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RECONSTRUCTING CHRYSIPPUS’  
LOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS: 

THE CASE OF P.HERC. 307, COL. 64  
(= COL. 3 CRÖNERT/MARRONE)

§1. Chrysippus at Herculaneum and the Logical Investigations1

Although the Graeco-Egyptian papyri also transmit testimonies con-
cerning the early Stoics, including Chrysippus, the most important papy- 
rological source for Stoic philosophy is undoubtedly the Herculaneum pa-
pyri2. These texts are also the only direct source of Stoic works (albeit ones 
preserved in a fragmentary manner), which are to be added to Cleanthes’ 
ipsissima verba in his renowned Hymn to Zeus, transmitted by Stobaeus 
manuscripts3. At the current state of research, we have seven Herculaneum 
papyri that are either indisputably or most probably Stoic in content (some 
of these form groups of papyri that must be joined together as belonging to 
a single treatise or to the same book from a treatise). Four of these papyri 
are provided with a subscriptio and hand down very important works that 
can be attributed with certainty to Chrysippus. We are referring to: P.Herc. 
307, which contains Chrysippus’ Logical Investigations (Λογικὰ ζητήµατα); 
P.Herc. 1380, which transmits a Chrysippean treatise with a logical-lin-
guistic content devoted to the elements of speech: Περὶ τῶν ϲτοιχείων τῶν 

1   This research, first presented and discussed at a research seminar held at the Uni-
versity of Trier on June 14, 2022, has been funded by the European Union (Horizon Eu-
rope Program 2021-2027), and is a scientific outcome of the ERC-Consolidator Grant 
101086695-APATHES (Assessing Philosophical Authors and Texts from Herculaneum and 
elsewhere on Early Stoicism: Insights into ancient logic, physics, and ethics towards a new 
von Arnim), hosted by the Department of Historical Studies of the University of Turin 
(<https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/101086695>). It is the result of constant collabora-
tion and a fruitful exchange of ideas between the two authors. However, sections 1 and 
2.1 are to be ascribed to Christian Vassallo; sections 2 and 2.2 to Fabian Ruge. Karlheinz 
Hülser contributed to earlier versions of 2 and 2.2. We would like to warmly thank Michele 
Alessandrelli and Katja Maria Vogt for their useful suggestions.

2   See T. Dorandi, La tradition papyrologique des stoïciens, in: G. Romeyer Dherbey-
J.-B. Gourinat (ed. by), Les Stoïciens, Paris 2005, pp. 29-52. 

3   Cleanth. SVF 1.537 (= Stob. Ecl. 1.1.12, p. 25.3 Wachsmuth).
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λεγοµένων4; P.Herc. 1421 and P.Herc. 1038, which hand down, respectively, 
Books 1 and 2 of Chrysippus’ theological treatise On Providence (Περὶ 
προνοίαϲ)5.

There are also other Herculaneum papyri that transmit Stoic works of 
uncertain authorship. Even in this case, however, we have all the elements 
to attribute these texts to Chrysippus or his school. First of all, two very 
fragmentary texts should be mentioned: P.Herc. 1158, published by Enzo 
Puglia in 19936, and P.Herc. 1384, edited by Agathe Antoni in 20127 and re-
cently rediscussed by Graziano Ranocchia, who ascribes it to Chrysippus’ 
On Ways of Life (Περὶ βίων), Book 18. 

Far more important is the treatise transmitted by P.Herc. 1020. This 
is a work on Stoic logic and epistemology that describes the character-
istics of the Stoic wise man as an ‘infallible sage’. In his Stoicorum Vete-
rum Fragmenta, Hans von Arnim reprinted his critical edition of this text, 
which had first appeared in Hermes in 1890 (SVF II 131)9. A few decades 
ago, the best preserved part of the papyrus (col. I von Arnim) was re-ed-
ited by Mario Capasso with modest results10. However, some of the new 
readings proposed by this papyrologist have been taken into consideration 
by Karlheinz Hülser, who has rightly given ample space to this important 
Herculaneum text in the first volume of his monumental collection Die 
Fragmente zur Dialektik der Stoiker (FDS I 88)11. More recently, Michele 

4   See G. Del Mastro, Il P.Herc. 1380: Crisippo, Opera logica, «Cronache Ercolane-
si» 25 (2005), pp. 61-70; G. Del Mastro, Titoli e annotazioni bibliologiche nei papiri greci 
di Ercolano, Naples 2014, pp. 250-251. 

5   G. Del Mastro, Titoli e annotazioni bibliologiche nei papiri greci di Ercolano, cit. 
nt. 4, pp. 206-207 (P.Herc. 1038) and pp. 276-277 (P.Herc. 1421).

6   E. Puglia, Frammenti da P.Herc. 1158, «Cronache Ercolanesi» 23 (1993), pp. 
29-65.

7   A. Antoni, Le P.Herc. 1384: édition critique, «Cronache Ercolanesi» 42 (2012), 
pp. 17-94.

8   G. Ranocchia, P.Herc. 1384: A Book of Chrysippus’ On Ways of Life?, «The 
Cambridge Classical Journal» 68 (2022), pp. 208-230.

9   H. von Arnim, Über einen stoischen Papyrus der herculanensischen Bibliothek, 
«Hermes» 25 (1890), pp. 473-495 = H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, 3 vols., 
Leipzig 1903-1905 (vol. 4: Indices, curavit M. Adler, Leipzig 1924), vol. II, pp. 40-42.

10   M. Capasso, Il saggio infallibile (P.Herc. 1020 col. I), in: Vv. Aa. (ed. by), La 
regione sotterrata dal Vesuvio: Studi e prospettive. Atti del Convegno Internazionale (11-13 
novembre 1979), Naples 1982, pp. 455-470.

11   K. Hülser, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der Stoiker: Neue Sammlung der Texte 
mit deutscher Übersetzung und Kommentaren, 4 vols., Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 1987-1988, 
vol. I, pp. 86-92.
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Alessandrelli and Graziano Ranocchia have published a new edition of cols. 
104-112 (according to their new column numbering) of this papyrus. This 
edition is praiseworthy and presents considerable textual progress, togeth-
er with an innovative historical-philosophical commentary, that provides 
further evidence in support of Chrysippus’ authorship of the treatise12. 

There is also a considerable amount of valuable doxographical infor-
mation on the exponents of early Stoicism to be found scattered across 
various works by Philodemus. We are referring, in particular, to some im-
portant theological treatises from the Herculaneum library in which Philo-
demus brings the Stoics in general into play, mainly for polemical purposes. 

First of all, mention should be made of Philodemus’ On Piety (Περὶ 
εὐϲεβείαϲ). P.Herc. 1428 – the ‘midollo’, that is the innermost part of the 
roll, and therefore the last part of the work – contains the most interest-
ing section on the philosophical-doxographical level, because Philodemus 
criticizes here all non-Epicurean theologies, from the Presocratics to the 
Stoics. From a doxographical perspective, this whole section, including the 
anti-Stoic one, should be compared with the parallel section from Book 
1 of Cicero’s On the Nature of the Gods. As is well known, these two 
testimonies were already synoptically printed by Hermann Diels in his 
Doxographi Graeci13. 

Then there is Philodemus’ On Gods (Περὶ θεῶν), which has been 
transmitted by P.Herc. 152/157. Some interesting new fragments of this 
text have emerged in recent years, particularly a quotation from Chrysip-
pus’ On Divination (Περὶ μαντικῆϲ)14. 

Finally, mention should be made of the papyri belonging to the trea-
tise On Providence (Περὶ προνοίαϲ), which has been transmitted by three 
papyri from the Herculaneum library: P.Herc. 1670, P.Herc. 1100, and 
P.Herc. 1577/1579. This treatise, first attributed to Chrysippus by Walter 
Scott15, was later acknowledged by most scholars as a polemical work by 

12   M. Alessandrelli and G. Ranocchia, Scrittore stoico anonimo, Opera incerta 
(P.Herc. 1020), coll. 104-112: Edizione, introduzione e commento, Rome 2017 and M. Ales-
sandrelli and G. Ranocchia, Scrittore stoico anonimo, Opera incerta, P.Herc. 1020, coll. 
96-103: Edizione, introduzione e commento, «Philosophical Papyri» 1 (2023), pp. 15-70.

13   H. Diels, Doxographi Graeci, Berlin 1879, pp. 529-550. On the testimonies 
concerning the Presocratics, see C. Vassallo, The Presocratics at Herculaneum: A Study 
of Early Greek Philosophy in the Epicurean Tradition. With an Appendix on Diogenes of 
Oinoanda’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy, Berlin-Boston 2021.

14   See, e.g., H. Essler, Zum Fragment aus Chrysipps De divinatione (P.Herc. 152/157, 
Kol. 7, 26 – Kol. 8, 5), «Cronache Ercolanesi» 44 (2014), pp. 117-128.

15   W. Scott, Fragmenta Herculanensia: A Descriptive Catalogue of the Oxford Co- 
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Philodemus. The target of the Epicurean philosopher is the Stoic – and 
particularly Chrysippean – concept of a cosmic god identified with the 
soul and reason, along with the notions of providence (πρόνοια) and fate 
(εἱμαρμένη)16.

After these preliminary remarks, we can briefly outline the history of 
the manuscript of Chrysippus’ Logical Investigations, which is our central 
focus. P.Herc. 307 was unrolled by Giovanni Battista Casanova in 1802. It 
consists of 12 cornici, 15 columns, and 28 ‘fragments’17. Only three of these 
fragments were engraved in reverse on copper-plates, while the others 
were considered illegible. Modern binocular and illuminated stereo-mi-
croscopes, and especially the 950nm infrared photographs of the Hercu-
laneum papyri, also (improperly) called Multispectral Images (MSI), pro-
vide considerable aid in deciphering the surviving ink traces. Compared to 
other extant rolls from the Herculaneum library, P.Herc. 307’s cornici 1-5 
are in a relatively good condition; cornici 6-12, instead, are in an almost 
desperate state, but even in this case manual transcription with the aid of 
modern technologies can lead to meaningful textual gains. When it comes 
to reading and deciphering the letters in the best-preserved part of the roll, 
the main difficulties concern the initial and final lines of the surviving col-
umns, where we can still still identify the upper and lower margins. The 
average number of lines per column is 42. For each column we have both 
the Neapolitan (N) and the Oxonian disegni (O), which in many cases pro-
vide parts of the text that would otherwise be lost. There are altogether 18 
Neapolitan apographs (with a supplementary lucido, i.e. a tracing of the 
former fr. 3) and as many Oxonian ones. The N series, made after O, was 
drawn by Carlo Orazi (senior) in 1806. 

On the palaeographical level, the features of the scribe’s hand in P.Herc. 
307 seem to point to the so-called F Group of Herculaneum scripts. If so, 
the scribe could be identified as Anonymous IX, the scribe who represents 
one of the oldest scripts in the Philodemean rolls18. According to Capasso, 

pies of the Herculaneum Rolls together with the Texts of Several Papyri Accompanied by 
Facsimiles, Oxford 1885, pp. 47-48.

16   For a status quaestionis and a new analysis of the ‘scorze’ of this roll, see C. Ver-
gara, I papiri dell’opera De providentia di Filodemo, «Cronache Ercolanesi» 50 (2020), pp. 
91-100 and Id., P.Herc. 1636: Un’altra scorza del De providentia filodemeo?, «Cronache 
Ercolanesi» 52 (2022), pp. 303-308.

17   In the new edition of the papyrus this distinction will not be maintained, since 
even the ‘fragments’ are (the remains of) papyrus columns.

18   See G. Cavallo, Libri scritture e scribi a Ercolano: Introduzione allo studio dei 
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P.Herc. 307 seems to have been transcribed “in pieno I secolo a.C.”19. But 
it is impossible to guess in which decades after Philodemus’ arrival to Italy 
(ca. 75 BCE) this happened. On the bibliological level, however, it should 
be noted that the current order of the papyrus cornici needs to be com-
pletely revised and amended. As has been demonstrated, for a long time the 
Herculaneum papyri were hung on the walls of the Royal Palace in Naples 
as valuable furnishings20. This was done according to aesthetic criteria, cer-
tainly not scientific ones. For this reason, a new material reconstruction 
of the bookroll is absolutely necessary. This work is in progress and has 
already led to a completely new numbering of the columns21 and a new 
sequence of the cornici. One case study might be cornice 5, which contains 
the subscriptio of the papyrus, i.e. the title and author of the work. Cornice 
5 is therefore the last one and must undoubtedly be placed after the current 
cornice 12. This means that on the basis of our new reconstruction of the 
papyrus roll, the fragments/columns published so far should all be placed 
after cornici 6-12, which are actually the first ones. This is confirmed above 
all by the alternative numbering applied to them by John Hayter, who in-
dicated and ordered them by means of the Latin letters A-G. Below is a 
useful table showing the correspondences between the cornici and the col-
umns of the papyrus, with reference to the description of the contents of 
the work that will be presented below. We indicate in square brackets the 
lost columns, in round brackets the correspondences between Vassallo’s 
new numbering (hereafter V.) and the editions by Crönert and Marrone 
(hereafter Cr./Ma.), which reproduce the numbering of the columns af-
fixed to the cardboard (cartoncino) of cornici 2-522.

materiali greci, Naples 1983, pp. 33, 45 and 61-62, who nevertheless does not mention 
P.Herc. 307 (P.Herc. 182, 1021, 1506, 1570, and 1674 belong to Group F). 

19   M. Capasso, Manuale di Papirologia Ercolanese, Galatina 1991, p. 91. Unfortuna-
tely, nothing on this point is said and, above all, no palaeographical remarks are provided 
by L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 307), «Cronache Ercolanesi» 27 
(1997), pp. 83-100.

20   See H. Essler, Bilder von Papyri und Papyri als Bilder, «Cronache Ercolanesi» 36 
(2006), pp. 103-143.

21   The numbering we propose in relation to the column studied in this essay (see 
below) is to be considered provisional.

22   The number of lost columns between the beginning of the original roll and the 
beginning of cornice 6 cannot be determined because – for purely chronological reasons 
(as mentioned, P.Herc. 307 was only unrolled in 1802) – we lack information about the 
anatomy of the original roll (particularly its length and width in ounces) from the ancient 
Inventario dei papiri ercolanesi. This Inventario, now in the Historical Archives of the Na-
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Original order of the 
cornici of P.Herc. 307

Numbering of the columns according to the 
new reconstruction of the papyrus roll

cr. 6 (A) cols. 1-4 V.
[col. 5]

cr. 7 (B) cols. 6-10 V.
[cols. 11-13]

cr. 8 (C) cols. 14-18 V.
[col. 19]

cr. 9 (D) cols. 20-24a V.
cr. 10 (E) cols. 24b-29 V.

[col. 30]
cr. 11 (F) cols. 31-36 V.
cr. 12 (G) cols. 37-40 V.

cr. 1
col. 41 V.
cols. 42-44 V. (= frs. 1–3 Cr./Ma.)
cols. 45-46 V. (= cols. 1–2 Cr./Ma.)
col. 47 V.

[cols. 48-63]
cr. 2 cols. 64-67 V. (= cols. 3–6 Cr./Ma.)

col. 68 V.
[cols. 69-72]

cr. 3 cols. 73-76 V. (= cols. 7–10 Cr./Ma.)
[col. 77]

cr. 4 cols. 78-81 V. (= cols. 11–14 Cr./Ma.)
[cols. 82-88]

cr. 5 col. 89 V. (= col. 15 Cr./Ma.) + subscriptio

tional Museum of Naples, is probably a copy of the inventory that was compiled – on the 
basis of an unfortunately lost description of the papyri by Antonio Piaggio – by Francesco 
la Vega, who succeeded Camillo Paderni as the director of the Portici Museum in 1781 (D. 
Blank and F. Longo Auricchio, Inventari antichi dei Papiri Ercolanesi, «Cronache Erco-
lanesi» 34 (2004), pp. 39-152: p. 39, cf. pp. 45-124).
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It should be noted that, contrary to what was previously believed, it is 
not possible to reconstruct the numeral in the subscriptio, so we cannot de-
termine to which book of the work the text transmitted by the P.Herc. 307 
belonged. However, as has recently been observed, the traces of the surviv-
ing numeral suggest that it consisted of two separate letters: this means that 
it was a two-digit number, i.e. greater than 1023. Based on the current state 
of research, the only thing we can say with certainty is that P.Herc. 307 
transmits a book of Chrysippus’ Logical Investigations (Λογικὰ ζητήµατα). 
It is interesting to note that in the very long list of Chrysippus’ works in 
Diogenes Laertius’ Lives (7.189–202 = SVF 2.13–18), no treatise by this 
title is mentioned among the 311 ones devoted to logic. This has given 
rise to a number of hypotheses. Since 39 books of Investigations are men-
tioned at the end of the Laertian catalogue of Chrysippus’ logical works24, 
in the Praefatio to his Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta von Arnim surmised 
that P.Herc. 307 handed down one of these 39 books25. Galen also referred 
to the Chrysippean Logical Investigations, informing us that Posidonius 
criticized many theses on the passions of the soul expounded by Chry-
sippus in this work (ἐν τοῖϲ λογικῶϲ ζητουμένοιϲ)26. At any rate, we should 
note that already in Plato the term ζήτημα is readily used to refer to philo- 
sophical writings, particularly ones regarded as profound (in all seven oc-
currences in the dialogues, Plato applies the term to the investigation of a 

23   Cf. below, plate I. See G. Del Mastro, Titoli e annotazioni bibliologiche nei papiri 
greci di Ercolano, cit. nt. 4, pp. 114-117, esp. 117, who suggests the number 39 (ΛΘ).

24   Diog. Laert. 7.198 Dorandi: λογικοῦ τόπου τὰ τῶν προειρημένων τεττάρων δια-
φορῶν ἐκτὸϲ ὄντα καὶ περιέχοντα <τὰϲ> ϲποράδην καὶ οὐ ϲωματικὰϲ ζητήϲειϲ λογικὰϲ περὶ τῶν 
καταλεγομένων ζητημάτων α´ — λθ´.

25   H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, cit. nt. 9, pp. vi-vii, where he 
claimed that this work should be identified as the Λογικά mentioned in Valerius Maximus’ 
Facta et dicta memorabilia (8.7.10 = SVF 2.19). The same view is taken, among other schol-
ars, by L. Marrone, Testi stoici ercolanesi II, «Cronache Ercolanesi» 18 (1988), pp. 223-
225: p. 225. On the contrary, W. Crönert, Die ΛΟΓΙΚΑ ΖΗΤΗΜΑΤΑ des Chrysippos, und 
die uebrigen Papyri logischen Inhalts aus der Herculanensischen Bibliothek, «Hermes» 36 
(1901), pp. 548-579 [= Id., Studi Ercolanesi, transl. by E. Livrea, Naples 1975, pp. 65-86]: p. 
566 did not consider it unlikely that Diogenes Laertius had cited the work under a different 
title. Little credit is to be given to alternative hypotheses, such as the idea that this text only 
represents a collection of school exercises in the field of Stoic logic.

26   Gal. Quod animi mores corporis temperamenta sequantur, IV, 820.1-6 Kühn (= 
SVF II 469). Already U. Egli, Zur stoischen Dialektik, Basel 1967, p. 2 had drawn attention 
to this testimony.
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crucial point27). Accordingly, the sheer fact that Chrysippus’ Logical In-
vestigations was made available in a private library like the Herculaneum 
one suggests that it was considered important or even fundamental. How-
ever, we would not rule out pettier reasons for its inclusion in the library: if 
one thinks of the Epicurean polemic against logic, one could also hypothe-
size that Philodemus’ decision to acquire this text and place it in his library 
stemmed from his desire to highlight the captious and useless character of 
logic in general and of Stoic logic in particular.

The editorial history of our text can be summarized as follows. The 
copper plates of N were first published, without any philological ap-
paratus, in tome VIII (1873) of the Collectio Altera of the Herculanen-
sium Voluminum quae supersunt (VH2 VIII 176-193). In 1901, Wilhelm 
Crönert published the first modern edition of the Logical Investigations 
in Hermes.28 In 1903, Hans von Arnim essentially reprinted Crönert’s text 
in SVF II 298a.29 The following years witnessed only partial contributions, 
mostly of a hermeneutical rather than editorial nature, concerning individ-
ual columns of the work.30 Only later, in his aforementioned collection, did 
Hülser (FDS II 698) take account of the numerous studies and partial edi-
tions that Livia Marrone had devoted to this text in the 1980s31. The Ital-
ian scholar then continued to study the papyrus throughout the 1990s32; 

27   Cf. Crat. 421a8; Theaet. 191a6; Soph. 221c8; Resp. 2.368c7 and 3.411d2; Leg. 
1.631a1 and 10.891c9.

28   W. Crönert, Die ΛΟΓΙΚΑ ΖΗΤΗΜΑΤΑ des Chrysippos, und die uebrigen Papyri 
logischen Inhalts aus der Herculanensischen Bibliothek, cit. nt. 25, pp. 551-567.

29   H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, cit. nt. 9, vol. II, pp. 96-110. 
30   See L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 307), cit. nt. 19, p. 83.
31   K. Hülser, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der Stoiker: Neue Sammlung der Texte 

mit deutscher Übersetzung und Kommentaren, cit. nt. 11, vol. II, pp. 812-831; L. Marrone, 
Nuove letture nel P.Herc. 307 (Questioni logiche di Crisippo), «Cronache Ercolanesi» 12 
(1982), pp. 13-18; L. Marrone, Il problema dei “singolari” e dei “plurali” nel P.Herc. 307, 
in: Vv. Aa. (ed. by), Atti del XVII Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia, 2 vols., Naples 
1984, vol. II, pp. 419-427; L. Marrone, Proposizione e predicato in Crisippo, «Cronache 
Ercolanesi» 14 (1984), pp. 135-146; L. Marrone, Testi stoici ercolanesi, «Cronache Ercola-
nesi» 17 (1987), pp. 181-184; L. Marrone, Il mentitore nel P.Herc. 307 (Questioni logiche 
di Crisippo), in B.G. Mandilaras (ed. by), Proceedings of the 18th International Congress 
of Papyrology, 2 vols., Athens 1988, vol. I, pp. 271-276; L. Marrone, Testi stoici ercolanesi 
II, cit. nt. 25.

32   L. Marrone, L’ambiguità verbale nel P.Herc. 307 (Questioni logiche di Crisippo), 
in A.A.H. Mosallamy (ed. by), Proceedings of the 19th International Congress of Papyro- 
logy, 2 vols., Cairo 1992, vol. I, pp. 261-267; L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 
307, in L. Franchi dell’Orto (ed. by), Ercolano 1738-1988: 250 anni di ricerca archeologi-
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in 1997 she published a new critical edition of the papyrus in Cronache 
Ercolanesi33, an edition that was based on an autopsy of the original manu-
script, although – for chronological reasons – it could not benefit from the 
most cutting-edge techniques for reconstructing and deciphering the Her-
culaneum bookrolls34. In other words, while Marrone’s edition remains by 
far the best one available, it does not contain all the text that we have now 
been able to extract from the papyrus remains. Moreover, the passages re-
constructed in her edition still include a lot of gaps, incomplete sentences, 
and inconsistencies. Since technical aid for deciphering and reconstructing 
the rolls has increased remarkably over the last two decades, a new analysis 
and use of P.Herc. 307 for editorial purposes is likely to result in a signifi-
cantly improved text compared to previous editions. In the meantime, we 
will concentrate on some epistemological observations which show how 
our new edition of the papyrus – in this case of col. 64 V. (= col. 3 Cr./Ma.) 
– complements our knowledge of Stoic epistemology and enables a better 
understanding of Chrysippus’ line of thought throughout P.Herc. 307.

§ 2. Introducing P.Herc. 307, col. 64 V. (= col. 3 Cr./Ma.)

In this paper, we present col. 64 V. (= col. 3 Cr./Ma.) as a preview 
of the future edition with commentary of P.Herc. 307. This column pre-
sents various theses about human cognitive capacities, specifically about 
the mind and the sense organs and their limitations. It is noteworthy that 
this column deals specifically with epistemology, whereas the bulk of what 
survives of P.Herc. 307 deals with problems in semantics or formal logic. 
The seemingly isolated position of this column justifies singling it out for 
a separate treatment. 

The legible remains of the column emphasize that the mind is a factor 
in the formation of cataleptic impressions, as well as false and non-catalep-
tic ones. This seems to be related to the fact that the mind cannot form im-
pressions of everything or grasp everything. Some traces of thoughts that 

ca, Rome 1993, pp. 339-341; L. Marrone, La logica degli Epicurei e degli Stoici, «Cronache 
Ercolanesi» 30 (2000), pp. 111-118.

33   L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 307), cit. nt. 19.
34   The first MSIs were taken between 1999 and 2002 by a team from the Brigham 

Young University. In the same years, a new method for reconstructing carbonized Hercu-
laneum rolls began to be developed (the so-called ‘Delattre-Obbink method’), which is still 
being revised and improved today.
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can be made out at the beginning of the column suggest that Chrysippus 
is pointing to certain states of affairs which cannot become objects of our 
knowledge. The commentary will attempt to reconstruct, as far as possible, 
Chrysippus’ line of thought in this column.

There is already a brief commentary on this column by Marrone, 
based on her own readings of the papyrus35. The present commentary 
seeks to improve on Marrone’s exposition by working out more details of 
Chrysippus’ discussion, especially the idea that Chrysippus’ focus is on 
the limits of human cognitive faculties.

As already noted by Bréhier, this column seems to be connected to 
the subsequent one, col. 65 V. (= col. 4 Cr./Ma.)36. We will justify this con-
nection and attempt to explain the contribution of this column to the rest 
of the Logical Investigations.

§ 2.1. The newly deciphered text

Chrysippi Quaestiones logicae, 
P.Herc. 307, col. 64 V. (= col. 3 Cr./Ma.)

Conspectus siglorum

P			   Papyrus Herculanensis 30737 
O			   apographum (disegno) Oxoniense 
N			   apographum (disegno) Neapolitanum
cr.			   cornice
pz.			   pezzo

von Arnim (SVF)	 H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, cit. 
				    nt. 9, vol. II, pp. 96-110 (fr. 298a)
Atherton 		  C. Atherton ap. Marrone2 38

35   L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32. But the text printed 
there was already superseded by L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 
307), cit. nt. 19.

36   E. Bréhier, Chrysippe et l’Ancien Stoïcisme, Paris 19713 (1st ed. 1951), p. 26. See 
also L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32.

37   Cf. below, plate II.
38   Marrone2 cites C. Atherton, The Stoics on Ambiguity, Diss. Cambridge 1986. We 

have been unable to access this dissertation directly.
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Crönert		  W. Crönert, Die ΛΟΓΙΚΑ ΖΗΤΗΜΑΤΑ des Chry-
			   sippos, und die uebrigen Papyri logischen Inhalts
			   aus der Herculanensischen Bibliothek, cit. nt. 25
Hülser (FDS) 		  K. Hülser, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der Stoi- 
			   ker: Neue Sammlung der Texte mit deutscher  
			   Übersetzung und Kommentaren, cit. nt. 11, vol. II,  
			   pp. 812-831 (fr. 698)
Marrone1 		  L. Marrone, Nuove letture nel P.Herc. 307 (Que- 
			   stioni logiche di Crisippo), cit. nt. 31
Marrone2 		  L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo 
			   (P.Herc. 307), cit. nt. 19.
Usener 			  H. Usener ap. Crönert
VH2 VIII 		  Herculanensium voluminum quae supersunt. 
			   Collectio altera, 11 vols., Neapoli 1862-1876: VIII, 
			   foll. 176-193
* 			   C. Vassallo in hac editione

Conspectus signorum

			   litterae dubiae quae aliter legi possunt
α̣β̣γ̣			   litterae certae sed haud integrae vel litterae dubiae 
			   quae aliter legi possunt
⌈αβγ⌉			   litterae alterutrius vel utriusque apographi
⟦αβγ⟧			   litterae a librario deletae
⸌αβγ⸍			   litterae a librario supra lineam additae
{αβγ}			   litterae ab editore deletae
‹αβγ›			   litterae ab editore additae
[αβγ]			   litterae ab editore suppletae
α͙β͙γ͙			   litterae apographi ab editore mutatae 
[]			   litterae deperditae
  ̲  ̲			   paragraphos
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            ][]ν⌈ω⌉[]κ[₍₎
            ₍₎]⌈τ⌉ει⌈τα⌉ναπ[₍₎
            ]⌈θ⌉[][]⌈α⌉νοταιτ⌈ωι⌉[₍₎
          ̲  ̲ϲθι[₍₎]νυ[₍₎]λων[₍₎
  5        ₍₎]ιϲθα[₍₎]ιμεν[₍₎]ημων[₍₎
            δωνφυϲιϲ[₍₎][]οντων [₍₎
          ̲  ̲ϲθηϲε⌈ιϲ⌉.[]π[]ηϲιατα⌈ϲ⌉[₍₎
            εϲ[]ντ[₍₎]ϲικ⌈δεγ⌉[₍₎
            αιϲθητ[₍₎][₍₎]ουντα[₍₎]⌈ν⌉
10        αν[][]ε[]αρ⌈η⌉τι[₍₎
            τηρ[₍₎]ν⌈ηϲ⌉εν⌈αι⌉[₍₎
            νομ[][₍₎]δεαν⌈υπ⌉[
            πτωτ[][₍₎]διαπολ⌈λμϲ⌉
          ̲  ̲αιτιαϲθ[₍₎]⌈α⌉νταϲ[₍₎]⌈αιγι⌉
15        νοντα[]⌈η⌉[]ειϲκαιψευ
            δειϲ[][]τα⌈λ⌉πτικαικαι
          ̲  ̲ακατ[]τοι καιεπιτηϲ
            ⌈δ⌉ιανοιαϲ[]παραπληϲιαυ
            ⌈πα⌉ρχειο[]αρεπιπαντων
20        ]φικ[₍₎]υτηο⌈ι⌉τεφαν
            ]⌈α⌉ϲιαϲαυ⌈τω⌉νλανβαν⌈ε⌉ιν
            ⌈ο⌉υτεκαταλανβα⌈ν⌉εινδυνα
          ̲  ̲⌈τ⌉αιπαντα ψευδειϲτεγινον
            ταικαταυτηνφανταϲι⌈α⌉ικαι
25        ακαταληπτοιουθενηττον
            κα⌈ικ⌉ατα[]πτικωνγινομε
          ̲  ̲νων⌈α⌉[]ηϲιονδεαυ
            ⌈τ⌉ωνκαιτο⌈υτ⌉οϲυντετευχεν
            τοπαραα[₍₎]ϲ[]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲαλλαγι
30        νεϲ⌈θ⌉αια⌈ϲ⌉[₍₎][]αιορατακαι
            α⌈κ⌉ουϲτακα[₍₎]οιωϲεπιτω[
            ⌈λο⌉ιπων⌈α⌉[]ηϲ[]ωνκ[₍₎]⌈τὰ⌉
          ̲  ̲⌈τ⌉οολονα[][₍₎]ϲ[]καικα[
            τηνδιανοια[]ατατικ[₍₎
35        ελεγ[₍₎]ϲ[][]ιεπιτω[
            λοιπω⌈ν⌉[]οων[]μηκ[
            ριωϲαυτοαιδ[][₍₎]ϲ[
            τ[]κ[]αλλ[]ιν[₍₎
          ̲  ̲οιϲυουπορο[][₍₎][
40        ][₍₎]δα[][₍₎]
      ]λ[][][][][

]ι
42        ]ν[₍₎]ν[₍₎][₍₎

1 ][ ink trace at the top 
  ||  ]ν⌈ descending 
oblique, upright stroke, up-
right stroke at the bottom, 
upright stroke at the top, de-
scending oblique  ||  ⌈ω⌉ 
O :  ink trace at the top P 
: [N]   ||   κ[ ink trace, 
ink trace, ink trace  ||  2 
⌈τ⌉ N : [PO]  ||  ⌈τα⌉ O : 
[PN]  ||  να arch at the bot-
tom  ||  3 ⌈θ⌉ O : upright 
stroke at the bottom P : 
[N]  ||  ][ ink trace at the 
top, possibly τ, π  ||  ⌈α⌉ N 
: [PO]  ||  ⌈ωι⌉ O :  (ω, ρι), 
ink trace at the bottom P : 
[N]  ||  4 at the beginning of 
the line the paragraphos is only 
partly preserved  ||  on the 
iota a little horizontal stroke 
can be detected (the scribe 
probably intended to delete 
the letter)  ||  ι[ upright 
stroke on the left, ink trace at 
the bottom  ||  ν[ ink trace 
at the bottom, arch at the bot-
tom  ||  5 ]ι (α, λ, δ)  ||  ]η 
ink trace at the top  ||  6 ϲι 
(ε, ϲ)  ||  ][ ink trace at the 
bottom and upright stroke 
at the top, (α, λ, δ, ω)  ||  7 
⌈ιϲ⌉ N :  upright stroke at 
the top, arch at the top P : ιο 
O  ||  ]π[]η ink trace at 
the top on the right, ink trace 
at the top, ink trace at the bot-
tom, ink traces in the middle 
and at the top, ink trace on 
the bottom right  ||  ηϲ PO : 
κα mistakenly N  ||  ⌈ϲ⌉ O in 
the right margin : [PN]  ||  8 
ε (τ, π), (υ, φ)  ||  ]ντ[ 
upright stroke at the top, ink 
trace at the top, (α, λ)  ||  κ P 
: η mistakenly N : [O]  ||  κ⌈ 
descending oblique at the top 
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or upright stroke  ||  ⌈δεγ⌉ O in the right margin : [PN]  ||  9 ][ two ink traces 
at the bottom  ||  ⌈ν⌉ O in the right margin : [PN]  ||  10 ν[][ horizontal 
stroke or arch at the top, ink trace at the top, ink traces at the bottom and at the 
top  ||  ρ P : θ mistakenly ON  ||  ⌈η⌉ N :  (η, α, χ) P : [O]  ||  ι[ ink trace 
on the bottom left  ||  11 ⌈ηϲ⌉ N :  (η, ν), (ϲ, ε) P : [O]  ||  ⌈αι⌉ O in the right 
margin : [PN]  ||  12 μ[][₍₎]δ ink trace at the top, (τ, γ, π), (ο, ω), (α, 
λ)  ||  ⌈υπ⌉ O in the right margin : [PN]  ||  13 ][ upright stroke under the 
line  ||  ⌈λμϲ⌉ O in the right margin : [ (λ, δ) P : [N]  ||  14 θ[ two ink traces 
at the bottom  ||  ⌈α⌉ ON :  descending oblique on the right P  ||  ⌈αιγι⌉ O in 
the right margin : [PN]  ||  15 ink traces under the line in sottoposto  ||  ⌈η⌉ 
O in the left margin : [PN]  ||  16 ][ ink trace at the bottom, ink trace at the 
bottom  ||  ⌈λ⌉ (η, ι) O in the left margin : [PN]  ||  17 at the beginning of 
the line the paragraphos is only partly preserved  ||  spatium vacuum between 
ι and κ  ||  18 ⌈δ⌉ N : [PO]  ||  ϲ[ ink trace at the bottom  ||  19 ⌈πα⌉ ON : 
 (π, το, γο), (α, υ) P  ||  ]α ink traces at the bottom and at the top  ||  20 
κ[ ink trace on the top right, in trace at the bottom and at the top, apex at 
the bottom  ||  ⌈ι⌉ ON :  ink trace at the bottom P  ||  21 ⌈α⌉ ON :  ink trace 
at the top P  ||  ⌈τω⌉ N : [PO]  ||  ⌈ε⌉ N : [PO]  ||  22 ⌈ο⌉ N : [PO]  ||  ⌈ν⌉ N 
:  upright stroke on the left P : [O]  ||  23 ⌈τ⌉ ON : [P]  ||  spatium vacuum 
between α and ψ ||  24 ⌈α⌉ N :  ink traces at the bottom on the left and on 
the right P : [O]  ||  26 ⌈ικ⌉ ON : [P]  ||  27 at the beginning of the line the 
paragraphos is only partly preserved  ||  ν⌈ (κ, π)  ||  ⌈α⌉ N : [PO]  ||  ]ϲ 
ink trace on the bottom right, (λ, κ), upright stroke on the top right  ||  εα 
ink trace on the top right, (ο, ϲ)  ||  28 ⌈τ⌉ ON :  (τ, π, γ) P  ||  ⌈υτ⌉ O : ] 
upright stroke P : [N]  ||  29 ϲ[ arch or upright stroke on the left and ink trace 
at the bottom  ||  ⌈ϲ⌉ N : [PO]  ||  30 ⌈θ⌉ ON :  arch at the bottom P  ||  ⌈ϲ⌉ 
N :  arch on the bottom left P : [O]  ||  ⌉[₍₎][ (ω, μ, λ), ink trace at the 
top  ||  31 ⌈κ⌉ N :  (κ, η) P : [O]  ||  ]ο ink trace at the top  ||  32 ⌈λο⌉ N :  (ο, 
ι) P : ]ο O  ||  ⌈α⌉ N :  (α, λ, δ) P : [O]  ||  ⌉[ ink trace at the bottom  ||  ⌈τα⌉ 
O in the right margin : [PN]  ||  33 ⌈τ⌉ N :  (τ, γ, π) P : [O]  ||  ][][ descen-
ding oblique, (ϲ, ε)  ||  34 ]α (δ, λ), ink trace at the bottom  ||  35 ε (δ, λ, 
α, χ)  ||  γ[₍₎]ϲ[ (ο, ω), upright stroke or descending oblique, (τ, υ), (α, λ, 
μ)  ||  ][ (κ, α)  ||  36 ⌈ν⌉ N :  ink trace on the bottom right P : [O]  ||  ]ο 
(μ, χ)  ||  ν []μ upright stroke on the bottom left, (κ, ν, ρ), ink trace at the 
top, ink trace at the top  ||  37 οα ink trace at the top  ||  δ[][ ink trace 
in the middle, ink trace at the top, ink trace at the top  ||  ]ϲ[ horizontal 
stroke at the bottom, ink trace at the bottom, ink trace at the bottom  ||  38 
τ (α, λ, δ)  ||  ]αλλ[ (φ, ψ, ι), (α, η)  ||  39 at the beginning of the line the 
paragraphos is only partly preserved  ||  οιϲυο ink trace on the top right, 
horizontal stroke on the top right, arch at the top  ||  ορο[ horizontal stro-
ke at the bottom, arch at the bottom  ||  ][₍₎][ ink trace at the top, ink 
trace at the bottom  ||  40 ][ (ρ, φ, ψ)  ||  ]δα arch at the bottom, ink 
trace at the bottom, ink trace on the top right  ||  ][ (ω, φ), (α, λ, δ)  ||  ] 
ink trace at the bottom, ink trace at the top, ink trace at the top  ||  41 ]λ 
(λ, α, δ)  ||  ][ apex at the bottom, ink trace, ink trace  ||  ][][][ 
ink trace, ink trace, ink trace  ||  42 ]ν ink trace at the top, upright stro-
ke  ||  ][ ink trace at the bottom
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             ][]ν⌈ω⌉[]κ[
             ₍₎]⌈τ⌉ει⌈τα⌉ναπ[
             ]⌈θ⌉[][]⌈α⌉νοταιτ⌈ωι⌉[
           ̲  ̲ϲθι[]νυ[₍₎]λων[
  5         ]ιϲθα[]ιμεν[] ἡμῶν [εἰ-
             δῶν φύϲειϲ [][ τῶν] ὄντων [αἰ-
           ̲  ̲ϲθήϲε⌈ιϲ⌉. [τ]ὰ παρα[π]λήϲια τα⌈ϲ⌉[
            εϲ[]ντ[ φυ]ϲικὰ ⌈δὲ⌉ κ͙[αὶ
            αἰϲθητ[ικὰ ][]ουντα[]⌈ν⌉
10      ̲  ̲αν[][]ε[]αρ⌈η⌉τι[
            τηρ[]ν⌈ηϲ⌉εν⌈αι⌉[
            νομ[][]δε ἀν⌈υπ⌉[ο-
            πτωτ[][] διὰ πολλ͙ὰ͙⌈ϲ⌉
          ̲  ̲αἰτίαϲ θ[ φ]⌈α⌉νταϲ[ί]⌈αι γί⌉-
15        νοντα[ι καὶ ἀλ]⌈η⌉[θ]εῖϲ καὶ ψευ-
            δεῖϲ [κα]ὶ κ[α]τα⌈λη⌉πτικαὶ καὶ
          ̲  ̲ἀκατ[άληπ]τοι. καὶ επὶ τῆϲ
            ⌈δ⌉ιανοίαϲ τ[ὰ] παραπλήϲια ὑ-
            ⌈πά⌉ρχει· ο[ὐ] γὰρ ἐπὶ πάντων
20        ἐ]φικνεῖ[ται α]ὐτὴ οὔ͙τε φαν-
            τ]⌈α⌉ϲίαϲ αὐ⌈τῶ⌉ν λανβάν⌈ε⌉ιν
            ⌈ο⌉ὔτε καταλανβά⌈ν⌉ειν δύνα-
          ̲  ̲⌈τ⌉αι πάντα. ψευδεῖϲ τε γίνον-
            ται κατ’ αὐτὴν φανταϲί⌈α⌉ι καὶ
25        ἀκατάληπτοι, οὐθὲν ἧττον
            κα⌈ὶ κ⌉ατα[λη]πτικῶν γινομέ-
          ̲  ̲νων. π⌈α⌉[ρα]πλήϲιον δὲ το{α}ύ-
            ⌈τ⌉ων καὶ το⌈ῦτ⌉ο ϲυντέτευχεν
            τὸ παρὰ α[ἰ]ϲθ[ή]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲ ἄλλα γί-
30    νεϲ⌈θ⌉αι α⌈ϲ⌉ώ[μα]τ[α, κ]αὶ ‹ἄλλα›

ὁρατὰ καὶ
            ἀ⌈κ⌉ουϲτὰ κα[ὶ ὁ]μοίωϲ ἐπὶ τῶ[ν
            ⌈λο⌉ιπῶν ⌈α⌉ι[ϲθ]ήϲ[ε]ων, κ[αὶ κα]⌈τὰ⌉
          ̲  ̲⌈τ⌉ὸ ὅλον ἄ[λ]λ[α. ὥ]ϲ[τε] καὶ κα[τὰ
            τὴν διάνοια[ν], διατατικ[ῶϲ
35        δὲ, λέγοι τ[ι]ϲ ἄ[ν] κ[α]ὶ ἐπὶ τῶ[ν
            λοιπῶ⌈ν⌉ [ὁ]μο‹ί›ων [] μὴ κ[υ-
            ρίωϲ αυτοαιδ[][₍₎]ϲ[
            τ[]κ[] ἀλλ[]ιν[
          ̲  ̲οιϲυουπορο[][₍₎][
40        ][₍₎]δα[][₍₎]
            ]λ[][][][][]ι
42        ]ν[]ν[][

(…) natures of our 
species (…) sensory percep-
tions [of] the things that 
are. (…) similar things 
(…) physical and perceiv-
able things (…) unable to 
fall under (…) for many 
reasons (…) there come to 
be true impressions, false 
impressions, cataleptic im- 
pressions, and non-cata-
leptic impressions. Simi-
lar things also occur with 
regard to the mind: for it 
(sc. the mind) is not for all 
things able either to take 
up impressions of them or 
to grasp everything. Both 
false and non-cataleptic 
impressions arise due to it 
(sc. the mind), although 
nonetheless cataleptic im-
pressions also arise. But 
similarly to these points, 
this also happens, namely 
that beyond sense percep-
tions some things are incor-
poreal, and others visible, 
audible, and similarly with 
regard to the other sens-
es, and other things (are 
beyond sense perceptions) 
entirely. In the same way, 
one could also speak of the 
mind, but in a broad sense, 
and regarding the remain-
ing similar cases (…) not 
exactly (…)
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The papyrological and philological improvements ensured by the 
new reconstruction of this column are notable in many respects. First of 
all, in comparison to the 35 lines we were able to read in the old editions, 
in the new text we can identify 42 lines, and in each new line at least a few 
letters are detectable. Moreover, we are now able to fill in a number of 
gaps, so that ll. 14-36 require fairly little conjecture to form a coherent and 
meaningful text. Our translation, which is as literal as possible, should be 
sufficient to determine Chrysippus’ focus.

P = cr. 2; O = MS. Gr. Class. c. 2, fol. 288; N = col. 3; VH2 VIII 181  1. 
primum *  ||  5. ]ιϲθα[ι Marrone2  ||  5-6. [τῶ]ν ἡμῶν [εἰ]|δῶν * (ἡμῶν leg. 
Marrone2)  ||  6. *  ||  6-7. [αἰ]|ϲθήϲειϲ Marrone2  ||  7. [τ]ὰ *  ||  παρα- 
πλ]ήϲια Marrone2  ||  8-9. φυ]ϲικὰ ⌈δὲ⌉ κ͙[αὶ] | αἰϲθητ[ικὰ *  ||  12-13. 
ἀνυπ[ο]|πτω[τ- Marrone1 et Marrone2  ||  13-14. δ]ιὰ πολλὰϲ | αἰτία[ϲ Marro- 
ne2  ||  14-15. von Arnim (SVF 2.298a, p. 100)  ||  15-17. Crönert  ||  18. 
[τὰ] παραπλήϲια Marrone2 : τ[ὸ] παραπλήϲιον Crönert, sic et von Arnim 
(ibid.) et Hülser (FDS 2.698, p. 818)  ||  19. [οὐ γ]ὰρ Crönert  ||  20. ἐ]- 
φικ[νεῖται α]ὐτὴ οὔτε Marrone2 : ἀ]δέκ[αϲτοϲ καὶ ο]ὔτε οἵα τε Crönert, sic et 
Hülser (ibid.)  ||  20-21. Crönert  ||  26. κατα[ληπτι]κῶν Crönert  ||  27. 
πα[ραπλή]ϲιον Crönert  ||  29. α[ἰ]ϲ[θή]ϲειϲ ἄλλα Marrone1 (dubit. in adn.) 
et Marrone2, Atherton (αἰϲθήϲειϲ ἄ]λλα) sec. : [π]οϲ[ότητα ἄ]λλα Crönert  ||  
29-30. α⌈ϲ⌉ώ[μα]τ[α, κ]αὶ ‹ἄλλα› ὁρατὰ * : γ[ί]|νεϲθαι ἁ[πτὰ κ]αὶ [ὁ]ρατὰ Mar- 
rone1 et Marrone2 (ἁ[πτὰ κ]αὶ spat. brev.) : γ[εί]|νεϲθαι ἀϲ[φαλέϲτ]ατα (spat. long.) 
Usener ap. Crönert  ||  31. κ[αὶ ὁμ]οί[ω]ϲ ἐπὶ τ[ῶν Crönert  ||  32. α[ἰϲθήϲε]- 
ων Marrone1, von Arnim (ibid., p. 101) sec. : α[ἰϲθητηρί]ων Marrone2 spat. long. 
: ἀ[ξιωμάτ]ων Crönert  ||  fin. κ[αὶ κατὰ Marrone1, von Arnim (ibid., p. 101) 
sec. : κ[ατὰ Marrone2, Crönert sec.  ||  33. ἄ[λλα] Marrone2 : ἀ[ξίωμα] Crönert 
: δὲ ϲῶμα von Arnim (ibid.) in adn. marg.  ||  33-34. κα[τὰ] | τὴν διάνο[ιαν 
Crönert  ||  34. διατατικ[ῶϲ Marrone2 : ἀξιώμ]ατά τιν[α Crönert  ||  35. 
λέγοι τ[ι]ϲ ἄ[ν] * : δέ, λέγομε[ν Marrone2 : ἔλεγο[ν Crönert  ||  36. [ὁμοί]ων 
Marrone2  ||  36-37. μὴ κ[υ]|ρίωϲ * (μὴ iam leg. Crönert) : μὴ κ[ατα- von Arnim 
(ibid.)  ||  37-42. primum *
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§ 2.2. Cognitive capacities and their limits

The content of ll. 1-15 is largely unintelligible, although a few phrases 
can be identified. The first is “natures of our species” (ll. 5-6: ἡμῶν [εἰ]|δῶν 
φύϲειϲ)39. Assuming that ἡμῶν is a possessive genitive that characterizes 
εἰδῶν, this term refers to human natures. But then one wonders about the 
plural in εἰδῶν. It is conceivable that humankind was thought to consist of 
various species, which is to say different peoples, and that this term in the 
plural includes all these human species. Unfortunately, the context of the 
use of this term has not been preserved. It may be related to the following 
intelligible expression: “sensory perceptions [of] the things that are” (ll. 
6-7: τῶν] ὄντων [αἰ]|ϲθήϲε⌈ιϲ⌉). The idea may have been that in virtue of the 
nature of our species we are capable of such perceptions of things. Below 
l. 7 there is a paragraphos, indicating that this concludes a section. The 
topic of this section cannot be determined with certainty, but it is plausible 
that here Chrysippus generally introduced the human capacity to perceive 
things. This is plausible because Chrysippus seems to go on throughout 
the rest of the column to provide further details regarding perceptual and 
cognitive abilities.

The new section beginning in l. 7 includes a reference to “similar 
things” (l. 7: [τ]ὰ παρα[π]λήϲια) and “physical and perceptual things” (ll. 
8–9: φυ]ϲικὰ ⌈δὲ⌉ κ͙[αὶ] | αἰϲθητ[ικὰ). It is impossible to reconstruct the con-
text of these terms. This section ends with a paragraphos in l. 10. 

The remark in ll. 11-4, separated by paragraphoi, is also unintelligible. 
There is the word fragment ἀν⌈υπ⌉[ο]|πτωτ- (ll. 12-13), which seems to be 
the remains of a verbal adjective of ὑποπίτπτειν (‘to fall under’), prefixed 
with alpha privativum. For this verb, cf. Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 8.141-
142, 145-150; Pyrrh. hyp. 2.97-98. There the talk of ‘falling into’ or ‘falling 
under’ is used for propositions in terms of whether or not they can be 
known. They fall into or under κατάληψιϲ, the infallible grasping of certain 
truths. Something that falls into or under κατάληψιϲ is grasped by means 
of κατάληψιϲ. Those things that cannot fall into or under κατάληψιϲ at all 
are classified as simply non-evident, as is the case for instance with pro- 
positions about whether the number of the stars is even or odd. But there 
are also naturally non-evident things that cannot fall directly into or under 

39   Cf. Diog. Laert. 7.61 Dorandi: εἶδοϲ δέ ἐϲτι τὸ ὑπὸ γένουϲ περιεχόμενον, ὡϲ ὑπὸ 
τοῦ ζῴου ὁ ἄνθρωποϲ περιέχεται. γενικώτατον δέ ἐϲτιν ὃ γένοϲ ὂν γένοϲ οὐκ ἔχει, οἷον τὸ τί· 
εἰδικώτατον δέ ἐϲτιν ὃ εἶδοϲ ὂν εἶδοϲ οὐκ ἔχει, ὥϲπερ ὁ Ϲωκράτηϲ.
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κατάληψιϲ (but only indirectly, through signs and proofs), e.g. that there 
are intelligible pores in our skin; and temporarily non-evident things that 
cannot fall into or under κατάληψιϲ for a time, e.g. that Athens is there for 
someone who is not in the vicinity of Athens40. 

By using the word ὑποπίπτειν, Chrysippus may be referring to this 
kind of discussion. However, there does not seem to be enough space in 
this section for him to reproduce the whole classification of non-evident 
things. So we can only surmise that he was describing a class of things that 
cannot be grasped in some way, or at all, perhaps by perception or in some 
other way. 

The end of the section contains the phrase “for many reasons” (ll. 
13–14: διὰ πολλ͙ὰ͙⌈ϲ⌉ | αἰτίαϲ). We can be sure that this is not related to what 
follows because of the paragraphos under line 14. There must be a full stop 
in line 14 for a new remark to begin. So whatever is happening here for 
many reasons must have been described before this phrase. Perhaps what 
cannot fall under κατάληψιϲ or perception is such for many reasons. But 
one could only speculate about the exact content of this section.

From l. 14 the text becomes more intelligible. Ll. 14-17 present a clear 
statement: there are true impressions, false impressions, cataleptic impres-
sions, and non-cataleptic impressions. True and false, as well as cataleptic 
and non-cataleptic, are obviously pairs of opposite attributes of impres-
sions. But there should be no temptation to read the first pair as referring 
to impressions that are both true and false (as mentioned in Sext. Emp. 
Adv. math. 7.244-245), since the enumeration connects all four items 
equally with καί. Such a reference would be inconsistent with the attrib-
utes cataleptic and non-cataleptic, which must refer to two distinct classes 
of impressions. So here Chrysippus seems to be merely making the general 
statement that there are these kinds of impressions. The way in which they 
arise may have been specified in the preceding lacuna.

The section ll. 17-23 begins with the statement that “similar things 
also occur with regard to the mind” (ll. 17-19: καὶ επὶ τῆϲ | ⌈δ⌉ιανοίαϲ τ[ὰ] 
παραπλήϲια ὑ|⌈πά⌉ρχει). If these “similar things” also happen with regard to 
the mind, they must have been mentioned before in relation to something 

40   The reports on evident and non-evident propositions are discussed by T. Ebert, 
Dialektiker und frühe Stoiker bei Sextus Empiricus, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der 
Aussagenlogik, Göttingen 1991, pp. 45-51; J. Allen, Inference from Signs, Ancient Debates 
about the Nature of Evidence, Oxford 2001, pp. 108-109; F. Ruge, The Stoic Theory of Sign 
and Proof, Basel 2022, pp. 68-72.
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else. Now the following lines make it clear that the mind is mentioned in 
relation to impressions. 

But the mind is related to impressions in two ways41. The first role of 
the mind in relation to impressions is as a factor in the formation of per-
ceptual impressions:

ἵνα γε μὴν αἰϲθητικὴ γένηται φανταϲία κατ’ αὐτούϲ, οἷον ὁρατική, δεῖ πέ-
ντε ϲυνδραμεῖν, τό τε αἰϲθητήριον καὶ τὸ αἰϲθητὸν καὶ τὸν τόπον καὶ τὸ 
φῶϲ καὶ τὴν διάνοιαν, ὡϲ ἐὰν τῶν ἄλλων παρόντων ἓν μόνον ἀπῇ, καθάπερ 
διάνοια παρὰ φύϲιν ἔχουϲα, οὐ ϲωθήϲεται, φαϲίν, ἡ ἀντίληψιϲ. (Sext. Emp. 
Adv. math. 7.424 Mutschmann)

According to them, in order for a perceptual impression, e.g. a visual 
one, to arise, five things must come together: the sense organ, the object 
of perception, the place, the light, and the mind, so that whenever only 
one is missing, even if the others are present, such as when the mind 
behaves unnaturally, the grasp, they say, will not be maintained.

Here the mind is one of the factors that contribute to the generation 
of perceptual impressions, along with the αἰϲθητήριον (sense organ). In Sex-
tus’ discussion of impressions, there are several examples where someone 
has intact perceptual faculties, but still produces false impressions because 
of an addled mind (Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 7.249, 404). It seems that the 
mind’s ability to correctly evaluate the data provided by the sense organs 
plays a role in the formation of perceptual impressions42. 

The remains of the opening lines of this column would appear to be 
discussing perception. It is plausible that the present introduction of the 
mind in relation to impressions is meant as a counterpart to a discussion of 
the role of the sense organs in human perception or cognition more gener-
ally. Of the five factors mentioned by Sextus, the sense organs are the most 
plausible candidate as the relevant counterpart to the mind, because the 
beginning of the column appears to mention human nature. In this context, 

41   L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32, pp. 340-341 seems 
to think that the double function of διάνοια – to form impressions of incorporeals and as a 
factor in impressions of bodies – is at issue in the text. It seems difficult to justify this inter-
pretation on the basis of the existing text. 

42   For a development of this kind of idea, see S. Shogry, What Do our Impressions 
Say? The Stoic Theory of Perceptual Content and Belief Formation, «Apeiron» 52 (2019), 
pp. 29-63.
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this would suggest that it is the cognitive equipment of human beings that 
is at issue. In the list above, only the sense organs and the mind fit this pic-
ture; the rest are external factors. 

However, there is a second role attested for the mind. For in Diog. 
Laert. 7.51 non-perceptual impressions are those διὰ τῆϲ διανοίαϲ (‘by the 
mind’). This should mean that these are the impressions in which only the 
mind is involved, without the sense organs, since the Sextus passage quoted 
above assigns a role to the mind in perceptual impressions as well. So when 
Chrysippus says that similar things also occur in the mind, the transition 
could be from perceptual to non-perceptual impressions, rather than from 
one factor in perceptual impressions to another.

Both options for the intended role of the mind are possible. The sec-
ond role, for non-perceptual impressions, is not a necessary interpretation, 
since the mind is a faculty that can cooperate with the senses in the produc-
tion of perceptual impressions. One difficulty with the second option is 
that further below (ll. 26-30) various objects beyond perception are intro-
duced, including incorporeals. Incorporeals are objects of non-perceptual 
impressions (Diog. Laert. 7.51) and so would fall under the discussion of 
the mind as the source of such impressions. But if the introduction of the 
mind in ll. 17-23 were intended to cover non-perceptual impressions, it 
would be difficult to understand why the topic of incorporeals beyond per-
ception is introduced later as a new topic – the new topic is not simply a list 
of the objects of non-perceptual impressions either, since it includes things 
that are in principle perceptible (see below). In fact, if the transition in ll. 
17-19 were from perceptual to non-perceptual impressions, there would be 
no need to introduce things beyond perception as a similar topic to what 
came before, because it would fall directly under a previously mentioned 
topic. The introduction of that new topic would be easier to understand if 
the immediately preceding topic had been perceptual impressions. Hence, 
we have a tentative preference for the first option, that the mind is under-
stood as a factor in the formation of perceptual impressions. 

What Chrysippus says about the mind, then, is that it is not capable 
of taking in impressions of everything or of grasping everything (ll. 19-
23). Since this is meant to be similar to what was said before, and since 
we take the previous discussion to be about the senses, we may conclude 
that the senses, like the mind, cannot take in impressions of everything or 
grasp everything. The difference between taking in (λανβάν⌈ε⌉ιν: l. 21) an 
impression and grasping (καταλανβά⌈ν⌉ειν: l. 22) something is that the latter 
term is factive, which is signalled by the intensifying prefix κατα-, so that 
what someone grasps is also true. What is merely taken or taken in need 
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not be true; taking an impression merely means having an impression, even 
without assenting to it.

That there are limits to the reach of both the senses and the mind is 
clear from the Stoic account of non-evident things in Sextus Empiricus, 
summarized above. That this topic is relevant is suggested by the mention 
of things that do not fall under perception or κατάληψιϲ and the professed 
similarity of the present thought to the previous one. The number of the 
stars is either even or odd, and that is a fact, but neither the senses nor the 
mind are able to grasp the truth about it. Then there are things about which 
the senses cannot even form impressions, let alone grasp their truth, such 
as the existence of pores in our skin, which must be inferred. As for the 
number of stars, the human mind can entertain both the thought that it is 
odd and that it is even, but it is unable to determine the truth. According to 
this text, there must also be facts about which the human mind cannot even 
entertain a thought. These are those about which the mind cannot form an 
impression. Clearly, these cannot be described or even named. This is an 
interesting view of the limitations of the human mind: it is not an obvious 
thought that there are things of which our mind cannot even conceive. 
This may be justified by a view of the mind’s ability to apply and combine 
concepts, which may be limited because these concepts are ultimately de-
rived from perceptual experience (Aët. 4.11; Diog. Laert. 7.53; Cic. Luc. 
21), which in turn is uncontroversially limited.

The next section, ll. 23-27, states that the mind forms false and non-
cataleptic impressions, but also cataleptic ones. The mind is capable of ma-
king mistakes, as a result of which human beings end up with false or non-
cataleptic impressions. Every false impression is of course non-cataleptic, 
but some true impressions are non-cataleptic as well – this is explicitly 
stated in Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 7.247, and the requirements for catalep-
tic impressions in ibid. 7.248-252 require more than truth. That the mind 
forms false and non-cataleptic impressions does not seem to be a mere 
consequence of the previous information: although the fact that the mind 
cannot grasp everything leads to the emergence of false and non-cataleptic 
impressions, impressions of things that the mind could grasp can also be 
false and non-cataleptic due to errors. Similarly, the point that cataleptic 
impressions nevertheless arise because of the mind cannot be a consequen-
ce of the previous point about the mind’s limitations. So, the thought in ll. 
23-27 is not a continuation of the previous thought, but gives another ge-
neral insight into the function of the mind. This general insight is that the 
mind is a factor in the generation of cataleptic as well as non-cataleptic and 
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false impressions43. The intended relation to the previous thought about 
the limitations of the mind might be that these limitations are responsible 
for at least some false and non-cataleptic impressions.

Chrysippus moves on to the next section in ll. 27-33. He begins in ll. 
27-28 by stating that something similar to “these things” happens. Since 
the following lines will spell out the similar things, the things to which 
these are similar must have been mentioned earlier. Considering that 
what follows mentions things “beyond sense perception” (l. 29: παρὰ α[ἰ]- 
ϲθ[ή]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲ), the similarity should consist in the introduction of a further 
point related to the limitations of human cognition. Since the text men-
tions perception, and since this – as we have seen above – involves both the 
sense organs and the mind, the similarity may be intended to extend both 
to the section on the limitations of the mind (ll. 17-23) and the lost section, 
presumably on the limitations of the sense organs (ll. 11-14). Perhaps the 
reason for mentioning the present similar point is that Chrysippus had 
previously only stated the limitations of the senses and the mind in general 
terms, whereas he now takes up this topic again and describes these things 
beyond the senses, and perhaps beyond the mind, by discussing what kind 
of things these are more concretely. 

The point of the present section is that various things are beyond 
sense perception44; the grammatical structure seems to be such that there 
is an articulated infinitive governed by ϲυντέτευχεν (l. 28), namely τὸ … 

43   There is some debate as to whether the Stoics allow for non-perceptual cataleptic 
impressions or whether, according to them, all cataleptic impressions result from percep-
tion. Arguments against non-perceptual cataleptic impressions have recently been made by 
T. Nawar, Clear and Distinct Perception in the Stoics, Augustine, and William of Ockham, 
«Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society» Suppl. 96 (2022), pp. 185-207. For arguments in 
favour, see W. Schwab, Non-Perceptual Kataleptic Impressions in Stoicism, «Journal of the 
History of Philosophy», forthcoming; K.M. Vogt, Vagueness and Kataleptic Impressions, 
«Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society» Suppl. 96 (2022), pp. 165-183. The present read-
ing of this column does not commit Chrysippus to non-perceptual cataleptic impressions, 
since the mind has so far been discussed as a factor in perception. 

44   L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32, pp. 340-341, thinks 
that the point of ll. 29-31 is to highlight that the sense organs have only one function, in 
contrast to the double function of the mind. But it is difficult to understand, then, where the 
similarity (π⌈α⌉[ρα]πλήϲιον: l. 27) mentioned by Chrysippus lies. Marrone’s interpretation is 
based on the reading γ[ί]|νεϲθαι ἁ[πτὰ κ]αὶ [ὁ]ρατὰ in ll. 29-30 (see app. crit.) and the trans-
lation of παρὰ α[ἰ]ϲθ[ή]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲ in l. 29 as “in relazione alle sensazioni” (L. Marrone, Gnose-
ologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32, p. 340) or even “in conseguenza di sensazioni” (L. 
Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 307), cit. nt. 19., p. 87). Regarding the 
translation of παρὰ α[ἰ]ϲθ[ή]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲ, the causal meaning is patently impossible. The alternative 
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γί|νεϲ⌈θ⌉αι (ll. 29-30). This articulated infinitive is complemented by παρὰ 
α[ἰ]ϲθ[ή]⌈ϲ⌉ειϲ (l. 29), which must mean “beyond sense perceptions” be-
cause the following specifies incorporeals, which are always imperceptible. 
This articulated infinitive is combined with different subjects, expressed by 
ἄλλα (ll. 29, 30, 33) and an attribute. The repetition of ἄλλα seems to mean 
“there are some (…), others (…), and others (…).” 

Now, beyond perception there are incorporeals (ll. 29-30) and other 
things that are visible or audible or perceptible through some other sense 
(ll. 30-32). That incorporeals are beyond perception is clear. But according 
to the present way of construing this sentence, the other things that are 
visible, etc., are also said to be beyond perception. This need not be incon-
sistent, for there may be things which are, in principle, visible, but which 
cannot be perceived by human beings. For instance, whether the number 
of the stars is even or odd seems to be visible in principle – the stars them-
selves are not hidden from view, but human beings are simply unable to 
take all the stars into account. A more mundane example might be facts 
that are not visible to everyone at the same time, such as facts about the city 
of Athens, but which are certainly not invisible.

The third element in this articulated infinitive is “and others entirely” 
(ll. 32–33: κ[αὶ κα]⌈τὰ⌉ | ⌈τ⌉ὸ ὅλον ἄ[λ]λ[α). This is part of the construction 
introduced earlier, which means that παρὰ αἰϲθήϲειϲ γίνεϲθαι must be sup-
plied – it is clear that a supplement is necessary and no other supplement is 
available. So the meaning should be “and others are beyond perception en-
tirely.” However, the incorporeals of ll. 29-30 are already entirely beyond 
perception, but this third item in the list should not be identical to the first 
one. Hence, it seems plausible that this third item comprises bodies which 
are entirely beyond perception. The difference between the second and 
the third item is that the second comprises things that are in principle per-
ceptible, whereas the third item comprises things that are not perceptible 
at all. Perhaps these include the intelligible pores in our skin, of which we 
can know only by proof (Sext. Emp. Pyrrh. hyp. 2.142; Adv. math. 8.309); 
though they are not incorporeal, they are nonetheless purely intelligible. 

The following ll. 33-36 begin a new section, but the rest of the section 
is largely unintelligible. These lines seem to state that this is how one might 
speak of the mind and other similar things. The ὥ]ϲ[τε] (l. 33) should be 
taken as a comparative conjunction, since there is no clear consequential 
relation between the following lines and the preceding ones. Rather, the 

translation, that visible things are visible in relation to perception, would be inane. Mar-
rone’s reading in ll. 29-30 is too short for the lacuna it is meant to fill.   
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mind seems to be a case akin to the previously described one. This would 
mean that just as there are things that elude perception for various rea-
sons, there are also things that elude the mind. Now, the mind is a factor 
in perception, so either Chrysippus means cases where the mind is active 
without perception (but has limitations of its own) or cases where the lim-
itations in terms of perception are due specifically to the mind. It does not 
seem possible to determine the exact meaning of this last section. Nor is it 
at all clear what the other similar cases would be.

In summary, this column presents observations on the cognitive ca-
pacities that are involved in the formation of impressions (i.e. true, false, 
cataleptic, and non-cataleptic impressions). It is clear that perception and 
the mind are at issue; perhaps the mind is discussed as one of the factors 
in perception. The column seems to place particular emphasis on the lim-
itations of these cognitive capacities by stating that the mind cannot form 
impressions of everything or grasp everything, and by pointing out what 
sorts of things are beyond perception. 

However, it is difficult to assess what the argumentative point behind 
this information might be; this is because there is no explicit argument in 
this column, and the topic of impressions does not obviously fit the general 
trend of the other surviving parts of the Logical Investigations, which deal 
with various problems related to λεκτά (meanings of significant speech). 
Now a connection with the topic of λεκτά can tentatively be established 
through the word fragment ἀν⌈υπ⌉[ο]|πτωτ[- (ll. 12-13), which – as suggest-
ed above – seems to be a remnant of a point about things that cannot fall 
into perception or κατάληψιϲ. In Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 8.141-142, 145-
150, and Pyrrh. hyp. 2.97-98, these things must be understood as proposi-
tions, which are λεκτά. Hence, Chrysippus may have intended this column 
to make a point about the limited knowability of certain propositions. This 
may have been related to a problematic point in the theory of λεκτά45.

Ultimately, whatever the argument developed in this column, it does 
not seem to have been completed in it. For the following col. 4 Ma. (= col. 

45   L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32, p. 341, points to the 
fact that impressions are true or false in virtue of propositions – she quotes Sext. Emp. Adv. 
math. 8.10, but this is not directly relevant to impressions; ibid. 7.244 is the crucial refer-
ence – as an explanation of the relation between this column and the discussion of λεκτά 
that dominates the papyrus. This is not a satisfactory explanation, however, as it would only 
explain why someone might want to mention λεκτά in the context of impressions, but not 
what a discussion of impressions would contribute to the topic of λεκτά.
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65 V.) shows certain parallels. For the purposes of this commentary, we will 
refer to Marrone’s edition46 and focus on possible connections between the 
present column and col. 4 Ma. We leave the detailed examination of a new-
ly edited col. 65 V. (as well as col. 66 V.) for future work on this papyrus. 

The first intelligible point in col. 4 Ma. is that certain differences arise 
not only in our natures (τὰϲ φύϲειϲ: ll. 11-12), but also in our crafts (τέχναϲ: 
l. 13) and practices (τριβάϲ: l. 14)47. Given that col. 64 V. mentions the na-
tures of our species (ll. 5-6), it is reasonable to infer that the subsequent 
column extends the topic to other factors, i.e. not only the inborn facul-
ties of human beings, but also acquired ones. That τέχνη plays a role in 
the formation of some impressions is clear from Diog. Laert. 7.51, where 
φανταϲίαι τεχνικαί (expert impressions) are mentioned48. The text of col. 4 
Ma. also contains the statement that something similar to what happens 
with the sense organs happens (ϲυντέτευχεν) with crafts (ll. 15-17). The 
form of this statement – something similar to an earlier point happens – 
and the reference to sense organs make it likely that the similarity that 
occurs with the crafts is a continuation of the previous column.

Col. 4 Ma. seems to continue the topic of the limitations of craftsman-
ship as a cognitive capacity in ll. 17-21 and moves on to a concrete problem 
(ll. 25-31). The problem concerns the statement “not: this one is this one” 
(ll. 29-30: οὐκ ἔϲτιν οὗτοϲ οὗ|τοϲ). Apparently, it is not possible to make this 
clear (ll. 30-31: διαϲα|φῆϲ̣[αι]). For the use of similar terminology, see the 
following entry in Diogenes’ list of the virtues of speech:

ϲαφήνεια δέ ἐϲτι λέξιϲ γνωρίμωϲ παριϲτᾶϲα τὸ νοούμενον· (Diog. Laert. 
7.59 Dorandi)

Clarity is an utterance that intelligibly presents what is thought.

It seems that being ϲαφήϲ is a property of a linguistic utterance such 
that its meaning is clear from the wording – note that Diogenes speaks of 

46   L. Marrone, Le Questioni logiche di Crisippo (P.Herc. 307), cit. nt. 19.
47   This connection is also noted by E. Bréhier, Chrysippe et l’Ancient Stoicisme, cit. 

nt. 36, p. 26; L. Marrone, Gnoseologia stoica nel P.Herc. 307, cit. nt. 32, p. 341.
48   On this topic, see S. Shogry, Creating a Mind Fit for Truth: The Role of Exper-

tise in the Stoic Account of the Kataleptic Impression, «Ancient Philosophy» 38 (2018), pp. 
357-381; S. Shogry, The Stoic Appeal to Expertise: Platonic Echoes in the Reply to Indis-
tinguishability, «Apeiron» 54 (2021), pp. 129-159; M. Veres and D. Machek (2023): Expert 
Impressions in Stoicism, «Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie» 105 (2023), pp. 241-264.
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what is thought rather than the λεκτόν, which constitutes the meaning of 
an utterance, but presumably thoughts signify λεκτά themselves (cf. Diog. 
Laert. 7.63) and these thoughts are transported into uttered speech (cf. 
ibid. 7.49). The term διαϲα|φῆϲ̣[αι] seems to refer to making the meaning 
of an utterance clear. 

The discussion of this kind of (negated) identity statement continues 
in col. 5 Ma. There the problem is that it is difficult to make out what is 
said, seemingly a confirmation of the above observation, and that we might 
inadvertently say false things (col. 5.19-24 Ma.). The second point is prob-
ably a consequence of the first: if we say something of whose meaning we 
are unsure, we may end up asserting a falsehood.

It is difficult to assess exactly how the problem with such statements 
arises – a new edition and dedicated commentary are needed. But it should 
be noted that problems of identity are also discussed in our texts on cata-
leptic impressions: the Academic sceptics challenged the possibility of cat-
aleptic impressions by constructing cases where someone is unable to dis-
tinguish two nearly identical objects, such as twins or eggs. The subject’s 
inability to distinguish the objects makes his impressions non-cataleptic49. 
Given all this, there might be a problem with the statement “not: this one is 
this one” in that, in cases where the objects indicated are deceptively simi-
lar, it may be difficult to tell what each demonstrative pronoun is referring 
to and thus what exactly is being negated50. This difficulty would be due to 
the inadequacy of both our natural capacities and our acquired capacities 
– acquired capacities seem to help at least in some cases, as in the case of 
mothers who have learned to recognize their twins (Cic. Luc. 56-57) and 
farmers who can distinguish eggs (ibid. 57). There might also be uncertain-
ty about the truth of the statement, in so far as one might not know that the 
two objects in question are really two distinct objects. This would occur 
when the objects are not seen at the same time, but one after the other.

49   Sext. Emp. Adv. math. 7.409-410; Cic. Luc. 54-58. A recent discussion of indis-
tinguishability is S. Shogry, The Stoic Appeal to Expertise: Platonic Echoes in the Reply to 
Indistinguishability, cit. nt. 48.

50   We are unfortunately unable to compare this proposal with C. Atherton, The 
Stoics on Ambiguity, cit. nt. 38, pp. 247-269 to which L. Marrone, L’ambiguità verbale nel 
P.Herc. 307 (Questioni logiche di Crisippo), cit. nt. 32, p. 262 nt. 6 refers. Atherton does of-
fer brief remarks at C. Atherton, The Stoics on Ambiguity, Cambridge 1993, p. 307 and pp. 
386-387 nt. 147. She mentions difficulties in using and understanding deictic pronouns and 
in understanding the syntax of identity statements. These may be related to the difficulty 
sketched here, but the details of her interpretation remain unclear to us.
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In any case, Chrysippus seems to be discussing a problem with an 
epistemic dimension, as indicated by the epistemic vocabulary used in cols. 
4-5 Ma. This problem concerns the determination of the meaning of these 
problematic identity statements, so that the truth or falsity of this meaning 
also remains unclear. The proposition associated with the words “not: this 
one is this one” would then be such that it is difficult to form an impres-
sion of it, i.e. to mentally formulate and understand the meaning of these 
words, and to grasp the truth or falsity of it. These are the difficulties that 
are mentioned for the mind in our present column, ll. 17-23. Hence, col. 64 
V. (= col. 3 Ma.) would seem to have the following effect on the subsequent 
discussion: col. 64 V. generally introduces the topic of the natural cognitive 
capacities involved in the formation of impressions and their limits. In col. 
4 Ma. (= col. 65 V.) this is then extended to acquired cognitive capacities, 
which are similarly limited. All this seems to set the ground for the concrete 
cases of identity statements that pose certain difficulties in cols. 4-5 Ma. 
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Abstract

In this paper we present a new edition of the former col. 3 Crönert/
Marrone of P.Herc. 307, now col. 64 Vassallo, where several fresh readings 
allow us to show how this text describes the mind and the sense organs as 
factors in the generation of different kinds of impressions. The text alludes 
to the doctrine, known to us from Sextus Empiricus, that certain propo-
sitions are unknowable in certain respects. The reason for this is that the 
mind and the sense organs are limited. The limitations of these cognitive 
capacities are the central concern of this column, which is continued in 
the subsequent one, where the problem of cognitive limitations is tackled 
with parallel remarks on trained cognitive skills. The column thus sets the 
stage for the discussion that follows, which focuses on the concrete case of 
problematic identity statements. As a whole, this case study demonstrates 
that new editorial work on this intriguing Herculaneum text can provide 
philosophical insights to enhance our knowledge of Stoic logic.

Keywords: Chrysippus, Herculaneum papyri, Impressions, Stoic 
logic, Theory of cognition.
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Plates

The multispectral images (MSI) of P.Herc. 307 (P, O, N) published 
below are reproduced by permission of the Italian Ministry of Cultural 
Heritage and Activities (photos by S.W. Booras © Biblioteca Nazionale 
‘Vittorio Emanuele III’, Naples; Brigham Young University, Provo, USA); 
duplication by any means is forbidden.

Fig. 1 – P.Herc. 307, cr. 5, detail (subscriptio).
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Fig. 2 – P.Herc. 307, cr. 2, col. 3.
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Fig. 3 – O (Ms. Gr. Class. c. 2, fol. 288).
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Fig. 4 – N (P.Herc. 307, col. 3).
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