receives the impression

of a @mumﬂ.ozm enemy, but also is impressed by it as dangerous, this impression
‘constitutes an aversion, that is to say an impulse to run away from what it feels

averse {o. . ) . .

- Now human:beings, according to the Stoics, are born with this kind of irra-
tional soul, devoid of reason. In their case, too, when they are very young, their

- wworm..w&o;n m.m a direct instinctive reaction to their impressions. When they receive
_. 7 the impression of something attractive or repuisive, and when they are impressed
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distance from their impressions. They come to realise that impressions might be

false, that what appears to be a wild apimal, about to devour them, in fact is a
friendly beast, that what appears to be attractive upon reflection, on balance,

_ rather scems indifferent or even detrimental. And once human beings have

gained this critical distance, a mere impression no longer suffices to constitute an
impulse and thus to trigger the corresponding behaviour. Once human beings
have become rationally critical, impressions only are operative, that is to say
cause an action, if reason has accepted them, has given its assent to them. Thus
the emergence of reason crucially involves the emergence of a new ability, the
ability to give, or to withhold assent. :

Now, when the Stoics say that reason only emerges in the course of the
natural development of a_human being, one might think that what they have in
mind is this: when we are born, we have an irrational soul with its hegemonikon
in virtue of which we have impressions of things and in virtue of which we have
impulses or desires; but, as we grow up, we acquire, in addition to the hegemo-
nikon of this irrational soul, a further part of the soul, namely reason, in virtue
of which we can-judge our impressions and, accordingly, give, or refuse to give,
assent to them. But this is not the Stoic view. The Stoic view is not that we
acquire reason in additiona to something we already have at birth, but rather
that something we already have at birth, narnely the hegemonikon of the irra-
tional soul, is transformed into something else, namely reason. Relying on the
narrower sense of “soul” referred to above, this cap also be expressed by saying
that the irrational soul of the infant as a whole turns into reason and that thus
the soul of a mature human being does not have an irrational and a rational
part. There is no more to the soul of a mature human being than reason, reason
is all it consists in. :

Thus, to understand reason as the Stoics conceive of it, we not only have to
understand it as only emerging over time, we also have to understand it as
emerging as a result of the transformation of the hegemenikon, or of the irra-
tional soul, into reason, Now to understand this transformation it is helpful to
see what it is that is supposed to emergs as reason develops. Iamblichus (ap.
Stob. Ecl.I, p. 317,220 =8VF L 149) tells us “The Stoics claim that we are not

—rrrEdiEtaly-borr Wit TEason, Ut that reason is gathered together (synathroi-
" zesthiai) fromi perceptions and impressions at about the age of 14”. What Iambli-
chus has in mind is shown by two further testimonies. According to Ps. Plu-

by-it-as-attractive-or-repulsive,-this-sort-of impression-already by itself*constitut
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¢ and makes them.run after, or run away from, what they are attract-

J,Hn .Em\.omwa,“mm#ﬁaﬁ_. anmm Mn ao_.;%é&mn -.nmmon uB.owmnm .Em:_am ‘_.Swi...n-.
impression; and the impulse-on: the one hand, and the

rresponding-be. “on the ‘other; gets broken,. that a human being stops

merely-reacting: impulsively s - : :

7 e As human Unmnmm.n.%&om.mn&.nnwmob.wimnmnmu they come. to rmﬁw.,w critical .

tarch’s Placita (TV, 11, 4 = SVF [, 149), the Stoics say that "reason in the sense in

which: we-are-said*to be rational is constituted by natural Dotions (prolepseis)

. within the first seven years”. And Galen (De Hipp. et Plat: dogm.V, 3, I = SVE"

II;841) “quotes Chrysippus himself as saying in his_ treatise ‘On Reasen™{hat
“reagon: is: a ‘collection: (athroisma) of concepts and patural notions the
Stoic:view seems:to-be: that-to have reason,.to be rational, concists-in having an
appropriate set of concepts and more specifically of certain natural notions. Co- -
respondingly-they seem to- assume that the emergence of reason consists in our




- —notions are-articulations-of natural notions. Thus -we all have a natural nofion of
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acquisition of concepts and in particular of natural notions. And:these concepts
m.ua amﬁE..s_ notions are thought to arise in us from our. perception mnm impres-
sions. It is in this sense that Jamblichus, in the passage referred io above, can
attribute to the Stoics the.view that we are not-born with reason,-but that aa.mmou_
develops from, or out of, our perceptions mlm...m.nmmmm.m.m.mmmw....”.,.,.
..Eﬁmn are-various details which need clarification before we can proceed: To
cn.mmu E:wu something needs to be said about what the Stoics mean by _.o.mn - :
. 2. 1 take it that the Stoics assumie, as Ari
Epicurus did before them, that there is a whole set of nonomwmwiﬂowﬁ._““ﬂﬂwﬁwwm
ly come s.u have in the course of 2 normat development in normal surroundings
Oursoul is constructed in such a way that we naturally come to have the noaonm. -
oh. e.g., the .&m.mnmﬁ colours, the notions of a tree, of an animal, of a human
being, of rain, of health, etc. We do not aozvanmﬂm@ set out to .mnaE.Hn these
coneepts, we just naturally come to have them. And: the Stoics-even think that in
the course of our natural development we come to have the notion of the good
(D.L.VII, m.m = 8VF 1, 87; Cic.De ficIII, 72) and, it seems, the notion of god
O_.» the Stoic view these notions or concepts have a special status. Because the ;
arise nmE«w:% without our doing anything to artive at them such that we Q.E_w =
make a mistake in the way we arrive at them, moreover, because we are meant
by nature to have these concepts to be able to adequately orient ourselves in this - —
world, and thus by nature are constructed in such & way as to acquire these E
nounn.ﬁa. we know that these natural notions are correct concepts, in the sense
Em_.n they adequately reflect what we conceive of by their means. _>ﬂ times the
Stoics even say that natural notions constitute a criterion of truth (cf. Chrysip-
pus, De ratione I, op. D.L. VII, 64 = SVF II, 105). . ’

) But, of course, not all notions we normally form, are natural notions, no-
tions all _‘EE.EH beings naturally form. Given our culture and its ﬁm&ﬁonm we
rw<.n the notion of a unicorn’ or the notion of a car, but these, clearly mnn_uoﬂ
notions ail human beings. naturally have. And therc also are notions “m._nn. the -
notion oH..m real number or of a-first indemonstrable syllogism, s.Enw, we only ‘
rme.n. in virtue of some special expertise in some particular field of knowledge.
‘Again,. these. are. notions. which one does not have naturally. They rather are
notions, of; art and in this sense artificial. Many of these artificial or ﬂonwu.mom_

@ E:E.E .H...nmm_m.., .ﬂ:muw an_adequate notion as far as it goes and suffices for
ordinary life. But the biologist and, more generally, the philosopher, has a tech-
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tuted by notions, is preceded by a fext in which we are told how concepts, in-
cluding natural notions, are formed (cf. also Galen Hist. phil. 92). The Stoics, we
are told, assume that at birth the hegemonikon is like a tabula rasa. Notice that
it is not claimed that the mind or reason is like a tabula rasa; it is the irrational
hegemonikon which is compared to a tabula rasa. On this, tabula. rasa perception
produces a mark, an imprint, an inscription or impression, e.g. of something
white. Memory allows us to retain this impression, and if we have many memo-
ries of the same kind, that'is to say of something white, they constitute expe-

rience (empeiria) of something white. At this point in the account the text goes
on to say that some notions arise naturally. Thus ths text fails to instruct us on a
crucial question, namely the precise relation between the experience of, or with,
something and the concept of something. Does-having the experience of some-
thing white already in.itself constitute having the concept “white”, or does hav-
ing the concept involve something more than the mere experience? Presumably
the Stoic view is the latter, namely that a sufficiently rich experience does not
already in itself constitute, but naturally makes us go on to form the concept.

. However this may be, it is striking how similar this account is to Aristotle’s
in the Posterior Analytics, B19, in its explanation of how our concepts arise out

“"of perception via memory and experience. It is also strikingly similar to Aristo-

tle’s account in that this process of forming concepts beginning from perception
is supposed to constitute the emergence of reason. (We should remember that
Aristotle explicitly says, 100a 2-3: “hence some animals [i.e. human beings] come
to have reason in virtue of the retention of what: they have perceived, whereas
the others do not™).

But the Stoic account also seems to be strikingly similar to Aristotle’s in its
anti-Platonic tendency. When Aristotle in An.Post. B19-argues that reason only
emerges as we come to form concepts and thus come to have knowledge of first
principles on the basis of perception, he clearly means to reject the Platonic
view, expressed, e.g., in the theory of recollection, that we are born with a mind
which already disposes of knowledge of the forms, though we are not aware of -
this knowledge (cf. 99b 25-26). And this also seems to be the Stoic’s imtention
when they_claim that at birth the hegemonikon is a tabula rasa and that our
patural concepts, and with them reason, only emerge later on the basis of expe-

- ience. This_certainly_is_how Iamblichus undersood it. For having said, as we

Eonnouan owmmon» that mnnon&ﬁw‘ to the Stoics reason is not inborn, but only
arises from perceptions and impressions, he immediately goes on to say (ap.Stob.

nical notion of a human being which can be regarded as the artful aiticulation of .

‘the natural notion we all have.. In this sense; then, human reason primarily con”’

- .- formed:iThisiis-aicomplex:matter, and I will restrict myseif-to. a few remarks.

Sistsina. ﬁwmgﬁa_;so;aﬁﬁommaua alsg of other concepts, some e

question of how: these-notions and concepts arise orrare:

he-Placita referred to above; according to which reason.is consti-

TEelIp. 318, 1=4)“The followers -of Plato- and-Pythagoras,.on the other hand,

~Claim. that even the newly born. have reason, but that this reason is obscured by

“the ;&u.mpﬂmﬁ@_n‘n_m.ﬂumﬁ.moﬁ,anmwmnﬂ in its proper activity, but idle™. .

7 Wha .Eﬂdmnmbnrﬁom}u.mnonn apd.the contrast with Plato, at least given the
. .iiway this.contrast seems to: have been seen in antiquity, make clear, is that the

‘Stoic characterization of reason as being constituted by a set of natural notions
_is not meant to reveal some more or less extrinsic tiuth about reason, but the
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very nature of-reason; to be-rational is to-have-these-natural notions.. And wh
M_._n. E_mm:o_m ‘with Plato-and Aristotle also make-clear is the point of ﬂ.Em noms,aamM
_MNM...:M wﬂwﬂ.ﬂ_ ucmﬁm»m for Plato to be rational inv'itself already is to have at _ommﬁ
Bosridosise %n o Ea. mowﬂm, w..a just as mon....mﬁmﬁosa the -acquisition of the
the i Wommnmm_os constitutes™ Hwﬂonm.:qlmﬁonumm.SInoE;m ‘toknow
the. principles of things, so for the Stoics the acquisition. of the natural
ions amounts to the acquisition of the fundamental or basic knowledge ab
the world embodied. in these notions. eoe shont
o mMMHM MMNM_%%_A nzp_uw._um first M:ﬂmunm is not nobnn:.mm om as an wv.:@ to reason,
lo asgue, to make i erence from what we perceive; it rather, in the first instance,
e Eo” eing a matter of having a certain basic knowledge about the
world, which then Mﬂu manqncmm the starting-point for inferences. Thus, if we have
(is mortal. And.this puts us mio . postion o s wheh s seme s
sition to infer when we co
WMHMMMMM_SVEM is E:ﬁo:w_,. Emﬂ.. it is not a- human being. - Thus, to caonmamwwwmww
3 ot sole ﬁ. m”.o %oﬁ. even ﬁﬂ.Em:_w. a matter of being able to reason, to make
infere En.‘&mnﬁ MmE with, isa matter of rm&um the appropriate knowledge
Pt . Correspondingly, the perfection- of reason-does- not - consist
y in-one’s.becoming better and.better-in.one’s-ability to reason correctly; -

to be perfectly rational rather is to be wis

e (cf.
339), and this involves, first of ety 1 2o SvE L
about, the world,

nmouwww," of the motivation for such a conception of reason o_mmH.G_mm the convic-
o ! mw we can only come to know something if, in some sense, we already
o aow_ﬁ %Mn&%mwwn nmE”_.Hm to know. Thus Plato in the Meno (80 e ff.) recurs to
collection in response to Meno’s puzzle h
out what we do not know, if we do not alr ot is that we wa e
eady know what it is th
find, Aristotle, it seems, with thi the acquisition of
is puzzle in mind, insists that the acquisit
“ﬁ%%n”m&mn %Hmmnv_uomom some antecedent knowledge (An.post. 71a, Wm-wpowowhw
uces his account of how we, starting from v

perception, by forming the ap-
wmo@ﬂ_”:o nononm.a come to have knowledge of the first ndEuEnm sEnw xboﬂm-
o Mno_mn allows us to acquire further knowledge (An.post. B, 19).- And Plutarch
! _Wm wﬂw_oaoaﬂ in Plat.Phaed. p. 156,.1-8 Norvin = SVF 11, moé explicitly
ells us that the, Sioics: Tecurred to the doctrine of nﬂﬁw_ notions to deal’ with

,an articuiate. ﬁunaamﬁmna_nm of, or wuoi_aama

|...I .|.....-.-z=m ‘problem-of the Meno. But the- point I am’ primarily concerned withhere-is——-

wﬂﬂcﬂaﬂop by itself s conceived of as involving certain mcvm"mb:%\»wmﬁ‘ﬂgonm
n.ﬂ.ona ‘That the wmouo,,a. conceive of reason E ‘this wa¥ seems to me fo

X
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the use of these concepts. Second, the natural notions and thus the knowledge
they embody, are thought not to be arrived at by reasoning or by inference, but
by some natural process. To assume that they are arrived at by inference, would,
given the view that all acquisition of knowledge presupposes that we already
know- something, involve us in a regress. This point should dot be obscured by
the fact that the acquisition of at least some of the natural notions, like the-
notion of the good or the notion of god does. presumably involve a certain
amount of reflection (cf. Cic.De fin Il = SVF I, 72). The crucial point is that,
though this reflection puts the notion of the good into our mind, the notion does
not have its epistemic status, because we have correctly inferred from what we
alréady know that there must be something in or about the world which corres-
ponds to this notion. It rather is the case that we by nature are constructed in
such a way that at some point when we reflect on our natural behaviour, we
naturally come to think of our behaviour, and to understand it, as being directed
towards the good conceived of in a certain way. In this sense the natural notions
and the wnoﬁnama they embody do not presuppose reasoning or inference, but
rather are presupposed by it.
The guestion, though, now is vnmﬂma_w how reason thus conceived oH. gives
rise to reasoning and inference. Galen in various places attributes to reason as a

basic feature the ability to recognise consequence (akolouthia) and EnchmE‘c;. _

ity {mache). These notions play a prominent role in Stoic thought. And it iy
tempting to think that the idea that it is characteristic of reason 0 recognise
consequence and incompatibility is of Stoic origin. If we make this assumption,

the following account suggests itself. To have the fiotion, say, of a human being
i to see that a relation of consequence or implication obtains between being a
human Deing and being mortal; it also is to see that a relation of incompatibility
obtains between being a human being and being devoid of reason. Thus the
ability to recognise consequence and incompatibility is part of what it is to have
natural concepts or, for that matter, any kind of concepts. But having concepts,

and thus being able to recognise consequence and incompatibility, we also are in
a position to reason and to rmake inferences. This fits the fact that.four of the
five basic forms of inference Stoic logic assumes are based on the relations of
noumnnnomem and incompatibility, namely those based on propositions of the
form *“if p, then @ and “p or ", and that the Stoics define the thruth-condi-
- tions.for these. conditionais and disjunctions in terms of consequence or implica-
-tion mbn of incompatibility. In this way the basic knowledge we have in virtue of
having ‘the patural notions provides us with the major premises from which to

= ability to:réason is‘thought: to: presuppose the mopza_ﬂop of the:naturalinotions

“and En _Sos,_nnmq, they-embody. And this for two reasons orin two ‘ways. First,

derive knowledge by deduction-And-having 2. grasp-on oonmn@mulnm also allows
-to-see -what, follows: from: these premises. -

ped -

nmmoEum, G nozmcs:mn Sw Eo:w_:m “and thought, ﬁnoumn_w munwwanm“ E<o_<nm

o~ I accept: 'an-account along these. lines, we can.also answer En‘&ﬁnwzow
wnnﬁﬁ the m»oﬁmu_ as, e.g. Julia Annas (Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind, Berke-
e .-Emw .. 86f) suggests, were: empiricists or, as the ancients se¢m to have as-
sumed, rationalists. It is.quite true that.the Stoics assume that it is uitimately

‘perception-which gives rise to the natural notions.and the knowledge embodied
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~ -arrived-at-hy-inft e have perceived: Nor does it owe its epis-

temic-status to-the fact-that-it stands-in-the- appropriate epistemic refation of
. Justification or confirmation to the data of observation. It, according to the
il . Stoics, rather’ owes its epistemic-status to-the fact that. nature -has- constructed
; human beings in such a way as to arrive at.these notions and the assumptions
they involve.. So, in.this sense; the basic knowledge embodied in the natural
notions is not empirical, but a priori, And correspondingly the knowledge we
arrive at by reasoning from wharwe know by nature is a priogi. So in this sense
the Stoic position ciearly is rationalist. .

In this way, then, we can perhaps make sense of the Stoic claim that we are
not born with reason, but only acquire it by acquiring the appropriate set of
natural notions and other concepts. But we also have seen that according to the
Stoics we do not acquire reason as something in addition to what we already
have. at birth.. Rather, the emergence of .reagop.is. ist.;
transformation of the hegemonikon with which-we are born-into reason. And
this is whal we have 16 undersiand Hext, T -

= Now, as we:said in the beginning; the-hegemonikon with which we are born
B is the kind of hegemonikon: which guides-irrational-animals- It piimarily allows
. them to have impressions of things, and to thus perceive things.in. the.way anim-

ais perceive them, and, moreover, to have impulses towards things, Correspond-

ingly, the transformation of the hegemonikon into reason involves a radical
\ transformation of the impressions into rational impressions (D.L.V1], 51 = SVF
Q n II, 187} and a transformation of the impulses into rational impulses (cf. Stob.
Ecl. I, 86, I7ff. = SVF III, 169). : ,

And since rational impressions in- themselves, ualike the irrational impres-

sions in animals or in children, do not suffice to produce an impuise-and thus a

S piece of behaviour, there now emerges a third ability which is characteristic of
reason, namely the ability to give, or to refuse to give, assent to impressions. For
action in human beings does not just require the:appropriate kind of impression,

but also acceptance of, or assent to, the impression.. In human beings, the Stoics
think, only assent to the appropriate kind -of impression: produces-an. impuise
and. thus. leads ‘to action: =7-: - o Trn o

) pressions.-The Stoics. assume- that all impressions-of rational- beings-are-rational
impressions (D.L. VI, 51 = SVF II; 61)2A:tational i pression-is-characterized’

in them (cf. e.g., S.E., A.M. VIIL 56 = SVE 1L, 88). But this knowledge is not

= "But let us first' consider the ‘gmoawmoumohﬁnvnnmﬂonm-_i  Tational im-—-——-

il
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kind of impression we have. The impression itself has changed. From being the
inarticulate representation of some object it has turned into a representation
with an internal articulation whick allows it to present to us something as being

true or false of something. The same holds for a specific kind of impressions,
namely- perceptual impressions; impressions -which-come about- by means:-of-the-

senses. When a child or an animal sees something, on this view, it has an inartic-
ulate impression of the object. If a rational being sees something, it has an im-
pression which presents something as being the case, e.g. it presents an object as
being red. ) :
The Stoics define human perception as assent to a perceptual impression.
Thus even perception in mature human beings is radically different from percep-
tion in animals or in infants, not just in that it involves assent, but also in the
kind of impression we, have when we perceive something. Indeed, on the Stoic
view, perception becomes a certain kind of thought, distinguished from other
thoughts by its causal history. .
The question is how this transformation comes about and what it has to do
with the acquisition of reason by acquiring the appropriate concepts. Now, we
do know that-the Stoics assume that all rational impressions are thoughts (D.L.
VII, 51 = SVF II, 61). Thus even the impressions we receive when we perceive
something are thoughts. This suggests an account along the following lines. As

our hegemonikon comes to have concepts, it begins to represent things in terms-

of these concepts, that is to say Tt begins to represent things by thoughts with a
propositional structure, rather than, say, by images or pictures. We no longer,
€.8., just see a man or a tiger, but something as a man or a tiger. I am afraid that

this account is much too sketchy to be of real help, but it does at least give us .

some reassurance that the tdea that reason is constituted by natural notions and
concepts is central to the Stoic conception of reason, and can help to explain the
transformation of irrational impressions into rational impressions with a propo-
sitional structure, Having concepts wé begin to represent thing, and even to see
them, in terms of these concepts.

When we, next, consider the transformation of animal impulses into rational

impulses, we turn to an aspect of Stoic philosophy which has long been misun-
derstood. Plato, Aristotle, and many later philosophers have assumed that rea-

son has its own needs and desires, that reason in itseif can motivate us to act so -

as-to-satisfy reason’s-demands and desires. But Plato and Aristotle also assumed

- that most of our impulses or desires have their origin in an irrational part of the

soul. It should be clear already, just on the basis of what has been said, that this

~*~as-one i virtue of which one i able tosay What ftis;that oTie lias 2H IMpression.
- .omwmmm‘omw.BE&E&Ehm.aasnhwm..mﬂnww.ﬁ. EEATME 70" T .

That:is* to~say,"one: hias: the” Kind- of -
. he-impression: that

. characterizatién makes it clear thiat tHe'St

cannot be- the Stoic view. Since impulses Originate in the hegémonikon with

" which we-are born, and since reason-is the result of the transformation of this

hegemonikon, the Stoics also have to assume that all human impulses and de-

... sires: have: their origin in reason: That is to say, the Stoics must deny that: there

are:any human impulses; desires; emofions, which have their origin outside rea-
son.” According to the Stoics only reason can motivate ns, R

" " But let us bégin with the question how the irrational impulses of the hege-
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menikon-are- ﬁmnmmon:an_ into-the rational impulses-of reason. Here we have to
také note of the' Stoic-assimption that a rational impuise had to be analysed into =
a certain-kind of impression, namely a so-called impulsive impression and the
assent to it; (Stob. Ecl. II, 86, 18 =SVF, III, 169; Stob. Ecl. IT, 88, 1-6 = SVF III, E
1313 Inthe-gnimai-or-'the child-all that-is-needed-for-action; it would seem; is an -
impulsive impression. The-animal receives the impression of something it finds
appetising and-this: by-itself constitutes an impulse to go after it. It is already E
clear from just this that the transformation involves at least the following two
elements. (i)’ The impulsive impression. of the animal or the child had to be
transformed - into ‘a rational representation, and (ii) this impulsive rational re-
presentation _.nn_Em.aw the assent of the mmn_: to ooumﬁ::a and to be operative
as, an-impuise. ©-:.:_. .

- There are nosmannm_u_m a.mmoﬂ_ﬁmm in %E&am what these impulsive rational
representations actually look like, more specifically, which precise form their
propositional. content takes. I will not try here to deal with these difficulties. I
am more concerned with the fact that all impulses are considered as impulses of
reason, that reason.is.conceived of in.such a way that it not only has impuises,
but is the source of. all.of our impuises. One_clear sense in which all our impulses
hawve: ﬁ_unFmoﬁnﬂElﬂnwmoﬂ is. _&mﬁmr_u:Bwb impuise requires for its constitution
the assent of reason:. Furthermore it HmpEHmm the assent to an impulsive rational
representation, and this representation. or impression i§'an impression which rea-
son has and which, in one important sense, reason itself produces. Not surpris-
ingly, the Stoics often enough talk as if it were objects which leave a certain
impression on us. But. this way of talking should not obscure the fact that the
kind of impression objects leave on us, also is a funcfion of the hegemonikon. It
is precisely because our hegemonikon is a reason that the impressions we have,
unlike the impressions animais have, are rational impressions.. And what kind of
rational impression we have will depénd on how we think about things, on how
we vaiue things. So it will also maﬂmna fairly straightforwardly on the particular,
individual reason which forms an impression, mun_ not ._F# on En external ob-
ject, what kind of impression it forms.

- This should also be clear from the fact: that not m: HEanmmSE or Eonm_:m
we have are-directly produced. by: external. objects; some. are induced, e.g.. by
other vanmmm_omm...ﬂEm thei _Eﬁanmﬁo: Om astatue Om moﬁ.wnmm may. Emcon in us

-an-impression-of-Soeratess rommanasie . o -

That the E.Gmamm_ou is ao_.lm_Eu_ﬁml?nnaonzom Eo nrmﬂwnﬁnﬂ of amr external
object- which impresses. us: in this: way: furthermore;=should- be ‘clear from the
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ics have an elaborate account of how by various operations we, on the basis of
our notions of things we are familiar with from perception, can form other no-
tions, e.g. by diminution the notion of a pygmy, by enlargement the notion of a
giant, etc (cf. D.L. VII, 53 = 8VF, II, 87). Now [ take it that the Stoic view is not |
that we-form-suchnotions necessarily deliberately; that.we set out-to-form them.
After all, even our natural notions are arrived at by one or more of these opera-
tions. So the Stoics seem to assume that the ability to form impressions, without
our conscious effort, by itself, relying on these various operations of diminution,
enlargement, etc. produces impressions of things we never have perceived and
often could not possibly ever perceive, because they do not exist or are not
perceptible. And this power to, as it were spontaneously, produce an infinite
variety of new impressions in addition to the ones we get in perception, does
seem to me to come fairly close to what we call imagination. However this may
be, this ability to produce impressions clearly also is a function of reason.

Hence, to return to the impulse, the impulse being assent to an impulsivé
impression, will also be a matter of reason in the sense that the impulsive im-
pression is formed by reason and that its character will depend very much on the
wmnﬁz_mn character of the particular mind which forms it. Indeed, given that an
impulse is. an assent. to an impulsive rational impression, an impulse, on the
Stoic view, just turns out to be a certain kind of belief. For the Stoics do define
belief quite generally as assent to a rational impression.

Now, that the Stoics actually do believe that all impulses, all oBoﬁoam are
just beliefs of a certain kind is well-attested. The problem is just to understand
how the Stoics can believe this. And the difficuity here first of all is that the view

that emotions are beliefs does seem not to take into account the apparently

irrational emotional character of emotions which, we think, must have its origin
outside reason. If we tend to think so, this in part seems due to our tendency to
draw a contrast between reason and desire and to deny, almost on conceptual
grounds, that reason can have any desires. But this seems to me to be questiona-
ble. For it does seem tome, if one is willing to attribute desires to the soul or a
part of the soul in the first place, that it is entirely plausible to attribute the

desire for clarity, understanding, consistency, simplicity and the like to reason.
Secondly, the Stoics do try to capture the emotional character of emotions in the
following way. Suppose that I am told that I am going to die next year. Also -

-~ -suppose that I think of death and in particular of my own death as something.
bad. In this case, the mere thought, the mere impression, whether I-actually
believe it to be true or not, will have something disquisting, disturbing, about it.

?:oﬁu@ consideration..which-may- mw&rmoaﬂrwﬁ:
vrmunm,ﬁw

§ .the old-question-how
¥ comes-to-have: the meaning-of.imaginationz’In- - Aritotle. perception

BUwamEoum‘ C

rmEmmE whichs;: iﬁﬁPnn"mEnn by: BE.&OQHSEQ =
. :Butzone: may-wonder:
_mumnuuomnah ‘derive:from) perception,,
m:&u that noz:bm inn perceptionidirectly: corresponds:to a- ana number of ordi-

nary’ oonnmﬁﬁ Eﬁ. m&.‘. oEBm Hwiu..ﬁ_:o ?wnn__._mnob s S0id™ Zcé the Sto-~

"'This- feature is a featiire of the impression whicH distinguishes this sort of im=
pression from the impression, say, that 2 + 2 = 4, or that Berlin has less than foar

sort of impression as an impulsive impression. But just having this sort of im-

-pression does not yet mean that [ am afraid that [ am going ta dic next year.’

Upon reflection I may after all decide not to give assent to the impression, since

I have come to the conclusion that the doctor who told me so just meant to scare

" million inhabitants. In fact it is this distinctive feature which characterizes: this




MICHAEL FREDE

po——-— - - —---me:.-And-f-T do-not believe that [ am going to die next year, that is to say, if I do
wiee- - . . .not.give-my: assent to. the impression, or thought, that I am going to die next
year I cannpot be said to be afraid that [ am going to die next year. But if,
_...conversely;-Izdo give assent to the thought and believe that [ am going to die,
then I am going to be afraid. And this is exactly what my fear that I am going to
die-next-year- consists in, in my assent to the disquieting or disturbing thought
H.rmm. Lam wo.mbm to die next year which tumns into real fear once I come to believe
that this is going to happen. And what is true of this case of fear is true of fear in

general. Indeed of all emotion.

So the emotional character of the emotion has its source in the distinctive
feature of impulsive impressions of being disturbing or being tempting, as op-
posed to other impressions, as the case may be. But this is a genuine integrail

. feature of rational impressions; that is to say of impressions produced by reasomn.
And this feature, in turn, has its source in certain beliefs of reason. If I did not
believe that death was a bad thing, or money a good thing, the mere thought
that I' was going to die next year would not be disturbing, and the mere thought

- that I might have a.lot of money if T just robbed a bank would not be tempting..

. So-in this way-emotions are not just thought to involve, and in fact depend on,
beliefs, but to themseives be beliefs of a certain kind. And so the emergence of
reason i part-consists in the transformation of irrational impuises into beliefs of
a certain kind. That these; being beliefs of reason, are rational in one sense, does
not preclude their being unreasonable or irrational in another sense, namely in
the sense in which it is wtterly unreasonable and unwarranted to have certain
beliefs. It was inr this sense that the Stoics thought that all passions are irrational
and that the wise man is apathes.

1In the case of this transformation of irrational impulses into rational desires
we should ask ourselves, as we did in the case of the transformation of irrational
impressions into rational representations, in which way this change is connected
with the acquisition of natural notions and concepts. This is a complex matter,
vﬁ one important connection is easy to see- immediately. Children naturally are
E&Ema& to behave in such a' way as to go for what maintains their life and to
avoid what mm”Qnﬂmwugﬂmw.a&...spm.%m grow up: we.learn that it is reasonable and
fitting to: _umwma.m,‘mn.mﬁmmu.éw%,wwﬂn.,.sﬂw.»_mc.mnn__._w.n the notion of the good. And we

.. ....almost:invariably’ make’ the mistake" to rationalise ‘our”natural inclinations in

such:a way-as.-to:assime that health and life are goods and illness and death

‘the’émergencefatidithier misapplication-of the*notions:of 200t ™and**bad” We
-1 I e after foodiwhen we are Hungry, we
.moﬂuw,nnaao,mnmpo:m. oreatorcrave-for-food:because: we mistakenly-think that
it is-a*good thing:to-nourish-oneself*and-a terrible thing to-starve. -What-we, in
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fact, should think is that it is, other things beings equal, a natural and reasona-
ble thing, not a good thing, to eat when. hungry.

In this way, then, the impressions and the impuises of the hegemonikon get
transformed into rational impressions and into rational impulses, as the hege- .
monikon gets transformed into reason. But, as’it gets transformed into reason,
there also, as we said earlier, emerges a further ability constitutive of reason, the
ability to give, or to refuse, assent. Indeed, given the crucial role assent plays in
the constitution both of beliefs in general and of rational impulses or desires,
this ability seems to be what is most distinctive of, and important about, reason.

In a way the role-of this crucial function and the reason for its emergence are
fairly clear. Human beings by nature are meant to be rational beings. They are
meant not to react instinctively to their situation, but to act for reasons. Thus, if
they are to turn into rational beings, 2 gap bas to develop between impulsive
impressions and impulses; impulsive impressions have to lose their decisive force
over them, But this means that once the gap-has arisen, it again has to be \w
bridged by something else to allow human beings to act, to respond to this
sitnation. And what is supposed to close the gap is the ability to give assent. For

" now assent to an impulsive impression, rather than the impulsive impression by
itself, constitutes an impulse and results in-action. But the question is.how.rea-
son comes to have this ability to give assent and, in particular, how the emer-
gence of this ability is related to the acquisition of natural notions and concepts.

MNow, one crucial factor here certainly is that impressions, as they become
rational impressions, also become true or false, depending on their propositional
content. And thus impressions become subject to ctiricism and evaluation as true
or false, reasonable or unreasonable. They also become subject to criticism in .
another way. If T am afraid that I am going to die next year, my impression may
not be subject to criticism as far as the truth of its propositional content is
concerned, but it may be open to criticism as to the way ! think this proposition.
1 think of it anxiousky, because I think of my death as something bad. Now
having natural notions and the knowledge they embody, and having the knowl-
edge which can be derived from this knowledge, reason isina position to subject
our impressions to criticism. An impression we have may not square with this
knowledge. Seen from a distance in certain circumstances a man with a stick
might very much look like a man with three legs. But given our natural notion of
a human. being we know better and will not accept and rely on our first impres-- e
sion that there is.a man with three legs. And having made this experience, that :

_______ our first impressions may _be mistaken, once, twice, ‘any number of times we will

acquire. a critical distance to our impressions, but also additional motivation.to
_acquire the critical knowledge we need to judge our impression. And thus, e.g.,
having acquired the natural notion of the good, we are ina position, to reject the
disturbing thought that we are going to die next year, though we may accept:its
propositional content as true. For our natural notion of the good, and corres- ..

pondingly that of evil, is such that we should not think of our death as an-evil.
" Now, the knowledge which constitutes reason, especially incipient reason,




- vE even perfect reason, is not sufficient to conclusively judge any Ewunmmﬂon we
. might have. So, to avoid error, we have to restrict ourselves to giving assent to
those iinpressions which we, given our limited knowledge, are able to judge. This
... limitation does not significantly interfere with.our life. There are. many-impres- .
sions whose truth or falsehood is of no relevance to our life, but having the
natural notions guarantees that in mnunaw_ we have sufficient knowledge to judge
enotgh of those impressions whose truth or falsehood is relevant to our life, to
be able to lead a reasonable life. And as reason grows, our ability to judge
impressions grows.

What happens, though, is that human beings irresponsibly give assent to

impressions when, given their knowledge, assent is not justified. In fact, ail mis-
takes human beings make, including all their moral failures, in the end consist in
* nothing else but the unwarranted, because irrational, assent to an impression. In
‘ this sense there is just one sin, unwarranted assent, and this is the same sin
whether we carelessly give assent to an impression, 50 as to believe that in Clas-
sical Greek one does not have a perfect future tense, or whether we give assent
to a temptation or tempting Eo_._mrﬁ 50 as to be impelled, or carried away, e.g.
- to murder-somebody."
‘ ‘..w ~But what brings it about that we give unwarranted assent? The answer is:
@ weakness of the mind or reason. When we nowadays think about giving assent
to temptation, of giving in to temptation, we talk of weakness of the will. For
the Stoics there is no distinction. Weakness.of the will is weakness of reason and
produces faillures of reason, the failure to oppose, to refuse to give assent to, an
impression which, for one reason or another, we find difficult to resist, e.g. be-
cause it seems so eminently plausible, or because we are subject to an optical
illusion we are not familiar with, or because we are deluded or confused in some
other way. But such failure is not merely an intellectual failure in our sense; it is
in the end not a matter of lack of intelligence or lack of knowledge, but of real
weakness, Om H.E_E.m to m:a assent ou@ in those cases in s&ﬁr one responsibly
canm. - .RF =

" Hence-the snmwnomm om reason in nznm:on m_smwm also involves what we
Eﬂmw« call ‘weakness of> will.-In- fact; it has long been suggested that the Stoic
doctrine*of asént iy one of the‘érigins of the traditional doctrine of En will, But
_ kiow this. ‘E.,m&.p]. Be“ 50, we “will _have- to-leave..to: another inquiry._.

What Bm:ﬂw here is-that the: Stoics.have a- conception of reason mnnou.&nm to
s&_nw I _m Smmoa.,. ‘and reason alone; s&:& motivates us, EE% makes us ﬁ::
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ular in the empiricist tradition.. [ think there is much to be said in favour of the
Stoic conception, but my purpose here was to first of all reconstruct the Stoic
conception, a task made difficult by the ease with which we tend to project our
own - notions..of- reason. and_rationality. onto. the. Ancients,
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