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A CCORDING TO DIOGENES LAERTIUS, the Stoics gave first place 
(7pot•'tZtv) to the investigation of cti'aOrlat; and 4axvrcaciac.' The reason for prioritizing 

these two topics seems to be that in Stoic epistemology all thinking and awareness 

ultimately arises from particular sense experience. Knowledge is possible in so far 
as there exists a reliable mechanism capable of producing cognitive presentations 

(KxTQ'9orlz tKa t votaaiat). 
Although both alalolat; and OaxvtaLia share this primacy in the Stoic cur- 

riculum, contemporary scholars clearly express a favoritism toward the X4avTaaia 
as a philosophical subject. This should be no surprise. The 4avraaiat lies at 
the heart of most of the major controversies in Stoic epistemology and logic. 
As a result of this philosophical preference, a'iaOrlatg, the epistemological sister 
of the 4ovratia, is frequently ignored, underemphasized, and sometimes even 
conflated with •Tvztacia. In a way, ct'(aOrlaO 

t is a sort of philosophical wall 
flower whom few notice or think attractive enough to engage in conversation. 
The term is customarily assumed to evoke a simple concept that requires little 
comment. In this article I will show that this is not the case. The meaning of the 
term lot'aOrlot is far from simple and its relation to the all important ovzaaoia 
is more complex than ordinarily assumed. In fact, there are few terms in Stoic 

philosophy that have as many senses and meanings as ltaOrloat;. I shall argue that 
the term rarely, if ever, means sensation and that philosophically there is much at 
stake in correctly understanding the range of meanings implied by it, especially 
in regards to how these various meanings relate to the 4avaotiax. In short, this 
study seeks to clarify this important and neglected2 philosophical term by asking 
it to dance. 

I. THE PROBLEM 

The terms c'Ial8oatS and oavTaoiat define and limit each other. If the domain 
and lexical range of one term is misidentified, the corresponding concept is 
likewise thrown off balance. Consider the following claim from Jeffrey Barnouw's 

I would like to express my thanks to Brad Inwood, John Rist, Lloyd Gerson, and Doug Hutchinson 
for reading and commenting on a much earlier version of this paper. 

1Diog. Laert. 7.49 = SVF 2.52. Kerferd (1978) takes icpoTdtr6ctv to mean "prefix" or "place in 
front." This suggests that the study of these epistemological concepts "precede[s] the treatment of 
dialectic rather than form part of it" (251). 

2 The most thorough scholarly discussions of the role of 
a•rlacrt; 

in Stoicism were written over a 

century ago: see Stein 1888: 133-154; Bonhoffer 1890: 122-125; Chaignet 1889 vol. 2; and Ganther 
1894. There have been no comparable treatments of the subject in the twentieth century. 
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recent book, Propositional Perception: Phantasia, Predication, and Sign in Plato, 
Aristotle and the Stoics. He states: 

The Stoics use the term phantasia to mean what we call "perception," not "impression," 
"presentation," "representation" or "appearance," let alone "imagination." These standard 
translations all suggest something present to the mind which takes a further mental act in 
order to posit or affirm an external reality. This is the sense of the strategic Sceptic use of 

phantasia, which is directed against the Stoics (and Epicureans). But the Stoics held that 
the assertion of reality is intrinsic to phantasia. (149) 

If Barnouw is correct, most of what has been written on Stoic epistemology is 

seriously flawed. These translations (especially "representation") suggests a form 
of indirect realism. Barnouw's position moreover does seem to have a certain 

degree of merit. The 
?avt•acia frequently has content that asserts something 

about the external world.3 There does not seem to be an additional step "to 

posit or affirm an external reality" (that the cavwaaia also "affirms the reality" 
is less persuasive). Barnouw is also correct that the Sceptic argument relies on 
the possibility of discrepancies between a "representation" or "appearance" and 
the external object of perception, though Sceptics may have chosen this strategy 
because the Stoics did in fact subscribe to a version of indirect realism. 

I have selected the Barnouw example since it effectively illustrates how a 

philological analysis of adia0ratc has important philosophical consequences. I 

hope to demonstrate that once the conceptual and lexical range of aC'ia lat; is 

evaluated, there will be good reason to reject Barnouw's proposal. Translating the 
term 4avrtakia as "perception" is as problematic as, or even more so than, the 

competing translations (presentation, impression, etc.) since it blurs an important 
distinction in Stoic epistemology, namely between (a) perception as a successful 

apprehension of the external world and (b) the content of awareness (of any kind) 
whether received via the perceptual apparatus (aixa0IrtcKa) or not (cf. Diog. 
Laert. 7.51). If Barnouw identifies the Oavraoia with "perception," what then 
is the role of a'ia0rlat;? Although acknowledging some multivocity of the term 
(189-190), he sees the primarily epistemological sense to be that of "sensation." 

3 On a strong reading of this passage, the author seems to be saying that 4avTaacitt are intrinsically 
propositional or predicative regarding the external world. Hence the title of the book: Propositional 
Perception. On a weaker reading they are only typically propositional (a charitable reading of "intrinsic"). 
In either case it is useful here to distinguish between a mental state having intentional content and 

propositional content (both of which entail a 
1•KrT6v 

in rational animals). Intentional content (or 
intentional states) need only be about something, namely its intentional object. Intentional objects can 
be real but need not be. Desiring a cup of coffee is an intentional state (coffee being the intentional 

object). So is desiring to climb a golden mountain. Other examples of intentional states are wishing, 
hoping, fearing, imagining, loving, as well as propositional states such as seeing, believing, and 

knowing. Propositional content suggests a belief that something is the case. See Audi 1998: 153. 
To limit 4xvracia exclusively to propositional states and not include the wide range of intentional 
states is problematic given the wide variety of #avTaoiat that the Stoics document. See Inwood 1985: 
56-57 on the phantasia hormetike. If avtracyia applies to both, it seems unwise to translate it as 

"perception." Also, see Sorabji 1990 on perceptual content. 
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It is the "sensing of qualities" in contrast to the apprehension of facts and events 
(3-4). Again, a careful analysis of the multivocity of 

a'gOrljta 
will discourage 

this interpretation. After analysing the surviving evidence, we shall see that 
there are at least eight different senses of, or perhaps more accurately, things said 

of the term a'09tc0 1;. These can be reduced to three basic meanings which 

conceptually frame or nest the concept of the ? avzaocia without infringing on its 

logical, epistemic, or experiential features. None of the meanings of aoeorlot; 
can be identified with any sense of the term aXvzafia nor do any correspond 
to "sensation" as a phenomenal state or sense datum. In the final analysis, the 

English word "perception," which has its own ambiguities, does not neatly map 
onto any single term or concept in Stoic epistemology. 

II. AIXOHXIE AND ANTADA 

The distinction between ataOinlo;t and 4avztacia is well established in pre- 
Stoic thought. Indeed, neglecting this distinction would be as disastrous to 
a correct understanding of Stoic psychology and epistemology as ignoring the 
distinction between the same terms in Plato or Aristotle. In Plato's Theaetetus we 
see exactly what happens when the two concepts are conflated. In 152c Theaetetus 
accepts the premise that acvTaoc(ia &p K Kct i a0aiO0l t i ziT6bv.4 This admission 

eventually undermines his position and the argument fails. In the Sophist Socrates 
and Theaetetus seem to have learned from the discussion of the previous day and 
hence 4xxavtaciat is distinguished from ataOiarlt;, being defined as a mixture of 

ati'olaot; and 566•a (263d-e). This distinction proves more productive than the 

previous conflation and consequently Socrates and Theaetetus are able to submit 
a solution to the problem of how false discourse is possible. 

Aristotle, likewise, follows Plato in insisting on a clear distinction between 

aYor0ot;c and (Xavatciat. He states emphatically, •uvztaaia y&p y T&pov Kait 
aoei0loew o Kcoi 6toavooia.5 Failing to understand how these concepts differ in 
Plato and Aristotle would hinder an adequate understanding of either; the same 
of course applies to Stoicism. It should also be noted that the very fact that both 
Plato and Aristotle explicitly argued that the two concepts differ suggests that 
there existed some level of confusion about these two concepts in ordinary Greek 
discourse. 

4The initially accepted premise affirms the identity of cYaOiaotc and Oavtaaia in the case of the 
sensation of heat and like things. Later it is expanded to include opinions and thoughts. The dialogue 
bears witness to the absurdity of this admission. 

5Arist. De an. 3.3, 427b14. According to Aristotle we know that aTlorlyotc and ?(XavTrtia are 
different because they do not always coincide and because some animals have acXloeostq but not 

cvT(aiOt: itta 
a'Yo0Tot. &tv 6el ndtpsa•r, 4oavrtaoc• 6' oui. Ci 6• 

tj vepycitq tob 'Ct6, nrattv 
av 6viSXotto torl Olprot; #lavraoiafv indtpXvsv (428a8-10). Furthermore, their epistemological 
credibility differ: caloi~elost are always true whereas most 4avcmtoiat are false (428a11-12). The 
Stoics make a similar claim based on a very different conception of afarlo t;c and jxxv••aia. 
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That the Stoics also drew a clear distinction between a'loiaot; and (avcaaia 
can be seen in a number of ways. First, a'iaOilrat; and xavracia are treated and 
defined individually and sequentially in the handbook tradition.6 In Diodes of 

Magnesia's account, preserved by Diogenes Laertius, 4avaoaia is defined and 
outlined first (7.50-51); this is followed by a discussion and definition ofa'icorOlat; 
(7.52.1-10), concluding with a brief discussion of v6lati; and zT voo6vteva 
(7.52.10-53.14). The author sums up this introductory discussion by saying, 
5otd6c rivc Kai epi ~avtiaocia KW ai al0oil00c Kai voil&om; 6Soyplazitouat. 

In Aetius separate sections are also devoted to the definition of a'ioerlat; 
and alOarlzd (4.8) and xavTaaoia and related concepts (4.11). In the two 
sections where acairlat; and xavtaaia are treated together their differences are 

highlighted (4.10-11). 
The concepts of a'iarlcna and cavzaaia are also demarcated by the distinct 

epistemological range attributed to each. Again, according to Adtius the Stoics 

taught that a ia iaeti are true, while in contrast, 4avtaacact are both true and 
false.7 In addition to being true we are told that every a'ioOrlat; is an assent,s 
while the xavzTaia is the object of assent. 

Finally, a•icrloat; has a wider lexical range than 4avTzaixa. While there may 
be several descriptions and definitions of the OavTaoia, and therefore some level 
of lexical ambiguity, it is clear that all the definitions are attempts to articulate a 

single cognitive faculty or state. However, the term a'io0alot;, as we shall see, 
has at least eight different senses. Each communicates important information 

regarding the features of at least one of three clearly distinct general meanings of 
the term. In other words, the multivocity of the a'iCooeat; results from the fact 
that the same term refers to different things. With 4avTacia, on the other hand, 
the various descriptions and definitions all refer to the same entity. The different 
accounts of avTzaoia are for the most part strategic attempts to safeguard Stoic 

epistemology from philosophical objections. This is not the case with a'yio0lat;. 

III. THE AMBIGUITY OF AIIOHXIE 

The primary obstacle to understanding the Stoic theory of a'iaOerlt is the 
fact that the word a'ictaqat3 is itself ambiguous. This should not be surprising: 

6The evidence for our knowledge of early Stoicism is drawn from a number of sources. Fragments 
are direct citations of representatives of the Stoic school. Doxographical reports are testimonies 

reporting a Stoic view by a third party. Some of these doxographical reports are hostile or polemical, 
such as those of Plutarch, Sextus Empiricus, and Cicero. Other reports have survived in the 
form of handbooks or textbooks reporting and often comparing doctrines and opinions of various 
schools. Aetius (preserved in ps.-Plutarch, Stobaeus, Nemesius, Theodoretus, et al.) and Diodes of 

Magnesia (preserved in the text of Diogenes Laertius) are the primary representatives of this form of 

doxographical evidence. See Mansfeld and Runia 1997. 
7"The Stoics say that aiaoe?alet are true, but regarding 4avraaiat, some are true and some are 

false" (Aetius Placita 4.9.4 = SVF 2.78). All translations are mine unless otherwise stated. 

8"The Stoics say that every a'aOiin; is an assent and a Kcad11hWi1" (Aetius 4.8.12 = SVF 2.72). 
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according to Chrysippus "every word is naturally ambiguous."9 The study and 
identification of ambiguity (d&j4p4tpo tia)10 was a central component of Stoic 
dialectic. 

In the introductory discussion in Diocles of Magnesia's summary of Stoic 

philosophy we find one of our most important texts indicating the ambiguous 
nature of aioOrlo0Ct:1 

A'xoOicrlaot; 6~ XycscXt KCcXtt& toiC XotKobci)T o6 T' •'" lys•tovtIKOu 
vs1 a tL dt\ T&; aio- 

0lojast; tijKov Kci jl 6t OUtA)•v Kat yQXlt?1 
Ka pi 7r Tcplt atiO Ptaittippx KatUOKSUT), KXO0 

1jv -tVCS; 7Tnpoi yivovtatt. Kai ?1 Evi~pycta • 
a'alota; ca• ixtat.12 

Diocles' report presents four distinct but related meanings of the term a'o0lloti;: 
(1) 

inve•iga extending from the commanding faculty to the senses; (2) a 

Kazd trllt; through the senses; (3) i" xtepi zT aiOrlitipta Kazaot cul; and 
(4) the Ev6pyeta.Y13 The ambiguous nature of the term is emphasized by the fact 
that Diodes seems unable to define the term without using it as in (1) and (2). 

This, however, is not the only list emphasizing the lexical complexity of 

actOrlOot; in a doxographical tradition. Our second major source of information 

concerning the many meanings of the term comes from Aitius. Here again the 

multivocity ofc 
atorltc; 

is emphasized:14 
Oi To0tKo% 6pitovvat oij"oTc T7 v a'"o 

rlotv" a'fo0•9ri. 
aortvy d 

vx',rlXtt 
<St'> aiO0rlzrI- 

pfou v K' 71j1gt6I c . noXXayJC8; & ystat #j a icy ;- ai tE y&ap t; KULi U 66vcatCt Kai 
f1 &vEpyeac KCi l vtTaocX tjt 

K 
xt1tKil 6t' aiOrltrpiou yivovxat o Kai 

atb 
zb 

9 Chrysippus ait omne verbum ambiguum natura esse, quoniam ex eodem duo velplura accipipossunt 
(Gell. N.A. 2.12.1). See Atherton 1993: 298-310. 

10The term &4tgtpokia is used by the Stoics in a more general sense than in Aristotle. Aristotle 
makes important distinctions between homonymy (6jt'ovu?ia), equivocation (&pt9npokfoa), 

and mul- 

tivocity (7cokkax(0; 
~,yEvOat). 

Aristotle's view on the specific meanings of these terms is far from 

clear: cf. Hintikka 1973 and Irwin 1981. The Stoic understanding of d&t3poxia seems to have 
included homonymy and multivocity. In addition, whereas tdftpokia in Aristotle (at least in the De 

sophisticis elenchis) is specific to an expression, the Stoics applied it to either a term or an expression. 
An agtjtpokia is a X&4tc which the Stoics defined as "an articulate vocal sound" (Diog. Laert. 7.56). 
According to Atherton, a hXtic is any articulate sequence of letters or sounds (the two are isomorphic 
in Stoicism) that may or may not express anything and includes words and expressions. Atherton 
1993: 136-139. 

1 See below for a discussion of meaning and definition in Stoicism. 
12"And according to the Stoics, aYoCloSat; signifies the invEutla extending from the commanding 

faculty to the senses and the Katbairlt; through them and fi nepi Td alo a'iipta Kataaorcuil, in 
which some become maimed. And the &vcpycta is also called alOrOatc" (Diog. Laert. 7.52 = SVF 
2.71). 

13 It is essential that we leave the individual meanings of aYa0rlon untranslated for the time being. 
The nature of the Stoic theory of perception will be largely determined by how we understand these 
terms and expressions. 

14A word should be said about the context of the passage. Adtius is a collection of terse 

doxographical reports topically arranged. The heading for the above passage is 
"fl•pi aiaO0elauo; Kac 

ai•orlzov." 
See Diels 1879: 114. The Stoic position is followed by the views of Epicurus, Plato, and 

the Atomists (Leucippus and Democritus). 
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flyEtOV1K6V, *6#0' o6 XdnXtV iGaObjlpta yst XCYtct* X( TcVEuXtJICCx VOspda XT tOTG TUly EgOVtKOU 
i d iSpytava teracgvca.15 

Unfortunately, this passage which seeks to sort out the ambiguities of 
acIotaotl c 

is itself ambiguous and textually problematic. The text cited above is from Diels's 

Doxographi Graeci and exhibits several interpretative judgments which may be 

responsible for some of the confusion between a 9ioeiat; and xXvzwo{a. The first 
is the punctuation. There are two general strategies that editors have taken to make 
sense of this text. The first is to follow Diels and take 4•avXaia a•YctatlKttXqt1rii 
and "the iyc?povuc6v itself' as two additional meanings ofalo0rlotc. This can be 

accomplished simply by not inserting punctuation after 
&vppyeta. 

Later editors, 
however, as we shall see, insert either a semi-colon or a period here which 

significantly alters the meaning of the text. 
There are several advantages to Diels's reading. First, the main verb, yivovzat, 

need not be changed (as it will be in later editions) since it would have a plural 
subject (namely, all the meanings of 

a•oiloat;). 
The second advantage, and 

perhaps the more persuasive, is that the resulting reading would offer a meaning 
of acco0Iotcn that seems to be verified by a number of texts that the alternative 

reading would make little sense of. This additional meaning of ax oda otc is "the 

sy~lPovtK6v itself." 
There are three texts that support the idea that the term aoeIott; could be 

used to signify the commanding faculty of the soul. The first comes from Cicero's 
Academica priora. Here we read: mens enim ipsa, quae sensuumfons est atque etiam 

ipsa sensus est, naturalem vim habet quam intendit ad ea quibus movetur.16 Since 
this text portrays the Stoic position as seen through the eyes of the Academic 
Antiochus we should be cautious in accepting it. Antiochus, however, often 
does provide us with important evidence for later Stoic positions and therefore 
the passage may represent a genuine Stoic view. Alone this would be on shaky 
ground; fortunately similar claims can be found in other sources. 

The Cicero passage bears an interesting similarity to our second text, Seneca's 

Epistulae morales 113.23. In this text Cleanthes and Chrysippus reportedly 
disagree regarding the definition of walking: Cleanthes argued that walking is 

spiritum ... a principali usque in pedes permissum whereas Chrysippus declared 

15Aetius 4.8.1 = ps.-Plut. 899d1-7 (= SVF 2.850). The text cited here is Diels's (1879: 393-394). 
There are several difficulties in the text, the most serious of which Diels flags with asterisks. I will 
argue below (326) that Mau's and Lachenaud's edition of this text resolves these difficulties in a more 
coherent manner than the readings proposed by Diels, Meineke, or von Arnim. 

16"For the mind itself, which is the fount of the senses and even sense itself, possesses a natural 
force that stretches to those things by which it is moved" (Acad. pr. 2.30). The term mens is probably a 
translation of86tdvota, which is repeatedly identified with the commanding faculty: pou6ovrat 618& Ka 

r?v iv Ptv •ug0lv (ov c &va t(v te y&p K•u 
aia'eaOdveoat 

t kt ~ taora aTb iyelysovtK6bv jfpoc 

a6•UtTI, 
8 86 Kct;Etat 8tdtvota (Stob. Ed. 2.65.1-3 = SVF 3.306). Also see SVF 1.202, 2.840, and 

3.305. 
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that it is ipsum principale.17 Whereas the claim reported in the Cicero passage 
merits caution since it is attributed to Antiochus' vision of Stoicism, which does 
not always correspond to the early Stoic views, the Seneca passage is assigned to 

Chrysippus and thus cannot be so easily dismissed. If walking can be identified 
as the commanding faculty itself, it would not be out of place to make the same 
claim regarding 

a•G0aot,.'18 The third text in support of Diels's reading comes from Arius Didymus. 
Comparing individual souls to the world soul Arius Didymus states: 

Evtot 6i•c r7lv PiLv ro 6u,0ou &itov, tt I: 
&,otunt 

oua lyvuaoctt i~ni rceu•j 
ei; fKEiVIV. 

EXEtv S6 n^(TCatv UXilV 7lY~LOVIK6V Zt 
&V aOUZ, ij ( 

0 7 1Cuola KOL &i}a 1 
tG 

&( Ka 
6p;i.19 

It seems clear that there is some sense in which a•oaloat; can be identified with 
the 9yecsovtoc6v. However, this is a rather weak identification. The point of 
all these passages seems to be that the commanding faculty is responsible for 
ac Orlaot; as it is for life and impulse. We may assume then that for the Stoics 

a'oerlotc signifies the 'YeCjovtK6v itself to the same degree that life, impulse, 
or even walking can be identified with the commanding faculty of the soul. 
Nevertheless, the fact that these texts state this rather odd identification supports 
Diels's edition of Adtius. 

There are nonetheless several drawbacks to Diels's text of Aetius. First, 
although there may be passages that can be used to identify (at some level) 
acYOIato ; with the iysPovtK6v, it is not so easy to find a text or argument that 
would identify ctYa•loo t; with the KaT(zr tlnzntC 4xavratoia. An oat'orlo t; is 
a 

•arzd~rlytq, 
but a KaTzd1cI& Nt is not the same as a KatctzaXr ttKl •tvracia. 

Rather, a 
,arzdtrlVt; 

is an assent to a iatzh~ ncttt1i cavzaoiac just as alolrlotai 
is an assent to an aio0rlztlci' 4avacia.ic. The absence of any text supporting 
the identification of aYaorlotc with KaXarlntXrctKl 4avoXrcia weighs against this 
reading. 

Secondly, Diels's reading fails to resolve the fundamental difficulty in the 
text. Even after his correction Diels is still forced to "dagger" the text and 
state: nam plane obscurum est quidpost &4"' o0 interciderit (55). Moreover, Diels's 
text is awkward, more so than the alternative readings by von Arnim, Mau, or 

17"Cleanthes and his pupil Chrysippus did not agree on what walking is. Cleanthes said it was 
breath extending from the commanding faculty to the feet, Chrysippus that it was the commanding 
faculty itself" (Sen. Epist. mor. 113.23; Long and Sedley 1987: tr. 53L). 

18 See previous note. Also cf. Aetius 4.23.1 = SVF 2.854. 
19"But some [say] that the [soul] of the whole is eternal, but the rest [of the souls] are mixed at the 

end with the former. And every soul has a commanding faculty in itself, which is life, aloaloatc, and 
impulse" (Euseb. Praep. ev. 15.20.5; DDG fr. 39, p. 471 = SVF 2.821). Also cf. Scholia in Lucianum 
Vit. auct. 21.127: 

EhX•yov 
89 rOv KaaXlrttKto)V r &C 

6tiv rc•ov aalo0rTlpitov aoiaOlt•c& 
Kci t aT Cs?IV 

ractt 
aaOwrlotKta;q aoy•CTzaOeMM 

t ytvosfvac aloilos(X SkT; 86 rati KcTarItTUKati; KiartaTXipX . 

XyWao0att 8 iato0rlvIC Kd KaT' 
mitXXov 

rp6lnov T6 Oe 
alo•rtilptov 

Kait b 6lyE•&OViK•V Kaila Tv T'o 

YElyLOVtKOu 
KicaOdnep ailoroi Koard clTWptv (FDS 332a). 
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Lachenaud. Aitius is usually known for his clear and concise style; his sentences 
are usually brief and the syntax simple. Diel's text is anything but that. 

The alternative to Diels is to place a break in the text. Mau and Lachenaud 

place a period and von Arnim a semi-colon after tvi~pyeta suggesting that the list 
of the meanings of a'i•erlot; ends there. I argue that Mau and Lachenaud (both 
reconstruct the text identically) offer the most coherent reading of this text: 

Oi 
ZT(oCKOi 6piovt1 t oittoc 

riyv 
aOilon0tv" 

"o It Orlo••Y•rttv ,vTzrl'X t; <t1'> caioOncrl- 
piou i1 KcdtX 

(rl)t.." toXa&~(•. 
& X t i: ycat T, X 

tiCarlotrc-. 

j tEE yp 
8't KCCtY fj 

66vou&tC, Kai 1 l CvFpystQo. KicL il cavTotXcLafl Il Ka'TaCLTXltrLKTIK t' aiOqltrqlTpiou yiVsTtL KC(TCL TO 

fjYE'OVtK6v. &6' ou [auviotctrt] rdt6(tv [8'] 
otlo0rlXripta ,ystait xvc6taxa 

voCpL •rb 

ToG TflJYOVtKOt i rt CtSpYOvC & 6 CT?va.20 

The text emended in this way has the following sense: a'o0rloat; is an appre- 
hension or cognition through an aGlo0T 1ilptov; a'it•clot; has many meanings, 
(Ct/, 686va?it, tvpyeta). The 4avztaia Ka•xtrlacrtKi 

l also arises through an 

aloOrziliptov. The text then proceeds to define aalotrTilpta. The progression 
reads naturally and is grammatically plausible. Following the Mau/Lachenaud 
correction and punctuation we then have an obvious structural similarity between 
the Diocles text and the Adtius text. In the Diodes text, after a'ioeroatt is 
defined as an &vipycta, the passage continues: Ti 6) K8a'tdXrlt9W y; v ctat Kat 
aiUTob i OG 0Jiloct. Similarly, in Adtius aco•'lot; is also identified with Cv&pyEta, 
and immediately following the author adds, KaL't i 4 tvTaoai 1 KXTrAx7CTl•1K it' 
aloOtCYrlT piou yives;Tt. 

There are, however, also a number of drawbacks with this strategy. First, by 
adding a full stop, the editors are forced to change the y{vovrat to yivezat in order 
to agree with its presumed singular subject. Secondly, the text still encounters 
trouble with the 4'' o0. Mau and Lachenaud suggest inserting auvioXTzaxt after 

6&4' o0. However, a coherent sense and translation is possible without further 
emendation to the text if we allow 4&' ou to be translated somewhat atypically 
as "for this reason."21 This is how von Arnim seems to read the text since he 
does not see the necessity of inserting aouviozaTat (2.850). If this concession is 

granted, a coherent reading can be found with very little emendation: 

The Stoics define 
ca•i0el;tc 

in the following manner: Acrlo i;tC is an apprehension or 
cognition through an 

a•dolOxiiptov. 
And alorloat; has several meanings: [It refers to] 

the Evtz, the 86vqagtt, and the &vxpyeta. Moreover the cognitive presentation is produced 
in the commanding faculty by means of an 

ai•rlTrilptov. 
On account of this, [the term] 

aicoOrltipta refers to intelligent breath stretching from the commanding faculty to the 
organs. 

20 Mau 1971: 119. All future references to ps.-Plutarch will refer to Mau's excellent edition which 
is identical in this passage to Lachenaud's. 

21According to LSJ (1968: 192), &tn6 is frequently used to indicate cause or origin; cf. Smyth 
1920: 374, "by reason of." 
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For these reasons I suggest that we adopt either the von Arnim or Mau/Lachenaud 
texts (the difference is negligible) of the Adtius 4.8. This means that the 

1JYCLovttKv itself and the 4•tavtaoia CK(ta7lrtK-il will not be taken as meanings 
of a'iaOrlotc on the basis of the Aatius text. Moreover, since the other evidence 

suggested a very weak and nonspecific identification with atioOrlat, I will not 
include the flYEPovtWK6v itself as one of the meanings of the term. Finally, by 
rejecting Diel's reading we are less likely to conflate a'ioloat; with 

0avaotia since there now exists no text which identifies ca'io lot; with a 4•vczaaia of any 
kind. 

IV. THE MULTIVOCITY OF AIO?HEIX 

With the task of isolating and evaluating the main texts about the ambiguity 
of the term a'ierlotc behind us, we are now ready to examine the individual 
definitions. Our two main texts emphasizing the multivocity of a'iaOrlot; (Diog. 
Laert. 7.52 and Aetius 4.8) possess both notable similarities and differences. Both 

passages acknowledge that the term a'io0rlaot has several meanings. For clarity 
we shall summarize the meanings as follows: 

Diodes of Magnesia Aftius (ps.-Plutarch) 

C6 
rtvcUgoax 615tKOV dVTXkriyt 68t"' oXiaOrlrlptiou i 

KtAXkrl•ltC 

f7 asp\i 
"t aiarltOilptat KdtQaYKSEUi j6V(ptt 

Fv&pystca EvEpysta 

Only two meanings are explicitly found in both lists: KacrzdkytX t and 'vipy~ta. 
There is also a similarity between Diodes' first meaning of ax'iceOrlot and the 
definition of aieorljtiptov which immediately follows Aitius' definition. The 
similarities, however, seem to end here. 

One notable difference between these two accounts is that Adtius seems to 
make a distinction between the first listed meaning and other senses of the term. 
The doxographer begins by saying that the Stoics "defined" (6pirov'at) the term 

'ioetrlot? as vtiktrltYt; 65t' aotarlYrpouo il 
KatTdjrl•t, 

then immediately states 
that the term can be said in many ways (nokkXayj 

8&• 6 O 
Xycqa, t fi a'irlotic). It 

is possible to infer from this that the first expression is the primary definition 
and that the latter terms are secondary senses. In that case, we would still have 
four meanings of the term in the passage, though the first would have some 
sort of special status or possibly be its "focal meaning."22 An alternative way to 

22 Owen (1960) describes what he means by focal meaning: "A word such as 'medical,' he [Aristotle] 
says, is not univocal-it has various definitions answering to its various senses, but one of these senses 
is primary, in that its definition reappears as a component in each of the other definitions. If to be a 
medical man is to be XY, to be a medical knife is to be of the sort used by a man who is XY"' (169). 
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understand this text is that there is but one definition of the term, and the latter 
senses are the three ways in which the term can be applied. I argue that neither 
of these options is a satisfactory explanation. 

First, it is unlikely that the Stoics held that one of the meanings of aiarloat; 
is prior in any way to the others; this may have been how Aetius understood the 
matter, but such would be inconsistent with the Stoic view of ambiguity. There is 

simply no evidence that the Stoics distinguished between primary and secondary 
meanings in an ambiguity. Indeed, Catherine Atherton argues that the Stoics had 
no concept corresponding to Aristotle's notion of "focal meaning."23 Secondly, 
the first meaning in the Adtius passage, KarZdt6X.rT t (and h&vrtX9lWt;), does not 
have the same privileged status in Diocles' definition where the four meanings of 

a'icrlat; are treated as equals. 
Why then is the first meaning of a'(ierlot; in Adtius set apart from the 

following meanings? It may be because Adtius' first meaning more closely 
resembles the form of a definition or a complete definition than the subsequent 
meanings. The fact that the Diogenes Laertius text presents four meanings of 
the term doterlot; in a different order and without priority being given to any 
particular meaning supports this conclusion. 

Little detail survives on the Stoic theory of definition.24 Although we know 
that the Stoics were notorious for coining new words, identifying ambiguities, and 

refining definitions, there is very little evidence concerning the specific criterion 
of a good definition. Chrysippus defined a definition 

(gpoo) 
as "rendering back 

what is distinctive" to a term (i6tou &t660Coat).25 Antipater offers a different 
definition of "po;: a definition is "an account stated comprehensively for the 

purpose of an analysis" (X6yo; 
K(a•' 

&vdhootv 
&•taprtt6vrzo; 

EK4cp6pvo0).26 
Neither definition is particularly helpful. In fact, Chrysippus' definition of ipo; 
would probably not be considered a definition by Antipater's standards. It does 
not appear to be sufficiently comprehensive 

(&•aprt(6vzqo). 
The rendering back 

of something distinctive or special can refer to things other than a definition. 
Nevertheless, either of these definitions of 

6Spo; 
could justify Adtius' distinction 

between the former and latter meanings of aolrlOtc;. For Adtius' first definition 
of a'ioealot; is both a better i8iou &r66oSoot; and is stated more 

x7Foaprt6vTzo than the latter meanings. 
The Stoics also made use of abbreviated definitions 

(6ioypaooi). 
The 

abbreviated definition is defined as "an account that introduces the 
irpd•,ytoao 

in 

23 Atherton 1993: 103: "Nor is it strange that they [the Stoics] do not report the kind of sifting of 

the philosophical tradition, using ambiguity (or something like it) as one of the tools of analysis, which 

is a distinctively Aristotelian method. It is rather the almost complete absence from what is known of 

Stoic theorizing of any interest even in formulating rules as to how significations of ambiguous terms 

may be systematically interrelated ... which is so striking." 
24 See Rieth 1933: 36-54. Cf. Atherton 1993: 92-128. 
25 Schol. in Dionys. Thrac. 107.1-21; Hilgard (ed.) (= SVF 226.1) 

26 Diog. Laert. 7.60 (SVF 2.226.2) 
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outline form or a definition supplying the force of the [complete] definition in a 

simpler form."27 It is quite possible that several of the definitions that we have 
been examining are in fact 6inToypaai'. 

A definition, full or abbreviated, is not the only way to disambiguate a term 
or expression. Other common methods for showing different applications of an 

ambiguous term are division (Staipcatc) and partition (gcptago6). These consist 
of dividing or classifying a term according to genus and species.28 Although 
6taipcatc and pptapi6; were commonly used by Stoics, the passages which we 
are examining are clearly not instances of either. 

The final way to shed light on an ambiguous term is simply to cite instances 
of the various meanings of the term. Sextus Empiricus gives an example of 
this using the word "dog."29 He states that the word may signify a barking 
animal, the marine animal (sea lion), the dog star, and the Cynic philosopher. 
He states that these are cases or instances (nrz6at) of signification. Sextus also 

says that these have "nothing in common," which is surely false. There is no 
evidence that the Stoics ever used the word 

nzraot,; 
in this sense. However, the 

practice of citing instances of a term to clarify an ambiguity is a very common 

way to indicate the meaning of a term. This is precisely what Socrates objected 
to in Plato's Meno.30 Citing the denotations of a term is no substitute for 
a definition. It is, however, all that is required to take the sting out of an 

ambiguity. 
I suggest that our chief texts on the meanings of a'icoelaoi; include def- 

initions and/or abbreviated definitions (such as aioloai B aozrtv &vzTDtiNyt; 
<6t'> aioa0lTrpi/ou i' Kczdcrl(Iyt;) as well as instances of the denotation of 
the word (7nokkXa~a o 6 a86oyriat l (tolo . lt zIT ydp Et; Kai jl 6vq cVal i Kai 

in evpyeta). This explains Adtius' distinction between 6pi'ovrat and noXaX&c; 
kyetoat. Maintaining a rigid distinction between definitions, abbreviated defini- 
tions, meanings, and instances of the term would require continual qualification 
and would accomplish little. I will continue, therefore, to refer to these texts as 
the various senses, meanings, or even definitions of the term without implying 
that they are definitions in any strict sense. 

There is one final meaning of a'ioOrlot; that needs to be mentioned before 
concluding this section. I refer to the claim that an a'io•Oat; is an assent 
(oauyK0czcsotc). This assertion is found in several texts.31 Keeping this in 
mind, we can now produce a list of the various meanings of a'icoeolat;. If all of 
these meanings are collected together, removing duplications and excluding the 

276noypafl U 8~ n X 6yoC Tunm6So cEiayov eiy e ct anpdaytcrat, ij po; &nrXo6ascpov ti1v toU 

5pouo 6vactyv npooevlveyjitvo; (Diog. Laert. 7.60). 
28 See Ierodiakonou 1993: 61-68. 
29 Sextus Empiricus Math. 11.28-29. 
30Plato 72a6-8. Cf. Grim 1962: 7-9. 
31Stob. Ed. 1.474.18-19 = SVF 2.72; Cic. Acad. pr. 2.108 = SVF 2.73; Porph. DeAnima 2.349 in 

Stob. Ed. 1.349.25-26 = SVF 2.74. 
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lYEsCIovtK6v itself, we have the following list of meanings or uses of the term 

1cto0rlot;:32 
1. an extending 7rv•e6pa 2. il 7jpi i r& a'a0IlaOtilpta KattoKeul• 
3. fviCpyeta 
4. l5i; 
5. 86vaCpt; 
6. Katzd•h~ yt; through the senses 
7. &vrit'X•yt; through the senses 
8. auyKarzdt~0ot 

In the remainder of this article I shall show how aiao0ojt; can mean so many 
things and still be a useful philosophical term. We shall see that these eight 
items can be reduced to three general categories, that both A&tius' and Diodes' 
definitions contain all three components, and that any comprehensive account of 
the meaning of a'ioerlot; must include all three. The three general meanings of 
the term a'ialolOt; are: (1) the sensory apparatus; (2) the activity of the apparatus; 
(3) the culminating (successful) cognitive event identified as the assent to a certain 
kind of 4avzaoia. 

V. THE MEANINGS OF THE MEANINGS 

The first three meanings on the list emphasize different features of the physical 
apparatus of perception. That the term c'a0orlqat signifies an extending portion 
of nvc6ica is confirmed by Chrysippus' definitions of the individual senses in his 
De anima. He states that each of the five senses is tnve6ia extending from the 

commanding faculty to the organ of perception. Hence vision, also called the 

optical aea0ioatc, is the rvceuia extending from the commanding faculty to the 

eyes; hearing, the nve6pa extending from the commanding faculty to the ears; 
and so on.33 

Chrysippus' definition of the individual senses is also clearly related to the 

expression 1 'jep\ tIr aotaortilpta KaTaoaKrni . This expression, however, em- 

phasizes not the anve6ia between the commanding faculty and the organs but 
the remote structures themselves. Scholars have translated this passage in various 

ways: Hicks translates the expression as "the apparatus of the sense organs,"34 
Long and Sedley as "their [the instruments of cognition] surrounding structure,"35 

32Bonh6ffer (1890: 122), as a result of working from Diels's text, identifies six meanings for 

a&o0rloatc: 4t; 86vCattc, vdpyeta, 0avtcaof•t KCrlNXliTrflKl KW\ 
aia•rl•tirTK, •tiysoVtK•K 

itself, and 
anvsCpa voep6v. 

33 Gal. PHP 3.1.10-15 = SVF 2.885. Chrysippus uses the term 
eytt; 

in place of Adtius' 5paatc. 
Otherwise the definitions are identical in substance. See Adtius 4.21.1-4 = SVF 2.836. 

34Hicks 1925: 161. 
35 Long and Sedley 1987: 248. 
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Inwood and Gerson as "the equipment of the sense-organs,"36 and Annas as "the 

make-up of the sense-organs.""' One cannot rule out any of the above transla- 
tions on lexical grounds alone; for the term KazrtaaKlul can signify apparatus, 
structure, equipment, or make-up. The word KcaraoaKSU1 is a general term for 

equipment or gear. In Thucydides it is used to signify military and domestic 

implements (1.97.25, 8.5.2) and suggests the sense of readiness. It can also mean 
a structure or state of something that accounts for its readiness or preparation 
(Diog. Laert. 7.108). Aristotle uses the term for public buildings (Eth. Nic. 4.11, 
1122b20). Tools, weapons, and buildings are all structures or objects ready to 
be used. Calcidius compares the sensory apparatus to the threads of a spider's 
web and the commanding faculty to the spider who sits in the center with a 

leg on each thread. The thread, tensed and sensitive to any disturbance, lies in 
readiness.38 

The preposition ncEpi used with the accusative case may signify either a general 
relation ("of' or "relating to") or location ("surrounding" or "in the general vicinity 
of'). Some Stoics described the location of the commanding faculty of the soul 
in the nvseCpa "around the heart" (nCp'i rV Kap6iav).39 Elsewhere sleep is 
described as a loosening of the sensory tension "around the commanding fac- 
ulty" (r6yv 6 & vov yivsoOut i&'uoopvou 

To T06aiaOeljto 6vou 
' 

npi 6b jnT yE- 

ptovtK6v).40 
Diodes qualified the expression by adding the statement, KaO' ijv t tvs; irlpol 

yivovrat. The phrase "in respect to which some become maimed" suggests that 
the expression as a whole is referring to the external or remote elements of the 

sensory apparatus through which external information enters the body, in contrast 
to the inveupca extending through the body from the commanding faculty which 
transmits the information. Nor should we be surprised by the fact that the Stoics 
used 

aoaOrloat- 
in this way. Aristotle also referred to the distal structures of sense 

perception as the ail0etie .41 Therefore, we may conclude that (xtal at;, in 
so far as it is identified as Il ncEpi z T a&io9i ptta pX TKatoKaa ue, emphasizes the 
structure and readiness of the part of the sensory apparatus that interfaces with 
the external world. 

The second basic class of meanings for ao aoriat; is the activity of the apparatus 
that produces the 4avztaaia. Aetius' claim that cXalo0at; is an &vipysta, E"tg;, 
and 56vaCpt; seems to point not to the the physical structure of the apparatus 
but rather to its activity or operational features. All three terms were also 
technical terms used by Aristotle. Might Adtius be using these terms in an 

36Inwood and Gerson 1997: 113. 
37Annas 1992: 71. 
38Calcidius Ad Timaeum 220 = SVF 2.879. Likewise, the external sense-organs are structures of 

the body that await in readiness to be used in conjunction with the extending nve6pCt. 
39Adtius 4.5.6 = SVF 2.838. 

4Diog. Laert. 7.158 = SVF 2.766. 
41Cf. Arist. De an. 3.1 425a10. 
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Aristotelian sense? This is unlikely.42 The Aristotelian sense of vgpycta and 

61vagt;, as actuality/potentiality is completely foreign to the Stoic approach to 

physics, ontology, and psychology. In Aristotle's theory of sense perception the 

sense-organs are not just faculties (that is, something capable of acting) but also 
true potentialities.43 By "true potentialities" I mean that they are constituted 
of substances which in themselves are potentially the form of the sense object 
without the matter. 

It is more likely that 66vagt,; and &v&pyxta have the less technical meanings 
of faculty and the exercise of the faculty. These are the ordinary uses of the 
terms and the most reasonable way to read the Adtius passage.44 This ordinary 
usage of Fv6pycta can also be naturally contrasted with 56vacgt, as can be seen 

by Galen's usage of these two terms in De naturalibusfacultatibus: 6v&pyctatv 6c 
T1v 6pwtcrtK'IV 6voCldO) KLvvl(tV Kcxi t•rv 0tlaut; 

adtariyv 6•vajitv.45 Here the 

relationship between &vEpyeta and v6vaCgt; is described in terms of motion and 
cause. If we read the Aetius text in this non-Aristotelian sense, a'ioalot; is both 
the process or motion that occurs in the act of perception as well as that which 
makes the activity possible, namely, the power intrinsic to the sensory apparatus. 

It is clear then that these two terms capture operative features of the Stoic 

theory. According to Calcidius, Stoics compared the perceptual acquisition to 
a king who sends out messengers who report back after receiving information. 
This analogy simultaneously describes the sensory apparatus and the activity of 
the apparatus (as did Chrysippus' definition of the individual senses). In a related 

analogy previously mentioned, the sensory apparatus was compared to a spider 
sitting on a web waiting for an insect. In both cases the apparatus has a 86vaC t; in 
so far as it has a capacity to receive information and transmit it to the commanding 
faculty. The stimulation provokes a response in the apparatus and this response, 

42Both Rist (1969) and Menn (1994) agree that tvipysta in its earliest appearances in Aristotle 
simply meant activity. It is probably this vague sense (which is not unique to Aristotle) to which 
Aetius refers. I am arguing above the weaker claim that the term gv&pyeta in the Adtius text should 
not be confused with Aristotle's technical sense of actuality or &vt•Xceta. Cf. Polansky 1992: 214, 

arguing that "'vepyctat everywhere should receive the same translation, preferably 'actuality'." Blair 

(1995: 579) concludes the exact opposite: "If my view is correct, the ivipyEta does not mean and never 
meant 'actuality,' but it means just what those who used it after Aristotle thought it meant, '(internal) 

activity'." See Sandbach 1985 on the problem of the influence of Aristotle on the early Stoics. 
43 "ct6 5' taiaitttKcbV 6uvd' pt aot'iv oTov tb cdiaOrlv iJ 

! 
' 

vt'8 
1•, 

q, Ka1OetEp Eppprrtw. xdoayet 
tpv o0v obY 

o6totov 
6v, 

nItnovObc, 
6' bChoio tr Ki: oattv 

otov AEKCVO" (Arist. De an. 2.5, 418a 3-6). 

44Bonh6ffer (1890: 123-124) argues that there are two senses of vtpycta: "die aloaOentc ist in 

doppeltem Sinn eine Thitigkeit des Hegemonikon, erstens als Akt der einfachen Sinnesauffassung, 
welche, wenn sie durch nichts gehindert war, einen getreuen Abdruck (t6maot;) des Objektes, d. h. 
eine 4cvractia K•aCLrXTLTtKlt 

im Hegemonikon hervorbringt; zweitens als Akt der Zustimmung zu 
dieser durch die Sinnesauffassung gewirkten kateleptischen Vorstellung." The first sense deals with 

sensory contact, transmission, and reception. Bonh6ffer's second sense is the commanding faculty's 
response to the cav-rtaca. 

45 "Now vtpyECta is the name I give to the active change or motion and the cause of this I call a 

66vcatc." 
(De nat. fac. 1.2.7). 
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I suggest, is the `v6pyet(a. Plotinus describes this &vipyeta as the transmission 

through the body. Thus the capacity to see (the faculty of sight) will be the 
condition or cause that enables sight (i.e., nveiscga and the sense-organs); the 

activity of seeing would be the motion of the rnvegca. According to Adtius: 
oi EtroKol C6vzaa c T ('0tta aota(tXatKl 

" 
v 

7c•CaCa 
yd~p.46 Thus there is a clear 

sense in which the apparatus of sense perception can be said to be the capacity or 

power to perceive since it is the cause and necessary condition for the activity. 
AYlaOotra as a 86va'cpt refers to the power of the nvEC6ica of the commanding 

faculty that pervades the body and the external senses. The idea of a faculty 
or capacity (86vatcit) 

can also be seen in the Diogenes Laertius passage in the 

phrase 1 nep'i rt aalo0pr•ilpta KctaaroKu i discussed above.47 A rcaz oKxuil is 
an implement ready to be used, and is thus a capacity. The activity or tv&pycta 
would be the term used for the sensory apparatus in the process of functioning or 

transmitting. Therefore, 86vcapt; and &vipyctu remain complementary concepts 
in the Stoic sense as they are in Aristotle. 

In addition to being the exercise of a capacity that detects and transmits 
information, aiCo0laot; is an activity in two additional ways which help us see 
its relation to the 4avzraia. (1) AYoOrlaot is the activity of the apparatus that 

imprints the information on the commanding faculty (or "alters" the commanding 
faculty) thereby producing the 4avraoia; and (2) al•0rlot; is an activity in so 
far as it is an assent and therefore a response to the 4avzaoia. In both cases 
the 4avaacia is an object (the object produced and the intentional object of 
the assent) and has a passive nature in contrast to the active/motive nature of 
cacIo ratc. 

This contrast between ataOiat~; as an activity and the essentially passive nature 
of the 

oavtccaia 
as an object becomes evident if we examine the descriptions 

or definitions of 4avzracia. Zeno reportedly called the 4avra•ia an imprint 
(zr6coat;) in the soul, whereas Cleanthes reportedly held that the imprint entailed 
a literal, pictorial representation like the imprint that a signet ring makes in wax 
with all the contours of the external object. Cicero emphasizes the passivity of the 

4oxvzar ia by stressing its formation by means of an external impact (impulsione, 
Acad. post. 11.40). Chrysippus preferred to call the 4avzaoia an affection 

(nd•B;)48 or alteration (ztepoioat; or & 
ot•1ooat)49 

in the commanding faculty. 
According to Sextus, the Stoics distinguished the cavraaia from other, more 

46"The Stoics say that all causes are corporeal; for they are nvs6cpaa" (Adtius 1.2.5; SVF 2.340). 
47 Diog. Laert. 7.52. Cf. Calcidius' instruendo sensibus (Calcidius Ad Timaeum 220, 232.21-233.3; 

SVF 2.879). 
48Aetius 4.12 = SVF 2.54. Pohlenz (1970: 1.55) declares that da0iealo, like 4avTacia, is an 

affection of the soul. This, I shall argue, is false. The term 
alaIoln, 

is never called an affection in 
either of the Stoic definitions or elsewhere in the surviving evidence. Claims such as this have led to 
the misconception that the relationship between 

aco0rlatc, 
and 4avtaoia is similar to that between 

sensation and perception in English. 
49 Chrysippus is reported to have been dissatisfied with the literal image of the stamping analogy 

and proposed the less literal "alteration." The evidence conflicts whether the term which Chrysippus 
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active alterations of the soul such as cognition, impulse, and assent, by qualifying 
the alteration with the expression "by way of passivity" (Tb icaoz& rtsoat;, Math. 
7.239). Hence, the 4avaacia is also described as a state (8td6 atc;) and a passivity 
(ne'ati). This passivity of the 4avzacia stands in clear contrast to 

alYOrloc•n 
as 

an activity. 
The relation and the inseparability of activity/passivity plays an important role 

in Stoicism. Just as God and matter are conceptually distinct yet never separate, so 

c'caOrlat; and cavraaia are mutually dependent. The parallel is limited though; 
whereas every c&aoioat; produces a 4avctcia, not every atvztaoia comes directly 
from an a'iaCrlo at. <DavTaciat may also be produced by the mind, drawing 
on concepts and memories of former 4wavacaxit.s5 Whether the ayvtaaia is 

produced/imprinted/altered by the c'iaOlatc; or by the mind (8td6vota) or reason 

(X6yoc), it is the passive effect or the resulting state 
(8td6aotG). 

A6vapt; and cvepycta are joined by a third term: &t;. Since we have seen that 
the 4cavzctia is a 6tdaEot;, we should not be surprised to see ct'tarlaot as a etc;. 
However, we need to be careful not to confuse the Stoic use of these terms with 
Aristotle's. According to Aristotle a E~t; is a kind of quality, namely an enduring 
state.51 Aristotle adds that a E5t; differs from a 

6Std0•otq 
in that the latter is 

more transient and less stable. Examples of &t; for Aristotle are knowledge and 
virtues, whereas examples of 8td60caet; are heat, cold, or the extension of one's 
arm. It seems that if Adtius wanted to use an Aristotelian term for &(oaelat; as a 
perceptual state he might have been better advised to choose the term 

6tdOcatt;; for an ac'o0locn; is immediate and transient.52 
The identification of aco0rlnatq; as a i;gt becomes clear if we understand the 

term as the Stoics used it. According to Simplicius, the Stoics distinguished &it; 
and 

60td0•ot; 
on different grounds than Aristotle: 

6&tov 6z, ai 
r•c lv EVcO1K)t oTv0KVCstUV v divvy otsp'i t 6v6c~tro Ta •xT Ka•T 

t0ac v. 
o0KoGoIt ydtp 

ooti Ztatv &vdTatyXtv Z^ 'AptoZroTZ&Xt ilv 8Ztd0sotv zi;c s Fo; i.ov- 

tguOtopav 
fiysEiotat.53 

used was C•Upoio•oC or &XXoiooS;. Sextus attributes both to Chrysippus: tsTpooaiO; in Math. 7.230 
and 372, and 

••koiotc. 
in Math. 7.400. Diogenes Laertius (7.50) uses the term &kXoioaStq. 

50Diog. Laert. 7.51-52. Ultimately all avtaaiakt are dependent upon the activity of a'ic••lotc. 
Sensory (aia0rlnitK) g tvraoiat are directly dependent, non-sensory avrcialat are indirectly 
dependent. Cf. Adtius 4.11.1-4 = SVF 2.83. 

51 Arist. Cat. 8.9a-14; cf. Metaph. 5.20, 1022b4-14. 
52That the Stoics held that sensory experience was immediate and transient can be seen in 

Calcidius: "each sense perceives some one ingredient in the composition; this one color; another, 
sound; and while that one discerns the flavor of fluids, this one by touch distinguishes roughness and 
smoothness. And all this is concerned with what is present; for no sense remembers what is past or 

apprehends what is future" (Calcidius Ad Timaeum 220 = SVF 2.879). In fact, Aristotle never calls (to 

my knowledge) ataorlatq a 94tc, though he does call memory (Mem. 450a30, 451a16-27, 451b3) and 

bodily conditions (Resp. 474a26, 477b15-18, 478al) iEic.. 
53 "It is worthwhile to understand the Stoic's usage in regards to these terms. In the opinion of 

some people, they reverse Aristotle by taking character [6td0t8at;] to be more stable than tenor [•tg]" 
(Simpl. In. Aristot. Cat. 237.25-27 = SVF 2.393; Long and Sedley 1987: trans. 47S). Simplicius also 
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He claims that the use of't;? over t&0deotq is determined not on the basis of the 

enduring character of the state as Aristotle proposes in the Categories, but instead, 
on the basis of whether the state can be intensified 

(&ntTzivca•o0t) 
and relaxed 

(d&vicoaat): 
r6 86 W&opJilV AWv jXt i^; tota trlr; unovoioxq, o ~g• Vto KtX b ,LOVILZwtspov 
ifClil nxpaph toit;• zotKOR T 

roo6cov 'eTrlr~TaTt 6tacopdt, 
tXX Kart' 5i a;q 6ta0'ot; 

Kai y&p t; 
p 7v CTst ; 'tri(vgo0 ai ~ctaov 56vato0otX Kt 3viso0cat, 

rz• 
6~: ta0& oct;t Ivnt)zdtouS 1EtV K\ iVV TViOUg.54 

Simplicius then gives two examples of what the Stoics mean by a &td60oti 
(in contrast to Aristotle): straightness and virtue.ss55 According to the Stoics 

something is either straight or it is non-straight (crooked) and a person is either 
virtuous or he is non-virtuous (base).56 Thus virtue cannot be a 

•t;g 
because 

there cannot be degrees of virtue.57 If a virtue is relaxed, it is no longer a virtue; 
thus virtue is a &&6Oeot;. Simplicius, on the other hand, gives expertise (z6ivrl) 
and health as examples of EEt;. Both can be intensified and relaxed, which is 
the characteristic activity of a 6et;.58 Other examples of the Stoic use of 't; (in 
other texts) are knowledge, geometry, pursuits (intzrqe66jUmiat), a physical object 
characterized by cohesion, and nature itself.59 

Do these other examples of E?t; give us any idea of how a'ioriot; might be a 
E5t; in the Stoic sense? Let us look at these gEtc more carefully. Geometry can 
probably be reclassified either as a form or branch of knowledge, a pursuit, or a 

Tz6xv; in fact, Stobaeus gives "the love of geometry" (?tooysotgezpiav) 
as one of 

his examples of a pursuit; elsewhere we find the geometer offered as an example 
of someone who possess a t6Xvr.o60 This shows us that knowledge, T'vrl, and 
pursuits are closely connected. 

distinguishes FiAt; and axCtc in the same passage (not cited). See Rieth 1933: 120-127 and Elorduy 
1936: 113-116. 

54"What gives rise to such an opinion is not, however, a difference between these terms in virtue of 
differing stability, in Stoic doctrine, but a difference over characters. For they say that tenor [•]tc] can 
be intensified or relaxed, but characters [8tsaOeatc] are not susceptible to intensification or relaxation" 
(Simpl. In. Aristot. Cat. 237.27-31 = SVF 2.393; Long and Sedley 1987: tr. 47S). 

55Cf. Stob. Ed. 2.70.21-71.6 = SVF 3.104, and Diog. Laert. 7.98 = SVF 3.105. 
56See Diog. Laert. 7.127 = SVF 3.536: 'Ap~iCKt 't a6'oa 5T riv C tarati, i vOtt 

ap•TEi•; 
Kit 

KinaKu;X, ov eptnctrrtKjrCov T•ta &pxperc ic4A KatKiL Etq ivva 
hey6vrToW v T tpoKon-ilv rj y&p 

8ivv a(nv if 6pObv civctt 6Xov i~ 
oapsp•,6v, 

oizoc if 6irKatov i &t61Kov, oT 56 tKatt6Tepov o'" 
t6tcc~repov, Kca't t rn'iv E 

iXvov 60ofro;. Diogenes uses the same two examples as Simplicius. Also 
cf. Stob. Ed. 2.91.3-7 (not in SVF). 

57 See Stob. Ed. 2.70.21 = SVF 3.104 and Diog. Laert. 7.98 = SVF 3.105. 
T58A; 4Ev ydp a gsta ac 7TintCrjTOt;Kc KvcarTadcsaO XapacrlpipEOat, r&; 6iK ieI ta6( (t 

CauTCOv 
Evepy•atc,; (Simpl. In. Aristot. Cat. 238.10-12 = SVF 2.393). 

59 Knowledge, for example, is defined as a 6st; in receiving Oavcrao(Ya that cannot be unseated by 
reason (SVF 2.68, 2.93). For geometry, see Anonymi variae collectiones mathematicae in Hultschiana 
Heronis geometricorum et stereometricorum editione 275 = SVF 1.70; for pursuits, Stob. Ed. 
2.73.1-13 = SVF 3.111; for nature, see Diog. Laert. 7.148; SVF 2.1132. 

60 Philo Leg. alleg. 1.56; SVF 3.202; Cic. Acad. prior. 2.22. 
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This leaves us with six examples of 't;: health, expertise, knowledge, pursuits, 
objects with cohesion, and nature. The fact that we find so many different 
things called E4t; is not surprising considering that we have several different 
Stoic descriptions or definitions of ilt;. I am able to discern at least two general 
accounts of Egt;: (a) a physical state that implies variation of degree, and (b) a 

physical state that produces cohesion as the result of the motion of nvseCpa back 
and forth. 

These two definitions overlap in that both describe fluctuation. In (a) the 
fluctuation is in quality, intensity, and time. Thus one can be healthy even though 
one's health may fluctuate between periods of great vitality and general fatigue. 
Pursuits such as a love of horses (4dti•nntia) and a love of music (4tkoLouaot) ) 
can also fluctuate in interest or activity with time. In (b) the fluctuation is a 
continuous and simultaneous flow of nve&cpa back and forth. It is somewhat 

paradoxical that an object's cohesion and stability is based on such a fluctuation 
of internal motion. Nature is a igt; in both of the senses above (one might 
say the same of health as well). For nature is not only characterized by the 
internal two-way motion or fluctuation of nxvcCpa which is responsible for the 
cohesion of the cosmos, it is also periodically fluctuating between states of order 
and disorder, between unity and plurality, and between moist Xdco; and fiery 
CKlnpooat;.61 Thus nature tenses and relaxes, continuously producing cohesion 
in the cosmos and cyclically through time. Hence, these two senses of 't; are 

complementary. 
But how is Tz6vrl or knowledge a t;4? If a'io0rlotc is a form of knowledge 

might this not be the meaning of the Aetius passage? Before we answer this we 
need to distinguish zT6vri and knowledge. First, there are two general senses 
of T'vril that have corresponding definitions. According to Zeno a rzvil is 
aUtrorLa ct K Ka(taTlIXeyov auyyevsuCJLvaoIvo vv stp6; zTt tzho; sciXp•laoov zTiv 
ev t• pi~p62 and a Rt; 

6•OotllttKil.63 
Cleanthes defined T'evrl as t 5 

6)6 

dtvrOt &v6oou.oca.6 Zeno's first sense indicates a collection of information; the 
others suggest a methodical activity. It is this latter sense that is called a &Ntr. 
Likewise, this latter definition brings to mind the definition of nature as a ii6p 
zsXVtKOV 60 8C P6Xiov Ei; ygVEttV.65 

Knowledge is also defined as a &"t;. Knowledge is similar to TXvil in that it 
is a collection of information and also a •i;. Stobaeus identifies four senses of 

knowledge or mntozit : 

sEvat 68& c y TIto5rijVV K•vr1tW'TtV t4xCxv tV Kafi (XitS 
c rTTOOv 6iXb U 6you. ,pcav 

aS 
i Intozilrl orl4otLa ~ xntcrzltv toto6Tomv, otov iC t ov KodLt jiCpo; XoytKj Cv zT 

61The Stoics held that moist, cool substances are the result of loose or relaxed tension, whereas 
fire is nvecta possessing the highest degree of tension. 

62 Olymp. In Plat. Gorg. p. 53 = SVF 1.73. 
63 Schol. in Dionys. Thrac. p. 663.16 = SVF 1.72. 
64Olymp. In Plat. Gorg. p. 53 = SVF 1.490. 
65Gal. Defin. medicae 95 = SVF 2.1133 and Clem. Al. Strom. 5.14 = SVF 2.1134. 
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otou86aip XT 
UpaXOuoTC. 6Xrlv 86 a96o•llrU 

a 6 4nttTcrll v iv XVtKiOv I abUroG EXov bO 
P3P~atov, 

.o 
cxovoUv ait 

cptrac. 
6cxXiv S6 sXtI v a t'vtaot o)v ECKtr•ilV &.Estacaino'rov 

6ib 
X6you, fjv ztvd 4aotv &v T6vpq Kcait 8UVdlgt K'tOOQitt.66 

The sense of knowledge that concerns us here is the last. The other def- 
initions of knowledge do not appear to permit change of degree or inten- 
sity. The final sense of knowledge is a i4t; possessing a receptivity for re- 
ceiving 4avaciatt.67 What does this mean? Receptivity 

(•KTEtKil) 
suggests 

a tendency or a state that promotes the acquisition of something.68 Here 
"4t; comes very close to the idea of 86vIapt;.69 Presumably, calling knowl- 
edge a E•t; suggests that a person who has knowledge has a soul whose ten- 
sional state somehow facilitates the reception of 4avacfiat. Thus knowledge 
is not just a collection of KTaratC iCyt; but also a disposition for receiving Oav- 

This receptivity is also said to rest in the T6vo; and 86votgt;. If our previous 
claim that 86vajtt; signifies the power to exercise the faculty of sense perception 
(in contrast to the activity of the faculty or the faculty itself) we can say that 
a person who has knowledge must also have a certain faculty for knowing (the 
commanding faculty) and that the faculty must have a certain degree of tension 
vt;. In short, knowledge may be a E"t; in so far as it is reducible to a state of 
the commanding faculty of the soul which is characterized by a E"t;-motion and 
which promotes a cognition. 

We now come to the last of the three general meanings of at(oriaot;, an 
assent (ouYKlczrd Eaot). The claim that at'aorlot; is an assent is necessarily true 
if 

xi•Orlaot; 
is also a Kazdarlyt; for the KCaTd~hrlyt; is by definition an assent. 

Before getting to this, it is necessary to make sense of a less Stoic-looking term, 
&vzTirl/yt;. We recall that Aftius states, "the Stoics define a'YaOiiot; thus: 
ao'orlat is an apprehension (&vti'rl bt) or cognition (Kazdt~hrl tq) through 

66"[The Stoics say] scientific knowledge [intaril~tl] is a cognition [K(ardXrlWit;] which is secure 
and unchangeable by reason. It is secondly a system of such 

tti4TICLat, 
like the rational cognition of 

particulars which exists in the virtuous man. It [scientific knowledge here = science] is thirdly a system 
of expert intrTrilait, which has intrinsic stability, just as the virtues do. Fourthly, it is a tenor for the 
reception of impressions which is unchangeable by reason, and consisting, they say, in tension and 
power" (Stob. Ecl. 2.73.16-74.3 = SVF 3.112; Long and Sedley 1987: tr. 41H). 

67This position was held by Herillus according to Diogenes Laertius (7.165). It is likely that 
Chrysippus eventually rejected this view on account of his view that EStc suggests a range or 
degree. 

68This is reminiscent of Democritus' warning that if we associate with bad people a dispositon 
(EC't;) towards wickedness will grow (D.K. fr. B 184). Also see ps.-Pl. Defin. 411c9: 

"Ovtc. 
i9t; 

8talcprCPttl~ hOdItA W. 
69Bonhoffer (1890) holds that the distinctions between 9i5t;, 86vagtc, and 

v~vpyta 
are con- 

trived and are thus of "keinem wissenschaftlichen Werte" (123). I argue that there is an impor- 
tant difference between 86vaQpt; and tas; even though both may eventually refer to the sensory 
apparatus; for a 

86tvatS. 

is what enables the activity, whereas the degree of tension in the 't;c 
promotes the activity. The denotation is probably the same, though the connotation is subtly 
different. 
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the sense-organs." In Diodes' definition of cCaOlcrna preserved by Diogenes 
Laertius there is no mention of 

&vrikrlytgt; 
instead he simply states that the 

term aot'Orloat signifies "the KaTd~h yt; through the senses." The absence of 
the term &vzWXlayt; in Diodes' definition is suspicious. The omission coupled 
with the relative rarity of the term in genuine Stoic fragments should raise 
doubt as to whether the term accurately represents the actual language used in 
the early Stoa. Sextus Empiricus frequently uses the term while talking about 
the Stoics, but again he unflinchingly attributes 

Ka•tz&rlWt; 
to the Presocratics. 

Did the Stoics actually say that aioOrltcq is an 
&vwiXrltit; 

or is this Adtius' 

attempt to assist readers who might be unfamiliar with the more specialized term 
K Iazdt rlyt?70 

The noun &vztknyt; comes from the verb &vrtkap3pdcvo which literally means 
"to receive instead of' or "to grasp something in turn." It can signify any form 
of grasping or reception but often carries the connotation of reciprocity.71 In 
a philosophical context the term came to signify dialectical reciprocity. Plato 
and Xenophon use the noun to signify an objection or rejoinder to something 
asserted.72 Hence, any response to an argument or claim, especially one which 
is critical or polemical, is an avzti'Xlryt.73 The term avztri`myt; does not appear 
in the extant corpus of Aristotle.74 It is, however, used in the writings of 

Theophrastus. In De causis plantarum Theophrastus utilizes the term both to 

signify the roots of fruit trees taking hold (3.6.6) and the activity of a vine clinging 
to a fence (2.18.2). 

At some point the noun vzhrlyXit; began to be used to refer to apprehension or 
awareness. One might suppose that the prefix suggests a reflective consciousness. 
This, however, would be unjustified; the basic meaning of the prefix is simply 

70 The Arabic translator of Atius seems to have been baffled by the term 
•rTdhtX1tl;S. 

Consequently, 
he translated 

K•cTarrlYtC 
with the Arabic term intiba which is an imprint or impression (Daiber: 

Einpritgung), probably assuming the term to be similar in meaning to 
zT6tooc.s; 

see Daiber 1980: 
196-197. The assumption was incorrect: a KCTazdrrlYt is not an imprint or impression but a form of 
assent. 

71The term is also used in a medical context. Thucydides (1.120.2) used the term to signify the 
grasp of a disease on a body. Also see the Hippocratic treatises De natura hominis 2.22.17 and De 
officina medici 9.18. 

72In Plato the noun avriTkrlTt; always refers to an objection or dialectical response: Phd. 87a6, Hp. 
mai. 287a6, Sph. 241b5. The noun is used similarly in Xenophon: Hist. Graec. 3.5.5. The verb, on the 
other hand, is used more loosely to signify the act of grasping or laying hold of any physical object 
(La. 183e2-184al, Prt. 317d8, 335d1, Ti. 44e4), to object to a claim (Phd. 84c7, Grg. 506a2, Hp. mai. 
287a4-8, Rep. 505al, Tht. 189c11, Sph. 239d1), and in one case to grasp a concept (Sph. 251b6). 

73This is how the term is defined in the Souda: "&vriTkl',t. &vt r to inihkR1t. HXlad-Tov 
'Avrttittzop 8c 6 

'&vtT.atl3pav6setvo." 
The noun never carries the sense of awareness or apprehension 

in the genuine works of Plato (in ps.-Pl. Definitions we find: 65Kvo; uyiil n6vovW 8resia av tXrln~nctK 
6plsii?). LSJ translate 

&vtZXl7qrtt1CK 
as "able to check" for this passage. 

74Although the noun does not appear in Aristotle's corpus, the verb does appear a number of times. 
However, it is always used in the physical sense of recovering something (property, breath) or seizing 
something (the reins of a horse); it does not appear in any discussion of cognition or perception. 
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"over against, opposite, facing."75 This is exactly the sense that we see in 
Plato's usage. An objection opposes or stands over and against the initial 
assertion. The cognitive sense of &vTzitXryt can also be seen as something viewed 
over and against something, especially when viewed from the perspective of a 
representational theory of perception. 

The earliest uses of &vrikrlyt; having the sense of apprehension or a grasp 
of the mind are found in the doxographical accounts of the Stoics and the 

Epicureans.76 This, however, does not imply that the Stoics or Epicureans 
themselves used the term. The texts must be examined individually to determine 
if the term belongs to those who are reporting the theory (later doxographers and 
commentators) or those who held the theory (the early Stoics). I argue that in 
every case, with the possible exception of the text of Adtius under consideration 
(4.8), the term is not used by a Stoic but by the person reporting the theory.77 
Moreover, even if the term is Stoic, its force is neutral, and it simply emphasizes 
the reception of the content of the xvTvraacia. The two final meanings of 

atxoerlat; will show that in so far as it is the reception of the content, acotIcrt? 
has a specific source and very specific epistemic character. 

We are now left with the final two claims: that a'tOrlat; is a KaXdrlWjt; and 
an assent. In English we call both the act of receiving sensory content and the 
acceptance of the content as being about the world as "perception." When then 
the content is not accepted as true or accurate we say that we are hallucinating, 
misperceiving, observing an illusion, etc. For this reason perception is both 
the activity of receiving sensory information and the acceptance which follows. 
Julia Annas sums this up nicely: "In any perception, there will be not only an 
appearance, but some kind of acceptance by the person's mind of the propositional 
content of the appearance."78 This is why the content (whether it makes a claim 
or not) should not be confused with perception. Our perceptions have content 
(both logical and phenomenal) but are not identical with the content. When we 
accept the content as being representative of the world, then we say we perceive 
something. This acceptance is a sort of belief. And likewise, belief (doxa), 
according to the Stoics is a "weak assent." 

If the list of meanings ended here we would have a relatively good match 
for the English term "perception" in a'iorloatc;. However, the final claims make 

a0ioerlztu; too specific in terms of epistemological values and exclusive origin. For 

75 LSJ 1968: 153. 
76LSJ list Aitius' definition as one such instance. 
77The same applies to Epicurus. LSJ list Epicurus fr. 250 (Usener) as the first use of the term 

meaning "grasping with the mind, apprehension." This text is actually Plutarch summarizing Colotes' 
view (Plut. Adv. Col. 5.1109d). The term does not appear in the extant writings of Epicurus. We 
find a similar situation when consulting Bonitz's index of Aristotle. Bonitz lists a single occurrence of 

avri•klXit 
in Aristotle, fr. 202 (Rose). This turns out to be a passage in Simplicius' commentary on 

De caelo where Simplicius is describing Democritus' view. Diels-Kranz list the same passage in their 
index under Democritus. Clearly the term belongs to Simplicius. 

78Annas 1990: 186. 
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atYco0lct; is not only an assent, it is also a KCaTdclh1t; and more specifically, a 

KCazdTr ixt; through the sense-organs (6t' aiaOlTipiou): 

A'ao0eitc, 6E " 
yszta Ktard roTbo ET otKobc ... f ISt' itzlov KGttlXTlNJt.79 

Oi IEotKol 6piPovtrat oijrzo Tlv cO•crlo tv &a0iaelloC" ortnv &vt('Xi~ut St' a•l(To0T1piou 7 KCTQ(X'1Jgt.80 

Oi 
E•TCOKO' 

7t i 
GCTvCtV 

cC(I tV VCtt 1V UyKtct&0CtGtV K0 KarcT llWtV.81 

Quod autem erat sensu comprensum, id ipsum sensum appellabat.82 

Oi ZTotKot %t C g~ V 
ctaiOtirct. 

Qc 10yc, t&zc 
v 8f 4ctv•tat&)v rk gEv titcici, k 8 6, 

wfu6Ci. 83 

This final use of aOirot; is therefore more strict or narrow than the meaning 
of "perception" in English, which may or may not suggest epistemic success in 
relation to the perceptual content. An aYaOirot; is a Kazdtkrlt; received through 
the sense-organs and Kcazdch~tWti is an assent to a XCata7Trl7tK'l 

(vzaoia 
.84 

While it is true that properly speaking assent is to the proposition, one cannot 

legitimately isolate the 4avzaCia from the proposition or XFKz6v. The proposition 
subsists with the tavzacia, not with the mind. Subsistence is not the same thing 
as causal production. The ctvraota does not produce the proposition in the 
mind; the proposition is an incorporeal feature of the 4avzaaioa. Therefore, the 
Stoics can freely speak of assenting to a 4avzaoia since the propositional content 
of the 4avzaoia is an inseparable feature of it. In short, it is the logical structure 
of the physical impression. Thus the two claims, that a'oe0qot; is an assent and 
the claim that ccrOicrot; is a 

K•ttcdyq•t; are, in fact, saying the same thing. 
Does this mean that the terms alt'CoeotS and KaticclqWtrj, then, are synony- 

mous? No. An ao 0ioaot; is a species of KwTadXlWtc.. Thus every alaloqat; (in so 
far as we are refering to our third class of meaning) is a 

KozXTCr1Wt; 
but not every 

catdqnWt; is an aot'c0ict;. They differ in scope. Both are assents but caio0aot; 
is an assent to a more restricted class ofoavtoaatfct. lDavraoiat can be classified 

79Diog. Laert. 7.52 = SVF 2.71. 
80Aetius 4.8.1 = SVF 2.850. 
81 Atius 4.8.12 = SVF 2.72. 
82 Cic. Acad. post. 1.41 = SVF 1.60. 
83 Adtius 4.9.4 = SVF 2.78. 
84Baron Reed in an article attempting to show that Chrysippus and the later Stoics subscribed 

to a form of direct perceptual realism argued that one does not assent to a catvtcafia but to the 
propositional content or X•ecr6v subsisting with a rational xvtraaifa. This is important to his 
argument for if one assents to the 4xxvzTaoa itself as an intermediate object of perception, the direct 
realism option is undermined. He therefore argues that the texts which explicitly state that assent is 
to the #avTatafc are simply cases of "loose talk." He states (2002: 168-169): "So, rather than saying 
the impression has the content to which the mind must then assent, we may say that the mind has the 
content in thought directly. The impression is now characterized as no more than a part of the causal 
process involved in perception; it enables the mind to have a content (i.e., to entertain a proposition), 
but it does not, in the strictest sense, have the content itself." 
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in a number of different ways. One way is to distinguish them according to their 
source. Diogenes Laertius states: 

TOwV & <avTMuOV KT7' uvTOttv ( gV KiG-tV Xoitv c lo 01fttXK 6, 0 16' 
Oi. ot0Ti•tK01t v i 6t8t 

aiaor0lTrlpou i~ aio0rllTpi•yv hXcP4av6istvoat, OUK ciao0rlttKal8i 6 6i xit TS ;8tavofaq, 
KlOdU7Cp iOWv oCTaI0d(TOV K0i 0Tv T •i•ov 0 T1 v •6y7( qaClpvo7 vov. & iv I•i Yi On•t2t 

K 
<ai gcv> 

• i•v 
b inrapX6vTov tEdt s EtS(OC Kt 

oaUvyKt•t0•Xc (o•; yivovotat.85 
The claim that not all 4avtaofat are sensory or come through the senses does 

not mean that the non-sensory cavztaiat are independent of the senses. Rather 
they are not directly produced by the senses. Diogenes Laertius also says that 
some of these sensory Xavzaoiat come from an existing object with yielding and 
assent. This tells us that not all sensory Oavatoiat will succeed in the production 
of a'io arlOtq. 

If we classify 4avTaFi'at not according to their source but according to their 
epistemological value we get a different division of 0avztaaoit. Davzaoiatt 
can also be classified as KataX n17rtrzt K or 

non-K,:at(za rltnt l. A 
Ka•attrlnXftul 

Oavztaia, according to Sextus, has four characteristics: (1) it must be from an 
existing object; (2) it is in accordance with the existing object; (3) it must be well 
stamped or imprinted; (4) it must not be from a non-existent object.86 An assent 
to such a Oavraaia constitutes a Kc'tdclUNyt;. Thus an a'iolotq is an assent to 
a 4~vzacciat that is both ailoOrlztali (origin) and KaatX•rtnTtKi (epistemological 
status). Only in this way can we make sense of the claim that all aioeilost; are 
true. 

By understanding a'io0laot; in this narrower sense we can avoid the problem 
which Rist (1969: 135) wrestled with: 

At this point in the theory we are up against a terminological difficulty. On the one hand 
there are texts which say that all aiaOilost; are true; on the other hand we have texts 
which say that every co0-lot; is an assent and an act of recognition (rKard~hXl tQ). If 
every a'io0lot; is an assent, it would follow that, if cl'(oliot; means "perception," every 
assent and recognition in the sphere of perception must also be "true"--which would go far 
towards making everyone incapable of being mistaken about perception. That is obviously 
un-Stoic. 

It is only obviously un-Stoic if we ignore how the Stoics define 
•a•a0lotq 

and 
if we fail to distinguish a'ioioat; from the 

aWvz•tia. 
I argue that the claims 

which trouble Rist are in fact both true and perfectly consistent. All aioe~lact? 
are true since aYao0rlo ; is defined as a KaztdtX•h •t; through the senses and since 

85"According to them among tavraotat some are sensory and some not. Sensory are those which 
we receive through a sense-organ or sense-organs, but non-sensory are those which we receive through 
the mind, for example those of incorporeals and of the other things received by reason. Among sensory 
*avraaiat, some are produced from real things with yielding and assent" (Diog. Laert. 7.51 = SVF 
2.61) 

86 Sext. Emp. Math. 9.182-183 (= SVF 2.97) 
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all KcataX'iwigt are necessarily true.87 The problem is not so much with the 
Stoics, but with our attempt to map the English term "perception" onto Stoic 

epistemology. 
The confusion also arises when we conflate a'aOeroat; as an activity producing 

the •avraaia (which may or may not be epistemically successful), and 
ai'a9ott; as a KazdtXrlyt; or veridical assent produced by means of the senses. As an 

activity, a'ololnat; 
refers to any event in which information is transmitted by 

means of the sensory apparatus producing the propositional phenomenon of the 

Xavrtaia . Thus aCaOrlat; as an activity can produce misperceptions. However, 
as an epistemological apprehension the Stoics use the term ax'aOiiat; far more 

discriminately, emphasizing the origin and success. A'kiOrlat; in this sense is 
reserved specifically for the successful apprehension of the sense-object through 
the sensory apparatus. Thus ca'aOrlat; is not the proper term for general sensory 
experience or sensation as Barnouw suggests. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The basic assumption of this article is that careful work in the history of 

philosophy requires a clear grasp of the range and use of technical vocabulary. In 
cases in which significant terms are used in various ways, a knowledge of the scope 
and lexical range of the term is important and thereby can contribute to important 
philosophical debates. In this article I have argued that there are at least eight 
meanings or senses of the term ctaOeqat; and that these can be categorized under 
three general senses: the sensory apparatus, the activity producing the 4avTaaia, 
and the culminating successful apprehension (KlTdt&XrlWg) of and assent to a 

specific kind of avzTaCia. All three of these meanings can be found in both the 
definitions of Diodes and A&tius. 

In addition to sorting out the meanings of the term cdaO0rlatY;, I have also 
shown what a'i'aOloat; is not. It is not a generic perceptual experience or sensation; 
indeed, the qualia or experiential aspect of perception is notably absent in the 
Stoic definitions. Furthermore, by analysing the multivocity ofalt'arjoat; we have 
seen more clearly the precise role of the 4avraoaX in the act of perception. It 
was shown that aWtvzaia is not "perception" but the content of perception. The 

a'laOioat; frames perceptual experience and content. It represents the apparatus 
that receives and transmits perceptual information including its structure and 

readiness; it refers to the activity of this apparatus including the transmission of 

sensory information, the formation of the TxvzToacta, and the assent or acceptance 
of the oavzaoia as being representative of the world; finally, the oCaOrlat; has 
a normative sense limiting the assent to the veridical czaTarltztKlcl avWzacia 

87The other two general meanings of ado0rlaO ;, the apparatus of perception and the activity, are 

appropriate to the claim regarding the truth-value of aYoarlaO t. Some argue that Oavraatc t are also 

not applicable to the claims of true and false; however, 4avaialat may be representational of an object 
or not and this is one of the meanings of "true" (&.1ri(;). 
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produced by means of the senses. In this waywe can understand how all aitoeilact; 
are true. In closing, it should now be clear that the term aIota0iat; is far from 

being simple or unimportant. It is a central term in Stoic epistemology. Hence 
it looks as though the neglected and spurned epistemological sister of ~avzwaota 
should have been asked to dance long ago. 
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