Skepticism and Divination in China, Greece and Rome

?ﬁ?j (Lisa Raphals)
Debates on the nature of self, agency and fate are central to both the Chinese and Greek

philosophical traditions.' In both China and Greco-Roman antiquity, divination was an object of
philosophical debate, often within the context of questions of fatalism and determinism, for
which it had important implications. The arguments of Cicero (Rome) and Wang Chong (China)
are particularly well known. But both wrote against a significant background of defenses and
attacks (skeptical and otherwise) on divination. The first section surveys the key issues in
Warring States and Greek debates about divination. The second addresses the use of these
debates in the Lunheng and De Divinatione.

Scholarship over the past two decades have focused on important sociological and
epistemological dimensions of divination, both in antiquity and in the present. It underscores the
rationality of divination, the pervasive influence of divinatory thinking, its complex social
history, its role in the development of other hermeneutic traditions, and its place in an
archaeology of knowledge. The "default" position in both traditions was the approval and
practice of divination, including by those we are accustomed to think of as philosophers.

1. Debating Divination
.1.1Warring States Debates on Divination

There is extensive Chinese evidence of contact and active competition between diviners

and Masters -. Teaching was one of several livelihoods made possible by literacy and specialist
expertise. Divination was another, either through self-employment in the marketplace or as a
court official. Thus competition between Masters and mantic specialists involved career choice,
patronage, students and the status of modes of knowledge. Debates on divination were part of
this intellectual milieu.

Confucius famously recommended a respectful distance from "ghosts and spirits" (Lunyu
6.22). A more nuanced picture of his possible views appears outside the Lunyu and in excavated

texts. In the Mawangdui text Yao %, Confucius claims that the virtue he seeks is superior to the
turtle and yarrow divinations of incantators and wu (fL A |s 7%), and seems to claim that

cultivating virtue is superior to mantic expertise. But elsewhere in the same text, when asked



whether he believes in yarrow divination, he replies that he has performed one hundred Yi
divinations, and seventy have been correct (FI/M5 HAF 2 FHEH HME+HE).?
Similarly, in the Liishi chungiu Confucius performs divination and discusses it with his students.’

The case becomes more complex with Mencius, who describes virtue as manifesting in
the body. At 2A2 he describes qi as filling the body and commanded by the will i5; its

concentration is a function of morality, through accumulated yi ($£5%). At 7A21 he describes the
four virtues of the junzi as rooted in the heart-mind, and visible in the harmony of the
countenance and in the appearance of the back and limbs. They produce a glossy color visible in
the face and limbs.

But if virtue is visible in the body it is also logically possible to "read" it, and Mencius

effectively defends this version of physiognomy:

FFNE, ERIART BT AR D IE, ErRS: MhAE,
R IR . SEHEW, BIHE T, ANISHEN? (4A15)

Wang Chong attacks him for this and argues that clarity or the pupils is determined at
birth and does not depend on character.*

Divination was also an object of disagreement between Confucius and the Mobhists, in
debates in which the Master gets the better of a wu. In the Liishi chungiu Confucius discusses
political reform with the wu Maqi A& i, who cannot grasp his ideas (1441, ££%% 21.2). Mozi
debates with the wu Mazi A5 -F- on the value of the knowledge of contemporary innovators, the
sage kings of antiquity and ghosts and spirits, accessed by divination.” The Mohists also regarded
prognostication as an effective component of defensive military strategy. Generals were advised
to employ wu and prognosticators, but to keep their results and methods strictly secret from the
army (68.894-5). The Guanzi also recommends divination; Guan Zhong advises Duke Huan of
Qi to scrutinize the portents of Heaven and observe the results of divination.® It argues that

diviners protect rulers from the effects of changing conditions, confusion and recklessness (and
even specifies how much they should be paid) (4ab, LIHEE 22.75; 20a, £ E 12.35). The point

of these examples is that Masters considered divination normal and acceptable, even if they

sometimes chose to distance themselves from diviners.



In both China and Greece debates about divination arose relatively late, in China with the
growth of a specifically Confucian philosophy in the late Warring States and in Greece with the
efforts of 3" century Stoics to address arguments of Aristotle and his later contemporaries.
Whereas positive statements about divination tend to be general, critiques tend to have specific
targets, and to show the results of self-conscious reflection. Some critiques of divination are
strikingly Chinese, others peculiarly Greek; some apparently similar critiques are used for
different reasons and in different ways.

Epistemological critiques of divination argue that it is an inferior, inconsistent, or
ineffective mode of knowledge. Ethical attacks focus on both individual practitioners and the
ethics of divination itself. In both China and Greece organized schools made claims to a
universal knowledge beyond the limitations of technical specialists. The most significant Chinese
critique of divination is the Daoist claim that only knowledge of dao provides understanding of
the future; divination is an inferior practice and an inferior mode of knowledge. The Zhuangzi
and Guanzi contrast the equanimity of the sage with the frenetic manipulations of the diviner,
and recommend meditation and "inward training." As the Zhuangzi puts it:

AESE N 2RI AT XY

The Guanzi tells us how:

R, EWiEE, BEEF 2 66— F 2 (5a, IN3E 16.49; 6a, VT I 13.37)

Another Guanzi passage praises a sage, who:

AHAH, MU A DA, MREETE X (10a, 10 13.38).

A different argument appears in the Huainanzi, which associates divination with deceit
and deception. Similarly, the Yantielun contrasts the search for auspicious days with the ethical
orientation of the sages of antiquity.®

Confucian polemics on divination are ethical. Zuozhuan accounts stress the superiority of
prediction based on moral character over the results of divination. Confucians considered moral
character a precondition for divination; they transformed the Zhouyi from a divination manual
into a Confucian classic for universal moral guidance that supplanted divination.

Xunzi attacks divination on ethical grounds, while affirming its value as part of state

ritual. In "Against Physiognomy" 3E4H he argues that: physiognomizing people's forms is



inferior to speaking of their heart-minds:

A UG

Poor physiognomy does not prevent correct values, and good physiognomy cannot take
the place of incorrect values. (He gives examples of the poor physiognomy of legendary sages
and rulers, even including Confucius.) What makes us human is the act of making distinctions;
this does not depend on physiognomy, which is determined at birth (5/25).

In addition to positive attitudes toward divination, most Chinese philosophers argued

about ming 7. They disagreed about its nature and what to do about it, but all considered it part
of the landscape. However, debates about ming were separate from debates about divination.

Most Chinese accounts of divination do not pursue questions of determinism and causality. An

exception is the Tianlun K7w,"in which Xunzi argues prayer and divination do not cause their

objects, and important decisions should not be based on divination. Prayers for rain do not cause
rain; prayer and divination do not cause good fortune. Han Fei also argues that prayer does not
cause good fortune, but neither pursues the issue of causality at any length.'

Excavated texts prominently include divination manuals and instruments, and thus
provide additional information on mantic activity and early Chinese views of divination, fate and
agency. They are richest in the territory associated with Chu, other sites are in Hunan, Henan,
Hebei, Anhui, Jiangsu, Shandong and Gansu.

.1.2Greco-Roman Debates on Divination before Cicero
Greek mantic discourse recognized that knowledge of the future somehow implied its

preexistence.'' Tension between belief in the efficacy of divination and belief in inexorable fate
first appears in Homer. The problem of the poets was to reconcile divination (which sought to
"change" the future) with belief in the plan of Zeus. The philosophers had an opposite problem:
to theorize divination in ways that reconciled traditional religion with new theories of nature,
cause and so forth.

Most philosophers before Socrates (c.469-399) either affirmed some kind of belief in
divination, or held beliefs compatible with it, including Thales,'* Anaximander, Anaximenes, and
Anaxagoras, whose nous can be converted into attentive Providence. Democritus based his

notions of prediction on laws of mechanical movement of atoms in space. Yet even he believed



in the possibility of presentiment of future events because he considered the universe to be
ordered by divine will according to providence."

The two major Presocratic critics of divination were Xenophanes and Heraclitus.
Xenophanes repudiated divination in its entirety, attacking the immorality of the Homeric gods
(frs. 11 and 12) and the anthropomorphism of Greek religion (ff. 14-16). The god postulated by
Xenophanes would have no motive to provide divinatory knowledge to humans, nor would
humans understand it. Heraclitus criticized the religious conventions of his day in order to
advance new notions of flux and the union of opposites. He rejected technical divination,
oneiromancy, and ritual purifications after murder, but accepted the divination of the Sibyl and
Pythia (fr. 92), and asserted that the Delphic oracle offers signs to humankind, and "neither
speaks nor hides, but signifies": oute legei oute kruptei alla sémainei (fr. 93, Plut. Pyth. orac.
404d8).

Other Presocratics may have been diviners. Diogenes (8.32) reports that Pythagoras
instructed his students to "honor every kind of divination"; and that he was called "Pyth-agoras"
because he outdid the Pyth-ia (the priestess of Apollo at Delphi) in the truth of his public
pronouncements in the agora (8.21). The Purifications of Empedocles begins with a claim to be
in high demand everywhere, to: "some seeking mantic arts, others seeking healing oracular
speech for all kinds of diseases" (fr. 112, Clem. Strom. 6.30).

But perhaps the most interesting Greek philosopher for the present discussion is the
Platonic Socrates, the apocryphal creator of so much of Greek philosophy. Did Socrates believe
in divination? The question is not trivial, because it becomes an important element in the trial
that led to his death. The moral status of Socrates' philosophic activities is a central point in his
trial, and his claim that these pursuits are grounded in divination is central to his defense. He
describes the oracle to Chaerephon (that no man is wiser than Socrates) as the source of his
philosophical mission, and repeatedly affirms his trust in his daimonion to warn him against
error (Apol. 20e, 22¢, 31d, 40a-b).

Commentators typically disregard this apparent trust in divination as a source of truth,
and the implication that Socrates' moral and philosophical convictions are religious in origin.

But, as Brickhouse and Smith have argued, the daimonion provides him with certainty that he



must serve the god by practicing philosophy in Athens, but not about anything else, including the
nature of virtue. This leaves Socrates in the position of being certain that his philosophical
activities are virtuous but unable to offer a logos to explain their virtue."* So in recommending
the mantic arts he was not advocating laziness or shortcuts because he did not consider divine
knowledge a substitute for human knowledge.

And Socrates did recommend them, as attested by two of his students: Plato and
Xenophon. In addition to his own defense, he urged his friends to trust themselves in cases where
the results were certain, but to consult the Pythia in uncertain ones, for example his advice to
Xenophon on whether to join the expedition of Cyrus. Xenophon goes to Delphi, but asks the
wrong question: not whether to go, but to which god to sacrifice for success on the expedition.
Socrates rebuked Xenophon, but advises him to obey the oracle's advice and go (Xen. Anab.
3.1).

Socrates thus brought divination into the purview of philosophy; and Plato (428-347) and
his successors continued that approach. Plato enjoins the city to consult the oracle on religious
and moral issues (Rep 427b; Laws 738b-d). He also linked divination to the benevolent activity
of the gods, describing mantiké as the first of four kinds of divine madness (Phaed. 244a-e). It is
the madness of priestesses possessed by Apollo, who provide great benefits to others when mad,
and none when sane (244b). The observation of birds (ornithon) and signs (semeion) are as
inferior to it as is human sanity to divine madness, which purifies and inspires (244c-¢). Similar
arguments appear in the Timaeus (71b-e).

A positive Greek consensus on divination always coexisted with ad hominem attacks
against individual practitioners. But divination itself became an object of heated debate in
Hellenistic Greece because of its key role in new arguments about fate, causality, necessity,
determinism and their ethical implications, both for Stoic advocates of divination and for their
Epicurean and skeptical critics. That debate, as in China, had both epistemological and ethic
ramifications, but for very different reasons.

The most significant epistemological element in the Hellenistic debates was skepticism,
both asserted and denied. Another type of critique was purely empirical: does divination work?

Empirical arguments figure unevenly in Greek debates, and it is noteworthy that recorded



accounts of tests of the reliability of oracles come from foreigners; Greeks seemed to considered
such tests both unnecessary and impious. Most the most famous is the "test" oracle of Croesus as
reported in Herodotus (1.46-55). The two other figures reported to comment on the accuracy of
oracles are also non-Greeks: Amasis (Hdt. 2.174) and Xerxes and Mardonius (Hdt. 8.133-36).

From Plato to Aristotle there is a sudden and brutal transition. Aristotle rejects inductive
divination and relies on dreams and physiological explanations. As Auguste Bouché-Leclercq
puts it, Plato tried to absorb science in revelation; Aristotle sought to absorb revelation in
science."” Chrysippus and the Stoic defenders of divination claimed empirical efficacy but denied
any causal link between the "signs" of divination and their signifiers. Causal explanation would
make divination a science like any other; it would lose its privileged metaphysical status as a
hermeneutic for divine knowledge and agency.

Aristotle was the first to raise the possibility that a deterministic destiny precludes moral
choice, and ethical debates about divination were driven by Hellenistic debates on fate, causality,
necessity, determinism and their ethical implications. Efforts to reconcile determinism and moral
responsibility become a major issue in Stoic attempts to refute attacks by skeptics and
Epicureans. These arguments were also part of a broad debate about modality and modal logic
that preoccupied many Hellenistic philosophers. The ethical problem of human responsibility for
events foretold by gods first appear in Homer, but early texts do not emphasize these difficulties.
For example, the mechanistic atomism of Democritus raises issues of human responsibility for a
modern reader, but not, apparently, for Democritus. Plato touches on the relation of destiny and
human choice in Republic 10, but destiny and determinism are not a central issue. It was
Aristotle who made choice central to notions of human responsibility. Determinism threatens
human choice and human freedom, and Aristotle was the first to suggest that determinism
precludes morality and agency, which were central to his concept of the good life.

Aristotle treated cause as a matter of explanation, and did not connect the notions of
cause and necessity. He viewed events not as chains of cause and effect but as ripples from a
stone in a pond. He thus denied that all events are determined by necessary chains of causation.
He held that some events result from chance rather than necessity, but his treatment of chance

and coincidence did not rule out determinism. His primary interest was in the problem of



explanation (the possibility that there are chance events with no scientific explanation), without
recourse to indeterminism.'® Hellenistic debates about determinism and freedom began as
reactions to Aristotle's incomplete analysis of causation, determinism and responsibility. The
question of whether the future can be know is logically distinct from the question of whether the
universe is deterministic, but in antiquity arguments about fate and prediction were considered
related, perhaps because individual fate was so often the object of prediction.

But there was general agreement that for a future event to be knowable, it must in some
sense be caused. The Stoics treated prediction under the rubric of divination and used divination
to argue theories of fate. Their account of prediction and divination was part of an integrated
systematic theory that included ethics, theology and metaphysics. These debates begin with
Chrysippus, the third head of the Stoic school. He attempted to use logic to "prove" that "all
things happen according to fate (heimarmené).'” He devised a "syllogism" to prove that the gods

exist and reveal the future:

If there are gods and they do not declare the future to mortals, then either they do
not love humans, or they do not know the future, or they think that knowledge of
the future will not benefit humanity, or they think it against their own majesty to

presignify to mortals what the future will be, or they themselves are not able to

determine it (Cic. Div. 2.101).

Chrysippus tried to develop new accounts of possibility and necessity that were
consistent with both moral responsibility and the Stoic "fate principle." He described his modal
theory as a "proof," but also makes or implies empirical claims for divination.

Posidonius attempted to theorize divination by sumpatheia, divine providence, and claims
that nature gives signs of future events, which unfold over time in the manner of a cable
unwinding. Epicurean critics argued that chance, rather than fate, controlled events, and skeptics
refused to acknowledge any role for providence. Plutarch defended inspired divination and the
reputation of the Delphic oracle, but attacked Chrysippus for contradictions between his theories
of possibility and fate. In Plutarch's own theory of moral agency, fate mixed and intertwined with
chance. In this and other middle Platonic views, moral choice is not fated, but fate affects the

consequences of moral choice. These arguments, Stoic notions of co-fated events, and notions of



events contrary to fate attempted to solve the moral dilemma by incrementally ramifying the
concept of fate to soften its deterministic edges. They are reminiscent of some of the anti-fatalist
arguments of Wang Chong, who also introduced new categorizations of fate and placed a new
emphasis on the role of chance in human events.

.1.3Comparing the Early Debates
A key element in both Chinese and Greek divination debates about divination is

epistemological. In each case divination is rejected as an inferior mode of knowledge. The early
Daoists used it rhetorically to argue for the superiority of understanding of dao; Plato used it
rhetorically to argue for the superiority of philosophy. Greek critiques of divination were
significantly and self-consciously skeptical, whereas skepticism is not a central argument in
Chinese debates about divination.

Ethics was a significant factor in both Chinese and Greek debates, but in culturally very
particular ways. Some Chinese critiques associated divination with acquisitiveness and
inauthenticity; others rejected it as inferior to prediction on the basis of moral character. Greek
ethical debates focus on divination as a concomitant of determinism, and the perceived conflict
between the key value of moral choice and the determinism implied in certain accounts of
necessity and causality. The extremely elaborate logical debate that ensued is peculiarly Greek,
and goes hand in hand with other features of Greek debate, including emphasis on proof and the
use of quasi-legal modes of argumentation.

Despite these profound differences there are some similarities. Both traditions broadly
held that valid and authentic divination arises from the sagacity, wisdom, insight, or more
broadly the "virtue" of the diviner understood in terms that combine religious and philosophical
values and perspectives. Both understood it to be a "right" reading of the text of the cosmos.
Finally both understood it to be hermeneutic, and in this sense, fundamentally the same as any
sort of textual interpretation.

2Using the Past: Han and Rome

Given this active history of debate about divination in both pre-Han China and
Presocratic to Hellenistic Greece, how did these debates play out in the works of Wang Chong
and Cicero, the major commentators on the mantic arts in Han China and Rome?

.2.1Wang Chong



Wang Chong is often portrayed as a skeptic and his attacks on divination (with the
interesting exception of physiognomy) are an important part of this picture. Many of his actual
arguments are highly rhetorical and largely consist of ridiculing opponents. Recent debate has
addressed whether he was the rational skeptic previously supposed. He makes two major
critiques of divination. How do they compare to the debates of the Warring States?

The first was that belief in (in)auspicious days and wind divination ignored relations
between cause and effect: events were not caused by the intervention of heaven or the

movements of the stars. Similarly, Wang argues that inauspicious times cannot cause sickness,
misfortunes, deaths or the destruction of families (72, ##5%). He attacks belief in defences,

prohibitions and attempts to align activities to the movements of the stars (73, #f j#). Finally,
Wang attacks wind divination and the implied possibility of moving Heaven. He argues that
signs of rain come, not in response to prayer, but from Heaven's normal operations. He attacks

the view that omens like the appearance of phoenix and unicorn occur for the sake of an emperor

or in response to the virtue of a sage (51.749, 5%ii). Similarly, winds blowing over royal
residences do not cause prices to rise, winds from the dwellings of prisoners or the dead do not

cause them to fall, nor is there any causal relation between the movements of the winds and the

victory of an army (43, ##))). In summary, diviners cannot question Heaven and Earth because
Heaven follows the same principles as humanity:

RELNIFITE (71,999, biE).

The intellectual core of these arguments appears in the arguments for cosmic regularity in
Xunzi's Tianlun. Xunzi argued for regularities in nature for different reasons than Wang Chong.
Nor does Wang draw on Xunzi in his presentation, which is much more extensive, and has
different intellectual targets.

Wang's second major argument is a critique, not of individual diviners but of the entire
system of divination of his time. He uses the case of inaccurate dream divination to argue that,

even if dreams offer accurate signs, human limitations prevent their correct interpretation:

KT S BNRF. B EEATRIR, RS A IR Jth. RAR, JEfE
AN, NZ A, w2 KB (71.1006-1007).

He argues that there are divination signs, but their meaning is not fixed:

10



REWHR N, BRI MEIREG W EiaRE . ERE, JREGREE. 5
RAN AR, BENEE . SRR, =GR AR, (71.1005).

He compares turtle and yarrow divination to the rule of a sage king. Omen numbers (J&
#) are like omens (%) that respond to sage rule, but because the omens are not constant (%)
and the numbers are strange (#fi %) good and ill auspice are misjudged. Wang thus argues that
there are portents, but their meaning also is not fixed:
HRRZHi, MR EZ AW, B EEERBIE, K 5 2y s 552
(57.816, E ).
He compares the omens (%if) of Great Peace to the diverse physiognomies (#H) of the

sage kings: in both cases the expectation of consistency was misguided.
K NEAEATTH, Bz N, i (71.1006).

So the problem is not that divination is inherently wrong but that diviners prognosticate
incorrectly, and they do so because they are not sages. Michael Puett has recently argued that
Wang Chong's critique of the views of his age is not his primary purpose. The goal is not to use
divination correctly, but to listen to sages, who understand the right way, not by prognostication
but by looking within.'® This is almost exactly the epistemological critique of the Zhuangzi and
Guanzi, which prefer the certainty of sages (as they define them) to the inferior knowledge of
divination.

Wang Chong's critique of divination makes an important exception for physiognomy,
which in his view has a material cause, because both the body and ming are given at birth (from
parents and Heaven, respectively). He argues that ming is visible in the body and individual fate
can be read or predicted through the body and bones. Members of the same family are animated

by the same qi; they thus have common qualities, visible in bone structure and lines on the skin,

that reveal fate and character (11.114-20, ‘& 4H). Elsewhere, Wang uses the case of an adverse

prediction from bad physiognomy to argue against Mencius' claim that original nature is good

(13.133-35, AR 1H).
All these arguments use examples from the Classics and appeal to the social hierarchy

and moral character. Wang Chong does not make an ethical attack on divination, but ethics

11



clearly figure in his defense of physiognomy.
It is also striking that he never mentions practical uses of physiognomy. By contrast,

physiognomy appears repeatedly in both transmitted and excavated Han texts. The Shiji and
Hanshu contain accounts of correct predictions by physiognomists such as Tang Ju JH5#, a

female physiognomist from Liang who predicted the rise of Li Si 454i."” Manuscripts from

|

Dunhuang provide important additional information, including five texts attributed to Xu Fu #F

# and other experts who appear in Han, Hou Han and Sanguo texts.”
Nor does Wang Chong avail of a well developed Warring States discourse on

physiognomy that uses it for rhetorical purposes, with no interest in the actual techniques. In

Zhuangzi 24, the recluse Xu Wugui 1 JC ¥ uses the example of dog and horse physiognomy to
instruct the Marquis Wu of Wei (24.819-25). The Liishi chunqiu uses a specialist in sword
physiognomy to argue the logic of the "hard and the white." The point is an argument about

perspective: the nature of swords made of yellow and white metal is constant, but two observers

judge them differently (1642-43, jjl%H 25.2). Another passage describes an expert in dog
physiognomy who finds a "good" dog that could catch rats, but sought bigger game: deer and
pigs. Only by tying its legs could it be made to catch rats (1689-90, 1:%¥ 26.1). A third Liishi

chunqiu passage describes the famous horse physiognomist Bo Le:

FgeE A0S, PrRARN, TS (507, ¥51E 9.5).

This passage specifically compares Bo Le's art to the mastery of Cook Ding in Zhuangzi
3 who for three years he saw nothing but oxen. All these passages are concerned not with the

practice of physiognomy, but in its use as a rhetorical illustration. One passage does elaborates

on the actual techniques of horse physiognomists (1414, {3 20.8).

By contrast, titles of actual physiognomy texts appear in the Miscellaneous Divination
(4 5) and Morphoscopy (J7%) sections of the Hanshu Yiwenzhi, including agricultural
applications and titles on physiognomizing people (1 \), blades (#H £ %] /J) and domestic

animals (675 &).?' These indicate the practical and technical uses of physiognomy, which could

assess the economic worth of objects, animals and people. Excavated texts on physiognomy also

12



emphasize these practical contexts, for example, a dog physiognomy text from Yinqueshan (#H
¥977), a sword physiognomy text from Juyan J& 4 and a horse physiognomy text from
Mawangdui (F155£5).%

In summary, Wang Chong's critique of divination and defense of physiognomy are both
highly rhetorical in tone. They show little engagement with actual practice, and may be grist for

a very different argument about the importance and nature of sages.

.2.2Cicero
Cicero's De Divinatione is set up as a dialogue between a skeptic (Cicero or Marcus) and

a Stoic (his brother Quintus). Cicero defines divination as prediction and knowledge of future
events; at issue is the proposition that knowledge of the future is possible (1.1). The first book is
a defense of the mantic arts in which Quintus presents the Stoic position that divination is
communication from the gods, without whose existence, and interest, it is impossible. After an
initial exposition, it largely consists of anecdotal examples that rely on example and appeal to
experience, including accounts of the importance of divination in Roman myth and history. Book
2 is a skeptical refutation of the Stoic position. Here Cicero argues that there is no causal
connection between signs (the flight of a bird or appearance of a liver) and communication from
the gods (2.29). He gives empirical examples (2.45) and argues that Quintus' account lacks
logical consistency and is obscure in many details. All this includes considerable ridicule of the
examples Quintus presents.

Cicero uses the Greco-Roman past in several very different ways. First, Book 1 begins
with a distinction between two kinds of divination: technical (Ars) and natural (Natura). Cicero
describes this as the "consensus of antiquity" (Div. 1.6.12), but it may in fact have come from
Plato. Plato distinguished between the true mantic art (mantike), the beneficial madness (mania)
of Sibyls and Pythias, and tekhné: studying signs of future events by the flight of birds and other
methods (Phaedr. 244a-¢). For Plato their inspired divination is unlearned (adidaktos) and
without skill (atekhnos), while technical divination is both learned (entekhnos) and skilled
(tekhnikos).

Plato and Cicero both prefer inspired divination, but for different reasons. The distinction

is part of Plato's broad epistemological agenda to contrast the self-conscious reflection of the

13



philosopher with the inferior, unreflective activity of the seer and bard. Socrates also plays on
this distinction in his account of the oracle given to Chaerophon (that no man is wiser than
Socrates) in the Apology (22c¢). He argues that inspired seers and bards work not by wisdom
(sophia) but by nature (phusis). They are ignorant of what they create; they can describe sword
and shield but cannot wield them. Plato needs to deny seers and bards self-consciousness
reflection about their art in order to reserve this ability for philosophers.

But if Plato's agenda was philosophical, the argument in Book 1 is theological. The
importance of natural divination is that it comes from the gods, and Book 1 represents it as the
highest form of the mantic art. It comes "without reason or consciousness" (sine ratione et
scientia) and occurs either when the soul was free of the body (as in dreams or to those
approaching death) or when the soul's natural power of prediction became overdeveloped,
manifesting as frenzy or inspiration, as in the case of Cassandra.” Cicero explicitly excluded
from the category of natural divination both the use of reason and prediction by "natural law," for
example, the predictions of physicians, pilots, or farmers (1.49.111-1.50.112). He gives the
examples of predictions by Thales (an eclipse) and Anaximander (an earthquake). By contrast,
technical divination (hepatoscopy, portents, lots, astrology and augury) required rationality

(ratio) and intelligence (intelligentia) to interpret signs from the gods in natural phenomena

(1.70). At the time of the completion of De Divinatione Cicero was an Augur 5 JEE .

Plato and Cicero's classification took on a life of its own in evolutionist schemes in
philosophy, history of science and history of religion. "Primitive" inspired or "intuitive"
divination was contrasted with "inductive" technical divination, a "rational" mode of proto-
science. Friedrich Schlegel, Erwin Rohde and Friedrich Nietzsche used it in antinomies between
Greek reason and "barbarian" Asian mystery cults. It also informs the structure of Auguste
Bouché-Leclercq's monumental history of divination in Greco-Roman antiquity. His influence
in turn propagated it among later scholars. The distinction continues to reappear in histories of
divination.

Cicero's second use of the past, Greco-Roman and otherwise, was as evidence for claims
for the universality of divination, through the empirical argument that humans aspire to predict

the future.
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Now I am aware of no people, however refined and learned or however savage
and ignorant, which does not think that signs are given of future events, and that

certain persons can recognize those signs and foretell events before they occur
(1.2)

He gives examples from the entire world as he knew it, beginning with Calchas, the
mantis for the Greeks at Troy. Other examples come from Anatolia, Rome, Corinth, Gaul, Persia,
the Peloponnese, Syria, Etruria, as well as Phrygia, Umbria and Arabia (1.88-91).

Two more points can be briefly mentioned. The defense of divination in Book 1 is a
reformulation of the views the Stoic school, and is an important source for Stoic arguments
whose original sources have been lost. (It is also a flawed source, since the arguments are
presented in order to be refuted.) Finally, Cicero used the rhetorical platform of past debates on
divination to adapt Greek philosophy to Roman tastes. De Divinatione takes up a subject of
interest to a Roman audience in ways would appeal to a Roman reader with little knowledge of
Greek philosophy.*

In conclusion, the Chinese and Greek divination debates have very different flavors, and
these flavors resurface in their treatments by Wang Chong and Cicero. Both have been portrayed
as secular rationalists who exploded and ridiculed the superstitions of their own times. Yet each

drew heavily, in different ways, on a long history of debate about the mantic arts.
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e ARl T T o 20 AL B R i P S A i A e 1) i ELAEAR R R B AT K
S wreio] L TN SN {0 B I S| et a1 07 o 1 7 i o (HEZ I N R P i E
Ab3F Ay SR T AR 2 A i TE o BRI A P R AT R S e e ?

S RREARE T X2 H AR e AR B R AN BN A2 Bl
R BN, I A I e S, A, ST BUE AT .
(72, BEEL). b S S5 TR, 25 DA SCR DR N R B B2 SRS B B . (73, 3 B%).
A%, IR R EERTREN ] GEPE N AR o A58 A R AR 5t BLEANE R ERT R Z N
11 IR T B A28 o A5 IR LIt 0 51 0 Bk PR 06 4 8 i SR B A IR BN 2 1
BIEAR FEBIN LU o (51.749, 45 %). B2 LI, JRAE O 550 4 1T A AN o 5 e
I B, RN SEZ My A AN g iy AR ARG B Bk, i LT S R ) A = i DR
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W, (43, #Eh). RS, MEARERIRML, KAKRBELARNE (71.999, b#K).

IELEEREHN R N BT A T R B 5 BRI SEh . 7B e
[ SRR P bt 2 7R AN ] PR D BRT o A1 FR) i a5 20 s 196 iy ELasoe 7 A BT AN I|], i
FOAEFLBRIR T AT 5 N Tl o

S T ERCEI A E ST RN, 172 ST T R A A A R AL —
AN 2 R AT am, IS5 n] DR AU IE SRR, AR R PR PE R &
L I R PP RS ) 2

KT & BRI, &5 SF AR, WAL EEA I Zth. ZAR,

JeMmAE, N, w2 KEtd (71.1006-1007).

R A A7 AR D AEIREL, B IS AN AN E -

REGAE N, PG PAEIREG M EwnEE. EEME, JREGEESE.
AN, M RERERE. BEREEE R, BRHEE S AR
(71.1005).

ke E R D AR S R ein,  JRBO i (7] B8 R 0ia A He JEE, {EL b S R e
(. JRMCEAE SR, DT X2 IRl & e Vi o DA T SR8 A B A AR, HE AT
R ER:

HRAKFZ Fit, WEFZ AW, B R b\, K2 Hif] Ay 252
(57.816, =),

Al P 2 T B BE AR A R T AF AR bl — 5 36— S0k B B A A0
2B T AR
K NEAEATTH, MEZ N, HZERM (71.1006).

Pk, FIENEAAER DA RGBT, it MRS A2 B
A DR R At A1 9 52 B . Miichael Puett 30 A6 H 78 (K 3222 H 026 AN 2 5 Al BT iz IRy
PRI E A A B0 FERAS I G e (A 2B, T 2 J SRS SR 13 ) B2
AAMA IR TH S, 21 A A RTE . 0 I8 88T E 2 B GIEE7) A G 1) IR aam i)
HEBL,  GHF ) AT CE 7 ) B R BECHERD B CnlRIA AR B e SRR 138 RS 1) oy

M. Puett, “Listening to Sages: Divination, Omens, and the Rhetoric of Antiquity in Wang
Chong’s Lunheng.” (WRHEEHE . ik, IR LM Gafir) i fARER) » Oriens
Extremus_45 (2005-2006): 271-281.
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I ZARTAS IR

T N R E BN, R AEME A, MR L R A
Ry, R 2 B R i 0 B AR AR AR 1K) (43 i SRR L SSBERT ) o AR 2 i a2 vl LA £ 14
EEEIUH AR, BN IR A T DA S B R BB AR AN TG, R NS, DR
HEZUAHABL, 352 v] B TR BR &SR BN LS SO, TS OB B T A ORI A% (11.114-20,
BAHY. AEICA R TE T, T DA TR 0 T T 210 25 RS 1 I NS B
(13.133-35, % ),

JAAIE SR FRFHGE ] T A TR ), BREE T AL SRR TE IR R E R
RIE N AEEAT AR SO, TR SR S R T 2 R 1) v T ) R K

A AL B AT BRI, 38— B R R 5 I AT R B KA R A2
AT AE SRS AR PR R4 HE e PR £ v St 35 o SR RO VAN GE 35 ) o S AR L P IR P
A RTRCER, Bl R, —fE s AR L AR LT T . 2 SR SR
THARE AR, QR R R S TR LA BT VEAR, AR AN = SRR )
FCAARITAT I Fdm S, 2

TRV A R I TR 98 A A A ART V) T A B % E IR, T S AN B B s (R g ik
E GH7Y 552478, BE AR TG U LU R AR G 29191 2l OGBS0 05(24.819-25). (A KH
RO PA— (AR G 5 A4 T B2 s R B Fan o G R SEBIA — BAAA5A0 10 /e B
H 3 0 P e (W ) A [, LR (8 2 S B P B 5 . (1642-43, J71
25.2).. TR T ARSI, MARE T —RERECE RN R, TS ST
TR, RABRHAZ LA RE I Bl(1689-90, 17 26.1). 55 ={li € i1 [REFKD I
i A T 44 R T A RS A 4

AL, PrREARSE, TS (507, 5] 9.5).

VRFEE, (RO AbRT: ThIEESE, 1959) 79.2418, of. (4] T)5/1/12. (B EC ) IR 5]

A AR BB I IERETR S . (BRRC) 49.1970-71, cf. (GafiT) 11.117-26.

*'Three (P2572, P2797r and P3589v) are in the Bibliothéque Nationale, two (S5969 and
C117v) in the British Library. Most complete is P2572. See C. Despeux, "Physiognomie," in
Divination et Société dans la Chine Médiévale: Etude des Manuscrits de Dunhuang de la

Bibliothéque Nationale de France et de la British Library (P [E PR S b 54—
—Vk KB A E 5 R B U T SR S AT GT) 5 (ed. M. Kalinowski, Paris:
Bibliothéque Nationale, 2003): 513-555.
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UEBRE RAR S n 4 3 ) GHE7) SE =2 b i T IR L, TN, =40
H A2 o J A 08 S 5 0 A O T AART I B 38 7 A L A e T R0 o A — R e o
aFARAIR AR BRI . (1414, B3R 20.8).

MR, ECREARIRT A H A GRS BO0E) T I RSBy, RdE RS
JEFIFIRRA AR, AHBEI ], AHOSE B0 H o 2 38 LUk AT 10 28 5% I R0 4 4k Ji
AT AR, SR TR A (AL o B AR AT 1) L R R R R A T 38 Le i B 1 55t
BN SRAE L AR g, A AR G T DA R HE A g . 2

WAz, FFBhE NIRRT AART R el 1 5 S L R s o 18 LR R A A
W RS IER, SRR ARG, S R A B M R B AT A
227 1% R

VEIEERN Gl b)Y DA (E1E B (PHIEAE BT N, SRR Bl —{Rfhr
LRI R (HOLREW (Quintus) D Z MIMBIEE RGN, FEIEEE S b
640 TH MR BT (R AR (L) o AR T T 3w IR I kR i dme . B AR I a2 15
BE SR — M MR, foig — M BEIe T 2 W AR ALY, Bl b
Je B B U, A SRR AT RRIAEAE, WA, 5 D ANTTRER o AR B SR Rk 2 A%,
LA T2 B R R I AL, B SRR 7, SR T A, i
55 b K5 A AR s b o N SR IR RO R 5 R S0 2 B SRR P R LG (1 1R B R
PR AEIEA, VHIRME R AR (B Ry MMM acs & BN B B K R VE 2 AT
DRSS, (2.29). fh B2 HHACER I B (2.45) 6 HLRR Ay B I i RO B = 3 i — 30k v
HAER 2 ANt 5 WIANE . P ig Lo & 7 6 BRI 407 I 552t 1 4] ) o K T o

VU HE DL 2 Ay O 2 A IR SRR S LAMIT . 58, 28— LLEkT(Ars)
(K3 [ SR (Natura) (138 W AEAN 7] 7 S RT 2 [T R 1 1) 2% Bl i o PR R SRR 2 TR 2% < AR
L7 (Div. 1.6.12), HHPERE Enlge kA fabz i o Rl s 38 8 b b BLR ). 3
IEMT MR (mantike) A3 T & I LT X AL PHJE T (Pythias) [t (mania) LA &
BT A b Crekhnéd BRIV 85 55 (1 7 FH AN A 7 ik AR U R A S I AE

2 BEEY dent: ThHEE R, 1962) 30.1772-73.

B2 EAF (PGB dbt: N, 1993): 84-87, R JufiEsn, #R7E LRI
ST AR X RRAL,  1985): 243 and passim; JEAERTE: IR E=EE DU (LA
SCYIHRRAE, 1990): 98. J5 T HEEL RS th SC i hicrE B $%1977.8: 17-22.

he]
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(Phaedr. 244a-¢). BRI 5, AUMTARRCR A7 2 SEET H W (adidaktos)ifii BB ZHE T
(atekhnos), THHEARTIER A7 N RERS 225 E (entekhnos) X 5 B4% B (tekhnikos) .

AVl T 7S 2 S ST A R o b5 AELARAP 94 Jir DR A5 AN [ o 3 181 2 1) A A |
R e )y, MRS 18 5 S 4 BTH E SRR NI IR — 4 R, Bz S
RIIENEIT THL. 78 (R (Apology) i, RIS 78B40 WL HE B (K phim
CRA N CERAS R D AR TR T8 B 1(22¢). ARad A2 MUR I TH S &K
BLE NAEAN R SER K (sophia) TAET 2 MKEEAYE (phusis). ABAMNEAEITE 5 CAE T
PR s A AT TT AR 2 ) BRUE BN S e 4 o AT ] 5 R TR K B AR L B
B B A, e A S AN R B S Rl e

ARG RSO oy o ) e R T B, i S TR B R A BRI E AR I R
PR E A BT, i B — M L s MR m e B b A
HHMEFZT (sine ratione et scientia) , "€ HBIAEE O 8 A2 GBS HELE 2 K Ot 7]
TR B R BURERAE T2 NIRRT B0 8 T HLAR (58 5 10 AR M R 0,
B RIS, (Cassandra) [IFHEIARERFR BLHROE S K. > BEMERIH, @i “H
SRVER” EATITEE, S W B SN B B R R RITHS, # PSR IR AR
O RIIRE 2 Ao (1.49.111-1.50.112). {51 88 T 2 8h 0 (¥ TR (H 2 ) R 44 e vt 2 A ) 7
5 OGED EREE R, FtEd b GRS Pl (hepatoscopy). TEIE il 412
TR T B (ratio) M EE (intelligentia) 2= ARFEAR H TR H RIS K .
(1.70). VEZEAE I G Y 2R, A2 —2 IR E

A7 ] 0 G R 1) 3 A B S RN T R, R DR R P A 28
R, “ERAVMED” BT MR CERPEMR” JCRHRILRE, CHBL “JRUGT T AR ER
CHERER N MERCT B IR AR A AS ] (Friedrich Schlegel) , SRFEISC. A1
(Erwin Rohde ) FllJEK (Friedrich Nietzsche) A A5 FREE P BT« BFa41) 7 5y pf
PSR I A o & [FIB K Auguste Bouché-Leclercq ) H AT 4L & i 25 (1 v I 2
Fdy NS &S T LU RS, 1 Bouché-Leclercq 5% i A (i 2 FEA% A )52 15

*Dreams: 1.20.39-1.28.59. Sleep: 1.29.60-1.30.63. Approach of death: 1.30.64. Inherent
power of prediction: 1.30.65-1.31.66. Frenzy and inspiration: 1.19.38, 1.31.66.
Disassociation from the body: 1.113-115. Cassandra: 1.31.66 and 1.40.89.
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IR EMEE AR SRR SRR S A B

VY T R Sy A IR S A LA 1 DU JRE L 28 (AR, e E At bz
b P PR R B T8 AR AR A £ T R R B I ——H B TR AR

BUE IR AN A — N, AR SCHME, SRl e s 5,

AR R EIETT AT R A, 1 HLHE8 AT DU IS SR e 7E S 95 2k

AR S B (1.2)

Atb AEC I Nt ] thE L ep BR A B 48], A AR AERRIS BRI A IR T 5 8 R RO
(Calchas) BH%f, HAMMEHIH A2AFCH e, &S, FOARENE, i, B, 08
FJEH, BRInE, GRS B, DU RN, SiAm A BT AT (1.88-91).

T O AR o B M R o IS PR TR A ST 2 e B U I B (1 E A
ST TS 6 J U kR 2R (1 7 22 S SRR K G, S e — (AR AR AR . CE TR
T A B R 0 OB R, DR A1 SR B SRR B AR, PE AR AR A 2 T
B S R A, A M SR R TR I R o NG ) m] DA |l A
R R LD i SR 7 X, AR TSRS LT B E . 2

Bz, BRI D R A SR T3S LN R ()RR (O E T AR TG R AR 1K)
AR it v SCERCHT B AR o T 70 0V A S G R A AR A IR B 285, A L
S R AR IR A 17 LA e A 5 o SR A AP A I AN AE AAS RN 77 2, R EVE R T
& By S AT R 1 JRE S0 R

»See M. Beard, "Cicero and Divination: The Formation of a Latin Discourse" (Pt ZE & Bl
dr b —EP T ER IR and M. Schofield, "Cicero For and Against Divination," (7
FEEE 2NN N, BEELRE)  Journal of Roman Studies CHERSWEFT) 76 (1986): 33-46
and 47-65, respectively.
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