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City [2008]. While J. occasionally mentions Brennan and Vogt, his arguments are 
primarily aimed at Inwood and do not fully engage with these later, more subtle 
analyses.) Since right reason also describes the nature of Zeus (D.L. 7.88), the 
analysis of rationality is ultimately the correct way to comprehend more fully ‘the 
divine point of view’. Again, I would direct readers to several excellent papers 
on this subject in the edited volume by R. Salles, God and Cosmos in Stoicism 
(2009) [reviewed below].
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This collection contains some important contributions to the study of Stoic cos-
mology and theology. Most of the discussion seems intended for specialists, but 
a few of the papers (particularly those of Salles and Bénatouïl) would be suitable 
for undergraduates who have recently started to study Hellenistic or Roman phi-
losophy. The nine papers are divided into three sections: ‘God, Providence, and 
Fate’; ‘Elements, Cosmogony, and Confl agration’; ‘The Ethics and Religion of Stoic 
Cosmo-Theology’. There is a full index locorum, but the index nominum doubles 
as the index of subjects, so if you want discussions of ‘fi re’ you will have to 
look up, say, ‘Philo Judaeus and fi re’. For the most part the Editor’s introduction 
consists of summaries of the nine chapters.
 The fi rst section opens with a paper by T. Bénatouïl on the range of god’s 
activities in the cosmos. Bénatouïl considers fi ve ways in which Stoics could 
have allowed their god a respite (for example, they could have claimed that god 
is inactive during the confl agration), and shows that in each case they did not. 
This paper frequently brings itself into dialogue with the other chapters and so 
is particularly well integrated into the collection. Its most natural companion is 
Algra’s comparison of Stoic theology with contemporary religion, which is put in 
the third section and at the very end of the book; this is one way in which the 
division into sections feels artifi cial.
 As it is, Bénatouïl’s paper is followed by J.-B. Gourinat’s discussion of whether 
the Stoics were materialists. The verdict is ‘no’. Most specialists will fi nd more 
rewarding the observations made along the way, as in the discussion of Stoic 
responses to the Timaeus, where it is shown that Stoics in their own cosmo-
logy emphasised a biological model of creativity and not the technological model 
that, together with the biological model, is offered by Plato’s dialogue (pp. 50–1). 
(Gourinat claims on p. 50 that ‘prime matter’ – rather than god, as the text at 
Diogenes Laertius 7.136 suggests – generates the four elements, and this should 
have been corrected, particularly as Cooper translates the same passage accurately 
on p. 101.) S.S. Meyer discusses the ‘chain’ by which causes are connected and 
which is said to constitute fate. This chain, she argues, is not a matter of temporal 
succession; instead it must be understood as the ‘sympathy’ between parts of the 
cosmos that is shown when, for example, changes to animal life coincide with 
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lunar waxing and waning. Against this it can be said that the ‘chain’ constituting 
fate is a chain specifi cally of causes, whereas this example of ‘sympathy’ involves 
either two effects or one effect (changing animal life) and one cause (the moon).
 J. Cooper starts the section on elements, confl agration and cosmogony. His paper 
is indispensable reading for future work on the Stoic elements. Cooper analyses 
a passage of Stobaeus (Ecl. 1, p. 129.1–130.20 Wachsmuth), according to which 
Chrysippus used the term ‘element’ in three ways. Cooper’s main aim is to show 
how fi re could be treated both as the origin of the elements and as an element 
coordinate with earth, water and air: Zeno is held responsible for the confusion, 
and Chrysippus is shown to have addressed it by distinguishing between fi re, 
‘proto-fi re’ and ‘fl ash’, the last of which constitutes all substance when the world 
has been fully ignited in the confl agration. Salles then provides another contrast 
between early Stoics: whereas Cleanthes regarded the confl agration as the world’s 
destruction, Chrysippus regarded all the elements as fi re in various states (here 
we get an alternative to Cooper’s reconstruction) and took this to show that the 
world must survive the confl agration. I. Kupreeva then looks at apparent affi nities 
between Stoicism and some Peripatetic physics; her learned paper is primarily about 
the Aristotelian tradition and seems out of place in a collection on Stoicism.
 The third section contains two papers on the importance of physics for ethics 
and one on the relationship between Stoicism and contemporary religion. M. Boeri 
evidently wishes to emphasise the moral importance of cosmology, but it is hard 
to discern precisely what Boeri thinks about the relationship between physics and 
ethics. B. Inwood shows the range of perspectives on the value of physics to be 
found in the works of Seneca, and introduces his discussion by showing that in 
the early Stoa too a range of perspectives was on offer. K. Algra outlines the 
epistemological basis of Stoic theology and then presents some refreshingly unfa-
miliar material on Stoic attitudes to religious cult and images. It is hard to see 
why two papers on physics and ethics were needed, particularly as there is not a 
clear contrast between them, but Algra’s paper gives the collection a strong ending.
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One of the greatest challenges of Stoic scholarship has always been the uneven 
distribution of sources across the history of the school. While there is only frag-
mentary material and indirect evidence on the early and middle Stoa, the late or 
‘Roman’ phase of the school is represented comparatively well, with extensive 
records of Seneca, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius. However, the ‘Roman’ phase 
of the school saw many fi gures whose teaching is far less known than that of the 
three aforementioned authors. A striking example is the Stoic Hierocles. Hierocles 
is probably best known as the author of a famous simile which likens our relation-
ship to our own mind, body, family, city and ultimately all mankind to a series 
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