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Do Animals Have Freewill? Epicurus, On Nature,
Book XXV, 20 B and 20 j Long-Sedley*

The limited purpose of this paper is to discuss and, I hope, to
correct the admitted interpretation of two fragments of Epicurus’ On
Nature concerning the freewill problem. These fragments were used
to argue that Epicurus regarded some animals as being in possession
of freewill and as being able to establish some sort of social compact
with a man. The passages in question are a part of Epicurus’ polemics
with a deterministic explanation of human behaviour (perhaps, with
one of the Democriteans) in the 25th book of On Nature, preserved in
Herculaneum papyri.! We are obliged to David Sedley’s excellent.
edition and his illuminating commentary for the reconstruction of
Epicurus’ thoughts about t& anoyeyevvnuéva, the acquired constant
psychological dispositions which are connected with the rearrange-
ments of atomic configurations but not identical with them.2 Epicurus
argues in this book that these psychological features are acquired by
man’s own will and form some sort of man’s self in contrast to his
innate atomic constitution. It is these &moyeyevvnuéva that are
responsible for man’s actions and emotions, and so they establish
man’s relative independence from his original atomic make-up and
external influences.

Pamele M. Huby was the first, it seems, to suggest on account of
Arr.2 34.25.31-34 (=20 j LS) that Epicurus regarded not only men,

It is my pleasant task to thank M.F. Burnyeat and D.N. Sedley, who were so
kind as to help me in obtaining the publications indispensable for the work,
part of which is here presented. I am also grateful to Myles Burnyeat for
improving my English and to Dmitri Panchenko for his generous help.

! The number of the book has been established by Simon Laursen, “Epicurus On
Nature Book 25", CErc 17 (1987) 77 f. [non vidi), see Id., “Epicurus On Nature
XXV (Long-Sedley 20 B, C and j)”, CErc 18 (1988) 7-18 (cited below as
Laursen). The book was known previously as “liber incertus” in both editions
of Epicurus’ remains by G. Arrighetti ([31] Arr.! = [34] Arr.2; only the first
edition was available to me).

2 D. Sedley, “Epicurus Refutation of Determinism” in Syzetesis. Studi sull’
epicureismo greco e romano offerti a Marcello Gigante (Napoli 1983) 11-51 (cited
below as Sedley); see also the Greek text of the fragments in question, their
translation and commentary in A.A. Long, D.N. Sedley, The Hellenistic
Philosophers 1-2 (Cambridge 1987): Section 20 (cited below as LS). The
previous editions of these particular fragments by T. Gomperz, C. Diano,
G. Arrighetti and H.J. Mette are now superseded by Sedley’s publications. A
new edition of the whole book by S. Laursen is expected.
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but also some animals, namely tame ones, as being in possession of
freewill.? The text in LS differs slightly from that used by Huby and
runs as follows:4

v Sé vdm] BaSLCT{L] 3 thv Eavtod o1 a[t]'nav elg 10 Spolov TT]
€] apxfic ovoltajoer padAn obon, &t H@ALOV ethe xamgopev &v
VouenTTIK® pévrol paidov tpérafi] xai ody donep ta dypra TdV
Cmmv [x]a[e]atpopev pév opolmg adtd Té anoyeyewnpéva [x]ou
vl obortaowv eig Ev s cupnkxoweg, od pnv obte 1H
vovBe[tTitik® 1tpéme xai Enavopbwdilk® obte 1@ anidg
afvriroUninik® ypodueda.

It is evident that Epicurus contrasts here, on the one hand, some
beings,5 whom, if due to themselves they acquire a condition
homogenous with their initial bad (atomic) constitution, we blame
even more,® but do this by way of admonition, and on the other hand,
wild animals, towards which we use neither admonition, nor
correction, nor retribution. The treatment of wild animals is not
certain, but I think that by the words xa6aipopev..copniéxovieg
Epicurus means that we do not divide theoretically the acquired
psychological dispositions of these animals and the state of their
atomic constitution. If we want to influence these beings we must
remove (xa8aipopev)’ the undesirable dispositions by rearranging the

3 P.M. Huby, “The Epicureans, Animals and Freewill”, Apeiron 3/1 (1969) 17-19
(cited below as Huby).

4 1 use also the precisions made by Laursen (17) in the course of a new study of
papyrus.

5 It is also possible that the objects of our punishment are t& &noyeyevvruéva,
the acquired psychological reactions which here, as in some other fragments,
serve as the equivalent of man himself, as an autonomous being, see the
beginning of the [31.25, 1-9] Arr!, not reedited by D. Sedley and S. Laursen (the
text here is unreliable, see Laursen, 16 f.): “Although t0 &royeyevvnuévov has
the same [structure, as the atoms underlying it] we do not deprive t&
axoyeyevvnuéva  of their responsibility, but connecting together <o
axoyeyevvnpévov and the atomic structure, in some cases we remove [them
both] and in others do not consider this necessary” (I read t5 pév xa8aipopev
following Gomperz). And in the next sentence it is said that if we deprive the o
axoyeyevvnuévov of responsibility this means we attribute the responsibility to
the original atomic constitution. But this is impossible, for & &nroyeyevvnuévov
contributes to the formation (?) of an atomic arrangement different from the
primary one (?).

6§ The words &rm p@Adov imply, as it seems, that the higher grade of our
indignation against the guilty beings proves the higher grade of their
responsibility (perhaps, also the necessity of stronger means for their
correction).

7 Most of previous interpretations take xaBaipopev as “exonerate” (LSJ s.v.
gives an unparalleled “explain an action™), but I see no reason to abandon the
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atoms, which underlie them. I think that Epicurus has in view the
taming of wild animals, and by removing he means some treatment
both physical (hunger and blows, for example) and psychological (e.g.
rewards and frightening), which somehow influences the state of the
soul's atoms and only through them the behaviour of animals.? In
any case, it is evident, that we cannot use the modes of treatment that
suggest responsibility (avmmointixdg tpbémog, retribution) and
possibility for change itself in accordance with rational influence
(vovBetntikdg xai énavopBytikdg tpénog, admonition and correc-
tion).?

Huby, who used a slighty different text, based on readings of C.
Diano, adopted by G. Arrighetti, made the penetrating judgement

usual meaning of xaBaipw “to remove”. Laursen, 17 translates it as “rinse”, but
I am not sure that I understand his overall explanation of the fragment.

8 1 have in mind the contrast in Hermarchus’ account of ancient legislators
(Porph. De abstin. 1.8.2-3 BoufTartigue-Patillon = 22M3-4 LS) between rational
admonition showing utility of right behaviour, and frightening by punishment
those who cannot recognize this utility. Here we have some sort of equivalent
of the taming in our passage, but in connection with human behaviour, namely
the education of irrational qualities (Porph. De abstin. 1.9.5 = 22M8 LS):
yap &vénrov g yuxfig mowxidog moudaywynBév fAbev eig v xabeotdoav
THepdTNTa, Tpooun avouévay éni tfig dAéyov @opls ¢mbBupiag TiBacedpata
t@v €& dpyfig t& xAN8n Siaxoouncéveov. Contrary to J.Bouffartigue and A A.
Long-D.N. Sedley I understand td &véntov tfig wuyfig as &vowa tfig wuxfig, not
as the soul’s irrational part, for Epicurean psychology regards both thoughts
and affects as states of the rational part of soul, €0 Aoyucdv.

9 Sediey (24 note 18) has another interpretation. He translates: “We sometimes
vilify it [sc. a self-determining animal] all the more, but more in an admonitory
way - and not in the way in which we exonerate those animals which are wild by
conflating their developments and their make-up alike into a single thing...” He
may be right in supposing that we only excuse the wild animals, but see the note
7 for the meaning of xaBaipw. It seems further that ob pfv xtA. implies some
form of restrictive treatment and not only a theoretical attitude. Moreover it
would be quite unusual to characterize such an attitude as a common one, as
the form of statement presupposes. Laursen’s suggestion (17), that comparison
with wild animals must be applied to the behaviour of those who punish, not to
those who are punished, must be definitely rejected; for here Epicurus opposes
two modes of verbal influence (xaxifw) and animals apparently cannot blame
other. Laursen's suggestion on syntax is equally unconvincing. His translation
implies a negation before vouBerntik@d:, which is absent in Greek text. As a
result, Laursen identifies xaxilopev and xabaipopev, while Epicurus connects
the vouBetnrixdg tpdxog with the former action and denies its connection with
the latter one. Besides, I do not understand his doubts concerning “the relation
of pévror, pév and od pAv.” It is next to certain that pévror introduces the
specification to xaxifopev (we blame, but do it in a mode of admonition), and
ob pnv both confirmation and specification to xa8aipopev (we do remove, but
not in the way of admonition). For pév..ob pfv see J. Denniston, The Greek
Particles (Oxford? 1954) 339 note 1.
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that it is acquired reactions (t& é&noyeyevvmuéva), where Epicurus
“finds the seat of freewill” and although she hesitated how precisely
to understand the passage, she quite rightly concluded that according
to Epicurus “wild animals do not have freewill”.

It was the next step in Huby’s reasoning that I find erroneus. She
compared the fragment with the famous Lucretian passage about the
clinamen (2. 251-293). Here the horses who get the command to run
from their cells “cannot burst forth so suddenly as the mind itself
craves” (nonne vides...non posse tamen prorumpere equorum / vim
cupidam tam de subito quam mens avet ipsa, 263-265, W.H.D.
Rouse’s translation revised by M.F. Smith in the Loeb edition). The
sense of the passage is the following: the slight delay in the horses’
forward motion suggests that they possess some sort of internal
volition which is recognizable by the fact that “when we move
forwards impelled by a blow from the strength and mighty effort of
another there is no delay, and we can only after that try to resist this
compulsion (272-276)”. It is not necessary to discuss here the
complicated problem of how precisely Lucretius could connect this
internal volition which exists obviously both in men and in horses
with the spontaneous swerving of atoms from their movement which
appears “at no fixed place and at no fixed time” (293). It is enough
for our purpose that the clinamen, according to Lucretius, makes
possible the voluntary movement in opposition to the forced one in
men and at least some animals.!?

Now, back to Huby’s proposal. She sees the relationship between
Epicurus’ fragment and Lucretius’ passage about horses as follows:
the two can be reconciled if we admit that tame animals have freewill
(Lucretius’ point) and wild animals do not (Epicurus’ one). It is
necessary, I am afraid, to appraise this suggestion as ingenious, but
improbable. It is only the ambiguity of such a word as freewill that
makes this idea at first sight plausible. Could Lucretius indeed mean

19 Note that the horses’ movement in the example Lucretius has chosen takes
place due to man’s command and not their own will, and, at the same time,
Lucretius regards this as a volition of the horses’ mind (265). It is evident that
what is argued for here is not the independence of volition from the command
or some other psychic influence, but only freedom from purely physical
compulsion. (Cf. Ph. Mitsis, Epicurus” Ethical Theory: The Pleasures of
Invulnerability [Ithaca-London 1988] 141-2 note 30; J. Annas, Hellenistic
Philosophy of Mind [Berkeley, Los Angeles 1992] 134). I do not want to say
definitely that the swerve makes possible only this rather low level of volition’s
freedom. For a recent discussion of the problem, which has provoked great
interest in the last few years, see R.W. Sharples, “Epicurus, Carneades and the
atomic swerve”, BICS 38 (1991-1993) 174-190.
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that lions and tigers contrary to horses always act under compulsion,
“impelled by a blow from the strength and mighty effort of another”?
Is not it far more probable that the horses’ case is only an example
that makes evident the internal volition common to all animate
beings? On the other hand I see in Lucretius no indications to
conclude what kind of animals we can blame in way of admonition
and correction and what kind we cannot, which is crucial for our
interpretation of Epicurus’ fragment. So it seems certain, that the
prima facie decision Huby rejected, namely that there is simply no
connection between Epiciurus’ and Lucretius’ passages, was really the
right one.!!

Huby supposes that Aristotle’s position was different from the one
she attributes to Epicurus. She refers to EE II. 6. 1222 b 18-22, where
it is said that man alone among all the animals is a principle of an
action (6 ¥ &vBponog xal mphEedv Tvdv éotiv dpyf poévov Tdv
Cdwv) and rightly explains that Aristotle has in mind the possibility of
being praised and blamed, which demonstrates man’s responsibility
for his actions (see 1223 a 9-15). She supposes that Epicurus’ position
was more generous in respect to the appraisal of animals’ freewill and
responsibility, but it is difficult to see any difference. As we have seen,
from Lucr. 2. 250-276 the conclusion that some animals can be
praised and blamed cannot be drawn. And from the treatment of wild
animals in Epicurus [34.25] Arr.2 it does not follow that another way
of treating tame ones presupposes freewill in the latter. On the other
hand, it is obvious that Aristotle did not want to deprive animals of
free volition totally. We need only compare Lucr. 2 250 f. not with
the adduced passage of the Eudemian Ethics but with the famous
Aristotelian distinction between actions due to or without physical
compulsion in EN III. 1. 1110 a 1-4, where the first are characterized
as voluntary (éxobora) and the second as involuntary (&xodbora).!2 It
is certain that Aristotle has in view here the same distinction that
Lucretius does in 2. 250 ff. But we have clear testimonies that
Aristotle regarded animals (all animals just as Lucretius did on the
view I am defending) as beings capable of voluntary action, in the
sense that they can act due to some sort of internal volition in
opposition to actions under external physical compulsion. See EN III.
4. 1111 b 7 fY, where it is said that “voluntary” (éxobowov) is used in a

11 Also Sedley (24 note 18) and Annas (134f.) following Huby find in the passage a
contrast between wild and tame animals, although Annas rightly negates any
connection with Lucretius’ passage about the clinamen and horses.

12 Aokel 8¢ dxobowx elvan & Pig f 1 &yvorav yiyvopeva. Blawov 8¢ od 1) &px
£ wlev, tolahtn odoa &v §j undev cupBdiietar & mpdttov f & ndoywv, otov el
rvedpo kopioar xot fi &vBpwnor kOplot Svreg.
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wider sense than “choice” (npoaipeoic) and that “children and
animals participate in voluntary actions, but not in free choice”.!3 See
also 3. 1111 a 24-26: the acts which we perform due to anger or
passion, must be regarded as voluntary (éxotoiov), otherwise both
animals and children will be found devoid of voluntary action.!4 It is
evident that the passage of EE must be interpreted in the sense that
only a mature man is capable of free choice, that is he, due to his
possession of reason, has the freedom to deliberate, to weight up the
different considerations relevant to his decision and to choose one of
many possible decisions according to his trained character and his
experience of life. As such he is responsible for his action and can be,
consequently, praised and blamed. On the other hand, children and
animals, although able to act due to their internal volition, act
immediately or almost immediately under the influence of a stimulus
or the strongest of several stimuli, due to the desire that is provoked
by an external object.!s I see no reason to doubt that Lucretius’
position on animals’ freewill and responsibility (and, I believe,
Epicurus’ as well) was the same as Aristotle’s .

Now let us pass to the Epicurus fragment [34.21] Arr.2=20 B LS
which is crucial one for our discussion.!6

noAAa 8¢ tdvée xai TdVe phoV €xovta anepyootikd yiveoBar S
Eavtd ob yiveton &nelpyactikd, oV Sux THV adTAV aitiav tdV e
atép@v Kol EavTdv. olg 81 kol PEALoTo paXGHEda KOl EMLTIL@pLEV
[HuooDvreg xata TV 2§ dpyfig [tajpayddn gdowv Exovta kaf8&inep
eni @V naviov {hov. 0dsev yap adtolg cuvipynkev eic évia épya
TE Kol PEYEDM Epyov kol Sabéoewov N TOV &tdpev @dolg, &AL
abtd Ta dnoyeyevvnpéva tHv ndoolv fi] v mAelotnv xéx{tnton]
aitiov T®VEE Hivov..

Sedley’s translation: “But many naturally capable of achieving
these and those results fail to achieve them, because of themselves,

13 Tod pév yd&p éxovoiov xal maideg kol t& &Ala {Pa xorvovet, npoarpéocwg &
4
od.

14 "lowg yap od xakdg Aéyetar dxoborx elvar T Sk Gupdv fi &’ émBupiav.
NMprov pév yap obdev En tdv &Adov {Pov éxovaing npbEel, 008’ oi noideg.

15 Compare e.g. the passage of EN (VI. 2. 11392 18-26) to which F. Dirlmeier
refers at EE 1222b 18ff. (Aristoteles, Eudemische Ethik tbersetzt und kommentiert
von F. Dirlmeier, Berlin® 1979, 267 ad loc.). Aristotle, of course, did not exclude
the partial responsibility of children, and he regarded them as especially liable
to praise and blame, reward and punishment, but presumably in the first place
with a view to correcting them and not in a mode of retribution that
presupposes full responsibility, see e.g. EN 1. 2. 1104b 11-13, 16-18.

16 T use the text edited in Sedley, 36f. and then in LS 20 B, see also corrections by
Laursen, 7-8, which are of no importance as concerns these particular lines.
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not because of one and the same responsibility of the atoms and
themselves. And with these we especially do battle and rebuke them,
hating them for a disposition which follows their disordered
congenital nature as we do with the whole range of animals. For the
nature of their atoms has contributed nothing to some of their
behaviours, and degrees of behaviour and attitude, but it is their
developments which themselves possess all or most of the
responsibility for certain things”.

I totally agree with Sedley’s interpretation that Epicurus defends
here the freedom of some “self-determining beings”, as Sedley
designates them, specifically the freedom of their actions and
emotions from the influence of their initial atomic constitution.!? It is
not clear who are precisely the neuter subjects of od yivetau at the
beginning of the fragment, who are at the same time the object of our
“doing battle and rebuking” in the next sentence. Sedley himself
supposes that the neuter subjects are unqualified t& {®a, but taken in
a sense of “self-determining animals”, who are contrasted with wild
ones. | think it is not impossible but I find it equally probable that the
subject is t& anoyeyevvnuéva, that is, as Sedley understands this
term, acquired psychic characteristics, which play the roles of subjects
and objects of actions in some of Epicurus’ fragments.!8

The interpretation of the neuter subjects as t& &noyeyevvnuéva
makes the passage sound somewhat awkward, for Epicurus describes
them as @bowv &yovta (as Myles Burnyeat has pointed to me).
Perhaps the unusual turn of phrase can be explained by the fact that
these dispositions, which Epicurus mentions both in statu

17 Compare for both thought and terminology Diog. Oen. Fr. 111 Smith (obx %
plo1g, pia ye odoa thv méviov, edyevelg A Svoyevelg éroinoev, &AL’ ai
xp&Eerg xai Siabéoerg), which in view of the Epicurus’ fragment turns out to be
more in accordance with the school tradition than was previously thought,
although Diogenes simplifies the point.

18 See e.g. the beginning of [31.25] Arr.1=[34.2] Arr.2 (above, note 5). Both G.
Arrighetti (Epicuro!, 332) and S. Laursen (8) understand the subject as <&
axoyeyevvnpéva, the first taking it as “attegiamenti e moti dell’ anima” and the
second as strictly material changes in atomic structure caused by external
influences (see Laursen, 10-12 for his objections to Sedley’s understanding of
the word, which, as it seems to me, have no decisive force). For my
interpretation of these unnamed subjects I can refer to their being characterized
as arepyacticd tdvde xal tdvde, which implies a standing disposition that
expresses itself in some regular mode of behaviour, i.e. some sort of equivalent
of Aristotle’s 81 (compare for the idea EN I1. 2. 1104 a 27 fI.). Annas, 131 also
takes the anonymous subject as t& &moyeyevvnpuévo and her position on this
term is somewhat intermediate between Sedley and Laursen: the developments
are atomic but their structure depends in some grade on man.



132 ~ Alexander Verlinsky

nascendi (& &noyevvbpeva) and in their complete form (zx
anoyeyevvnuéva), are considered as identical with man’s responsible
self. Note that t& é&moyeyevwnpuéva are subsequently called

responsible for the actions here mentioned (kéxtnton aitiav tdVEE
TLVOV),

Whatever interpretation of these unnamed beings or things is
correct, Sedley certainly is right that struggle and blame here imply
responsibility in the objects of these actions. But the crucial point is
the meaning of “hating” (uoo09vtec) and the sense of the comparison
(xa8bnep éni 1OV "évrov {Hov).

Sedley supposes that piogodvteg xabénep énl tdv méviov {pHov
means ko8&nep proodpev 1& névta {ha. He suggests that Epicurus’
words imply a contrast between battle and rebuke, on the one hand,
and hatred on the other. We battle with and rebuke the beings in
question and this is an attitude which is possible only against “self-
determining” beings, i.c. against men and tame animals, as Sedley
proposes. And simultaneously we hate these beings, as we hate any
(wicked) animal who follows its dangerous initial state. This second
attitude or aspect of an attitude is thus something universal. It applies
both to those who are responsible for their faults and to those who
are predetermined in their behaviour.!s

Even if we admit this interpretation of the sense of passage, we can
still assume that Epicurus contrasts men and animals as a whole
because the identification of those who are blamed and hated is so
doubtful. For although the phrase could mean “hating them as we
hate any animal”, as Sedley supposes, it does not follow yet that
Epicurus distinguishes two kinds of animals, tame and wild ones. The
arguments founded on 20 j LS and other passages have no
cumulative force, for, as we have seen, nowhere does Epicurus
unambiguously contrast wild and tame animals with reference to
their possession of responsibility.

Moreover, Sedley’s interpretation runs into the following
difficulties:

First, it is difficult to find here any hint of a contrast between
paxopedo xai émtipdpev, on the one hand, and picodveg, on the
other, so as to conclude that we rebuke only one category of animals
and hate all wicked animals. Hatred is clearly the additional detail in

19 See explications in LS 2, 113: “We hate wickedness in any animal, but we do not
blame wild animals, since we regard their eventual development as already built
into their congenital nature. E.g. we hate, but do not blame, sharks for eating
people”. In support of this understanding LS cite Galen. Quod animi mores, p.
73.3 - 74.13 and Manilius 4.106-108.
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the same course of actions as is expressed by érinipdpev; the word
intensifies the force of the actions (see also péAiota) but does not
introduce something qualitatively new.

According to Sedley, hatred is directed at both responsible and
non responsible animals. But if we combine this with the linguistic
point just made, that piooBvreg continues the same course of actions,
we get a ruinous result that the first two actions must also be directed
at both types of animals: Epicurus’ all argument is spoiled. It is even
more ruinous because those who are hated follow their innate
constitution. For Epicurus obviously wants to argue that blame
testifies to the freewill and responsibility of those who are blamed.
And the hatred has to serve, as the continuation of the fragment
shows, if not as proof of the same thesis, then at least as evidence not
incompatible with it.

It is necessary to add that in the Epicurean tradition hatred as well
as anger towards animals, as beings who behave involuntarily was
considered as an irrational affect. 20 Such hatred could hardly be
approved or adduced as an example demonstrating some latent truth
in crowd behaviour. Nor can the examples from other non-epicurean
authors adduced by Sedley where hatred is presented as the normal
attitude toward all wicked animals be appropriate in our context. For
the authors cited cvidently intend to show that the absence of
responsibility, both in some men and in all wicked animals does not
deny our right to hate and, consequently, to punish them. I should
like to remind the reader that in our passage hatred is an attitude
towards both responsible and irresponsible beings. Hatred here is
surely not appropriate as the tertium comparationis between “self-
determining” men and tame animals on the one hand, and wild
animals on the other.?!

20 See Philod. De ira, col. 46. 30-40 Wilke, where Philodemus refers to the opinion
of the school’s xa@ryepdveg for the thesis that gratitude as well as anger should
not be directed towards those who act without free choice, &rpoatpétwg. More
specifically, Philodemus (col. 17-18) regards hatred of flies and gnats, and even
of dogs and children as unreasonable and in col. 33. 28 he approves the opinion
of Stoic Antipater of Tarsus that wicked animals should be killed without
anger. Anger, as well as hatred, are justified within certain limits and under
rational control and only with reference to those who are responsible for their
actions, see col. 40. 29-33; 41.35-42. 3 et al. [G. Indelli's new edition was not
available to me: Filodemo, L’ra. Ediz., trad. e comm. a.c. di G. Indelli (Napoli
1988) = La scuola di Epicuro 5] For the material on the topic of “hatred” see
J. Procope, “HaB”, in RAC XII (1985) 678-714.

21 [ by no means deny that the punishment of tame animals could be considered
by somebody to presuppose the animals’ capacity of being corrected or even
correcting themselves, see e.g. Plut. De soll. an. 961 d where from the fact that _




134 Alexander Verlinsky

The most important of passages cited by Sedley is Gal. Quod an. mor. 11
(Galeni opera minora 2, rec. 1. Miller, p. 73.3-74.21). Here Galen justifies
our right to punish by utilitarian considerations, viz. the necessity of defence
against wicked humans, and on the other hand, the preferability of death
for those who are desperately depraved. Galen expressis verbis declines to
discuss the question how far the punished are responsible for their
wickedness (see esp. p. 74.8-21). It is in this context that he defends our right
to hate and kill wicked men, even if they are not responsible for their innate
temperament, as well as our right to kill dangerous wild animals, which are
also not responsible for their innate features. The same theory (of
Poseidonian provenance?) is implied also in the passage of Manilius (4. 106-
108), cited by Sedley. This doctrine has its roots in Protagoras’ reasoning in
Plat. Prot. 323d-324c; 325a-c and in the teaching of Plato himself in his
other works (see T.J. Saunders, “Protagoras and Plato on Punishment”, in
The Sophists and Their Legacy, edited by G.B. Kerferd = Hermes-
Einzelschriften 44, 1981, 129-141). Galen employs here only a part of this
heritage — namely, that related to the punishment of the incurable. It is
evident that the theoretical foundation of Epicurus’ reasoning here is quite
different. He tries, as Aristotle does (NETIL.7.1113 a33-1114a 1; 1114 a
15-31), to justify punishment on the basis of freewill and responsibility, and
regards it as a retribution. Epicurus would agree, however, with Protagoras
(as well as Aristotle would, see NE I. 13. 1102 b 33 ff.) that punishment in
many cases has a prospective purpose of correction: compare Epicurus’
emphasis on émrtyibw and vovBetéw in the fragment we are discussing, as
well as in its continuation (20 B 4 LS) and in 20 C 2 LS, with Protagoras’
use of vovBetéw (Prot. 324 a) and his reasoning at whole in the passages
cited above. The difference is that Epicurus regarded the fact of blame and
admonition as proof that we presuppose freewill in a person we try to
influence, while Protagoras regarded it as evidence of the educability of this
person and did not connect this point with the freewill problem. Cf. also
Diog. Oen. Fr. 54, col. III. 10 ff. Smith where admonition and blame stand
and fall with the existence of freewill (moBevBeiong yop eipappévng
alpeton néoca vovesia xai émuripmolg xal obdE tobg movmpovg [EEectt
Swcaiwg xoA&Lewv]). To sum up, I sec no place for Galen’s hatred of both
dangerous animals and incurable humans in Epicurus’ attitude to those
beings, one part of whom at least is responsibie and can be improved.

Both Huby (19) and Sedley (392 note 38) refer to RS 32 to argue that
Epicurus extends the norms of justice to some animals (Soa v {hav pi

Stoics, as well as all other men, punish their dogs and horses - obviously, as
Plutarch concludes, to correct them - follows a refutation of their doctrine
about the lack of mind in animals (abtol 8¢ wai xbvag Guaptavovtag xai
inrovg koAafovsty, ob Sidt keviig &AL éxi Swppovicud, Aorny 8 &rynSévog
¢umorodveeg adrols, fiv petavolav évopdlopev). But notice that just hatred
against the punished is quite inappropriate for Plutarch’s purposes. It must be
pointed out, besides, that Plutarch adduces the Academic arguments in defense
of animal rationality and his view is quite different from the Epicurean doctrine
which he inter alia opposes.
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£d0vato ovvBikag moletoBan tag Lrép tod pn PAémtelv EAAnia undé
BArGartecBal npdg Tadta ov8Ev fiv Sixaiov obdE &Sikov). But this maxim
proves only, if anything, that Epicurus could use the generic term {@a to
designate the totality of both animals and man. It seems to be more
probable that Epicurus regarded some human beings as incapable of
establishing compacts than that he thought that some compact with
animals, namely the tame ones, is possible. How can we imagine such a
compact where the safety of one side is regularly violated by another? There
is a passage of the ethnographical writer Agatharchides where the compact
between the primitive Ichthyophages and seals is represented. Being a
parody of Epicurean teaching or paradoxical development of it, it has an
unmistakable connection with the Epicurean doctrine. Compare
Agatharchides ap. Phot. Cod. 250, p.450b12-15 Henry (o¥%re adroi [scil.
TxBvopdyo] tdg ehxag oivovtal, o0’ LR’ éxeivav odrtor PAdmrtovan)
with the formulation of the compact in Ratae sententiae 31,33 and 35.
Another detail of Agatharchides narrative (Diod. 3.18.7), mutual mercy
between men and seals in dealing with wives and children, reminds one of
Lucr. 5.1019-1021, the compacts between the first men about the same item.
It shows both how we must imagine a compact between men and animals
and how would find such a compact impossible the far more realistic
Epicurean theory. This impression is corroborated by Hermarchus, who
says that it was not forbidden by ancient legislators to kill an animal when
it was useful for protecting the human community (Porph. De abstin. 1.10.
1). Moreover, he argues against the defenders of vegetarianism that the
slaying and sparing of domesticated animals is a matter for purely
utilitarian considerations and affirms not only our unrestricted right to eat
them, but even insists that tame animals, useful as they are in their present
state, can become harmful due to an increase in their number and so we
must regulate their quantity (Ibid. 11. 3-5). Finally, he denies explicitely that
our relations with animals can be regulated by any mutual compact. He has
in mind harmful animals mainly, but he assumes a lack of rationality in
every animal (ibid. 12. 5-6). True, P.A. Vander Waerdt, “The Epicurean Ge-
nealogy of morals*, TAPA 118 [1988] 99 note 14, who supports Sedley’s
interpretation of our fragment, argues that Hermarchus' denial of compacts
with animals is only a modification of Epicurus’ view under the influence of
the Stoics. But his suggestion stands and falls with Sedley’s understanding
of Epicurus 20 B LS and with the interpretation of RS 32 mentioned above,
neither of which is certain. The Lucretius’ passage (5. 860-877) Vander
Waerdt refers to does not prove that Hermarchus deviated from Epicurean
orthodoxy, for Lucretius does not say that the mutual utility of men and
tame animals is based on a compact.22

So, since I do not know any definite evidence for the contrast
between wild and tame animals in respect to their possession of
freewill in Epicurean tradition, and in view of the difficulties I have

22 See also against Huby's and Sedley’s interpretation of RS 32 Mitsis, 141-2 note
30 and Annas, 136 who take it as excluding all animals from compacts.
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adduced both about the immediate meaning of the fragment and
about its incompatibility with known Epicurean doctrines, I venture
to propose a rather simple decision to solve all these puzzles. All we
need to do is to take xaBbnep kth. as introducing a comparison not
with our own mode of behaviour in the case of animals, but with the
state of those whom we rebuke and hate. The punished are the
responsible beings (I believe, only human ones) or, perhaps, their &
anoyeyevvnuéva, who by their own will follow their disturbed innate
nature,2 and whom we, consequently, fight, blame and even hate.
The state of persons influenced in such a way is compared with one of
the animals, who also follow their innate nature, but do this due to
necessity, for they cannot change themselves. The passage must be
translated as follows: “And with these human beings we especially do
battle and rebuke them and even hate them as those who have a
nature that is in accordance with their initial natural state, as any
animal has”. The same contrast as I suggest seeing here underlies the
discussion of the problem in Lucr. 3. 307 ff. where both the
dangerous sides of innate human temperaments caused by the
predominance of soul atoms of one of three kinds are presented, and
our freedom to neutralize these influences is argued for. And here, as
in our fragment, animals, with the differences of temperament
appropriate to each species, serve both as analogy to man, and as a
contrast. For animals (as Lucretius seems to imply) cannot change
(by themselves, at least) their innate features. We do not know what
kind of failures Epicurus means precisely in our fragment. But the
especially strong reaction (see péiiota and the extraordinary
HiooDvteg) can presuppose an unusual grade of indignation, proving,
perhaps, in Epicurus’ view the great contrast between human abilities
and voluntary abuse of them.24

2 The difficult phrase pisodvteg katd v 88 &pxfig Tapayddn ehowv Exovta (T.
Gomperz: voobvtes; A. Vogliano and G. Arrighetti: évvolveeg; D. Sedley:
Hliloobvteg; S. Laursen: [...Joovvteg) can be construed as follows: Hicodvreg
(scil. =& &royeyevvmuéva) Exovta topox®ddn @bowv xatd v & &pxhyv (scil.
@0ow) ie. “hating them (scil. dispositions) as far as they have the disturbed
nature, which corresponds to their initial one”. Sedley (37 note 48) suggests
construing £xovta (intransitive) xatd..p0owv which seems to be unusual, or
supplying, following C. Diano, ctotaciv after &pyxfic which gives the similar
sense as my suggestion.

24 As far as I know, only Annas, 131 understands the passage in a similar sense:
“These in particular we combat and rebuke...in accordance with their nature,
which is disturbed from the beginning, as is true of all animals.” Annas does not
translate pisodvreg following Laursen, who doubts this reading of papyrus. She
has an ingenious proposal (p. 133) that a disturbed initial state is in
Epicurus’view not something extraordinary but inherent in man’s nature. (It



Do Animals Have Freewill? 137

From a grammatical point of view, the understanding here
proposed seems to be admissable. The use of éni with genitive to
denote the sphere where an action or quality in question exists is
surely as frequent as its employment to denote the object of an action.
True, it would be more appropriate to say e.g. xaf&nep yivetar éni
tév nhvtov {oov to satisfy the sense I suggest, but such an omission
of the predicate is within the limits of the possible, and the verb
implied may quite possibly be one correlating with ovta, not with
proodvreg , as Sedley takes it.2s

But whether this interpretation will be accepted or not, the
arguments adduced in this paper are, I hope, sufficient to prove that
we have to wait for other, more definite evidence to make us believe
that Epicurus regarded some animals as having freewill and
responsibility.26

Alexander Verlinsky
University of St.Petersburg

seems to me that Lucr. 3.307-313 implies the same idea). But Annas mistakenly,
as it seems to me, connects the combating and rebuking directly with the nature
of the beings influenced, not with their responsibility for remaining in their
initial state. Consequently I find erroneus her suggestion that Epicurus has in
view here "abnormal agency".

2 For an omission of predicate in phrases of the type xa8&rep éxi see H. Usener,
Glossarium Epicureum (Roma 1977) 272 s.v. éxi: Ep. Pyth. 86 (p.36. 10 Us.),103
(p-46. 12), 108 (p.50. 10) [Gomperz. Nat.102=20 C 10 LS now has to be
eliminated.] In all these cases &t is used to denote the sphere of action, not its
objects. Neither case is as ambiguous as our one is.

2 Laursen, 8-12 has another interpretation of the fragment. It is rather
complicated and is too closely connected with his general understanding of &
aroyeyevvnuéva, which is different from the one Sedley proposes, to be
discussed here in detail. Reading Laursen’s paper, I could not decide how
precisely he understands the relation of men and animals in this particular
sentence. It seems that he supports Sedley’s understanding that xa8&nep
introduces a comparison with another mode of behaviour of those who punish,
not with state of those who are punished. However, he includes in these actions
not only hatred but reproaches (¢mniudpuev), and, although he does not discuss
the problem, he, probably, has no faith in Sedley’s special class of “self-
determining” tame animals. On the contrary, I am almost sure pace Laursen
that ob3¢v yap adrtolg xtA. is related to the human t& axoyeyevvnuéva not to
the animals’ ones, and that in l. 17 of Laursen’s edition of the fragment we must
supply another negation - e.g. ®évrw{g obS¢ ] d& éul{irtovita... and not
[&AAa 8u4d, as Laursen does (compare 20 C 2 LS).
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B craTthe paccMaTpuBaerca H orBepractes rumoteda I1. Xuiobu u .
CemmH, cornacHo KoTopoil JMHKYpP CYHTAl, 4TO cBoboIo# BOIM, BhIpa-
XKarolleHcs B criocoOGHOCTH MIMEHATh CBOE MOBEJICHHE MO BIMAHHEM I10-
PHIIAHHA H YBEIIEBaHUA, 0018 HaI0T HAPSTY € YeTIOBEKOM TAKXKE JOMAIIHHE
XHBOTHBbIE. B CBA3H ¢ 3THM mpenjiaraercd HOBOE TOJNIKOBAHHME ABYX IMarH-
PYCHBIX (parMeHTOB cOIMHEeHHA JmHkypa “O npupojie”, B KOTOPBIX IMPEX-
Iie BUIIeIM 06cyXAeHHE CBOHCTB JOMAIHHX XHBOTHBIX B ITPOTHBOMOMOX-
HOCTb JHMKMM. [lo MHEHHIC aBTOpa, B TNEPBOM H3 3THMX (parMeHTOB
(34.25.31-34 Arr.2 = 20j Long-Sedley) peqs B JCHCTBHTEINHHOCTH WIET O
BO3JICHCTBHH Ha CO3HAHHE JoJicH MpH MOMOIOM MOPHIIAHMSA, ¢ OJHOH CTO-
POHBI, H O JPECCHPOBKE NMKHX XHBOTHBIX - ¢ Ipyrod. Bo BTopoM ¢par-
MeHTe (34.21 Arr.2 = 20B Long-Sedley) Ommkyp ynomo6iser cocTosHMe
moieH, Mo coBCTBEHHOH BoOJE CIICAYIOUIMX OMACHBIM CBOICTBAM CBOEH
BPOXJICHHOH TMPHPOMIbl, XHBOTHBIM, KOTOPbIE HAXOIATCA B TAKOM XE CO-
CTOSHUH IO HEoOX0oIMMOCTH.



