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INTRODUCTION
I. The E arlier D ogmatic Philosophies

The writings of Sextus contain not only an exposition 
of Scepticism but also a critique of the doctrines of 
“ the Dogmatists.”  The main task of the Sceptic is, 
in fact, to expose the folly o f every form of positive 
doctrine ; and consequently the bulk of these works of 
Sextus is controversial. Scattered through his pages 
there are references to almost every known name in 
thehistoryof ancient Greek thought, and withoutsome 
previous acquaintance with the main outlines of that 
history it is hardly possible to appreciate the points 
or estimate the value of his arguments. Accordingly 
I give here, for the convenience of the reader, a short 
summary of the history of Greek philosophy.

1. The Ionian Physicists.—Of the School of Miletus 
the founder was Thales (circa 600 b.c.). He declared 
that the fundamental substance of which the world 
was made is water. His successor, Anaximander {circa 
570 b.c.), described that substance as “  the boundless ” 
(rb άπειρον), since out of it were formed “  countless ” 
(άπειροι) worlds. He regarded this primitive stuff as 
being in itself indeterminate, or of no one definite 
quality, and evolving into the forms of earth, fire, 
etc., by a process of “ separation ” of hot from cold, 
moist from dry, etc. Also he called his primal sub
stance "divine.” Anaximenes {circa 540 b.c.), like 
Thales, took one definite element as his primary
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INTRODUCTION

matter, but chose air, or vapour, instead of water. 
He explained the passage of this into other forms of 
matter as due to a process of “  condensation and 
rarefaction.”

2. Heracleiteansand Eleatics.— In chronological order 
the first of the Eleatic School, Xenophanes of Colophon 
{circa 520 b.c.), comes before Heracleitus. He was 
less a philosopher than a religious reformer who de
claimed against traditional mythology and preached 
a pantheism which identified the One Universe with 
God.

As against this Unity o f the Eleatic doctrine, which 
precludes diversity, Heracleitus o f Ephesus {circa 490 
B.c.) declared that things are never one and the same 
but continually changing. Reverting to the view of 
the Milesians, he looked for one primary world- 
substance and found it in f ir e ; this, as being also 
mind-stuff, he called “ Reason ”  (λόγο$) and God. 
By a kind of circular process (“  the upward and down
ward way ” ) the primal fire passes through the forms 
of air, water and earth, and returns to its own nature 
again. The World is “  a harmony of opposites,”  since 
“ War is father of all and king of all,”  and conflict lies 
at the heart of things. “  All things are in flux ” 
{ττάντα pel), and since things have no permanent 
identity the reports of our senses are delusive, and 
opposite statements about an object may be equally 
true or false. In fact, to the eyes of God, life and 
death, good and evil, and all opposites are identical 
—there is no dividing line, and they are for ever 
passing into one another. Thus, as a Dogmatist 
who dissolves all dogma, Heracleitus is acclaimed by 
the Sceptics as one o f the pioneers of their tradition. 
{Cf. Pyrr. Hyp. i. 210 ff.)
viii
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Parmenides o f Elea {circa 470 b .c.) defended the 
unitary doctrine of Xenophanes as against the flux 
doctrine of Heracleitus. In his view “ only Being is,” 
and change, motion, and Becoming are illusions. The 
World is a single self-contained Sphere, uncreated and 
imperishable. In his great poem “ On Nature ” 
Parmenides calls this “  the Way of Truth ”  ; but he 
follows it up by an account of the World and its 
constituents on the lines of current physical Science 
(especially that of the Pythagoreans) which he calls 
“ the Way of Opinion,” without giving any explana
tion o f how the one “ Way ” can be related to the 
other.

Zeno of Elea {circa 450 B.c.) supported the doctrine 
of the Unity of Being by attacking the notions of 
multiplicity and motion. These notions, he argued, 
are self-contradictory. As against the possibility of 
motion he is said to have evolved the arguments 
known as “  The Achilles ”  (and the tortoise) and 
“ The Flying Arrow.” The kernel of his reasoning 
is that any quantum (as of space or time) must be 
regarded either as consisting of a plurality o f in
divisible units or as itself divisible ad infinitum; but in 
the latter case, how can the sum of infinite parts make 
up a finite whole r and in the former, the unitary 
parts of the quantum must themselves be quanta or 
magnitudes, and as such they cannot be indivisible.

Melissus, the Samian admiral (circa 440 b.c.), likewise 
taught that Being is One. infinite, uncreate and ever
lasting. motionless and without void.

Thus, in spite of their metaphysical dogmatism, the 
Eleatics were akin to the Sceptics in so far as they 
rejected the evidence of the senses and criticized the 
ordinary belief in the phenomenal world.
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3. Fifth-century Pluralists.— Hitherto the Cosmo- 
logists had attempted to explain the World by assuming 
either the Unity of its primal substance or its Unity 
as a static Totality (the Eleatics). And a direct contra
diction had arisen between the position of Heracleitus 
(“  All is in motion ” ) and that of Parmenides (“  All is 
at rest ” ). We come next to a number of theorists 
who—though otherwise divergent—agree in adopt
ing a plurality o f primary substances or principles to 
explain the world. Also, in relation to the opposing 
views of Heracleitus and Parmenides, they take up a 
mediating position.

Empedocles o f Agrigentum (circa 450 b .c.) assumed 
as primary indestructible substances “  four Roots of 
all things,”  viz. the four elements, earth, air, fire and 
water. He explained all Becoming and change as due 
to the mixing and unmixing of these elements. As 
the motive forces effecting these opposite processes 
lie assumed the two rival powers Love and Hate, or 
Harmony and Discord, which oust each other alter
nately from control of the World. When Love is in 
full control, all the “  roots ”  are fused together in a 
compact mass forming the “ Sphere,”  which he terms 
“  a blessed god.”  When Hate is in full control, all the 
“  roots ” are completely separated, each massed apart 
by itself. But in the world as we know it both forces 
are in play, so that its constituents are neither wholly 
in union nor wholly in disunion. The nature of par
ticular things depends upon the proportion of the 
“  roots ”  o f which they are composed. As regards 
knowledge, Empedocles declared that “  like is known 
by like,” fire and water in the eyes (for example) 
perceiving the fire and water in the objects of sight 
by means of effluences. He also regarded the blood
x

INTRODUCTION

as the seat o f intelligence, it being the best mixture 
of all the elements. And he shared the Pythagorean 
belief in the transmigration of souls, saying that he 
himself had in times past been “  a bush and a bird 
and a mute sea-fish.”

Anaxagoras o f Clazomenae (circa 450 b.c.) lived 
mostly at Athens, where he was intimate with Pericles 
and Euripides, until he was condemned on a charge 
of atheism and escaped to Lampsacus. Like Empe
docles, he held that becoming and change are due 
to composition and decomposition of primary inde
structible substances: “  Nothing becomes and nothing 
perishes.”  But the primary substances (“  seeds o f all 
things ” ) are not merely four but numberless, all 
existing forms of matter (bone, hair, gold, etc.) being 
equally ultimate. Originally “  all things were to
gether,”  in a chaotic mass o f all kinds o f matter, then 
‘ ‘ Reason (Nous) came and set them in order.”  That 
is Anaxagoras’s most important contribution to philo
sophy—the introduction o f Reason or Intelligence as 
the Moving Cause and the principle of order and har
mony in the world. He described Nous as alone “  un
mixed,”  and ordering the mixed mass of the world by 
setting up in it a vortex motion which disintegrates 
the mass and unites like “  seeds ”  o f matter with 
like.

Leucippus of Miletus (?), the first Atomist, was 
probably a contemporary of Empedocles and Anax
agoras, but we know little that is definite about him. 
His views were developed by Democritus o f Abdera 
(circa 420 b.c.). He held that the World is made up of 
“ the Full ”  and “ the Empty,”  i.e. of solid, indivisible 
molecules of matter, the atoms, and empty space or 
void. The atoms differ only in size and shape, and
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the forms and qualities of visible objects depend on 
their atomic structure. The atoms are supposed to 
rain down through space and collide with one another 
owing to the differences in the speed o f their movement, 
their speed varying in proportion to their size. As 
against Anaxagoras’s doctrine of Nous, the Atomists 
spoke of “  Necessity ”  as the governing force o f the 
World, allowing only mechanical causation. Sensation 
was explained as due to the reception through “ pores ” 
of “  images ”  projected from the atoms of the object 
perceived ; but the apparent qualities of objects have 
only “ conventional ’ ’ reality, the only true reals being 
the Atoms and the Void. No clear distinction is made 
between sense and thought, and we can make no 
assertion about the truth of sense-objects, since these 
depend on the state of the percipient and the arrange
ment of the atoms of which he is composed. Belief 
in gods is due to the “  images ”  projected by certain 
anthropomorphic beings who dwell in the air. Know
ledge is of two kinds, ‘ genuine”  and “ bastard,”  the 
latter being that derived from the senses, the former 
that of the understanding which discerns the only 
real existents, the atoms and the void. Democritus 
appears also to have named “  Well-being,”  or tranquil 
cheerfulness, as the ethical “  end ”  or “  good.”  The 
relation of Democriteanism to Scepticism is discussed 
by Sextus in Pyrr. Hyp. i. 213 if.

The Pythagoreans.—Pythagoras (circa 530 b.c.) was 
a contemporary of Xenophanes, born at Samos, but 
mainly resident at Crotona in South Italy. There he 
founded a religious Order, and a Way of Life akin 
to that of the Orphics in its asceticism, its belief in 
re-incarnation, and its precepts for the salvation of 
the soul from its “  body-tomb ”  (σωμα-σήμα). But
xii
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nothing is known of Pythagoras himself as scientist 
or philosopher, and as a philosophy Pythagoreanism 
seems to date from the fifth century, its chief exponent 
beingPhilolaus (circa 440 b.c.). Thus Pythagoreanism 
is, in the main, contemporary with the other ‘ ‘ pluralist 
systems mentioned above. The chief subjects culti
vated by the Pythagoreans were mathematics, music, 
medicine and gymnastics. Their main tenet was 
“ Things are numbers,”  or “  The principles of things 
are the principles of numbers.”  And, as all numbers 
are either odd or even, the world is made up of 
opposites, which can be arranged in ten classes. 
Even numbers are always divisible by 2 and so are 
named “  Unlimited ” ; and 1, being the primary odd 
number, may be called the “ Limit.”  Regarded geo
metrically, 1 is the point, 2 the line, 3 the plane, 
4 the solid. They called 10 (the Decad) the perfect 
number, as being the sum of the first four numbers 
(“ the Tetracty s ’ ’) and thus containing all the elements 
o f number. ‘ ‘ Harmony ’ ’ is the principle which unites 
opposites and resolves cosmical as well as musical 
discords. The Universe consists of ten bodies (the 
heaven of fixed stars, the five planets, moon, sun, 
earth, “  counter-earth”) revolving around the ‘ ‘ central 
fire ”  or cosiilic “  hearth ”  ; it is surrounded by air 
which it breathes in and out. Its life lasts for a 
“  Great Year ”  (10,000 years), at the end of which it 
starts anew on the same course ; and in every such 
period history repeats itself. Soul was defined as a 
harmony, and the virtues identified with special 
numbers.

4. The Fifth-century Sophists.—While the thinkers 
hitherto mentioned dealt mainly with the world of 
Nature, the group known as “  Sophists ”  were chiefly
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concerned with Humanity. It was “ the Age of 
Enlightenment ”  in Greece, when old beliefs and 
customs were being challenged by a new spirit of 
doubt and inquiry. With the rise of democracy every 
citizen became a potential politician, and instruction 
to fit men for public life was in general demand. This 
demand the Sophists laid themselves out to supply. 
They were the professional Educators of the public, 
and what they taught was “  Virtue,”  as they called it,
i.e. civic excellence, and the arts which enable a man 
to succeed in life. And since, for a political career 
and to achieve success in the law-courts, debating 
power is o f supreme importance, the art of Rhetoric 
is the most useful aid to “  Virtue ”  ; and we find that 
the Sophists cultivated it in particular. The earliest 
o f the Sophists was Protagoras of Abdera (circa 440 
B.c.) who resided for some time at Athens until he 
was convicted of impiety and had to flee.® He is chiefly 
noted for his dictum— “ Man is the measure of all 
things ; of what is, that it is ; of what is not, that it 
is not ”  (cf. Pyrr. Hyp. i. 216 if.). This means that 
the individual man is the criterion o f truth, and denies 
that there is any universal standard or any absolute 
truth. The subjective impressions o f each man are 
true for him, but not necessarily for anyone else. 
Hence, all opinions are equally true, and falsehood 
has no meaning, and contradictory statements are 
both equally credible. But to reject objective truth 
is also to reject the possibility of knowledge, and this 
consequence o f Protagoreanism was further developed 
by the second great Sophist, Gorgias of Leontini

e So Sextus in Ph. i. 66, but the story is doubtful.
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(circa 440 b.c.). His book “  On the Non-ent or Nature” 
essayed to prove (1) that nothing exists ; (2) that if 
anything exists it is incognizable; (3) that even if 
cognizable it is incommunicable (cf. Pyrr. Hyp. ii. 59, 
64). In this we see the strongest possible expression of 
the agnostic tendency and a Scepticism more dogmatic 
than that o f the professed Sceptics o f a later age. 
Another important Sophist was Hippias o f Elis, the 
“ polymath,”  who boasted o f his ability to give an 
extempore lecture on any subject, and (like other 
Sophists) contrasted “  law ”  or convention with 
“ nature ”  or instinctive impulse. O f Prodicus of 
Ceos we are told that he specialized in linguistics, 
the precise use of. synonyms, and ethical discourses. 
Other Sophists o f the eristic type, who helped to 
undermine religious belief and to promote intellectual 
anarchy, were Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, Critias 
the Athenian (one of “  The Thirty ”), and Diagoras of 
Melos.

5. Socrates and the Minor Socratics.—Socrates (469- 
899 b.c.) was the contemporary of the Sophists and 
so far akin to them that he held that “  the proper 
study of mankind is man,”  and was a humanist rather 
than a physicist. But his aim was exactly the reverse 
of theirs—to establish morality on a sound basis, 
instead of proclaiming the futility of the moral law. 
By means of the inductive method and definition he 
sought to build up a system of conceptual knowledge 
which should possess objective truth, as contrasted 
with the merely subjective opinions derived from 
sense-perception. As an ethical teacher he preached 
“  well-doing,”  or right conduct, as the aim of life, 
and urged self-knowledge and self-control as things 
more valuable than any external goods, his most
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distinctive doctrine being that o f the identity of 
knowledge and virtue, and of vice and ignorance ; 
for “  no man,”  he said, “  is voluntarily wicked.”  But 
there is much uncertainty about the details o f the 
teaching of Socrates, since the “  Socrates ”  of the 
Platonic dialogues is by no means always “  the 
historic Socrates,”  and the evidence of Xenophon 
(our other chief authority) does not appear to be 
altogether trustworthy.

Four “  Minor Socratic ”  Schools were formed by 
the disciples o f Socrates. Eucleides of Megara founded 
the Megaric School in which, it would se.'m, Socratic 
tenets were combined with Eleatic doctrines, and the 
indirect method of proof was developed. Its interest 
was mainly in logic and dialectic ; and to Eubulides 
(Eucleides’ successor) is ascribed the invention of 
many logical puzzles (“ the Liar,”  Sorites, etc.). 
Curiously enough, although Sextus often refers to 
Diodorus Cronos (circa 300 b.c.), he hardly mentions 
the earlier Megarics, although many of the Sceptic 
arguments must have been borrowed from them. 
The Elean School was founded by Phaedo of Elis, 
whose teaching seems to have resembled that of 
Eucleides. It, too, is not referred to by Sextus. 
Antisthenes founded the Cynic School. It subordinated 
logic and physics to ethics. Virtue, said Antisthenes, 
is the only good, all else is indifferent and of no 
account. Virtue is wisdom, self-control and self- 
sufficiency : the wise man cuts himself free from all 
earthly interests—pleasure, society, religion ; he 
stands secure in himself, above all temptation. And, 
as in their Ethics, so in their Logic the Cynics stood 
for individuality and independence. Only identical 
judgements, they said, are possible ; contradiction is
xvi
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impossible, and therefore knowledge equally so. Thus 
they reverted to the Sceptical position o f Protagoras 
and Gorgias. Other notable Cynics were Diogenes 
(area 340 b.c.), famed for his blunt coarse speech and 
his contempt for civilized customs, and Crates (cf. 
Pyrr. Hyp. i. 72, 153).

The Cyrenaic School was founded by Aristippus of 
Cyrene, who was succeeded by his daughter Arete, 
and she by his grandson Aristippus. Later members 
of the School were Theodoras “  the atheist,”  Anniceris, 
Hegesias (“  the suasor mortis ” ). Like the Cynics, the 
Cyrenaics concentrated on Ethical theory. The sum- 
mum bonum, they said, is Pleasure, and pleasure con
sists in “  smooth motion,”  pain being “  rough motion,”  
and the neutral state “ immobility.”  These are the 
three states o f consciousness or psychic “  affections ”  
in which sensation consists and to which knowledge 
is confined. As the causes of these internal states 
are unknown, knowledge is wholly subjective, and 
each individual is his own standard of truth—the 
Protagorean position again. As the end of life is to 
gain from it the maximum of pleasurable sensations, 
the “ Wise Man ” of the Cyrenaics is he who best 
knows how to secure enjoyment from all possible 
sources, and to ward off discomfort and pain. Like 
the Cynics, the Cyrenaics stood for “  nature ” as 
against “ convention,” but they interpreted nature 
in a very different way (cf. Pyrr. Hyp. i. 215, Adv. 
Log. i. 11).

6. Plato and the Old Academy.—The philosophy of 
Plato (427-347 b .c.) defies a brief summary. Only a 
few outstanding points can be mentioned. As against 
the Sophists, he maintained the possibility of know
ledge, and the existence of an objective standard of
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truth ; and by identifying the “  natural ”  with the 
“  rational ”  he suppressed the Sophistic appeal from 
“  law,”  or convention, to “  nature.”  His theory of 
knowledge and of Being may be said to be based on 
a reconciliation of the rival doctrines of Heracleitus 
and Parmenides. Heracleitus was right in regarding 
the sense-world as being in a state of continual flux 
and therefore not a subject o f knowledge, but he was 
wrong in treating it as the only world. Parmenides, 
too, was right in holding that the world as known 
must be changeless and self-identical, but he was 
wrong in trying to force this conception on the 
phenomenal world. There are, in fact, two distinct 
worlds and two distinct kinds of apprehension to deal 
with them. Sensation tells us of the phenomenal and 
gives rise to “  opinion ”  ; Reason and thought deal 
with objects supersensible. For the content of his 
“  intelligible ”  world Plato is indebted to Socrates’ 
theory of concepts. The general (Aristotelian) view 
is that by “ hypostatizing ” these concepts he framed 
his “  Ideas.”  He presents the Ideas as the ultimate 
Realities, the only objects of knowledge in the strict 
sense. The logical method which deals with the Ideas 
is “ Dialectic,”  which combines induction with de
duction. The supreme Idea is “  the Good.”  In the 
physical theory of the Timaeus, the “  Demiurge ” 
(God, or Mind) frames the Universe with a view to 
the most Good, by means o f harmony and proportion. 
F.thics is interwoven with psychology ; the soul is a 
whole with three component parts or faculties 
(rational, spirited, appetitive), and is defined as “ the 
self-moving ”— the source of all motion. Virtue is 
the “  goodness ”  o f the soul both as a whole and in 
each of its parts—so that virtue is fourfold (wisdom,
xviii
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courage, temperance, justice). Virtue in the State 
corresponds to that in the individual: each class must 
be efficient and loyal, and all together must be united 
in harmony. Thus Plato’s Idealism contemplates the 
rule o f Reason, acting for “  the Best,”  in all three 
spheres—that o f the Individual, o f the State, and of 
the Universe. How far it contains a Sceptical element 
is discussed in Pyrr. Hyp. i. 221 ff.

Speusippus, the nephew of Plato, succeeded him as 
Head of the Academy (347-339 b .c .) and was in turn 
succeeded by Xenocrates (339-314 B.c.). Both seem 
to have amalgamated Idealism with the Pythagorean 
doctrine of Numbers. Polemo (314-270 b .c .) was the 
next Head of the School. Other noted members, or 
allies, of the Academy were Heracleides o f Pontus, 
Philip o f Opus, Eudoxus of Cnidus, the astronomer, 
and the Pythagorean mathematician Archytas of 
Tarentum. The general character of their teaching 
was, it seems, in the direction of lowering the standard 
of the Idealism of Plato and adapting it to the interests 
of inferior minds. The most gifted o f Plato’s disciples 
was undoubtedly Aristotle, the man who deserted the 
Academy to found a rival school of his own and to 
teach a revised Platonism.

7. Aristotle and the Peripatetics (cf. Pyrr. Hyp. iv. 
31,136, 218). — Aristotle of Stageira (384-322 B.c.) 
joined the Academy in 367 b.c., and after Plato’s 
death, about 335 b.c., founded a School of his own in 
the Lyceum, at Athens, lecturing as he walked about— 
whence the name “  Peripatetic ”  (“  walking round ” ). 
Aristotle was the great systematizer in all branches 
of philosophy and science. In his Logical treatises 
(“  Organon ” ) he formulates the “ Categories,”  or ten 
heads o f predicables; the rules for the conversion of
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propositions ; the doctrine of the Syllogism, as based 
on the Laws of Contradiction and Excluded Middle ; 
the meaning of Demonstration or Proof as concerned 
with necessary causes, and how First Principles, or 
axiomatic truths, are indemonstrable ; problematic 
or imperfect syllogisms ; the various kinds o f eristic 
argument or fallacy. In his Metaphysics he argues, 
as against Plato, that the Universals, the objects of 
knowledge, are not separate from the sensibles but 
in them. The first principles of Being are actuality 
and potency ; and Cause is analysed into four kinds 
—material, formal, efficient and final. Form is the 
essence of things, and the object of cognition, and 
Form plus Matter compose the concrete substance. 
God is pure actuality, “ thought thinking upon 
thought,” the primum mobile. In his Physics and 
Psychology he postulated Ether as a fifth element, 
and the Earth as stationary in the centre of the 
Cosmos. Life is the power of self-movement, of 
which Soul is the principle, it being the “ form ” or 
”  entelechy ” a of the body. The faculties of Soul 
are five—nutritive, sensitive, appetitive, locomotive, 
rational. In sensation we receive “ the form with
out the matter ”  of the percept; and besides the five 
external senses, each with its proper object, there 
are three internal senses, memory, imagination, and 
the central communis sensus, with its seat in the 
heart, by which we note and compare the several 
reports of the special senses. As the senses deal 
with the concrete and individual, so the Intellect 
deals with the abstract and universal; but though 
distinct from Sense it is dependent on it for its material,

° i.e. actuality or realization of what is otherwise merely 
“ potential.”
XX
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being o f itself a tabula rasa. The intellect is also 
described as twofold, active and passive. His Ethics 
is chiefly notable for his doctrine of Virtue as consist
ing in “  the Mean ”  between two extremes, and for 
his preference of mental to moral virtues. Also, he 
included bodily goods (health, wealth, pleasure) as 
well as virtue in his description of the ethical “  End ”  
(“ Happiness ” ). In his Political Theory he rejects 
Plato’s communism and abolition o f private property, 
and regards the State as a means for the moral 
advancement of the citizens and as the guardian of 
justice. He also wrote treatises on biology and 
aesthetics and rhetoric.

Theophrastus was Head of the Peripatetic School 
from 322 to 287 b.c., when he was succeeded by 
Strato, and he in turn by Lyco (269-225 b.c.). They, 
and other leading Peripatetics—such as Dicaearchus, 
the historian, and Aristoxenus, the musician—culti
vated the special sciences rather than the metaphysical 
and logical aspects o f Aristotelianism, and empirical 
interests tended to outweigh theoretical in the later 
history o f the School.

II. The L ater D ogmatists

On its theoretical and constructive side the philo
sophical movement which culminated in the architec
tonic systems of Plato and Aristotle came to an abrupt 
end. The philosophic Epigoni of the post-Aristotelian 
age showed less breadth of vision and but little origin
ality o f mind: the glory had departed from Israel. 
This was, no doubt, partly due to the depressing social 
and political conditions which prevailed in the Greek
speaking world during the third and following cen-
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turies. These conditions tended to make men concen
trate their thoughts on purely human interests—the 
welfare, destiny, salvation of the individual—to the 
neglect of the other departments of philosophy and 
science. In so far as they were cultivated at all, those 
other departments came to be treated merely as the 
handmaids o f Ethics, thus reviving the mainly human
istic attitude of the Sophists. Philosophy, in fact, 
became the substitute for an out-of-date and exploded 
Religion, and had for its aim, not the attainment of 
objective truth, but the provision o f a subjective 
spiritual salvation from the manifold ills o f life. Its 
task was no longer theoretical, but the very practical 
and urgent one of supplying distressed humanity with 
“  arms against a sea of troubles,”  with shield and 
buckler against “  the slings and arrows of outrageous 
fortune.” Truth was now a matter for the heart 
rather than the head ; philosophy, like faith, was to 
be judged by its “ works ” ; it was bound to be 
pragmatical. To meet this situation two great Dog
matic systems were evolved, the Epicurean and the 
Stoic, and, to counter them, the system of the Sceptics. 
These three were contemporaneous, all dating from 
the end of the fourth century b.c.

1. The Epicureans. — Epicurus of Samos (341-270 
B.c.) founded his School in his garden (hence “ the 
Garden School ” ) at Athens in 306 b.c. Epicurus 
reverted to Democritus for his Physics, and to 
Aristippus for his Ethics, being both an Atomist and 
a Hedonist. In his physical theory he followed 
Democritus closely, except in explaining the collision 
of atoms as due to slight arbitrary deviations from 
the straight line in their downward course. The Soul, 
he said, is material, composed (as are the gods) o f a
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finer sort o f atoms, and mortal. Sensation, with its 
immediate evidence (ivapyeia), is the only criterion of 
truth; it is effected by effluent images (e ΐδωλα, άπορροαί) 
from the external objects impinging on the sense- 
organs. The aggregation of several sensations forms 
the notion or concept (πρόληψις), and from notions 
arise opinion (δόξα) and conviction (νπόληψις). This 
theory of knowledge constitutes “  Canonic,”  the 
Epicureans’ name for Logic. Physics and Logic were 
regarded as subordinate to Ethics, and in Ethics 
Epicurus, like Aristippus, held that the Good is 
Pleasure, but he defined pleasure rather differently— 
not as a satisfying “  smooth motion ”  but as a state 
of rest, “  painlessness,”  or absence o f all unsatisfied 
desire, or “  unperturbedness ”  (αταραξία). Also he 
regarded freedom from mental distress, fear and 
prejudice, as even more important than bodily satis
faction ; and it is the task o f the “  Wise Man ”  
(Φρόνιμος), by means o f a kind of hedonistic calculus, 
to estimate the comparative value o f the different 
kinds of pleasurable affections (πάθη) so as to win for 
himself the maximum of mental satisfaction and repose 
throughout his life. Virtue, and the special virtues, 
are o f value only in so far as they contribute to this 
end. Right and wrong become matters of merely 
subjective feeling. Religion was abolished as the 
cause of intolerable mental “  perturbation,”  and the 
gods were banished to the intermundia. Lucretius’s 
great poem De Rerum Natura is our most complete 
exposition of Epicureanism.

2. The Stoics.—Zeno of Citium, in Cyprus (350-258 
b.c.), started his School about 305 b.c. in the “  Painted 
Porch”  (στοά ποικίλη) at Athens—whence the name 
“  Stoic.”  He was succeeded by Cleanthes, author of
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the famous “  Hymn to Zeus,” who, in turn, was 
followed by Chrysippus o f Cilicia (280-206 b .c.), who 
systematized the doctrines of the School. With 
Panaetius of Rhodes (180-111 b .c.), Poseidonius of 
Apamea(130-46 b.c.), and the later Stoics,the system 
tended to become more eclectic, with infiltrations of 
Peripatetic and Academic doctrine. The main tenets 
of Stoicism were briefly these :—

In Physics they reverted to Heracleiteanism, and 
taught a materialistic monism. All that exists is 
corporeal: only body can act on body, therefore God 
is as much corporeal as the world, the soul as the body. 
The primal world-stuff is Fire, which by the “  upward 
and downward way ”  transforms itself into the other 
elements and produces the Cosmos, until finally, at 
the end of the “ Great World-Year,”  it returns to its 
original form in the World-Conflagration (έκπυρωσις) ; 
and this cyclical process of evolution goes on for ever. 
This primary matter has two aspects, active and 
passive: as “ artistic fiery vapour ” it is the Soul of 
the World, Reason (λόγο?), Thought, Destiny, God. 
Hence the World, though wholly material, is rational: 
because governed and permeated by Logos (the divine 
“  Word ” ) it exhibits order, harmony and beauty, as 
the artistic products of creative design. But the 
Logos is also the Cosmic Law, which binds all things 
in the rigid nexus of cause and effect, the bonds of 
Destiny (Υιμαρμίνη). Hence, too, there can be no
freedom of the Will for the individual. The Divine 
Logos contains all the “  seminal Logoi,”  which are the 
active reproductive principles in all living creatures. 
Of the four elements, fire and air were contrasted as 
“  active ”  with earth and water as “  passive,”  and 
the forms and qualities o f things were explained as
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due to the action of air or “  aeriform tension ”  (τόνο?). 
The unity o f inorganic objects was ascribed to 
“  condition ” (<£t?)> of plants to “  nature ”  (φόσι?), o f 
animals to “  soul ”  (φνχή). The souls of living crea
tures are parts o f the Cosmic Soul, and consist of hot 
vapour or “  spirit ”  (πνεύμα). Human souls (or at 
least those of the Wise) persist after death until the 
Ecpyrosis. The Soul has eight parts or faculties, viz. 
the five senses, the vocal, the generative, and the 
hegemonic or ruling. To this “  Regent Part ”  all 
the rest are attached, it being their source o f motion, 
with its seat in the heart, whence the pneuma radiates 
to the various local organs. It is in the “  Regent 
Part,”  too, that perception (presentations and 
impulses) takes place.

For their Logic the Stoics were mainly indebted 
to Aristotle. They subdivided Logic into Rhetoric 
and Dialectic. All knowledge comes through the 
senses, the mind being a tabula rasa upon which sense- 
impressions are made. The ‘ ‘ presentation ”  (φαντασία) 
is defined as “  an affection (πάθος) arising in the soul ”  
or “ an impression (τόπ-ωσι?) on the soul ”  (Zeno) or 
“  an alteration in the soul ”  (Chrysippus). Of these 
presentations some come through the senses, others 
are mental. How are we to distinguish between 
trustworthy and untrustworthy presentations ? What 
is the Criterion of truth ? Here we come to the most 
distinctive feature of the Stoic doctrine. The 
Criterion, they said, is to be found in the subjective 
reaction of the percipient. If the presentation is 
true, proceeding from a real object, it wins the 
“ assent ”  or approbation (σνγκατάθΐσις) o f the 
percipient: such an “ apprehensive presentation ” 
(καταληπτική φαντασία) constitutes the Criterion. In
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the development o f knowledge they distinguished 
four stages—sense-perception (αίσθησις), memory 
(μνήμη) or retained presentation of an absent object, 
experience (εμπειρία) formed by a plurality of like 
memories, notions (εννοιαι). “  Notions ”  may be
either involuntary—termed “  common notions ”  or 
“  concepts ”  (προλήψεις)— or voluntary, due to the 
reflex action o f the mind. The “  concept ”  is defined 
as “  the natural notion o f universals.”  The reasoning 
faculty (λόγον) deals with “  notions,”  and all notions, 
as substances, are corporeal. The concepts were 
classified under four heads, the Stoic Categories, viz. 
substance (υποκείμενον), essential quality (τό ποιόν), 
accidental quality (πώςεχον),relation (προς τι πως εχον). 
These they called “  highest universals ”  or summa 
genera (τά γενικώτατα), and of these the first is also 
termed Being. In order to include also Non-being, 
another, still higher, category was postulated— 
“ Something”  (τό τι). All qualities, as gaseous 
currents (πνεύματα), are corporeal; but essential or 
intrinsic qualities or “ states ”  (i£eiv) are distinguished 
from imported or accidental qualities or “  conditions ” 
(σχέσειν). Under “ relation ”  are classed all attributes 
which imply a connexion between co-existing objects.

In their Ethics the Stoics followed the Cynics, 
declaring Virtue to be the only Good, and presenting 
the Ideal “  Sage ”  as the embodiment of virtue. 
Like all the post-Aristotelian Schools they regarded 
Ethics as the crown of their philosophy to which 
Physics and Logic were merely adjuncts, since Ethics 
deals with the one thing needful—human happiness 
and the rules for its attainment. Happiness—the 
End (τέλος) or Good—they defined as “ Living in 
conformity with Nature ”  (όμολογονμενως t-q φύσει),
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or without contravening the Cosmic ** Law ”  which 
is Right Reason (λόγον), which means obeying God or 
Necessity. This subj ection to the Law of the Logos is 
ultimately unavoidable, since “  volentem fata ducunt, 
nolentem trahunt.”  Action in accordance with 
“  Nature ”  is Virtue, which does not admit o f increase 
or decrease and is termed a “  disposition ”  (διάθεσις) 
rather than a “  state ”  (?£«)· The four virtues— 
wisdom, temperance, justice, courage—are defined 
as four forms of knowledge. Between the extremes 
o f virtue and vice there is no middle state ; but an 
important distinction was made between three classes 
of conduct—perfect moral actions (κατορθώματα), 
“  becoming ”  actions or “  duties ”  (καθήκοντα), 
“  undutiful ”  or sinful actions (παρά τb καθήκον). The 
first kind is peculiar to the Stoic “  Sage,”  the second 
proper for those “  progressing ”  towards wisdom 
(προκόπτοντες). As the only “  goods ”  are the 
virtues and the only “  evils ”  their opposite vices, 
there is a large class o f things which come under 
neither of these heads : these “  neutral ”  things— 
such as life, health, wealth, beauty, pleasure, and 
their opposites—are, strictly speaking, “  indifferent ”  
(αδιάφορα). But, even so, they differ in value and 
were divided into two classes, “  the desirable and 
preferred ”  (προηγμένα), and “  the undesirable and 
unpreferred ”  (άποπροηγμενα). Non-rational affec
tions are the “  passions ”  or emotions (πάθη), of 
which there are four kinds—one being of the body, 
viz. involuntary sensuous feeling, and the other of 
the soul, viz. the rational emotion of the Sage, natural 
and involuntary states which are harmless, and vicious 
or morbid emotions. In all such mental passions there 
is an element of intellect and will as well as of feeling.
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The primary passions are four—desire, fear, pain 
and pleasure; and one definition of passion is “ an ex
cessive impulse.”  To give way to such an impulse is 
to “  assent ”  to it, or approve o f it by a perverted act 
of judgement, and hence “  passions ”  were called 
“ judgements ”  by Chrysippus. The root of evil 
passions is “  intemperance,”  “ a defection of the 
whole mind from right Reason,”  and their fruits are 
the diseases of the soul we call vices and sins. The 
Ideal Wise Man or Sage, being moved only by 
rational emotions, is said to be “ passionless ” (απαθής). 
In him virtue and wisdom are personified. He only 
is happy and at peace with himself, unperturbed by 
fightings without or fears within, indifferent to 
externals, self-sufficient and self-controlled, master 
of his fate and captain of his soul. Their portrait of 
the Ideal Sage is one of the features of Stoicism 
which attracted world-wide attention, alike from 
critics and admirers of the School. Horace alludes to 
the sapiens more than once in his Satires, e.g. ii. 
7. 83 if. :

quisnam igitur liber ? sapiens sibi qui imperiosus, 
quem neque pauperies neque mors neque vincula terrent, 
responsare cupidinibus, contemnere honores 
fortis, et in se ipso totus, teres atque rotundus.

Of “  the Wise ”  it was said also that all were friends 
of all and that they had all things in common and that 
the whole world was their city and their home 
(whence the term “  cosmopolitan ” ). They form one 
of the two classes into which mankind is divided— 
the “  good ”  (σπουδαίοι) and the “  bad ”  (φαύλοι), 
the sheep and the goats. Here again we note the 
ingrained ethical dualism of the Stoic system. The 
“  bad,”  the poor in virtue, we have always with us,
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a multitude whom no man can number, but where 
shall wisdom be found and who exactly are the truly 
“ wise ” ? Socrates, they said, and Antisthenes and 
Diogenes approximated to the Ideal, but the perfect 
Sage is nowhere discoverable upon the earth ; either, 
then, he had his being in the far-off Golden Age or 
he remains for ever a “  pattern laid up in the heavens.”  

I have enlarged thus much upon the details of Stoic 
doctrine because it is the type of Dogmatism which 
the Sceptics criticized most frequently and most 
severely. We pass on now to the Sceptics themselves.

III. Scepticism and the Sceptics

A “  Sceptic,”  in the original sense of the Greek 
term, is simply an “  inquirer ”  or investigator. But 
inquiry often leads to an impasse, and ends in in
credulity or despair o f a solution, so that the 
“ inquirer” becomes a “  doubter”  or a “  disbeliever,”  
and Scepticism receives its usual connotation. All 
down the history o f Greek philosophy we have found 
traces o f sceptical thought in the repeated discredit
ing o f sense-perception and the frequent insistence on 
the folly of vulgar opinion. But, with the exception 
of Sophists like Protagoras and Gorgias, all the philo
sophers agreed in assuming that truth existed and 
that knowledge o f it was possible. When Scepticism 
was revived and reorganized under the name of 
“  Pyrrhonism ”  its main task was to challenge this 
assumption and to maintain, if not the impossibility 
of knowledge, at least the impossibility o f positively 
affirming its possibility. Its watchword was ‘ ‘ Suspend 
judgement.”

The history o f Scepticism, as a definite tradition or
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“  School,”  may conveniently be divided into four 
periods or stages, viz. :

(1) Practical Scepticism of Pyrrho of Elis (circa 360-
275 b.c.), and his pupil Timon of Phlius (circa 
315-225 B.c.).

(2) Critical Scepticism and probabilism of the New
Academy—Arcesilasoi Pitane {circa 315-241 
b.c.) and Carneades o f Cyrene (circa 213- 
129 b.c.). This ended in the Eclecticism of 
Philo and Antiochus (ob. 69 b.c.).

(3) Pyrrhonism revived, systematized and developed
dialectically by Aenesidemus (circa 100—40 b.c.) 
and Agrippa (? first century a.d.).

(4) Final development of Empiric Scepticism, cul
minating in Sextus Empiricus (circa 160-210 
A.D.).

A brief account of each of these stages must here 
suffice.

1. Pyrrho o f Elis—in spite of some later traditions 
about him—was probably not at all a full-blown 
Sceptic, but rather a moralist of an austere and ascetic 
type— as Cicero represents him (Acad. Pr. ii. 130, 
De Fin. iv. 43, 49)—who cultivated insensibility to 
externals and superiority to environment. Probably 
he derived from Democritus a deep distrust o f the 
value o f sense-perception, but otherwise he seems to 
have been imbued with dogmatism, though it was the 
dogmatism of the will rather than of the intellect. 
We may fairly assume that the causes which led to 
the Scepticism of Pyrrho and his immediate followers 
were twofold—firstly, the intellectual confusion which 
resulted from the number of conflicting doctrines and 
rival schools, and secondly, the political confusion
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and social chaos which spread through the Hellenic 
world after Alexander’s death, together with the new 
insight into strange habits and customs which was 
given by the opening up of the East. The natural 
result of the situation at the close of the fourth 
century was to shake men’s belief in tradition and 
custom, to dissolve the old creeds and loyalties, and 
to produce the demand for a new way of salvation in 
the midst of a crumbling world. Pyrrho, it would 
seem, shared this attitude, and stood out as the 
apostle of disillusionment. He would not seek or 
promise “  happiness,”  in the usual sense o f the word, 
but he sought and taught the negative satisfaction of 
freedom from care and worry by the cultivation o f a 
neutral, non-committal attitude towards all the prob
lems of life and thought. In self-defence he sought 
refuge within himself, there to achieve a self-centred 
“  apathy ” which his disciples were to acclaim, under 
the name of “  ataraxy,”  as the Chief End of Man. 
Probably, then, the main, if not the only, interest 
of Pyrrho was in the ethical and practical side of 
Scepticism as the speediest cure for the ills of life.

Timon o f Phlius spent the latter part of his long 
life at Athens. In his earlier days he is said to have 
sat under Stilpo at Megara, as well as under Pyrrho at 
Elis. His admiration for the latter was unbounded, 
although it would seem that he did not copy his ascetic 
habits too closely. He was a voluminous writer of 
both prose and poetry— epics, tragedies, satires—but 
only a few fragments o f two o f his works have survived, 
viz. the “  Images ”  or “  Illusions ”  (Ίΐ'δαλ/χοί), and 
the “  Silli ”  or “  Lampoons ”  (Σίλλοι). The latter 
evidently became very popular because of its mordant 
wit. It consisted o f three books, all deriding the
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professors o f philosophy, and written in hexameters 
in the Homeric style, beginning thus :

Come now, listen to me, ye polypragmatical Sophists.
The second and third books were in the form of a 
dialogue between Timon and Xenophanes, in which 
the latter expresses his contempt for nearly all the 
rival schools of thought. It appears, then, that the 
only philosophers for whom Timon entertained any 
respect were the Eleatics, Democritus and Protagoras 
—the most severe critics of knowledge in the form of 
sense-perception. This exposure of the futility of 
philosophizing served to support the indifferentist 
attitude o f Pyrrho ; and Timon by his writings (for 
Pyrrho wrote nothing) popularized the Sceptical view 
that the way to make the best of life is to eschew 
dogma and to cultivate mental repose. It is probably 
a mistake of Sextus (Adv. Math. iii. 2, vi. 66) to ascribe 
to Timon formal argumentation concerning “  hypo
theses ” and the “  divisibility of time,”  considering 
his ridicule of dialectic and his avoidance o f “  the 
strife of tongues ”  ; and it is very doubtful whether 
he (or Pyrrho) invented or used any of the technical 
vocabulary of Scepticism (e.g. “  Suspension,”  “  No 
more,” “  Equipollence ” ) which is commonly ascribed 
to him or his master.

2. Scepticism in the New Academy (cf. Pyrr. Hyp. 
i. 220 ff.).—With Arcesilas Scepticism entered upon a 
new stage o f development. It ceased to be purely 
practical, and became mainly theoretical. Arcesilas 
succeeded Crates as Head of the Academy about 
270 b.c. He appears to have been influenced by the 
Megarics as well as by Pyrrho, and was eminent as 
a dialectician and controversialist. His delight was
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to argue in utramque partem and balance argument 
against argument; and he took up the position that 
to know we know is an impossibility, and to seek 
for absolute truth an absurdity. His polemic was 
chiefly directed against the Stoic epistemology and its 
doctrine of the “  apprehensive presentation ”  as the 
“  Criterion.”  He maintained that we can “  assent ”  
to no sense-impression as carrying conviction and in
dubitably true, and that the objective realities are 
consequently incognizable, and we can only “ suspend 
judgement ”  about them, unless we content ourselves 
with fallible “  opinion ”  instead of scientific “  know
ledge.”  But the Stoic “ Sage ”  never “  opines ” ; 
neither can he “  know ”  ; therefore he must suspend 
j udgement and turn Sceptic. False and true presenta
tions are indistinguishable : no valid criterion exists : 
we have no guide but opinion, and we can only think, 
believe, and act in accordance with what seems reason
able («υλογοι ) or probably right. Thus, while Pyrrho 
had renounced and Timon flouted the Dogmatics, 
Arcesilas started the practice of refuting them scien
tifically and systematically, and earned thereby the 
abuse of Timon for his lapse from pure Pyrrhonism.

Carneades of Cyrene, like Arcesilas and Pyrrho, left 
no writings, but his views were preserved by his 
disciple Cleitomachus (Hasdrubal). He was a brilliant 
teacher, a formidable dialectician, and perhaps the 
most talented philosopher of the post-Aristotelian 
period. His energies were mainly devoted to negative 
criticism of the theories of the Dogmatists, especially 
the Stoics. He resumed and developed the arguments 
with which Arcesilas had attacked the Stoic theory of 
knowledge, and which Chrysippus had, in the mean
while, attempted to rebut. Neither the senses nor
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the reason, he argued, can supply any infallible 
“  criterion ” : there is no specific difference between 
false “ presentations ” and true : beside any true pre
sentation you can set a false one which is in no wise 
different. The dreamer, the drunkard, the madman 
have illusions of the truth of which they are convinced: 
you see two eggs or two hairs and cannot tell the 
one from the other : you cannot distinguish the true 
impression from the false, or assert that the one rather 
than the other is produced by a real object. It is in 
vain, then, to look to the senses for certainty ; and it 
is equally vain to look to the reason since it (as the 
Stoics held) is wholly dependent on the senses and 
based on experience. Logic, the product of the 
reasoning faculty, is discredited because of the number 
of insoluble fallacies for which it is responsible—such 
as “  The Liar ”  (“  The Cretan says ‘ I lie ’ : is he a 
liar ? ” ), “  The Cornutus ”  (“ Have you shed your 
horns—yes or no ? ” ), “  The Sorites ”  or Chain- 
argument (“ How many grains make a heap ? Take 
10, 20,30, etc., away, is it still a heap ? ” ). Chrysippus 
when confronted with the Sorites in a dialectical dis
cussion is said to have called a halt and refused to 
answer, thus giving in to the Sceptic by “  suspending 
judgement.”  Reason is thus found to be as fallible 
as sensation, and certitude impossible.

Carneades also attacked the Ethical system of the 
Stoics, exposing their inconsistency in saying that 
Virtue is directed to choosing the prime objects of 
natural desire while denying to these objects the 
name of “  good.”  He criticized also their Theology, 
their doctrines of the Divine Nature, of Providence, 
o f Divination and Prophecy. The Stoics were fond 
o f appealing to the consensus gentium, or the universal
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belief in the existence o f the gods : Carneades 
ridiculed that appeal. For how do we know that the 
belief is universal ? And why appeal to the multitude 
who—the Stoics tell us—are all fools ? why call in 
ignorance as judge ? And as to divination and prog
nostication, they rest on no principles of science but 
are mere quackery and tricks of the trade. The God 
of the Stoics is an incredible Being because he is 
composed of contradictory attributes. I f  He is to be 
infinite, omniscient, all-good, and imperishable, He 
cannot be either composite or corporeal or animate 
or rational or virtuous—all such qualities belonging 
to objects which lie in the sphere of becoming and 
perishing. In support of their theory of Providence 
the Stoics brought forward evidences of design in 
Nature. Carneades retorted by quoting cases of 
snake-bites and wrecks at sea. Reason, said the Stoics, 
is a gift o f Providence to man : why then, replied 
Carneades, did not Providence see to it that the 
majority were endowed with a “ right reason ”  
instead of one that only enables them to outdo the 
brutes in brutishness ? Only a few possess right 
reason ; so the Stoic God must be miserly in his 
gifts !

In all tliis the position o f Carneades is purely 
agnostic. He does not wish to affirm a negative, 
but merely to show up the untenability o f the Stoic 
dogmas, and to reassert as regards all departments 
of knowledge the impossibility of attaining absolute 
certitude. When the pretentious structure of the 
Stoics had been thus riddled by the arrows of Car
neades, their Ideal Sage must have appeared but as 
a figment to many, and their anthropomorphic Deity 
as an incredible bundle of contradictions.
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But there was a constructive as well as a destructive 
side to the teaching of Carneades. He took over, 
modified, and developed the theory of Arcesilas that, 
despite the impossibility o f objective knowledge, a 
sufficient ground for practical choice and action might 
be found in the “ reasonable ”  (evAoyov) or subjectively 
satisfying. He granted to the Stoics that some sense- 
impressions or opinions seem to the percipient superior 
to others, and this apparent superiority provided a 
sufficient reason for preference and consequential 
action. Impressions being thus subjectively dis
tinguishable, judgements may be graded in value as 
more or less “  persuasive ”  or “  probable ”  (πιθανοί). 
Carneades then classified presentations in this way : 
(1) the apparently false ; (2) the apparently true, 
which are of three grades— (a) the probable in itself; 
(b) the probable and “ uncontradicted ”  (i.e. by 
accompanying conditions— απερίσπαστος) ; (c) the 
probable and uncontradicted and “ closely scrutinized” 
or “  tested ”  (διεξωδΐνμίνΐ]). These apparently true 
impressions produce varying degrees of “  conviction ”  
and deserve proportionate “  assent ”  (συγκατάθεσι-ή 
o f a relative kind—the only kind of assent possible 
for the Sceptic who denies that objective certitude 
is attainable. In connexion with this doctrine of 
“  probabilism ”  Carneades defended human freedom, 
in “  assent,”  choice and action, as against the deter
minism of the Stoics with their rigid theory of Destiny 
and Necessity ; and he subjected their doctrine on 
this subject to a searching criticism which exposed its 
inherent inconsistency.

With Carneades the dialectical Scepticism of the 
New Academy came to an end. His successors, Philo 
o f Larissa (ob. circa 80 B.c.) and Antiochus o f Ascalon
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(ob. 69 b.c.), surrendered his theory of nescience, and 
reverted to a more dogmatic position. Both were 
Eclectics—Antiochus so much so that he asserted the 
harmony, if not the practical identity, of the doctrines 
of the Academy with those of the Peripatetics and 
Stoics, and his teaching was a curious amalgam of 
them all. This tendency to doctrinal conflation con
tinued to characterize the philosophers of the succeed
ing generations till the rise of Neoplatonism, except
ing only those attached to the Epicurean School and 
the Later Sceptics.

3. The first of the “  Later Sceptics,”  who revived 
the original “  Pyrrhonism,” was Aenesidemus, a 
younger contemporary of Antiochus. Cnossus in 
Crete may have been his birthplace, Alexandria was 
where he taught. Though originally an Academic, 
he denounced Arcesilas and Carneades as dogmatists 
in disguise rather than true Sceptics, since we cannot 
know that knowledge is impossible. His treatise 
Pyrrkonean Discourses consisted of eight books 
in which he explained his dissent from the New 
Academy, and criticized in detail the logic, ethics, and 
physics of Stoicism. In another work, Introductory 
Outline o f  Pyrrhonism, he set forth his famous 
“ Ten Tropes,”  or “  Modes ”  of procedure, for the 
refuting of Dogmatism in all its forms. Apparently 
the order in which they are drawn up was not fixed, 
since Sextus’s order differs from that o f Diogenes 
Laertius ; nor does it seem to be governed by any 
logical principle. The Tropes themselves merely 
formulate arguments in favour of the relativity of 
knowledge, borrowed from earlier Sceptical teachers— 
Sophists, Megarics, Academics ; and, asLotze says,®

e Logic, in. i. § 310 (English translation).
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** The ten tropes, or logical grounds o f doubt, all 
come to this, that sensations by themselves cannot 
discover to us what is the nature o f the object which 
excites them.”

Besides these ten Tropes, Aenesidemus (in his 
Pyrrhonean Discourses, bk. 5) summarized the argu
ments against causality and current theories of 
“ cause” in his “ Eight (Aetiological) Tropes.” 
These foi’m a list of fallacious methods of reason
ing about “ cause.”  His objections rest mainly 
on the assumption that “  cause is a thing in 
itself, and causality a real objective quality inherent 
therein.

Similarly he attacked the Stoic and Epicurean 
doctrine of “  Signs ”  (σημάο), or “  effects ” which 
point back to “  causes,”  arguing that no phenomenon 
can safely be regarded as a “ sign,”  because “ doctors 
differ ”  in interpreting symptoms.

But, to judge by several remarks of Sextus, Aenesi
demus was not consistent in his Scepticism. We are 
told that he regarded “ the Sceptic system (αγωγή) 
as a road leading to the Heracleitean philosophy, on 
the ground that the (Sceptic) view that opposites 
apparently belong to the same object is prefatory to 
the (Heracleitean) view that they really so belong.”  
We are told also that he held that the primary world- 
principle is air, which he identified with time and 
number ; and that he explained the origin o f the 
world in all its variety from this unitary substance 
by supposing it to be receptive o f opposite qualities, 
and every whole self-identical in all its parts. He is 
also said to have reduced the six kinds of motion 
distinguished by Aristotle, and the ten of Plato, to 
two, viz. locomotion and alteration or transformation;
xxxviii
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and a peculiar theory of Soul, or reason (διάνοια), 
is ascribed to him, according to which the reason 
exists outside the body and is somehow inspired 
so that it can act from within through the senses. 
With the theory o f reason as external, and therefore 
not individualized but “  common ”  (κοινή), like the 
“  Logos ”  of Heracleitus, is connected the further 
theory, ascribed to Aenesidemus, that some pheno
mena appear alike to all men “  in common,” while 
others appear different to different percipients, and 
that the former class are “ true,” the latter “ false ”— 
universality of experience thus being the ‘ ‘ Criterion ”  
of truth.

How we are to reconcile this hybrid dogmatism 
with the undoubted Pyrrhonism of Aenesidemus is 
a puzzling question which has much exercised the 
historians of philosophy. It has been suggested that 
Sextus has misunderstood or misrepresented Aenesi
demus; or that Aenesidemus did ultimately pass 
over from the Sceptical to the Dogmatic position; or 
that his apparent Dogmatism can be explained away 
as no real surrender o f Scepticism but rather an uncon
scious yielding to the Eclectic influences o f his intellec
tual environment. None of these suggestions seems 
wholly satisfactory; but perhaps the least difficult 
supposition is that Sextus is unintentionally mis
representing Aenesidemus by a loose use of language 
when he ascribes the dogmas mentioned above to 
“ Aenesidemus and his followers ”  (oi irepl τον Αινησί- 
δημον). I f so, we may suppose that while Aenesi
demus may have given a start to the dogmatizing 
tendency by enlarging on the points of similarity 
between Scepticism and Heracleiteanism and claiming 
Heracleitus as a forerunner, certain of his adherents
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pushed that tendency to excess and indulged in an 
Eclectic dogmatism, after the fashion of Antiochus, 
which blended Scepticism with Heracleitean and Stoic 
doctrine.

O f the successors of Aenesidemus we know no more 
than the names until we come to Agrippa, about a 
century later. To him is attributed the presentation 
of Sceptical theory in “  five Tropes,” which are 
briefly these: (1) Based on the conflict among 
opinions (ο άπδ της διαφωνίας) ; (2) Every proof 
requires a fresh proof in endless regress (6 us άπειρον 
έκβάλλων); (S) Based on the relativity of perceptions 
(6 άπο τοΰ πρόs τι τρόπος); (4) Proof must not 
presuppose unproved premisses (ό υποθετικός); (5) 
Reasoning involves a vicious circle (ό διάλληλος τρόπος). 
Of these (1) and (3) resume and sum up the former 
“  ten Tropes,” which exhibited the fallibility of the 
senses and the relativity of perceptual knowledge ; 
while (2), (4) and (5) are directed against the Aristo
telian theory of “  immediate ”  axioms (άμεσα) and 
the possibility of logical demonstration.

Agrippa was followed by Zeuxippus, Zeuxis, and 
Antiochus, who remain mere names, though we may 
suppose that they adhered to the tradition of dia
lectical Scepticism.

4. The last stage in the history of Greek Scepti
cism is marked by its alliance with medical empiricism 
(c f  Pyrr. Hyp. i. 236 if.). Menodotus of Nicomedia 
and Theodas appear to have been the first of these 
medical Sceptics, and we may date them about 
a .d. 150. Galen criticizes the views of both regarding 
medicine and natural science. Herodotus of Tarsus, 
who succeeded Menodotus, is thought to have 
belonged to the “  pneumatic ”  rather than to the
xl
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“  empiric ”  school o f medicine ; but in any case he 
was the teacher o f Sextus Empiricus.

To one or other o f the foregoing Sceptics we may 
probably attribute two further developments o f 
doctrine, viz. a further reduction of the “  Tropes ”  
to two (arguing against the possibility of either 
immediate or mediate certitude), and a new distinc
tion between “  commemorative ”  (υπομνηστικά) and 
“ indicative ”  (ενδεικτικά) “  signs ”  (cf. Pyrr. Hyp.
ii. 99)·

Sextus Empiricus (circa a .d . 200) is our main authority 
for the history7 and doctrine of the Sceptic School. We 
know that he was a Greek physician and that he suc-i 
ceeded Herodotus as Head of the School, but we 
know little else about the details of his life. He seems 
to have resided for some time in Rome, and to have 
been acquainted with Athens and Alexandria. Al
though named “  Empiricus ”  he seems to imply that 
he adhered rather to the “  methodic ”  than to the 
‘ ‘ empiric ’ ’ tradition in medicine. His surviving works 
are three—(1) “ Outlines (υποτυπώσεις) of Pyrrho
nism ” in three books ; (2) “  Against the Dogmatists ”  
in five books,®— 1 and 2 “  Against the Logicians,”  3 
and 4 “ Against the Physicists,”  5 “  Against the Ethi- 
cists ” ; (3) ‘ ‘ Against the Professors ” in six books—a 
book each against Grammarians, Rhetors, Geometers, 
Arithmeticians, Astrologers, Musicians, in this order. 
Other works ascribed to him are a treatise “  On 
the Soul ”  and “ Notes on Medicine.”

Of the surviving works the Hypotyposes, or “ Out
lines,”  is a kind of summary of Scepticism, the first 
book stating and defending the Sceptic position, and

0 These five books are sometimes entitled Adversus Matke- 
maticos, vii-xi. Cf. p. xlii.
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the other two books attacking the Dogmatic position. 
The other two works are usually put together as a 
whole under the title Adversus Mathematicos—which 
we might construe “ Against the Professors of all 
Arts and Sciences,”—and they resume and expand 
the critical and polemical arguments of books 2 and 
3 of the “ Outlines.”

Probably there is but little original matter in these 
works. Sextus was mainly a compiler: he drew freely 
on the writings of his predecessors, especially Aene- 
sidemus, Cleitomachus (for Carneades), and Meno- 
dotus. He was evidently interested in the history of 
thought, and provides us with much valuable informa
tion about the earlier Schools, although he is not 
wholly reliable. He writes mostly in a plain, dry 
style, enlivened but rarely by touches of humour. 
As a controversialist he studies fairness by quoting 
the opponent’s own views, often at great length ; but 
he wearies the reader by his way of piling argument 
upon argument for the mere sake of multiplying words 
—bad argument and good heaped together indiscrimi
nately. Obviously his books are not intended to be 
works of art, but rather immense arsenals stored with 
all the weapons of offence and defence o f every con
ceivable pattern, old and new, that ever were forged 
on the anvil o f Scepticism by the hammer blows of 
Eristic dialecticians. From these storehouses the 
Sceptic engaged in polemics may choose his weapon 
to suit his need ; for (as Sextus naively observes) the 
Sceptic is a “  philanthropic ”  person who spares his 
adversary by using against him only the minimum of 
force necessary to bowl him over, so that the weakest 
and most flimsy arguments have their uses as well as 
the weightiest. Or is Sextus here the veiled humorist?
xlii
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IV. Text and E ditions

The text of Sextus is derived from two main sources 
—the Greek Manuscripts and a Latin Translation. 
For the Hypoiyposes the most important mss.—as 
described by the latest editor, Mutschmann—are :

M = Monac. gr. 439, late fourteenth century, con
taining Pyrr. Hyp.

L -  Laur. 81.11, dated a.d. 1465, containing all the 
works of Sextus.

E = Parisinus 1964, late fifteenth century, contain
ing all Sextus (plus SiuAe -̂is).

A = Parisinus 1963, dated 1534, containing all 
Sextus (plus SiaAe f̂is).

B = Berol. Phill. 1518, dated 1542, nearly a dupli
cate of A.

Of these, the last three seem to be closely akin, so 
that we have three main lines of ms. tradition, 
derived from the same Archetype, viz. M, L, and 
EAB.

T denotes (in Mutschmann’s notation, which is 
here followed) the Latin Translation, which is pre
served in the ms. known as Parisinus lat. 14700 
(fol. 83-132). It contains the whole of Sextus except 
for two omissions, viz. p. 51,11-26, and p. 145, 3-160, 
20. As it was first brought to light by C. Jourdain 
in 1888, earlier editors were ignorant of its existence, 
and it is only in the latest Teubner edition that 
its readings are reported. The Teubner editor, H. 
Mutschmann, dates it in the thirteenth century, and 
regards it as equal in importance to any o f the Greek 
mss., and derived from an independent Archetype.

There are three early editions o f Sextus—by P.
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and J. Cliouet (Geneva, 1621); by J. A. Fabricius 
(Leipzig, 1718), incorporating the Latin version by 
H. Stephens (Paris, 1562), as well as additional Notes ; 
by I. Bekker (Berlin, 1842), giving the text and index 
only. The first volume of the Teubner edition (con
taining Pyrr. Hyp·) was published in 1912, the second 
volume in 1914.

A literal German version of the three books of 
Pyrr. Hyp., with an Introduction and useful Notes, 
by E. Pappenheim, appeared in 1877 (Leipzig); and 
an English version of Pyrr. Hyp., book i., is included 
in M. Patrick’s volume Sextus Empiricus and Greek 
Scepticism (Cambridge, 1899)· The latest considerable 
contribution to the textual criticism of Sextus is 
Werner Heintz’s Studien zu Sextus Empiricus (Halle, 
1932).

The present four volumes include “ Outlines of 
Pyrrhonism ” (in Vol. I) ; “ Against the Logicians ” 
(Vol. II) ; “ Against the Physicists ” and “ Against 
the Ethicists ” (Vol. Ill) ; and “ Against the Pro
fessors ” (Vol. IV). “ Against the Professors ”  vii-xi 
(Adversus Mathematicos vii-xi) is an alternative title 
for “ Against the Logicians ” i-v (Adversus Dog- 
maiicos i-v).

The text in these volumes is based on that of Bek
ker. Bekker, it may be noted, omitted both the 
Tables of Contents prefixed to the several books in 
the m s s . and the corresponding Chapter-headings, 
although the earlier editors had retained both. In 
these volumes the Chapter-headings are restored, 
for the convenience of the reader, while the Tables 
of Contents are, after Bekker, omitted, as a super
fluous duplication.

In addition to the accounts of Greek Scepticism 
xliv

given in the standard Histories of Ancient Philosophy, 
attention may be drawn to the special treatment of 
the subject in The Greek Sceptics by N. MacColl 
(1869) ; Les Sceptiques grecs by V. Brochard (1887), 
copious and clear ; Die Geschichle des griechischen 
Skeptizismus by A. Goedeckemeyer (1905), good for 
details ; Stoic and Epicurean by R. D. Hicks (1910), 
chapters 8 and 10 ; Stoics and Sceptics by E. Bevan 
(1913), less detailed, but scholarly, suggestive and 
interesting, and thus probably the best introduction 
to the subject for the general reader.

The following abbreviations are used in the foot
notes on the te x t :

L =  m s . Laur. 85. 11.
M = „  Monac. 439-
E = „  Paris. 1964.
A = „  Paris. 1963.
B= „  Berol. Phill. 1518.
G = consensus of foregoing m s s .
T = Latin Translation.

Fabr. = Fabricius.
Bekk. = Bekker.

Mutsch. = H. Mutschmann.
Papp. = Pappenheim.
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ΠΤΡΡΩΝΕΙΩΝ
ΤΠ0ΤΤΠΩ2ΕΩΝ

ΤΩΝ ΕΙΣ ΤΡΙΑ ΤΟ ΠΡΩΤΟΝ

Α'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΗΣ ΑΝΩΤΑΤΩ ΔΙΑΦΟΡΑΣ ΤΩΝ ΦΙΛΟΣΟΦΙΩΝ
1 Ίοΐς ζητοΰσί τι πράγμα ή εύρεσιν επακολουθεΐν 

είκός ή άρνησιν εύρεσεως καί άκαταληφίας όμολο-
2 γίαν ή επιμονήν ζητήσεως. διόπερ ΐσως καί 

επί των κατά φιλοσοφίαν ζητούμενων οι μεν εύρη- 
κεναι το αληθές εφασαν, οι δ5 άπεφήναντο μη 
δυνατόν είναι τούτο καταληφθήναι, οί δε ετι

3 ζητοΰσιν. και ενρηκεναι μεν δοκοΰσιν οι ιδίως 
καλούμενοι δογματικοί, οΐον οι περί Άριστοτέλην 
καί Επίκουρον καί τούς στωικονς καί άλλοι τινες, 
ώς δε περί ακατάληπτων άπεφήναντο οί περί 
Κλειτόμαχον καί Καρνεάδην καί άλλοι Άκαδη-

4 μαϊκοί, ζητοΰσι δε οί σκεπτικοί, δθεν ενλόγως 
δοκοΰσιν αί άνωτάτω φιλοσοφίαι τρεις είναι, δο)/- 
ματική * *Ακαδημαϊκή σκεπτική, περί μεν οΰν των 
άλλων ετεροις αρμόσει λεγειν, περί δε τής σκεπ-~ > \τικης αγωγής υποτυπωτικως επι του παρόντος ημάς 
εροΰμεν, εκείνο προειπόντες δτι περί ονδενός των

° See Introd. ρρ. xxxii ff.
* “ Doctrine.” ” Scliool,” “ system ” or “ way ” are other
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Chapter I.— Of the M ain D ifference between 
Philosophic Systems

The natural result of any investigation is that the 1 
investigators either discover the object o f search or 
deny that it is discoverable and confess it to be 
inapprehensible or persist in their search. So, too, 2 
with regard to the objects investigated by philosophy, 
this is probably why some have claimed to have dis
covered the truth, others have asserted that it cannot 
be apprehended, while others again go on inquiring. 
Those who believe they have discovered it are the 3 
“ Dogmatists,”  specially so called—Aristotle, for 
example, and Epicurus and the Stoics and certain 
others; Cleitomachus and Carneades and other 
Academics α treat it as inapprehensible : the Sceptics 
keep on searching. Hence it seems reasonable to 4 
hold that the main types of philosophy are three— 
the Dogmatic, the Academic, and the Sceptic. Of 
the other systems it will best become others to speak: 
our task at present is to describe in outline the 
Sceptic doctrine,6 first premising that of none of our
possible renderings of αγωγή· “ Procedure,” “ way of 
thought,” “ trend,” or “ line of argument,” “ leading ” (άγων) 
up to a definite goal, is rather what it connotes.

3
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λεχθησο μενών διαβεβαιουμεθα ώς ούτως §χοντος 
πάντως καθάπ€ρ λεγομεν, άλλα κατά τό νΰν φαινο- 
μενον ήμΐν ίστορικώς άπαγγελλομεν περί, έκαστου.

Β'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΛΟΓΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΣΚΕΦΕΩΣ

δ Ύής σκεπτικής οΰν φιλοσοφίας 6 μεν λεγεται 
καθόλου λόγος 6 δε ειδικός, και καθόλου μεν 
εν ω τον χαρακτήρα τής σκεφεως εκτιθεμεθα, 
λεγοντες τίς έννοια αυτής και τίνες άρχαι και 
τίνες λόγοι τ ί  τε κριτήριου και τ ί  τέλος, καί τίνες 
οι τρόποι τής εποχής, καί πώς παραλαμβάνομεν 
τάς σκεπτικάς αποφάσεις, καί την διάκρισιν τής 
σκεφεως άπο των παρακείμενων αυτή φιλοσοφιών,

6 ειδικός εν ω προς έκαστον μέρος τής καλού
μενης φιλοσοφίας άντιλεγομεν. περί του καθόλου 
δη πρώτον διαλάβωμεν λόγου, άρξάμενοι τής 
ύφηγήσεως από τών τής σκεπτικής αγωγής ονο
μάτων.

Γ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΟΝΟΜΑΣΙΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΗΣ

7 *Η σκεπτική τοίνυν αγωγή καλείται μεν καί 
ζητητική από ενεργείας τής κατά τό ζητέΐν και 
σκεπτεσθαι, καί εφεκτική από του μετά τήν ζή- 
τησιν περί τον σκεπτόμενον γινομένου πάθους, 
καί άπορητική ήτοι από του περί παντός άπορεΐν 
καί ζητεΐν, ώς ενιοί φασιν, ή από του άμηχανεΐν 
προς συγκατάθεσιν ή άρνησιν, καί ΐΐυρρώνειος άπο 
του φαίνεσθαι ήμΐν τον Πυρρωνα σώματικώτερον

α Cf. In trod. ρ. xxxvii; §§ 36 f. infra. 
b Bks. II. and III. belong to the “ special ” part of the 

exposition.
4
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future statements do we positively affirm that the 
fact is exactly as we state it, but we simply record 
each fact, like a chronicler, as it appears to us at the 
moment.

Chapter II.—Of the A rguments of Scepticism

O f the Sceptic philosophy one argument (or branch 5 
of exposition) is called “  general,”  the other" special.”
In the general argument we set forth the distinctive 
features o f Scepticism, stating its purport and prin
ciples, its logical methods, criterion, and end or aim; 
the “  Tropes,”  also, or “ Modes,” ° which lead to sus
pension of judgement, and in what sense we adopt 
the Sceptic formulae, and the distinction between 
Scepticism and the philosophies which stand next to 
it. In the special argument we state our objections 6 
regarding the several divisions o f so-called philo
sophy.6 Let us, then, deal first with the general 
argument, beginning our description with the names 
given to the Sceptic School.

Chapter III.— Of the Nomenclature of 
Scepticism

The Sceptic School, then, is also called “ Zetetic ”  7 
from its activity in investigation and inquiry, and 
“ Ephectic ” or Suspensive from the state of mind 
produced in the inquirer after his search, and 
“ Aporetic ”  or Dubitative either from its habit of 
doubting and seeking, as some say, or from its 
indecision as regards assent and denial, and “  Pyrrho- 
nean ” from the fact that Pyrrho0 appears to us to

e See Introd. pp. xxx f.
5
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rfj σκεφει.

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Δ'.—ΤΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΣΚΕΦΙΣ

8 Έ στι δε ή σκεπτική δυναμις αντιθετική φαινο
μένων τε και νοουμένων καθ' οίονδήποτε τρόπον, 
άφ* ής ερχόμεθα διά τήν εν τοΐς άντικειμενοις 
πράγμασι και λόγοις ίσοσθενειαν τό μεν πρώτον 
εις εποχήν, τό δε μετά τούτο εις αταραξίαν.

9 δνναμιν μεν οΰν αυτήν καλοΰμεν ού κατά τό περί
εργον άλλ’ απλώς κατά τό δυνασθαι· φαινόμενα δε 
λαμβάνομεν νυν τά  αισθητά, διόπερ άντιδιαστελ- 
λομεν αύτοΐς τά νοητά, τό δε “  καθ' οίονδήποτε 
τρόπον ”  δυναται προσαρμόζεσθαι και τη δυνάμει, 
ΐνα απλώς τό τής δυνάμεως όνομα, ώς είρήκαμεν, 
παραλαμβάνωμεν, καί τώ  “  αντιθετική φαινομένων 
τε καί νοουμένων” ’ επεί γάρ ποικίλως άντιτίθεμεν 
ταΰτα, ή φαινόμενα φαινόμενόις ή νοούμενα νοου- 
μενοις η εναλλάξ άντιτιθεντες, ΐνα πάσαι αί αντι
θέσεις εμπεριεχωνται, λεγομεν “  καθ’ οίονδήποτε 
τρόπον.”  ή καθ' οίονδήποτε τρόπον φαινομένων 
τε καί νοουμένων, ΐνα μή ζητώμεν πώς φαίνε
ται τά  φαινόμενα ή πώς νοείται τά νοούμενα,

ΙΟ άλλ’ απλώς ταΰτα λαμβάνωμεν. άντικειμενους δε 
λόγους παραλαμβάνομεν ούχί πάντως άπόφασιν 
καί κατάφασιν, άλλ’ απλώς αντί τοϋ μαχομενους. 
ίσοσθενειαν δε λεγομεν τήν κατά πίστιν καί

β i.e. “ opposites ”  includes, for the Sceptics, “ contraries ” 
{e.g. “ All are wise” )( “ None are wise”), as well as “ con
tradictories ” (e.g. “ Some are wise” )( “ None are wise”), 
whereas the Stoics used it of the latter only.
8
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have applied himself to Scepticism more thoroughly 
and more conspicuously than his predecessors.

Chapter IV.—W hat Scepticism is

Scepticism is an ability, or mental attitude, which 8 
opposes appearances to judgements in any way 
whatsoever, with the result that, owing to the equi- 
pollence of the objects and reasons thus opposed, we 
are brought firstly to a state of mental suspense and 
next to a state of “  unperturbedness ”  or quietude. 
Now we call it an “ ability ”  not in any subtle sense, 9 
but simply in respect of its “  being able.”  By 
“ appearances ”  we now mean the objects of sense- 
perception, whence we contrast them with the objects 
of thought or “ judgements.”  The phrase “ in any 
way whatsoever ”  can be connected either with the 
word “  ability,”  to make us take the word “  ability,”  
as we said, in its simple sense, or with the phrase 
“  opposing appearances to judgements ”  ; for inas
much as we oppose these in a variety of ways— 
appearances to appearances, or judgements to judge
ments, or alternando appearances to judgements,— 
in order to ensure the inclusion of all these antitheses 
we employ the phrase “ in any way whatsoever.”  
Or, again, we join “  in any way whatsoever ”  to 
“  appearances and judgements ”  in order that we may 
not have to inquire how the appearances appear or 
how the thought-objects are judged, but may take 
these terms in the simple sense. The phrase “  opposed 10 
judgements ”  we do not employ in the sense of nega
tions and affirmations only but simply as equivalent 
to “  conflicting judgements.” a “  Equipollence ”  we 
use of equality in respect of probability and improba-

7
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απιστίαν ισότητα, ώς μηδενα μηδενος προκεΐσθαι 
των μαχομενων λόγων ώς πιστότερον. εποχή Be 
εστι στάσις Βιανοίας St* ήν ο ντε αιρομεν τι ούτε 
τίθεμεν. αταραξία 8ε εστι ψυχής άοχλησία και 
γαληνότης. πώς δε τή εποχή συνεισερχεται ή 
αταραξία, εν τοΐς περί τέλους ύπομνήσομεν.

Ε'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΥ

11 Και ό ΐΐνρρώνειος 8ε φιλόσοφος Βυνάμει τή τής 
σκεπτικής αγωγής έννοια συναποΒέΒοταί' εστι γάρ 
6 μετόχων ταυτής τής δυναμεως.

Γ'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΑΡΧΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΣΚΕΊΈΩΣ

12 *Αρχήν δε τής σκεπτικής αιτιώδη μεν φαμεν 
είναι την ελπίδα τον άταρακτήσειν οι γάρ μεγα
λοφυείς τω ν ανθρώπων ταρασσόμενοι διά την εν 
τοΐς πράγμασιν ανωμαλίαν, και άποροΰντες τίσιν 
αυτών χρή μάλλον συγκατατίθεσθαι, ήλθαν επί το 
ζητεΐν τ ί  τε αληθές εστιν εν τοΐς πράγμασι και 
τι ψευδός, ώς εκ τής επικρίσεως τούτων άταρακ- 
τήσοντες. συστάσεως δε τής σκεπτικής εστιν 
αρχή μάλιστα το παντι λόγω λόγον ίσον άντι- 
κεΐσθαι· άπο γάρ τούτον καταλήγειν δοκοΰμεν εις 
το μή δογματίζειν.

Ζ'.—ΕΙ ΔΟΓΜΑΤΙΖΕΙ Ο ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΣ

13 Αεγομεν δε μή δογματίζειν τον σκεπτικόν ον 
κατ' εκείνο το  σημαινόμενον του δόγματος καθ' ο 
και δόγμα είναι φασί τινες κοινότερον το εύδοκεΐν 
τινι πράγματι (τοΐς γάρ κατά φαντασίαν κατ- 
8
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bility, to indicate that no one of the conflicting judge
ments takes precedence of any other as being more 
probable. “  Suspense ”  is a state of mental rest 
owing to which we neither deny nor affirm anything.
“ Quietude ” is an untroubled and tranquil condition 
of soul. And how quietude enters the soul along with 
suspension of judgement we shall explain in our 
chapter (XII.) “  Concerning the End.”

Chapter V.—Of the Sceptic

In the definition of the Sceptic system there is also u  
implicitly included that of the Pyrrhonean philosopher: 
he is the man who participates in this “  ability.”

Chapter VI.—Of the Principles of Scepticism

The originating cause of Scepticism is, we say, the 12 
hope of attaining quietude. Men of talent, who were 
perturbed by the contradictions in things and in 
doubt as to which of the alternatives they ought to 
accept, were led on to inquire what is true in things 
and what false, hoping by the settlement of this 
question to attain quietude. The main basic principle 
of the Sceptic system is that of opposing to every 
proposition an equal proposition ; for we believe that 
as a consequence of this we end by ceasing to dogma
tize.

Chapter VII.— D oes the Sceptic dogmatize?

When we say that the Sceptic refrains from dogma- 13 
tizing we do not use the term “ dogma,” as some 
do, in the broader sense of “  approval of a thing ”  
(for the Sceptic gives assent to the feelings which

9
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ηναγκασμένοις πάθεσι συγκατατίθεται ό σκεπτικός, 
οΐον ούκ αν ε'ίποι θερμαινόμενος ή ψυχόμενος 
ότι δοκώ μη θερμαίνεσθαι η ψύχεσθαι), άλλα μη 
δογματίζειν λέγομεν καθ* ο δόγμα είναι φασί 
τινες την τινι πράγματι των κατά τάς επιστημας 
ζητούμενων άδηλων σνγκατάθεσιν ούδεν'ι γάρ των

14 άδηλων συγ κατατίθεται 6 ΪΙυρρώνειος. άλλ’ ουδέ 
εν τώ  προφερεσθαι περ'ι των άδηλων τάς σκεπτικός 
φωνάς, οΐον την “  ούδέν μάλλον ”  η την “  ουδέν 
ορίζω ” η τινα των άλλων περί ών ύστερον λεξομεν, 
δογματίζει. 6 μεν γάρ δογματίζων ώς ύπαρχον 
τίθεται το πράγμα εκείνο ο λέγεται δογματίζειν, 
6 δέ σκεπτικός τάς φωνάς τίθησι ταυτας ούχ ώς 
πάντως ύπαρχου σας· υπολαμβάνει γάρ ότι ώσπερ 
ή “  πάντα εστι ψευδή "  φωνή μετά των άλλων 
και εαυτην ψευδή είναι λέγει, καί ή “ ούδέν εστιν 
αληθές ” ομοίως, ούτως καί ή “  ούδέν μάλλον ” 
μετά των άλλων καί εαυτην φησι μη μάλλον είναι 
καί διά τούτο τοΐς άλλοις εαυτην συαπεριγράφει.\ > \ ί » \ „ \ ' « ' # ' Λτο ο αυτό και επι των άλλων σκεπτικών ψωνων

15 λεγομεν. πλήν άλλ* εί 6 δογματίζων τίθησιν ώς 
ύπαρχον τούτο ο δογματίζει, 6 δέ σκεπτικός τάς 
φωνάς αύτοΰ προφέρεται ώς δυνάμει ύφ* εαυτών 
περιγράφεσθαι, ούκ άν εν τή προφορά τούτων 
δογματίζειν λεχθείη. το δέ μέγιστον, εν τή προ
φορά των φωνών τούτων το εαυτώ φαινόμενον 
λέγει καί το πάθος απαγγέλλει τό έαυτοϋ άδοξά- 
στως, μηδέν περί τών έξωθεν ύποκειμένων δια- 
βεβα ιούμενος.

β Cf. §§ 187 ff. As there explained, ούδέν μάλλον is elliptical
for ούδέν μάλλον τ6δ( τ) τδδε.

b Lit. “  underlying things,” i.e. the essences or reals which
10
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are the necessary results o f sense-impressions, and 
he would not, for example, say when feeling hot or 
cold “ I believe that I am not hot or cold ; but we 
say that “  he does not dogmatize ”  using “  dogma ”  
in the sense, which some give it, o f “  assent to one 
of the non-evident objects of scientific inquiry ”  ; 
for the Pyrrhonean philosopher assents to nothing 
that is non-evident. Moreover, even in the act of 14 
enunciating the Sceptic formulae 0 concerning things 
non-evident—such as the formula “ No more (one 
thing than another),”  or the formula “  I determine 
nothing,”  or any of the others which we shall presently 
mention,—he does not dogmatize. For whereas the 
dogmatizer posits the things about which he is said to 
be dogmatizing as really existent, the Sceptic does 
not posit these formulae in any absolute sense ; for 
he conceives that, just as the formula “  All things are 
false ”  asserts the falsity of itself as well as of every
thing else, as does the formula “ Nothing is true,”  
so also the formula “  No more ”  asserts that itself, 
like all the rest, is “  No more (this than that),”  
and thus cancels itself along with the rest. And 
of the other formulae we say the same. If then, 15 
while the dogmatizer posits the matter o f his 
dogma as substantial truth, the Sceptic enunciates 
his formulae so that they are virtually cancelled by 
themselves, he should not be said to dogmatize in his 
enunciation o f them. And, most important of all, in 
his enunciation of these formulae he states what 
appears to himself and announces his own impression 
in an undogmatic way, without making any positive 
assertion regarding the external realities.6
lie behind, and give rise to, sensations or “ appearances ” : 
cf. p. 30 note a.

11
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

16 'Ομοίως δέ φερόμεθα καί εν τώ  έρωτάσθαι εί 
έχει αΐρεσιν 6 σκεπτικός, εί μεν τις αΐρεσιν εΐναι 
λέγει πρόσκλισιν δόγμασι πολλοΐς ακολουθίαν 
εχονσι προς άλληλά τε και φαινόμενα, καί λέγει 
δόγμα τινί άδήλω σνγκατάθεσιν, φήσομεν μη έχειν

17 αΐρεσιν. εΐ δέ τις αΐρεσιν είναι φάσκει την λόγω  
τινί κατά το  φαινόμενον άκολουθοΰσαν αγωγήν, 
εκείνου του λόγου ώς έστιν όρθώς δοκεΐν ζην ύπο- 
δεικνυοντος (του όρθώς μη μόνον κατ' αρετήν 
λαμβανομένου άλλ' άφελέστερον) καί επί τό επέχειν 
δύνασθαι διατείνοντος, αΐρεσιν φαμεν έχειν άκο- 
λουθοϋμεν γάρ τινι λόγω κατά το φαινόμενον 
ύποδεικνύντι ημΐν το ζην προς τά  πάτρια έθη καί 
τούς νόμους καί τάς άγωγάς καί τά οικεία πάθη.

θ'.—ΕΙ ΦΤΣΙΟΑΟΙΈΙ Ο ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΣ

18 ΤΙαραπλήσια δέ λέγομεν καί εν τω  ζητεΐν εί 
φυσιολογητέον τω  σκεπτικώ' ένεκα μεν γάρ τοΰ  
μετά βεβαίου πείσματος άποφαίνεσθαι περί τίνος 
των κατά την φυσιολογίαν δογματιζομένων ου 
φυσιολογοΰμεν, ένεκα δέ τοΰ παντί λόγω λόγον 
ΐσον έχειν άντιτιθέναι καί της αταραξίας απτό- 
μέθα τής φυσιολογίας, οϋτω δέ καί τό λογικόν 
μέρος καί τό ηθικόν τής λεγομένης φιλοσοφίας έπ- 
ερχόμεθ α.

° Lit. “ more smoothly ” or “ simply ” ; hence “ in a less 
restricted, more extensive, way.”
12

Chapter VIII.—H as the Sceptic a doctrinal rule ?

We follow the same lines in replying to the question 16 
“  Has the Sceptic a doctrinal rule ? ”  For if one 
defines a “ doctrinal rule ” as “ adherence to a number 
of dogmas which are dependent both on one another 
and on appearances,'’ and defines “ dogma ” as 
“  assent to a non-evident proposition,”  then we shall 
say that he has not a doctrinal rule. But if one 17 
defines “ doctrinal rule ”  as “  procedure which, in 
accordance with appearance, follows a certain line of 
reasoning, that reasoning indicating how it is possible 
to seem to live rightly (the word ‘ rightly ’ being 
taken, not as referring to virtue only, but in a wider 
sense a) and tending to enable one to suspend judge
ment,”  then we say that he has a doctrinal rule. 
For we follow a line of reasoning which, in accordance 
with appearances, points us to a life conformable to 
the customs of our country and its laws and institu
tions, and to our own instinctive feelings.

Chapter IX.— D oes the Sceptic deal with 
Physics ?

We make a similar reply also to the question 18 
“  Should the Sceptic deal with physical problems ? ”  
For while, on the one hand, so far as regards making 
firm and positive assertions about any of the matters 
dogmatically treated in physical theory, we do not 
deal with physics ; yet, on the other hand, in respect 
of our mode of opposing to every proposition an equal 
proposition and of our theory of quietude we do treat 
of physics. This, too, is the way in which we approach 
the logical and ethical branches of so-called “ philo
sophy.”

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 16-18
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I'.—El ΑΝΑΙΡΟΤΣΙ ΤΑ ΦΑΙΝΟΜΕΝΑ ΟΙ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΙ

19 Οί δε λέγοντες ότι άναιροϋσι τά φαινόμενα οι 
σκεπτικοί άνήκοοί μοι δοκοΰσιν είναι των παρ' 
ημΐν λεγομένων τά γάρ κατά φαντασίαν παθητικήν1 
άβουλητως ημάς άγοντα εις συγκατάθεσιν ούκ 
άνατρέπομεν, ώς καί έμπροσθεν έλέγομεν ταντα 
8ε' εστι τά φαινόμενα, όταν δε ζητώ μεν εί τοιοΰτον 
εστι τό υποκείμενον όποιον φαίνεται, το μεν οτι 
φαίνεται Βίδομεν, ζητοΰμεν δ’ ού περί του φαινομέ
νου αλλά περί εκείνου ο λέγεται περί του φαινο
μένου· τούτο δε διαφέρει του ζητεΐν περί αύτοΰ

20 του φαινομένου, οΐον φαίνεται ημΐν γλυκάζειν 
τό μέλι, τοΰτο συγχωροΰμεν γλυκαζόμεθα γάρ 
αίσθητικώς. εί δε καί γλυκό εστιν οσον επί τώ  
λόγω, ζητοΰμεν δ ούκ εστι τό φαινόμενου αλλά 
περί του φαινομένου λεγόμενον, εάν δε καί άντι- 
κρυς κατά των φαινομένων ερωτώμεν λόγους, 
ούκ αναιρεΐν βουλόμενοι τά φαινόμενα τούτους 
εκτιθέμεθα, άλλ’ επιδεικνυντες την των δογματικών 
προπέτειαν ει γαρ τοιοΰτος άπατεών εστιν 6 λόγος 
ώστε και τά φαινόμενα μόνον ούχί τών οφθαλμών 
ημών ύφαρπάζειν, πώς ού χρη ύφοράσθαι αύτόν έν 
τοΐς άδηλοις, ώστε μη κατακολουθοΰντας αύτώ 
προπετεύεσθαι;

1 παθητικήν LMT: παθητικά ΕΛΒ, Bekk.

β i.e. “ impressions *’ or “ presentations ” which cause 
“ affections ” or “ feelings ” (πάθη), as described in § 13 supra. 

» Cf. § 213. F

14
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Chapter X.— Do the Sceptics abolish 
A ppearances ?

Those who say that “ the Sceptics abolish appear- 19 
ances,”  or phenomena, seem to me to be unacquainted 
with the statements of our School. For, as we said 
above, we do not overthrow the affective sense- 
impressions α which induce our assent involuntarily ; 
and these impressions are “ the appearances.”  And 
when we question whether the underlying object is 
such as it appears, we grant the fact that it appears, 
and our doubt does not concern the appearance itself 
but the account given of that appearance,—and that 
is a different thing from questioning the appearance 
itself. For example, honey 6 appears to us to be 20 
sweet (and this we grant, for we perceive sweetness 
through the senses), but whether it is also sweet in 
its essence is for us a matter of doubt, since this is 
not an appearance but a judgement regarding the 
appearance. And even if we do actually argue 
against the appearances, we do not propound such 
arguments with the intention of abolishing appear
ances, but by way of pointing out the rashness o f the 
Dogmatists ; for if reason is such a trickster as to all 
but snatch away the appearances from under our very 
eyes, surely we should view it with suspicion in the 
case of things non-evident so as not to display rashness 
by following it.®

« i.e. the “ reason,” or logic, which serves to discredit 
phenomena may be used a fortiori to discredit ultra-sensible 
objects. Instead of “ abolishing appearances ” it really (as 
the Sceptics contend) abolishes itself.

15



I A'. — ΠΕΡΙ TOT ΚΡΙΤΗΡΙΟΥ ΤΗΣ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΗΣ

21 "Ότι δε rots’ φαινομένοις προσέχομε, δήλον από 
των λεγομένων ήμΐν περί τοΰ κριτηρίου τής σκεπ
τικής αγωγής, κριτήριον δε λέγεται δίχως, τό τε 
εις πίστιν ύπάρξεως ή ανυπαρξίας λαμβανόμενον, 
περί οΰ εν τώ  άντιρρητικώ λέξομεν λόγω, τό τε 
του πράσσειν, ώ  προσέχοντες κατά, τον βίον τα  
μέν πράσσομεν τα  δ’ ου, περί οΰ νυν λέγομεν.

22 κριτήριον τοίνυν φαμέν είναι τής σκεπτικής αγωγής 
τό φαινόμενον, δυνάμει την φαντασίαν αύτοΰ οϋτω  
καλοΰντες· εν πείσει γάρ καί άβουλήτω πάθει κει- 
μένη άζήτητός εστιν. διό περί μέν τοΰ φαίνεσθαι 
τοΐον η τοΐον τό υποκείμενον ούδείς ίσως αμφισβητεί, 
περί δε τοΰ εί τοιοΰτον εστιν όποιον φαίνεται ζη
τείται.

23 Tots· φαινομένοις οΰν π ροσέχοντες κατά την 
βιωτικήν τήρησιν άδοξάστως βιοΰμεν, επεί μη 
δυνάμεθα άνενέργητοι παντάπασιν είναι, έοικε δε 
αυτή ή βιωτική τήρησις τετραμερής είναι καί τό  
μέν τι 'έχειν εν ύφηγήσει φύσεως, τό  δε εν ανάγκη 
παθών, τό  δε εν παραδόσει νόμων τε καί εθών,

24 τό δε εν διδασκαλία τεχνών, ύφηγήσει μέν φυσική 
καθ' ήν φυσικώς αισθητικοί καί νοητικοί εσμεν, 
παθών δε ανάγκη καθ' ήν λιμός μέν επί τροφήν 
ημάς οδηγεί δίψος δ’ επί πόμα, εθών δε καί νόμων 
παραδόσει καθ' ήν τό μέν εύσεβεΐν παραλαμβάνο - 
μεν βιωτικώς ώς αγαθόν τό δε άσεβεΐν ώς φαΰλον, 
τεχνών δε διδασκαλία καθ' ήν ούκ άνενέργητοι 
εσμεν εν αΐς παραλαμβάνομεν τέχναις. ταΰτα  δε 
πάντα φαμέν άδοξάστως.

» C/. ϋ. 14 ff. ‘  Cf. §§ 226, 237-238.

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS
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Chapter XI.—Of the Criterion of Scepticism

That we adhere to appearances is plain from what 21 
we say about the Criterion of the Sceptic School. 
The word “ Criterion ”  is used in two senses : in the 
one it means “ the standard regulating belief in 
reality or unreality,”  (and this we shall discuss in 
our refutation a) ; in the other it denotes the standard 
of action by conforming to which in the conduct of 
life we perform some actions and abstain from others ; 
and it is of the latter that we are now speaking. The 22 
criterion, then, of the Sceptic School is, we say, the 
appearance, giving this name to what is virtually the 
sense-presentation. For since this lies in feeling and 
involuntary affection, it is not open to question. 
Consequently, no one, I suppose, disputes that the 
underlying object has this or that appearance; the 
point in dispute is whether the object is in reality 
such as it appears to be.

Adhering, then, to appearances we live in accord- 23 
ance with the normal rules of life, undogmatically, 
seeing that we cannot remain wholly inactive.6 And 
it would seem that this regulation o f life is fourfold, 
and that one part o f it lies in the guidance o f Nature, 
another in the constraint o f the passions, another in 
the tradition of laws and customs, another in the 
instruction o f the arts. Nature’s guidance is that by 24 
which we are naturally capable of sensation and 
thought; constraint o f the passions is that whereby 
hunger drives us to food and thirst to drink ; tradition 
o f customs and laws, that whereby we regard piety 
in the conduct o f life as good, but impiety as evil; 
instruction o f the arts, that whereby we are not 
inactive in such arts as we adopt. But we make all 
these statements undogmatically.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 21-24
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IB —TI TO ΤΕΛΟΣ ΤΗΣ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΗΣ

25 Τούτοι? ακόλουθον αν είη καί περί του τέλους 
τής σκεπτικής αγωγής διελθεΐν. εστι μεν ονν 
τέλος το ον χάριν πάντα πράττεται ή θεωρείται, 
αυτό δε ούδενός ενεκα, ή το έσχατον των όρεκτών, 
φαμέν δε άχρι νυν τέλος είναι τοΰ σκεπτικού την 
εν τοΐς κατά δόξαν αταραξίαν και εν τοΐς κατηναγ-

26 κασμενοις μετριοπάθειαν, άρξάμενος γάρ φιλο- 
σοφεΐν υπέρ τοΰ τάς φαντασίας επικρΐναι και 
καταλαβεΐν τίνες μεν είσιν αληθείς τίνες δε φευδεΐς, 
ώστε άταρακτήσαι, ενεπεσεν εις την Ισοσθενή 
διαφωνίαν, ήν επικρΐναι μή δυνάμενος επεσχεν 
επισχόντι δε αύτω τυχικώς παρηκολουθησεν ή εν

27 τοΐς δοξαστοΐς αταραξία. 6 μεν γάρ δοξάζων τι 
καλόν τή φύσει ή κακόν είναι ταράσσεται διά 
παντός* και δτε μή πάρεστιν αύτω τά καλά είναι 
δοκονντα, υπό τε των φύσει κακών νομίζει ποινή- 
λατεΐσθαι και διώκει τά αγαθά, ώς οΐεται· άπερ 
κτησάμενος πλείοσι ταραχαΐς περιπίπτει διά τε τό 
παρά λόγον και τό άμετρως επαίρεσθαι, και 
φοβούμενος την μεταβολήν πάντα πράσσει ΐνα μή

28 άποβάλη τά αγαθά αύτω δοκονντα είναι, ό δε 
άοριστών περί τών προς τήν φυσιν καλών ή κακών 
ούτε φεύγει τι ούτε διώκει συντόνως· διόπερ 
άταρακτεΐ.

’Όπερ ούν περί Άπελλοΰ τοΰ ζωγράφου λεγεται, 
τοΰτο υπήρξε τώ σκεπτικώ. φασί γάρ οτι εκείνος

° Cf. Cic. De fin. i. 12. 42 “ vel summum bonum vel 
ultimum vel extremum, quod Graeci τϊλοί nominant, quod 
ipsum nullam ad aliam rem, ad id autem res referuntur 
omnes.” Aristot. Eth. Nic. i. 1. 1 καλώ* άπΐφήναντο rdyabbi’ 
οδ ττάντ έφίεται; ibid. 5 τ4\os έστί των πρακτων & δι αΐ/τδ 
βονλόμεθα, τδλλα δέ διά τοΰτο.
18

Chapter XII.—W hat is the End of Scepticism?

Our next subject will be the End of the Sceptic 25 
system. Now an “  End ”  is “  that for which all 
actions or reasonings are undertaken, while it exists 
for the sake of none ”  ; or, otherwise, “  the ultimate 
object of appetency.” ® We assert still that the 
Sceptic’s End is quietude in respect o f matters of 
opinion and moderate feeling in respect of things 
unavoidable. For the Sceptic, having set out to 26 
philosophize with the object of passing judgement 
on the sense-impressions and ascertaining which of 
them are true and which false, so as to attain quietude 
thereby, found himself involved in contradictions of 
equal weight, and being unable to decide between 
them suspended judgement; and as he was thus in 
suspense there followed, as it happened, the state 
of quietude in respect of matters of opinion. For 27 
the man who opines that anything is by nature good 
or bad is for ever being disquieted: when he is 
without the things which he deems good he believes 
himself to be tormented by things naturally bad and 
he pursues after the things which are, as he thinks, 
good; which when he has obtained he keeps falling 
into still more perturbations because of his irrational 
and immoderate elation, and in his dread of a change 
of fortune he uses every endeavour to avoid losing 
the things which he deems good. On the other hand, 28 
the man who determines nothing as to what is natur
ally good or bad neither shuns nor pursues anything 
eagerly ; and, in consequence, he is unperturbed.

The Sceptic, in fact, had the same experience which 
is said to have befallen the painter Apelles.6 Once,

* Court painter to Alexander the Great (circa 350 300 b.c.).
vol. i C 19
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ΐππον γράφων καί τον άφρόν του Ιππου μιμήσασθαι 
τή γραφή βουληθείς όντως άπετύγχανεν ώς άπ- 
ειπεΐν καί την σπογγιάν εις ήν άπεμασσε τα  από 
του γραφείου χρώματα προσρΐφαι τη είκόνι· την  
δε προσαφαμενην ΐππον άφροΰ ποιήσαι μίμημα.

29 καί οί σκεπτικοί οΰν ήλπιζον μεν την αταραξίαν 
άναλήφεσθαι διά του την ανωμαλίαν των φαινο
μένων τε καί νοουμένων επικρΐναι, μη δυνηθεντες 
δε ποιήσαι τούτο επεσχον· επισχοϋσι δε αύτοΐς 
οΐον τυχικώς ή αταραξία παρηκολουθησεν ώς 
σκιά σώμα τι. ου μην άόχλητον πάντη τον σκεπ
τικόν είναι νομίζομεν, άλλ’ οχλεΐσθαί φαμεν υπό 
τω ν κατηναγκασμενών καί γάρ ριγοΰν ποτέ όμο- 
λογοΰμεν καί διφήν καί τοιουτότροπά τινα πάσχειν.

30 αλλά καί εν τουτοις οί μεν ίδιώται δισσαΐς συν
έχονται περιστάσεσιν, υπό τε  τω ν παθών αυτών 
καί ούχ ήττον υπό τοΰ τάς περιστάσεις ταυτας 
κακάς είναι φύσει δοκεΐν 6 δε σκεπτικός το προσ- 
δοξάζειν οτι εστι κακόν τούτων έκαστον ώς προς 
την φυσιν περιαιρών μετριώτερον καί εν τουτοις 
απαλλάσσει, διά τούτο οΰν εν μεν τοΐς δοξαστοΐς 
αταραξίαν τέλος είναι φαμεν του σκεπτικού, εν δε 
τοΐς κατηναγκασμενοις μετριοπάθειαν, τινες δε 
τών δοκίμων σκεπτικών προσεθηκαν τουτοις καί 
την εν ταΐς ζητησεσιν εποχήν.

ΙΙ*.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΟΛΟΣΧΕΡΩΝ ΤΡΟΠΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΕΠΟΧΗΣ

31 Έττεί. δε την αταραξίαν άκολουθεΐν εφάσκομεν 
τη περί πάντων εποχή, ακόλουθον αν εϊη λεγειν

• Viz. Timon and Aenesidemus ; cf. Diog. Laert. ix. 107.
SO
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they say, when he was painting a horse and wished 
to represent in the painting the horse’s foam, he was 
so unsuccessful that he gave up the attempt and flung 
at the picture the sponge on which he used to wipe 
the paints off his brush, and the mark of the sponge 
produced the effect of a horse’s foam. So, too, the 29 
Sceptics were in hopes of gaining quietude by means 
of a decision regarding the disparity of the objects 
of sense and of thought, and being unable to effect 
this they suspended judgement; and they found that 
quietude, as if by chance, followed upon their sus
pense, even as a shadow follows its substance. We do 
not, however, suppose that the Sceptic is wholly 
untroubled ; but we say that he is troubled by things 
unavoidable ; for we grant that he is cold at times 
and thirsty, and suffers various affections of that kind. 
But eyen in these cases, whereas ordinary people are 30 
afflicted by two circumstances,—namely, by the affec
tions themselves and, in no less a degree, by the belief 
that these conditions are evil by nature,—the Sceptic, 
by his rejection of the added belief in the natural 
badness of all these conditions, escapes here too with 
less discomfort. Hence we say that, while in regard 
to matters of opinion the Sceptic’s End is quietude, 
in regard to things unavoidable it is “  moderate affec 
tion.”  But some notable Sceptics® have added 
the further definition “  suspension o f judgement in 
investigations.”

Chapter XIII.— Op the general M odes leading 
to Suspension of Judgement

Now that we have been saying that tranquillity 31 
follows on suspension of judgement, it will be our
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όπως ημΐν ή h τοχή περιγίνεται. γίνεται τοίνυν 
αυτή, ώς αν ολοσχερέστερου εΐποι τις, διά της 
άντιθεσεως των πραγμάτων, άντιτίθεμεν δε ή 
φαινόμ€να φαινομενοις ή νοούμενα νοούμενοις ή

32 εναλλάξ, οΐον φαινόμενα μεν φαινομενοις, όταν 
λέγω μεν “  ό αυτός πύργος π όρρωθεν μεν φαίνεται 
στρογγυλός εγγυθεν δε τετράγωνος,”  νοούμενα δε 
νοούμενοις, όταν προς τον κατασκευάζοντα ότι 
εστι πρόνοια εκ τής τάξεως τω ν ουρανίων, άντι- 
τιθώμεν το τούς μεν αγαθούς δυσπραγεΐν πολλάκις 
τούς δε κακούς εύπραγεΐν, και διά τούτου συνάγω -

33 μεν το μή είναι πρόνοιαν νοούμενα 8ε φαινομενοις, 
ώς 6 ’Αναξαγόρας τω  λευκήν είναι την χιόνα 
άντετίθει ότι ή χιών ύ8ωρ εστι πεπηγός, το δε 
ύδωρ εστι μελαν, και ή χιών άρα μελαινά εστιν. 
καθ’ ετεραν δε επίνοιαν άντιτίθεμεν ότε μεν 
παρόντα παροΰσιν, ώς τα προειρημένα, ότε δε 
παρόντα παρεληλυθόσιν ή μελλουσιν, οΐον όταν τις

34 ημάς ερώτηση λόγον ον λϋσαι ου δυνάμεθα, φαμεν 
προς αύτόν ότι, ώσπερ προ του γενεσθαι τον 
είσηγησάμενον την αιρεσιν ήν μετερχη, ούδε'πω ό 
κατ αύτήν λόγος υγιής ών εφαίνετο, ύπεκειτο 
μεντοι ώς προς τήν φύσιν, ούτως ενδεχεται καί 
τον αντικείμενου τω  υπό σου ερωτηθεντι νυν λόγω  
ύποκεΐσθαι μεν ώς προς τήν φύσιν, μηδεπω δ’ 
ημΐν φαίνεσθαι, ώστε ούδεπω χρή συγκατατίθεσθαι 
ημάς τω  δοκοΰντι νυν ίσχυρω είναι λόγω.

35 *Υπέρ δε τού τάς αντιθέσεις ταύτας ακριβέστερου 
ήμΐν ύποπεσεΐν, καί τούς τρόπους ύποθήσομαι Si* 
ών ή εποχή συνάγεται, ούτε περί τού πλήθους

C/. § 118. * See lntrod. ρ. x i; cf. ii. 244.
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next task to explain how we arrive at this suspension. 
Speaking generally, one may say that it is the result 
of setting things in opposition. We oppose either 
appearances to appearances or objects of thought to 
objects o f thought or alternando. For instance, we 32 
oppose appearances to appearances when we say 
“ The same tower α appears round from a distance, 
but square from close at hand ”  ; and thoughts to 
thoughts, when in answer to him who argues the 
existence of Providence from the order of the heavenly 
bodies we oppose the fact that often the good fare 
ill and the bad fare well, and draw from this the infer
ence that Providence does not exist. And thoughts 33 
we oppose to appearances, as when Anaxagoras 6 
countered the notion that snow is white with the 
argument, “  Snow is frozen water, and water is 
black; therefore snow also is black.”  With a 
different idea we oppose things present sometimes 
to things present, as in the foregoing examples, and 
sometimes to things past or future, as, for instance, 
when someone propounds to us a theory which we 
are unable to refute, we say to him in reply, “  Just 34 
as, before the birth of the founder of the School to 
which you belong, the theory it holds was not as yet 
apparent as a sound theory, although it was really 
in existence, so likewise it is possible that the 
opposite theory to that which you now propound is 
already really existent, though not yet apparent to 
us, so that we ought not as yet to yield assent to this 
theory which at the moment seems to be valid.”

But in order that we may have a more exact under- 35 
standing of these antitheses I will describe the Modes 
by which suspension of judgement is brought about, 
but without making any positive assertion regarding
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ούτε περί της δυνάμεως αύτών διαβεβαιουμενος' 
ενδεχετα ι γάρ αυτούς καί era θρόνε είναι και πλειους 
τω ν λεχθησομενων.

ΙΔ'. ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ ΔΕΚΑ ΤΡΟΠΩΝ

36 ΪΙαραδίδονται τοίνυν συνήθως παρά τοις άρχαιο- 
τεροις σκεπτικοΐς τρόποι, δι ών ή εποχή συν- 
άγεσθαι δοκεΐ, δέκα τον αριθμόν, οΰς καί λόγους 
καί τόπους συνωνυμως καλοΰσιν. είσί δε οΰτοι, 
πρώτος ο παρά την των ζώων εξαλλαγήν, δεύτερος 
6 παρά τήν των ανθρώπων διαφοράν, τρίτος ό παρά 
τάς διαφόρους των αισθητηρίων κατασκευάς, τ έ 
ταρτος ό παρά τάς περιστάσεις, πέμπτος ο παρα 
τάς θεσεις καί τά  διαστήματα καί τους τοπους,

37 έκτος 6 παρά τά? επιμιξίας, έβδομος ό παρα τας 
ποσότητας καί σκευασίας των υποκείμενων, όγδοος 
ό άπο του πρός τι, εννατος 6 παρά τάς συνεχείς 
ή σπανίους εγκυρήσεις, δέκατος ό παρά τά? αγωγας 
καί τά εθη καί τούς νόμους καί τάς μυθικάς πίστεις

38 καί τάς δογματικάς υπολήψεις, χρώμεθα δε τή 
τάξει ταύτη θετικώς.

Τούτων δε επαναβεβηκότες είσί τρόποι τρεις, 6 
άπο του κρίνοντος, ό άπο τοΰ κρίνο μενού, ό εξ 
άμφοΐν τώ  μεν γάρ άπο τοΰ κρίνοντος υποτάσ
σονται οί πρώτοι τεσσαρες (το γάρ κρίνον ή ζώόν 
εστιν ή άνθρωπος ή αΐσθησις καί εν τινι περί- 
στάσει), εις δε τον άπο τοΰ κρινομενου <ανάγον
τα ι^  ο έβδομος καί ο δέκατος, εις δε τον εξ 
άμφοΐν σύνθετον ό πέμπτος καί ό έκτος και ο

30 όγδοος καί ό εννατος. πάλιν δε οι τρεις οντοι
1 Κάνά·γονται> add. Papp.

24

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 35-39

either their number or their validity ; for it is possible 
that they may be unsound or there may be more o f 
them than I shall enumerate.

Chapter XIV.— Concerning the Ten M odes

The usual tradition amongst the older Sceptics is 36 
that the “  modes ”  by which “  suspension ”  is supposed 
to be brought about are ten in number ; and they also 
give them the synonymous names o f “  arguments ”  
and “  positions.”  They are these: the first, based on 
the variety in animals ; the second, on the differences 
in human beings ; the third, on the different struc
tures o f the organs o f sense ; the fourth, on the 
circumstantial conditions ; the fifth, on positions and 
intervals and locations ; the sixth, on intermixtures ; 37 
the seventh, on the quantities and formations o f the 
underlying objects ; the eighth, on the fact o f rela
tivity ; the ninth, on the frequency or rarity of 
occurrence ; the tenth, on the disciplines and customs 
and laws, the legendary beliefs and the dogmatic 
convictions. This order, however, we adopt without 38 
prejudice.

As superordinate to these there stand three Modes 
—that based on the subject who judges, that on the 
object judged, and that based on both. The first four 
of the ten Modes are subordinate to the Mode based 
on the subject (for the subject which judges is 
either an animal or a man or a sense, and existent in 
some condition) : the seventh and tenth Modes are 
referred to that based on the object judged : the 
fifth, sixth, eighth and ninth are referred to the Mode 
based on both subject and object. Furthermore, 39
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ανάγονται εις τον πρός τι, ώς είναι γενικώτατον 
μεν τον προς τι, άδικούς Be τούς τρεις, ύποβεβη- 
κότας Be τούς δέκα. ταΰτα μεν περί της ποσό- 
τητος αυτών κατά το πιθανόν λεγομεν· περί δε 
της Βννάμ€ως τάδε.  ̂ ^

40 Πρώτον ελεγομεν είναι λόγον καθ' ον παρά την  
διαφοράν τω ν ζώων ούχ αΐ αύται από τω ν  αυτών 
ύποπίπτουσι φαντασίαι. τοϋτο δε επιλογιζόμεθα 
εκ τε  της περί τάς γενεσεις αύτών διαφοράς και 
εκ της περί τάς συστάσεις τω ν σωμάτων παραλ-

41 λαγης. περί μεν οΰν τάς γενεσεις, δτι τω ν ζώων 
τά μεν χωρίς μίξεως γίνεται τα  δ εκ συμπλοκής, 
καί των μεν χωρίς μίζεως γινομένων τα μεν εκ 
πυρός γίνεται ώς τά εν ταΐς καμινοις φαινόμενα 
ζωύφια, τά  δ ’ εξ ϋδατος φθειρόμενου ώς κώνωπες, 
τά  δ’ εξ οίνου τρεπόμενου ώς σκνίπες, τά  δ* εκ γης 
<ώς τεττιγες>,1 τά  δ’ εξ ίλυος ώς βάτραχοι, τά  
δ* εκ βορβόρου ώς σκώληκες, τά  δ’ εξ όνων ώς 
κάνθαροι, τά  δ* εκ λαχάνων ως καμπαι, τα δ εκ 
καρπών ώς οΐ εκ τών ερινεών φηνες, τα  δ εκ ζωων 
σηπομενων ώς μελισσαι ταύρων και σφήκες ίππων’

42 τών δ’ εκ συμπλοκής τά μεν εξ ομοιογενών ως  ̂τα  
πλειστα, τά  δ’ εξ άνομοιογενών ώς ημιονοι. παλιν 
κοινή τών ζώων τά μεν ζωοτοκεΐται ως άνθρωποι, 
τά  δ’ ωοτοκεΐται ώς όρνιθες, τά  δε σαρκοτοκεΐται

43 ώς άρκτοι, είκός ούν τάς περί τάς γενεσεις^ αν- 
ομοιότητας και διαφοράς μεγάλας ποιεΐν αντι
πάθειας, το άσύγκρατον και άσυνάρμοστον και 
μαχόμενον εκειθεν φερομενας.

44 Ά λλα και η διαφορά τών κυριωτάτων μερών 
του σώματος, και μάλιστα τω ν προς το επικρινειν

1 <ώϊ T^TTiy€s> addidi: <ώϊ μν ϊ>  cj. Fabr.
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these three Modes are also referred to that of relation, 
so that the Mode of relation stands as the highest 
genus, and the three as species, and the ten as subordi
nate sub-species. We give this as the probable account 
of their numbers ; and as to their argumentative 
force what we say is this :

The First argument (or Trope), as we said, is that 40 
which shows that the same impressions are not pro
duced by the same objects owing to the differences 
in animals. This we infer both from the differences 
in their origins and from the variety of their bodily 
structures. Thus, as to origin, some animals are pro- 41 
duced without sexual union, others by coition. And 
of those produced without coition, some come from 
fire, like the animalcules which appear in furnaces, 
others from putrid water, like gnats; others from 
wine when it turns sour, like ants; others from earth, 
like grasshoppers; others from marsh, like frogs; 
others from mud, like worms ; others from asses, like 
beetles ; others from greens, like caterpillars ; others 
from fruits, like the gall-insects in wild figs; others 
from rotting animals, as bees from bulls and wasps 
from horses. O f the animals generated by coition, 42 
some—in fact the majority—come from homogeneous 
parents, others from heterogeneous parents, as do 
mules. Again, of animals in general, some are born 
alive, like men ; others are born as eggs, like birds ; 
and yet others as lumps of flesh, like bears. It is 43 
natural, then, that these dissimilar and variant 
modes of birth should produce much contrariety 
of sense-affection, and that this is a source of its 
divergent, discordant and conflicting character.

Moreover, the differences found in the most impor- 44 
tant parts of the body, and especially in those of

c 2 27VOL. i
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καί προς το αίσθάνεσθαι πεφυκότων, μεγίστην 
δυναται ποιεΐν μάχην των φαντασιών [παρά την 
των ζώων παραλλαγήν].1 οί γοΰν ίκτεριώντες 
ωχρά φασιν είναι τα  ήμΐν φαινόμενα λευκά, και οί 
ύπόσφαγμα εχοντες αίμωπά. επει οΰν και τω ν  
ζώων τα μεν ωχρούς εχει τούς οφθαλμούς τα  δ* 
ύφαίμους τά  δε λευκανθίζοντας τα  δ* άλλην χροιάν 
έχοντας, εΐκός, οΐμαι, διάφορον αντοΐς την τω ν

45 χρωμάτων άντίληφιν γίγνεσθαι, αλλά και ενατενί- 
σαντες επί πολύν χρόνον τώ  ήλίω, εΐτα εγκυφαντες 
βιβλίω τά  γράμματα χρυσοειδή δοκοΰμεν είναι καί 
περιφερόμενα, επει οΰν καί τω ν ζώων τινά φύσει 
λαμπηδόνα εν τοΐς όφθαλμοΐς εχει και φως λεπτο
μερές τε και ευκίνητον απ’ αυτών αποστέλλει, ώς 
και νυκτός όράν, δεόντως αν νομίζοιμεν ότι μη

46 όμοια ήμΐν τε  κάκείνοις τά  εκτός υποπίπτει, καί 
γε οί γόητες χρίοντες τάς θρυαλλίδας ίώ χαλκού 
καί θολώ σηπίας ποιοΰσιν ότε μεν χαλκούς ότε δε 
μελανας φαίνεσθαι τούς παρόντας διά την βραχεΐαν 
του μιχθεντος παρασποράν. πολύ δήπου ευλογώ- 
τερόν εστι, χυμών διαφόρων άνακεκραμενων τή  
όράσει τών ζώων, διαφόρους τών υποκείμενων

47 φαντασίας αύτοΐς γίνεσθαι. όταν τε παραθλίφωμεν 
τον οφθαλμόν, επιμήκη καί στενά φαίνεται τά  είδη 
καί τά  σχήματα καί τά  μεγεθη τών ορατών, είκός 
οΰν ότι όσα τών ζώων λοξήν εχει την κόρην καί 
προμήκη, καθάπερ αίγες αίλουροι καί τά εοικότα, 
διάφορα φαντάζεται τά  υποκείμενα είναι, καί ούχ 
οΐα τά  περιφερή την κόρην εχοντα ζώα είναι αυτά

48 υπολαμβάνει, τά  τε κάτοπτρα παρά την διάφορον

* [π-αρά . . . παραλλαΎψ] seel. Mutso.fc
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which the natural function is judging and perceiving, 
are capable of producing a vast deal o f divergence 
in the sense-impressions [owing to the variety in the 
animals]. Thus, sufferers from jaundice declare that 
objects which seem to us white are yellow, while those 
whose eyes are bloodshot call them blood-red. Since, 
then, some animals also have eyes which are yellow, 
others bloodshot, others albino, others of other 
colours, they probably, I suppose, have different 
perceptions of colour. Moreover, if we bend down 45 
over a book after having gazed long and fixedly at 
the sun, the letters seem to us to be golden in colour 
and circling round. Since, then, some animals possess 
also a natural brilliance in their eyes, and emit from 
them a fine and mobile stream of light, so that they 
can even see by night,® we seem bound to suppose 
that they are differently affected from us by external 
objects. Jugglers, too, by means of smearing lamp- 46 
wicks with the rust of copper or with the juice of the 
cuttle-fish make the bystanders appear now copper- 
coloured and now black— and that by just a small 
sprinkling of extra matter. Surely, then, we have 
much more reason to suppose that when different 
juices are intermingled in the vision o f animals their 
impressions o f the objects will become different. 
Again, when we press the eyeball at one side the 47 
forms, figures and sizes of the objects appear oblong 
and narrow. So it is probable that all animals which 
have the pupil o f the eye slanting and elongated— 
such as goats, cats, and similar animals— have impress
ions of the objects which are different and unlike the 
notions formed of them by the animals which have 
round pupils. Mirrors, too, owing to differences in 48

• C. f. i 84.
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κατασκευήν ότε μεν μικρότατα δείκνυσι τα εκτός 
υποκείμενα, ώς τα κοίλα, ότε δ’ επιμηκη και 
στενά, ώς τα  κυρτά· τινά δε την μεν κεφαλήν κάτω 
δείκνυαι του κατοπτριζο μενού, τους δέ πόδας άνω.

49 όπεί ουν και των περί την όφιν αγγείων τα μεν 
εξόφθαλμα κομιδη πεπτωκεν υπό κυρτότητος, τα  
δε κοιλότερά εστι, τα  δ’ εν ύπτίω πλάτει βεβηκεν, 
είκός και διά τούτο άλλοιοΰσθαι τάς φαντασίας, 
καί μήτε ΐσα τοΐς μεγεθεσι μήτε όμοια ταις μορ- 
φαΐς όράν τα αυτά κάνας ίχθυας λέοντας ανθρώπους 
πάρνοπας, άλλ’ οΐαν έκαστου ποιεί τυπωσιν η 
δεχόμενη το φαινόμενον δφις.

60 'Ο δέ αυτός καί περί των άλλων αισθήσεων λόγος· 
πώς γάρ αν λεχθείη ομοίως κινεΐσθαι κατά την 
άφήν τα τε οστρακόδερμα καί τά  σαρκοφανή καί 
τά ήκ&νθωμενα καί τά επτερωμενα ή λελεπιδω
μένα ; πώς δε ομοίως άντιλαμβάνεσθαι κατά την 
ακοήν τά τε στενώτατον εχοντα τον πόρον τον  
ακουστικόν καί τά  εύρυτάτω τοντω  κεχρημενα, 
ή τά  τετριχωμενα τά ώτα καί τά φιλά ταΰτα  
εχοντα; όπου γε καί ημείς άλλως μεν κινούμεθα 
κατά την ακοήν παραβυσαντες τά  ώτα, άλλως δε

51 ήν απλώς αυτοις χρώμεθα. καί ή όσφρησις δε 
διαφεροι άν παρά τήν τών ζώων εξαλλαγήν εΐ γάρ 
καί ήμεΐς άλλως μεν κινούμεθα εμφυγεντες καί του 
φλέγματος πλεονάσαντος εν ήμΐν, άλλω<τ δε ήν τά 
περί τήν κεφαλήν ημών μέρη πλεονασμόν αίματος

° τά ύπoKeiueva (Lat. substantia) is a favourite term with 
Sextus for the objective realities which “ underlie,” or lie 
behind, the subjective impressions of sense (phenomena): 
they are called <!kt6s as “ outside” of and not dependent on
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their construction, represent the external objects0 at 
one time as very small—as when the mirror is concave,
—at another time as elongated and narrow—as when 
the mirror is convex. Some mirrors, too, show the 
head of the figure reflected at the bottom and the 
feet at the top. Since, then, some organs of sight 49 
actually protrude beyond the face owing to their 
convexity, while others are quite concave, and others 
again lie in a level plane, on this account also it is 
probable that their impressions differ, and that the 
same objects, as seen by dogs, fishes, lions, men 
and locusts, are neither equal in size nor similar in 
shape, but vary according to the image of each object 
created by the particular sight that receives the 
impression.

O f the other sense-organs also the same account 50 
holds good. Thus, in respect o f touch, how could 
one maintain that creatures covered with shells, with 
flesh, with prickles, with feathers, with scales, are all 
similarly affected ? And as for the sense of hearing, 
how could we say that its perceptions are alike in 
animals with a very narrow auditory passage and 
those with a very wide one, or in animals with hairy 
ears and those with smooth ears ? For, as regards this 
sense, even we ourselves find our hearing affected in 
one way when we have our ears plugged and in 
another way when we use them just as they are. 
Smell also will differ because of the variety in animals. 51 
For if we ourselves are affected in one way when we 
have a cold and our internal phlegm is excessive, and 
in another way when the parts about our head are 
filled with an excess of blood, feeling an aversion to

the percipient. I render the term indifferently by “ objects,”
“ real objects ” or “ realities,” and “ underlying objects.”
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ύποδεξηται, άποστρεφόμενοι τά ενυ')δη τοΐς άλλοις 
δοκούντα είναι καί ώσπερ πλήττεσθαι ΰπ αυτών 
νομίζοντες, επεί καί τω ν ζώων τά  μεν πλαδαρά τέ 
εστι φύσε ι και φλεγματώδη, τά  δε πολύαιμα 
σφοδρά, τά  δ* επικρατούσαν και πλεονάζουσαν 
εχοντα την ξανθήν χολήν η την μελαιναν, εύλογον 
και διά τούτο διάφορα εκάστοις αυτών φαίνεσθαι

52 τά όσφρητά. και τά  γευστά ομοίως τών μεν 
τραχεΐαν καί άνικμον εχόντων την γλώσσαν τών  
δε ενυγρον σφοδρά, εΐγε καί ημείς1 ξηροτεραν εν 
πυρετοΐς την γλώτταν σχόντες γεώδη καί κακό- 
χνμα η πικρά τά προσφερόμενα είναι νομίζομεν, 
τούτο δε πάσχομεν καί παρά την διάφορον επι
κράτειαν τώ ν εν ήμιν χυμών είναι λεγομένων, 
επεί οΰν καί τά ζώα διάφορον τό γευστικόν αισθη
τήριον εχει καί διαφόροις χυμοΐς πλεονάζον, δια
φόρους άν καί κατά την γεύσιν φαντασίας τών

53 υποκείμενων λαρ.βάνοι, ώσπερ γάρ η αυτή τροφή 
άνα διδόμενη όπου μεν γίνεται φλεφ όπου δε 
αρτηρία οπού δέ όστεον οπού δε νεΰρον καί τών  
άλλων έκαστον, παρά την διαφοράν τών υποδεχό
μενων αυτήν μερών διάφορον επιδεικνυμενη δύνα- 
μιν, καί ώσπερ τό ύδωρ εν καί μονοειδες άναδιδό- 
μενον εις τά δένδρα οπού μεν γίνεται φλοιός οπού 
δε κλάδος οπού δέ καρπός καί ήδη σΰκον καί ροιά

54 καί τών άλλων έκαστον, καί καθάπερ τό τού μουσ
ουργού πνεύμα εν καί τό αυτό εμπνεόμενον τώ  
αύλώ οπού μεν γίνεται οξύ οπού δε βαρύ καί ή 
αυτή επερεισις της χειρός επί τής λύρας όπου μεν 
βαρύν φθόγγον ποιεί όπου δε όξυν, ούτως είκός 
καί τά εκτός υποκείμενα διάφορα θεωρεΐσθ αι

1 c'iye κ. ets Μ Τ : κ. ‘ήμεσ εϊ',ε L , Βοϊν];.
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smells which seem sweet to everyone else and regard
ing them as noxious, it is reasonable to suppose that 
animals too— since some are flaccid by nature and 
rich in phlegm, others rich in blood, others marked 
by a predominant excess o f yellow or o f  black gall— 
are in each case impressed in different ways by the 
objects o f smell. So too with the objects o f taste ; 52 
for some animals have rough and dry tongues, others 
extremely moist tongues. We ourselves, too, when 
our tongues are very dry, in cases of fever, think the 
food proffered us to be earthy and ill-flavoured or 
bitter—an affection due to the variation in the 
predominating juices which we are said to contain. 
Since, then, animals also have organs o f taste which 
differ and which have different juices in excess, 
in respect of taste also they will receive different 
impressions of the real objects. For just as the same 53 
food when digested becomes in one place a vein, in 
another an artery, in another a bone, in another a 
sinew, or some other piece o f the body, displaying a 
different potency according to the difference in the parts 
which receive it;—and just as the same unblended 54 
water, when it is absorbed by trees, becomes in one 
place bark, in another branch, in another blossom, 
and so finally fig and quince and each of the other 
fruits ;— and just as the single identical breath o f a 
musician breathed into a flute becomes here a shrill 
note and there a deep note, and the same pressure 
of his hand on the lyre produces here a deep note and 
there a shrill note;—so likewise it is probable that the 
external objects appear different owing to differences
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παρά την διάφορον κατασκευήν των τάς φαντασίας 
ύπομενόντων ζώων.

65 Έ ναργεστερον δε το τοιοΰτον εστι μαθεΐν άπο 
των αιρετών τε καί φευκτών τοΐς ζώοις. μύρον 
γοΰν άνθρώποις μεν ηδιστον φαίνεται, κανθάροις 
δέ καί μελίσσαις δυσανάσχετον καί τό ελαίαν τούς 
μεν ανθρώπους ωφελεί, σφήκας δέ καί μέλισσας 
αναιρεί καταρραινόμενον· καί τό θαλάττιον ύδωρ 
άνθρώποις μεν αηδές εστι πινόμενον καί φαρμα-

56 κώδες, ίχθύσι δέ ηδιστον καί πότιμον. σύες δέ 
ήδιον βορβόρω λούονται δυσωδέστατα) ή ϋδατι 
διειδεΐ καί καθαρώ. τών τε ζώων τα  μεν εστι 
ποηφάγα τα δέ θαμνοφάγα τά  δέ ύληνόμα τα  δέ 
σπερμοφάγα τά δέ σαρκοφάγα τά  δέ γαλακτοφάγα, 
καί τά μέν σεσηπυία χαίρει τροφή τά δέ νεαρα, 
<αί τά  μέν ωμή τά δέ μαγειρικώς εσκευασμένη. 
καί κοινώς τά  άλλοι? ήδέα άλλοι? εστίν αηδή καί

57 φευκτά καί θανάσιμα, τό γοΰν κώνειον πιαίνει 
τούς ορτυγας καί 6 νοσκύαμος τάς νς, αΐ δη χαί- 
ρουσι καί σαλαμάνδρας έσθίουσαι, ώσπεροΰν έλαφοι 
τά Ιοβόλα ζώα καί αί χελιδόνες κανθαρίδας, οι 
τε μυρμηκες καί οι σκνίπες άνθρώποις μέν άηδίας 
καί στρόφους εμποιοΰσι καταπινόμενοι· ή δέ 
άρκτος ήν αρρώστια τινί περιπεση, τούτους κατα-

68 λιχμωμενη ρώννυται. έχιδνα δε θιγόντος αυτής 
μόνον φηγοΰ κλάδου καροΰται, καθάπερ καί νυ- 
κτερίς πλατάνου φύλλου, φεύγει δε κριόν μέν 
ελεφας, λέων δέ άλεκτρυόνα, καί θραγμόν κυάμων 
ερεικομενων τά  θαλάττια κήτη, καί τίγρις φόφον 
τυμπάνου. καί άλλα δε πλείω τούτων ενεστι 
λεγειν· άλλ* ινα μη μάλλον του δέοντος ένδιατρί- 
βειν δοκώμεν, εί τά  αυτά τοΐς μεν εστιν αηδή τοΐς
S4,
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in the structure o f the animals which experience the 
sense-impressions.

But one may learn this more clearly from the 65 
preferences and aversions of animals. Thus, sweet 
oil seems very agreeable to men, but intolerable to 
beetles and bees ; and olive oil is beneficial to men, 
but when poured on wasps and bees it destroys them ; 
and sea-water is a disagreeable and poisonous potion 
for men, but fish drink and enjoy it. Pigs, too, enjoy 56 
wallowing in the most stinking mire rather than in 
clear and clean w ater. And whereas some animals eat 
grass, others eat shrubs, others feed in woods, others 
live on seeds or flesh or milk ; some of them, too, 
prefer their food high, others like it fresh, and while 
some prefer it rawr, others like it cooked. And so 
generally, the things which are agreeable to some 
are to others disagreeable, distasteful and deadly. 
Thus, quails are fattened by hemlock, and pigs by 57 
henbane ; and pigs also enjoy eating salamanders, 
just as deer enjoy poisonous creatures, and swrallows 
gnats. So ants and vrood-lice, when swallowed by 
men, cause distress and gripings, whereas the bear, 
whenever she falls sick, cures herself by licking them 
up. The mere touch of an oak-twig paralyses the 58 
viper, and that of a plane-leaf the bat. The elephant 
flees from the ram, the lion from the cock, sea- 
monsters from the crackle of bursting beans, and the 
tiger from the sound of a drum. One might, indeed, 
cite many more examples, but—not to seem unduly 
prolix—if the same things are displeasing to some
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δε ήδέα, τό  δε ήδύ καί αηδές εν φαντασία κεΐτat, 
διάφοροι γίνονται τοΐς ζώοις άπο τω ν υποκείμενων 
φαντασίαι.

69 Ει δε τα  αυτά πράγματα ανόμοια φαίν€ται παρά 
την τω ν ζώων εξαλλαγήν, όποιον μεν ήμΐν θεωρεί
ται τδ υποκείμενον έξομεν λέγειν, όποιον δε εστι 
προς την φύσιν εφεξομεν. ουδέ γάρ έπικρίνειν 
αυτοί δυνησόμεθα τάς φαντασίας τάς τε ήμετερας 
καί τάς των άλλων ζώων, μέρος καί αυτοί τής 
διαφωνίας όντες καί διά τούτο του επικρινοϋντος

60 δεησόμενοι μάλλον ή αυτοί κρίνειν δυνάμει>οι. καί 
άλλως ούτε άναποδείκτως δυνάμεθα προκρίνειν τάς 
ήμετερας φαντασίας τω ν παρά τοΐς άλόγοις ζώοις 
γινομένων ούτε μετ άποδείξεως. προς γάρ τω  
μη είναι άπόδειξιν ίσως, ώς ύπομνήσομεν, αυτή 
ή λεγομενη άπόδειξις ήτοι φαινομενη ήμΐν εσται 
ή ου φαινομενη. καί εί μεν μη φαινομενη, ουδέ 
μετά πεποιθήσεως αυτήν προσησόμεθ α· εί δε 
φαινομενη ήμΐν, επειδή περί τω ν φαινομένων τοΐς 
ζώοις ζητείται καί ή άπόδειξις ήμΐν φαίνεται ζώοις 
ούσι, καί αυτή ζητηθήσεται εί έστιν αληθής καθό

G1 έστι φαινομενη. άτοπον δε τδ ζητούμενον διά 
του ζητούμενου κατασκευάζειν επιχειρεΐν, επεί 
εσται το αυτό πιστόν καί άπιστον, οπερ άμήχανον, 
πιστόν μέν ή βούλεται άποδεικνύειν, άπιστον δε

β See ϋ. 134 ff. where it is argued that logical demonstra
tion or “ proof” is “ non-existent.” The argument here is 
that, even if we grant the existence of “ proof” in the abstract 
we cannot prove anything in the particular case before us— 
the question as to the superiority of our impressions to those 
of animals. For all proof must be either “ apparent” to us, 
or “ non-apparent ” : the latter kind we reject as incompre-
36

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 58-61

but pleasing to others, and pleasure and displeasure 
depend upon sense-impression, then animals receive 
different impressions from the underlying objects.

But if the same things appear different owing to 59 
the variety in animals, we shall, indeed, be able to 
state our own impressions of the real object, but as 
to its essential nature we shall suspend judgement. 
For we cannot ourselves judge between our own 
impressions and those of the other animals, since we 
ourselves are involved in the dispute and are, there
fore, rather in need of a judge than competent to 
pass judgement ourselves. Besides, we are unable, gq 
either with or without proof, to prefer our own 
impressions to those of the irrational animals. For 
in addition to the probability that proof is, as we 
shall show,® a non-entity, the so-called proof itself will 
be either apparent to us or non-apparent. If, then, 
it is non-apparent, we shall not accept it with con
fidence ; while if it is apparent to us, inasmuch as what 
is apparent to animals is the point in question and the 
proof is apparent to us who are animals, it follows 
that we shall have to question the proof itself as to 
whether it is as true as it is apparent. It is, indeed, 61 
absurd to attempt to establish the matter in question 
by means of the matter in question,6 since in that 
case the same thing will be at once believed and 
disbelieved,—believed in so far as it purports to prove, 
but disbelieved in so far as it requires proof,—which
hensible; the former “ apparent” proof is indecisive, its 
“ apparency” being relative to us, who are a species of 
animal, and thus involved in the dispute. Further, as 
relative to us the “ apparent proof” is not absolute, and 
therefore not necessarily “ true.”

" This would be the fallacy of petitio principii, or “ argu
ing in a circle ” ; cf. §§ 117. 16 i.
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fj άποδείκνυται. ούχ εξ ο μεν άρα άπόδειξιν Sc* * rjs 
7τροκρινοΰμεν τάς εαυτών φαντασίας των παρά τοΐς 
άλόγοις καλουμένοις ζώοις γινομένων, el οΰν διά
φοροι γίνονται αί φαντασίαι παρά την των ζώων 
εξαλλαγήν, ας επικρΐναι άμήχανόν εστιν, επέχειν 
ανάγκη περί τω ν έκτος υποκειμένων.

62 Έ /c περιουσίας δε καί συγκρίνομεν τά  άλογα 
καλούμενα ζώα τοΐς άνθρώποις κατά φαντασίαν’ 
καί γάρ καταπαίζειν των δογματικών τετυφωμένων 
καί περιαυτολογουντων ούκ άποδοκιμάζομεν μετά 
τούς πρακτικούς τών λόγων, οι μεν οΰν ήμέτε- 
ροι τό πλήθος τών αλόγων ζώων απλώς είώθασι

63 συγκρίνειν τώ  άνθρώπω· έπεί δε εύρεσιλογοϋντες 
οί δογματικοί άνισον είναι φασι την σύγκρισιν, 
ημείς εκ πολλοΰ τοΰ περιόντος επί πλέον παίζοντες 
επί ενός ζώου στησομεν τον λόγον, οΐον επί κυνός, 
εί δοκεΐ, τοΰ εύτελεστάτου δοκοΰντος είναι, εύρή- 
σομεν γάρ καί οΰτω μη λειπόμενα ημών τά  ζώα, 
περί ών 6 λόγος, ώς προς την πίστιν τών φαινο
μένων.

64 "Οτι τοίνυν αίσθησει διαφέρει τούτο το ζώον 
ημών, οί δογματικοί συνομολογοΰσιν· καί γάρ τη  
όσφρησει μάλλον ημών αντιλαμβάνεται, τά  μη 
δρώμενα αύτώ θηρία διά ταυτής άνιχνευων, καί 
τοΐς όφθαλμοΐς θάττον ημών ταΰτα ορών καί τη

65 ακοή αισθανόμενος όξέως. ούκοΰν επί τον λόγον 
έλθωμεν. τούτου δε 6 μέν έστιν ενδιάθετος ό δε 
προφορικός, ίδωμεν οΰν πρότερον περί τοΰ ένδια-

α i.e. as a further, superfluous or jocular, kind of argument, 
which serves to “ cap ” the serious treatment of the questions: 
c/. §§ 63, 78. 6 Esp. the Stoics.

* The Stoic theory of logos thus distinguished between its 
88
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is impossible. Consequently we shall not possess a 
proof which enables us to give our own sense-impres
sions the preference over those of the so-called 
irrational animals. If, then, owing to the variety in 
animals their sense-impressions differ, and it is im
possible to judge between them, we must necessarily 
suspend judgement regarding the external under
lying objects.

By way of super-addition,0 too, we draw comparisons 62 
between mankind and the so-called irrational animals 
in respect of their sense-impressions. For, after our 
solid arguments, we deem it quite proper to poke fun 
at those conceited braggarts, the Dogmatists.6 As 
a rule, our School compare the irrational animals in 
the mass with mankind ; but since the Dogmatists 63 
captiously assert that the comparison is unequal, we— 
super-adding yet more—will carry our ridicule further 
and base our argument on one animal only, the dog 
for instance if you like, which is held to be the most 
worthless of animals. For even in this case we shall 
find that the animals we are discussing are no wise 
inferior to ourselves in respect o f the credibility of 
their impressions.

Now it is allowed by the Dogmatists that this 64 
animal, the dog, excels us in point of sensation : as 
to smell it is more sensitive than we are, since by 
this sense it tracks beasts that it cannot see ; and 
with its eyes it sees them more quickly than we do ; 
and with its ears it is keen of perception. Next let 65 
us proceed to the reasoning faculty. O f reason one 
kind is internal, implanted in the soul, the other 
externally expressed.® Let us consider first the
two senses—internal reason, or conception, and the enuncia
tion of thought in the uttered word.
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θέτ ου. οΰτος τοίνυν κατά τούς μάλιστα ήμΐν 
άντιδοξοϋντας νυν δογματικούς, τους από της 
στοάς, εν τουτοις εοικε σαλεύειν, τη αίρεσει των 
οικείων καί φυγή των άλλοτρίων, τη γνώσει των 
εις τούτο συντεινουσών τεχνών, τη άντιλήφει των  
κατά την οίκείαν φύσιν αρετών <και>λ τών περί

66 τα πάθη. 6 τοίνυν κύων, £φ' ου τον λόγον εδοξε 
στήσαι παραδείγματος ενεκα, αΐρεσιν ποιείται τών  
οικείων και φυγήν τών βλαβερών, τα μεν τρόφιμα 
διώκων, μάστιγος δε άναταθείσης ύποχωρών. 
άλλα και τέχνην εχει ποριστικην τών οικείων, την

67 θηρευτικήν, εστι δε ούδ’ αρετής εκτός· της γε 
τοι δικαιοσύνης οϋσης του κατ αξίαν αποδο
τικής εκάστω, δ κυων τούς μεν οικείους τε και ευ 
ποιοΰντας σαίνων και φρουρών τούς δε ανοικείους 
και άδικοΰντας αμυνόμενος ούκ εξω αν εΐη της

68 δικαιοσύνης. εί δε ταύτην έχει, τών αρετών 
άντακολουθουσών και τάς άλλας άρετάς εχει, ας 
οϋ φασιν εχειν τούς πολλούς ανθρώπους οι σοφοί, 
και άλκιμον δε αυτόν οντα όρώμεν εν ταΐς άμύναις, 
και συνετόν, ώς καί °Ομηρος εμαρτύρησεν, ποιή- 
σας τον Ό δυσσεα πάσι μεν τοΐς οίκε ίο ις άνθρώποις 
άγνώτα όντα υπό μόνου δε του "Αργού επιγνω- 
σθεντα, απτέ υπό της άλλοιώσεως της κατα τό- } Ο \ > #/w ~ / / *σώμα τανορος απατησεντος του κυνος, μητς €Κ- 
στάντος τής καταληπτικής φαντασίας, ήν μάλλον

69 τών ανθρώπων εχων εφάνη. κατά δε τον Χ ρύσ
ιππον τον μάλιστα όμιλοϋντα2 τοΐς άλόγοις ζώοις 
καί τής αοιδίμου διαλεκτικής μετεχει. φησι γοΰν 1

1 <καί> add. Τ.
• όμιΧοΰντα ego: πολΐμ,οΰντα GT, Bekk.. προσέχοντα Diels.
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internal reason. Now according to those Dogmatists 
who are, at present, our chief opponents— I mean the 
Stoics—internal reason is supposed to be occupied 
with the following matters : the choice of things con
genial and the avoidance of things alien ; the know
ledge of the arts contributing thereto ; the appre
hension of the virtues pertaining to one’s proper 
nature and of those relating to the passions. Now C6 
the dog—the animal upon which, by way of example, 
we have decided to base our argument—exercises 
choice of the congenial and avoidance of the harmful, 
in that it hunts after food and slinks away from a 
raised whip. Moreover, it possesses an art which 
supplies what is congenial, namely hunting. Nor is 67 
it devoid even of virtue; for certainly if justice 
consists in rendering to each his due,® the dog, that 
welcomes and guards its friends and benefactors but 
drives off strangers and evil-doers, cannot be lacking 
injustice. But if he possesses this virtue, then, since 08 
the virtues are interdependent, he possesses also all 
the other virtues ; and these, say the philosophers,6 
the majority o f men do not possess. That the dog is 
also valiant we see by the way he repels attacks, and 
intelligent as well, as Homer too testified c when he 
sang how Odysseus went unrecognized by all the 
people of his own household and was recognized only 
by the dog Argus, who neither was deceived by the 
bodily alterations of the hero nor had lost his original 
apprehensive impression, which indeed he evidently 
retained better than the men. And according to 69 
Chrysippus, who shows special interest in irrational 
animals, the dog even shares in the far-famed “ Dia-

° Cf. [ PlatoJ, J.)eff. 411 i:.
6 i.e. the Stoics. c See Odyss. xvii. 300.
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αυτόν 6 προειρημένος άνηρ επιβάλλειν τώ πέμπτω 
διά πλειόνων άναποδείκτω,1 ότ αν επί τρίοδον 
ελθών και τάς δυο οδούς Ιχνευα ας δι ών ου διηλθε 
το θηρίον, την τρίτην μηδ’ ίχνεύσας ευθέως όρμηση 
δι αυτής, δυνάμει γάρ τούτο αυτόν λογίζεσθαί 
φησιν 6 αρχαίος “  ήτοι τηδε η τηδε η τηδε διηλθε 
τό θηρίον οΰτε δε τηδε ούτε τηδε· τηδε άρα.”

70 άλλα καί των εαυτού παθών αντιληπτικός τέ έστι 
καί παραμυθητικός· σκόλοπος γάρ αύτφ κατα- 
παγέντος επί την άρσιν τούτου όρμα τη τού ποδός 
προς την γην παρατρίψει καί διά των οδόντων. 
έλκος τε εί έχει που, έπεί τα μεν ρυπαρά έλκη 
δυσαλθη εστί τά δε καθαρά ραδίως θεραπεύεται,

71 πράως άποψα τον γινόμενον ίχώρα. άλλα καί τό 
'Ιπποκράτειον φυλάσσει μάλα καλώς- έπεί γάρ 
ποδός άκος ακινησία, εί ποτέ τραύμα εν ποδί 
σχοίη, μετεωρίζει τούτον καί ώς οΐόν τε άσκυλτον 
τηρεί, όχλούμενός τε υπό χυμών ανοικείων πόαν 
έσθίει, μεθ’ ής άποβλύζων τό ανοίκειον νγιάζεται.

72 εί τοίνυν έφάνη τό ζώον, έφ* ου τον λόγον έστη - 
σαμεν παραδείγματος ένεκα, καί αίρονμενον τά 
οικεία καί τά οχληρά φεΰγον, τέχνην τε εχον πορι- 
στικην τών οικείων, καί τών εαυτού παθών αντι
ληπτικόν καί παραμυθητικόν, καί ούκ εζω αρετής, 
εν οΐς κειται η τελειότης τού ενδιαθέτου λόγον, 
τέλειος αν ε’ίη κατά τούτο ο κύων οθεν μοι δοκοΰσί

1 άναποδείκτψ Τ, Prantl: -δεικτών MSS., Bekk. * 6

• i.e. the Stoic logic, cf. ii. 94.
6 The Stoics had five syllogisms which they termed 

anapodeictic, or “ indemonstrable,” since they required no 
proof themselves but served to prove others. The “ com· 
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lectic.® " This person, at any rate, declares that the 
dog makes use of the fifth complex indemonstrable 
syllogism b when, on arriving at a spot where three 
ways meet, after smelling at the two roads by which 
the quarry did not pass, he rushes off at once by the 
third without stopping to smell. For, says the old 
writer, the dog implicitly reasons thus : “  The creature 
went either by this road, or by that, or by the other : 
but it did not go by this road or by that: therefore it 
went by the other.”  Moreover, the dog is capable 70 
o f comprehending and assuaging his own sufferings ; 
for when a thorn has got stuck in his foot he hastens 
to remove it by rubbing his foot on the ground and 
by using his teeth. And if he has a wound anywhere, 
because dirty wounds are hard to cure whereas clean 
ones heal easily, the dog gently licks off the pus that 
has gathered. Nay more, the dog admirably observes 71 
the prescription of Hippocrates c : rest being what 
cures the foot, whenever he gets his foot hurt he lifts 
it up and keeps it as far as possible free from pressure. 
And when distressed by unwholesome humours he 
eats grass, by the help of which he vomits what is 
unwholesome and gets well again. If, then, it has 72 
been shown that the animal upon which, as an example, 
we have based our argument not only chooses the 
wholesome and avoids the noxious, but also possesses 
an art capable of supplying what is wholesome, and 
is capable of comprehending and assuaging its own 
sufferings, and is not devoid o f virtue, then—these 
being the things in which the perfection of internal 
reason consists—the dog will be thus far perfect.

Elex ” syllogism was of the form: “ Either A or B or C exists ; 
ut neither A nor B exists ; therefore C exists.”
* The famous physician, of Cos (circa 460-400 b.c.).
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τινες τ ώ ν  κατά, φιλοσοφίαν εαυτούς σεμνΰναι τή  
το ΰ  ζώ ο υ  τούτου  προσηγορία.

73 ΤΙερί Be το ΰ  προφορικού λόγου τ έω ς  μ εν ούκ  
έστιν άναγκαΐον ζη τεΐν ' τούτον γά ρ  και τ ω ν  Β ογ- 
μ ατικώ ν ένιοι παρητήσαντο ώ ς  άντιπραττοντα  τή  
τη ς  αρετής άναλήφει, διό καί περί τον τή ς μ αθή σεω ς  
χρόνον ήσκησαν σ ιω π ή ν  καί άλλως, εί καθ' ν π ό -  
θεσιν εΐη άνθρω πος ένεός, ούΒείς φήσει αυτόν είναι 
άλογον, ινα Βέ καί τα ϋ τα  παραλίπωμεν, μάλιστα  
μ εν όρώμεν τ α  ζώ α , περί ώ ν  ό λόγος, καί άνθρω - 
πίνας προφερόμενα φ ω νάς, ώ ς  κ ίττας καί αλλα

74 τινά . ινα Βέ καί τούτο  έάσω μ εν , εί καί μή  
συνίεμεν τά ς  φωνάς τω ν  άλογω ν καλούμενων ζώ ω ν , 
ολω ς ούκ εστιν  άπεικός Βιαλέγεσθαι μεν τα ϋτα  
ή μ ας Βέ μή συνιέναι· καί γά ρ  τή ς  τω ν  βαρβάρω ν  
φωνής άκούοντες ου συνίεμεν αλλά μονοειΒή

7 5  ταύτην είναι Βοκοϋμεν. καί άκούομεν Βέ τω ν  
κυνών άλλην μέν φωνήν προϊεμένων όταν άμύνω ν- 
τ α ί τινας, άλλην Βέ όταν ώ ρύω νται, καί άλλην 
όταν τύ π τω ντα ι, καί Βιάφορον επάν σαίνω σιν. 
καί ολω ς εϊ τ ις  εις τούτο  άτενίσειεν, εϋροι αν 
πολλήν παραλλαγήν τή ς  φ ω νής παρά το ύ τω  καί 
το ΐς άλλοις ζώ οις εν τα ΐς Βιαφόροις π εριστάσεσιν, 
ώ σ τε  Βιά τα ϋ τα  εικ ότω ς λέγοιτ* αν καί το ΰ  π ρ ο
φορικού μ ετέχειν λόγου τ ά  καλούμενα άλογα ζώ α .

7ρ εί Βέ μ ή τε  ακρίβεια τώ ν  αισθήσεω ν λείπεται τώ ν  
ανθρώ πω ν τα ϋ τα  μ ή τε τ ώ  ενΒιαθετώ λ όγω , εκ  
περιουσίας Βέ είπεΐν μηΒέ τ ώ  προφορικώ, ούκ αν

α A sarcastic allusion to the Cynics ; cf. Diog. Laert. vi. 
13, Introd. p. xvL
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And that, I suppose, is why certain of the professors 
o f philosophy have adorned themselves with the title 
of this animal.0

Concerning external reason, or speech, it is un- 73 
necessary for the present to inquire ; for it has been 
rejected even by some of the Dogmatists as being 
a hindrance to the acquisition of virtue, for which 
reason they used to practise silence 6 during the period 
o f instruction ; and besides, supposing that a man is 
dumb, no one will therefore call him irrational. But 
to pass over these cases, we certainly see animals— 
the subject of our argument—uttering quite human 
cries,—jays, for instance, and others. And, leaving 74 
this point also aside, even if we do not understand 
the utterances of the so-called irrational animals, still 
it is not improbable that they converse although we 
fail to understand them ; for in fact when we listen 
to the talk o f barbarians we do not understand it, 
and it seems to us a kind of uniform chatter. More- 75 
over, we hear dogs uttering one sound when they are 
driving people off, another when they are howling, 
and one sound when beaten, and a quite different 
sound when fawning. And so in general, in the case 
of all other animals as well as the dog, whoever 
examines the matter carefully will find a great variety 
o f utterance according to the different circumstances, 
so that, in consequence, the so-called irrational 
animals may justly be said to participate in external 
reason. But if they neither fall short o f mankind in 76 
the accuracy o f their perceptions, nor in internal 
reason, nor yet (to go still further) in external reason, 
or speech, then they will deserve no less credence

b For the Pythagorean rule of silence (έχεμυθία) cf. Diog. 
Laert. viii. 10.
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77 άπιστότερα ημών εΐη κατά τάς φαντασίας, και 
εφ’ έκαστου δε των αλόγων ζώων Ισως ίστάντας 
τον  λόγον ταΰτα άποδεικνυειν δυνατόν εστιν. οΐον 
γοΰν τις ούκ αν είποι τούς όρνιθας αγχίνοια τε 
διαφερειν και τώ  προφορικώ κεχρήσθαι λόγω ; 
οι γε ου μόνον τα παρόντα άλλα και τα εσόμενα 
επίστανται και ταΰτα τοΐς συνιεναι δυναμενοις 
προδηλοΰσιν, άλλως τε σημαίνοντες και τη φωνή 
προαγορευοντες.

78 Την δε σύγκρισιν εποιησάμην, ώς και έμπροσθεν 
επεσημηνάμην, εκ περιόντος, ίκανώς, ώς οΐμαι, 
δείξας έμπροσθεν ότι μη δυνάμεθα προκρίνειν τάς 
ημετερας φαντασίας των παρά τοΐς άλόγοις ζώοις 
γινομένων, πλην άλλ’ εί μη εστιν άπιστότερα τά  
άλογα ζώα ημών προς την κρίσιν τών φαντασιών, 
και διάφοροι γίνονται φαντασίαι παρά την τών 
ζώων παραλλαγήν, όποιον μεν έκαστον τών υπο
κείμενων εμοϊ φαίνεται δυνήσομαι λεγειν, όποιον 
δε εστι τη φύσει διά τά προειρημένα επεχειν 
άναγκασθησομαι.

79 Και ό μεν πρώτος τής εποχής τρόπος τοιοΰτός 
εστι, δεύτερον δε ελεγομεν είναι τον από τής 
διαφοράς τών ανθρώπων ΐνα γάρ καθ' ύπόθεσιν 
και συγχώρηση τις πιστότερους είναι τών αλόγων 
ζώων τούς ανθρώπους, εύρήσομεν και όσον επί τή  
ήμετερα διαφορά την εποχήν είσαγομενην. δυο 
τοίνυν είναι λεγομένων εξ ών συγκειται ό άν
θρωπος, φνχής και σώματος, κατ' άμφω ταΰτα  
διαφερομεν άλλήλων, οΐον κατά σώμα ταΐς τε

80 μορφαΐς και ταΐς ίδιοσυγκρισίαις. διαφέρει μεν
° Our word “ idiosyncrasy” comes from ιδιοσυγκρασία, a 

later form for ΙδιοσυΎκρισία. σιηκρισι* (or σύμμιξις) is Anax-
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than ourselves in respect of their sense-impressions. 
Probably, too, we may reach this conclusion by basing 77 
our argument on each single class of irrational animals. 
Thus, for example, who would deny that birds excel 
in quickness of wit or that they employ external 
reason ? For they understand not only present 
events but future events as well, and these they fore
show to such as are able to comprehend them by 
means of prophetic cries as well as by other signs.

I have drawn this comparison (as I previously 78 
indicated) by way of super-addition, having already 
sufficiently proved, as I think, that we cannot prefer 
our own sense-impressions to those o f the irrational 
animals. If, however, the irrational animals are not 
less worthy o f credence than we in regard to the 
value of sense-impressions, and their impressions vary 
according to the variety o f animal,—then, although 
I shall be able to say what the nature of each of the 
underlying objects appears to me to be, I shall be 
compelled, for the reasons stated above, to suspend 
judgement as to its real nature.

Such, then, is the First of the Modes which induce 79 
suspense. The Second Mode is, as we said, that based 
on the differences in men ; for even if we grant for 
the sake of argument that men are more worthy of 
credence than irrational animals, we shall find that 
even our own differences of themselves lead to sus
pense. For man, you know, is said to be compounded 
of two things, soul and body, and in both these we 
differ one from another.

Thus, as regards the body, we differ in our figures 
and “ idiosyncrasies,”  or constitutional peculiarities.®
agoras’s term for the process of “ composition ” by which the 
world comes into being; cf. Introd. p. xi.
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γά ρ  κατά, μορφήν σώ μ α  Σκυθου  Τνδοΰ σώ μ α τος, 
τη ν  δε παραλλαγήν ποιεί, καθάπερ φασίν, η 
διάφορος τω ν  χυμ ώ ν επικράτεια, παρά δε1 τη ν  
διάφορον τώ ν  χυμ ώ ν επικράτειαν διάφοροι γίνονται 
και αί φαντασίαι, καθάπερ και εν τ ώ  π ρ ώ τω  λόγω  
π α ρεστη σαμ εν. τα ΰτά  τοι και εν τη  αίρεσει και 
φυγή τώ ν  εκτός διαφορά πολλή κατ’ αντους ε σ τ ιν  
άλλοις γάρ χαίρουσιν Ίνδοι και άλλοις οι καθ  
η μ άς, τό  δε διαφόροις χαίρειν το υ  παρηλλαγμενας 
από τώ ν  υποκείμενων φαντασίας λαμβάνειν εστι

81 μηνυτικόν. κατά  δε Ιδιοσυγκρισίας διαφερομεν ώ ς  
ενίους κρεα βόεια  π ετραίω ν ίχθυδιων ραον π εττειν  
και υπό Α εσ β ίο ν  οίναρίου εις χολέραν π εριτρε- 
πεσθαι. ην δε, φασίν, γρ α νς  Ά τ τικη τριάκοντα  
όλκάς κώνειου άκινδννως προσφερομενη, Α ΰ σ ις  δε  
καί μηκωνείου τεσσα ρα ς όλκάς άλυπω ς ελάμβανεν.

82 και Αημοφ ώ ν μεν 6 ’Α λεξάνδρου τραπ εζοπ οιός εν 
ηλίω γινόμενος η εν βαλανείω  ερρίγου, εν σκιά δε 
εθάλπετο, ’ Α θη να γόρα ς δε ό ’Α ρ γείο ς  υπό σκ ορ
πιών καί φ αλαγγίω ν άλυπω ς επλησσετο , οί δε 
καλούμενοι Ψυλλαεΐς ούδ* υπό οφεων η ασπίδω ν

83 δακνόμενοι βλάπτονται, οί δε Ύ εντυρΐται τώ ν  
Α ιγ υ π τίω ν  ον  βλάπτονται π ρος [άνω  κάτω]2 
τ ώ ν  κροκοδείλων, άλλα καί Α ίθιόπ ω ν οι α ντί
περαν τη ς  Μ ερόης παρά τον  Ά σ τά π ο υ ν *  ποταμόν  
οίκοϋντες σκόρπιους καί οφεις και τ α  παραπλήσια  
άκινδννως εσθίονσιν. καί Ρονφΐνος δε ο εν 
Χαλκίδι πίνων ελλεβορον οΰτε ημει ούτε ολω ς  
ε καθ αιρετό, άλλ’ ώ ς τ ι τώ ν  συνήθω ν προσεφερετο

84 καί επεσσεν. Ύ^ρύσερμος δε 6 *}άροφιλειος ει ποτέ

1 Si ΜΤ: om. Bekk. * [άνω κάτω] om. Τ, Apelt.
* Άστάιτουν Τ, Hercher: 'Ύδάσνην mss., Bekk.
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The body of an Indian differs in shape from that of 80 
a Scythian; and it is said that what causes the varia
tion is a difference in the predominant humours. 
Owing to this difference in the predominant humours 
the sense-impressions also come to differ, as we in
dicated in our First Argument.® So too in respect of 
choice and avoidance of external objects men exhibit 
great differences : thus Indians enjoy some things, 
our people other things,and the enjoyment of different 
things is an indication that we receive varying im
pressions from the underlying objects. In respect 81 
of our “  idiosyncrasies,”  our differences are such that 
some o f us digest the flesh of oxen more easily than 
rock-fish, or get diarrhoea from the weak wine of 
Lesbos. An old wife o f Attica, they say, swallowed 
with impunity thirty drams of hemlock, and Lysis 
took four drams o f poppy-juice without hurt. Demo- 82 
phon, Alexander’s butler, used to shiver when he was 
in the sun or in a hot bath, but felt warm in the shade : 
Athenagoras the Argive took no hurt from the stings 
o f scorpions and poisonous spiders ; and the Psyl- 
laeans,6 as they are called, are not harmed by bites 
from snakes and asps, nor are theTentyritae® o f Egypt 83 
harmed by the crocodile. Further, those Ethiopians 
who live beyond Lake Meroe d on the banks o f the 
river Astapous eat with impunity scorpions, snakes, 
and the like. Rufinus of Chalcis when he drank 
hellebore neither vomited nor suffered at all from 
purging, but swallowed and digested it just like any 
ordinary drink. Chrysermus the Herophilean doctor 84

« See § 52.
6 A tribe of N. Africa, cf. Hdt. iv. 173.
c Tentyra was a town in Upper Egypt; cf. Juvenal xv.

35.
d In S. Egypt. The “ Astapous ” is the Blue Nile.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 80-84
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πεπερι προσηνεγκατο, καρδιακώς εκινδυνευεν. και 
Σωτήριχος δε 6 "χειρουργός ει 7rore αίλουρων 
ήσθετο κνίσσης, χολέρα ήλίσκετο. ”Ανδρών δε ο 
*Αργεΐος όντως άδιφος ήν ώς και διά τής αννδρου 
Λιβύης όδευειν αυτόν μή επιζητοΰντα ττοτόν. 
Ύιβεριος δε ό Καΐσαρ εν σκότω εώρα. * Α ρι
στοτέλης Sc Ιστορεί Θάσιόν τινα δς εδόκει αν
θρώπου είδωλον προηγεΐσθαι αύτοΰ διά παντός.

85 Τ οσαυτης οΰν παραλλαγής ονσης εν τοΐς άνθρώ - 
ποις κατά τά  σώματα, ΐνα ολίγα από πολλών των  
παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς κείμενων άρκεσθώμεν ειπον- 
τες, είκός εστι και κατ’ αυτήν την φυχήν δια- 
φερειν άλλήλων τους ανθρώπους■ τύπος γαρ τις 
εστι το σώμα της φυχής, ώς και ή φυσιογνωμονική 
σοφία δείκνυσιν. το Sc μεγιστον δείγμα τής κατά 
την διάνοιαν των ανθρώπων πολλής και άπειρου 
διαφοράς ή διαφωνία των παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς 
λεγομένων περί τε  των άλλων και περί του τινα

86 μεν αίρεΐσθαι προσήκει τινα Sc εκκλίνειν. δεόντως 
οΰν και οί ποιηταϊ περί τούτων άπεφήναντο’ 6 μεν 
γάρ ΐΐίνδαρός φησιν

άελλοπόδων μεν τιν εύφραίνουσιν Ιππων τιμαί 
και στέφανοι,

τούς  δ* εν πολυχρυσοις θαλάμοις βιοτα ’
τερπεται δε καί τις επ' οΐδμ* άλιον ναι θοα [σώ?]1 

διαατείβων.
6 δε ποιητής λεγει

άλλος γάρ τ* άλλοισιν άνήρ επιτερπεται έργοις. 
άλλα και ή τραγωδία μεστή  των τοιουτων εστι’ 
λεγει γοΰν

80
1 [<τώϊ] om. LMT.
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was liable to get a heart attack if ever he took pepper; 
and Soterichus the surgeon was seized with diarrhoea 
whenever he smelled fried sprats. Andron the Argive 
was so immune from thirst that he actually traversed 
the waterless country of Libya without needing a 
drink. Tiberius Caesar could see in the dark; and 
Aristotle0 tells of a Thasian who fancied that the 
image of a man was continually going in front of him.

Seeing, then, that men vary so much in body—to 85 
content ourselves with but a few instances of the 
many collected by the Dogmatists,—men probably 
also differ from one another in respect of the soul 
itself; for the body is a kind of expression of the soul, 
as in fact is proved by the science of Physiognomy. 
But the greatest proof of the vast and endless differ
ences in men’s intelligence is the discrepancy in the 
statements of the Dogmatists concerning the right 
objects of choice and avoidance, as well as other 
things. Regarding this the poets, too, have expressed 86 
themselves fittingly. Thus Pindar says 6 :

The crowns and trophies of his storm-foot steeds 
Give joy to one ; yet others find it joy 
To dwell in gorgeous chambers gold-bedeckt;
Some even take delight in voyaging 
O’er ocean’s billows in a speeding barque.

And the poet* says: “  One thing is pleasing to one 
man, another thing to another.”  Tragedy, too, is 
full o f such sayings ; for example :

a See Aristot. Meteorol. iii. 4.
6 Fragm. 242 (Boeckh), Sandys’ Pindar, in Loeb Library, 

p. 610, copied by Horace, Odes, i. 1. 3 ff.
* See Homer, Odyss. xiv. 228. Cf. Virgil, Eel. ii. 65 

“ trahit sua quemque voluntas and “ quot homines, tot 
sententiae.”
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el πάσι ταύτόν καλόν εφυ σοφόν θ’ άμα, 
ονκ ήν άν άμφίλεκτος άνθρώποις ερις,

καί πάλιν
δεινόν ye ταύτόν τοΐς μεν άνδάνειν βροτών 
τοΐς δ’ εχθος etvai.

87 επεί ονν ή αιρεσις καί ή φυγή iv ηδονή και 
άηδισμώ εστίν, ή δε ηδονή και 6 άηδισμός iv 
αίσθήσει κεΐται και φαντασία, όταν τα  αυτά οί 
μεν αίρώνται οί δε φευγωσιν, ακόλουθον ημάς 
επιλογίζεσθαι ότι ουδέ ομοίως υπό τω ν αυτών 
κινούνται, επεί ομοίως άν τα  αυτά ήροΰντο ή 
εξεκλινον. el δε τά αυτά διαφόρως κινεί παρά 
την διαφοράν των ανθρώπων, είσάγοιτ άν εικότως 
και κατά τούτο ή εποχή, ο τι μεν έκαστον φαίνεται 
τω ν υποκείμενων ώς προς εκάστην διαφοράν ίσως 
λεγειν ημών δυναμενων, τ ί  δε εστι [κατά δυναμιν]1 
ώς προς την φυσιν ούχ οΐων τε οντων άποφήνασθαι. 

gg ήτοι γάρ πάσι τοΐς άνθρώποις πιστευσομεν ή τισίν. 
άλλ* ει μεν πάσιν, καί άδυνάτοις επιχειρήσομεν 
καί τά αντικείμενα παραδεξόμεθα · εΐ δε τισίν, 
είπάτωσαν ήμΐν τίσι χρή συγκατατίθεσθαι · ο μεν 
γάρ Πλατωνικό? λεξει ότι ΪΙλάτωνι, 6 ’ Εττι- 
κουρειος δε ’Επικουρώ, καί οί άλλοι άναλόγως, 
καί ούτως άνεπικρίτως στασιάζοντες αΰθις ημάς 

89 την εποχήν περιστήσουσιν. 6 δε λόγων ότι 
τοΐς πλείστοις δει συγκατατίθεσθαι παιδαριώδες 
τι προσίεται, ούδενός δυναμενου πάντας τούς αν
θρώπους επελθεΐν καί διαλογίσασθαι τ ί  τοΐς 

1 [κατά δυναμιν] seel. Mutsch., Papp.
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Were fair and wise the same thing unto all,
There had been no contentious quarrelling.11

And again:
’Tis strange that the same thing abhorr’d by some 
Should give delight to others.6

Seeing, then, that choice and avoidance depend on 87 
pleasure and displeasure, while pleasure and dis
pleasure depend on sensation and sense-impression, 
whenever some men choose the very things which 
are avoided by others, it is logical for us to conclude 
that they are also differently affected by the same 
things, since otherwise they would all alike have 
chosen or avoided the same things. But if the same 
objects affect men differently owing to the differences 
in the men, then, on this ground also, we shall reason
ably be led to suspension o f judgement. For while 
we are, no doubt, able to state what each of the 
underlying objects appears to be, relatively to each 
difference, we are incapable of explaining what it is 
in reality. For we shall have to believe either all 88 
men or some. But if we believe all, we shall be 
attempting the impossible and accepting contradic
tories ; and if some, let us be told whose opinions we 
are to endorse. For the Platonist will say “  Plato’s ”  ; 
the Epicurean, “  Epicurus’s ”  ; and so on with the 
rest; and thus by their unsettled disputations they 
will bring us round again to a state o f suspense. 
Moreover, he who maintains that we ought to assent 89 
to the majority is making a childish proposal, since 
no one is able to visit the. whole of mankind and 
determine what pleases the majority o f them ; for 

• From Eurip. Phoen. 499 ff.
6 See Fragm. Trag. adesp. 462 (Nauck): perhaps from 

Eurip.
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πλείστοις άρεσκει, ενδεχομένου τοΰ εν τισιν εθνεσιν, 
α ημείς ούκ ΐσμεν, τά  μεν παρ' ήμΐν σπάνια τοΐς 
πλείοσι προσεΐναι τά  δε ημών τοΐς πολλοΐς συμ- 
βαίνοντα σπάνια υπάρχειν, ώς τους πολλούς μεν 
υπό φαλαγγίων δακνομένους μη άλγεΐν τινάς δε 
σπανίως άλγεΐν, και επί τω ν άλλων τω ν έμπροσθεν 
είρημενων ίδιοσυγκρισιών το άνάλογον. άναγκαΐον 
οΰν και διά την τω ν ανθρώπων διαφοράν είσάγεσθαι 
την εποχήν.

90 Έ πεί δε φίλαυτοί τινες οντες οι δογματικοί φασι 
δεΐν των άλλων ανθρώπων εαυτούς προκρίνειν εν 
τίj κρίσει τω ν πραγμάτων, επιστάμεθα μεν ότι 
άτοπος εστιν ή άξίωσις αύτών (μέρος γάρ είσι 
και αυτοί της διαφωνίας* και εάν αυτούς προ 
κρίνοντες ούτω κρίνωσι τά  φαινόμενα, πριν άρξα- 
σθαι τής κρίσεως τό ζητούμενον1 συναρπάζουσιν,

91 εαυτοί? την κρίσιν επιτρεποντες), όμως δ' οΰν ΐνα 
και επί ενός ανθρώπου τον λόγον ίστάντες, οΐον 
τοΰ παρ' αύτοΐς όνειροπολουμενου σοφού, επί την 
εποχήν καταντώμεν, τον τρίτον τή τάξει τρόπον 
εγχειριζόμεθα.

Ύοΰτον δε λεγομεν τον από τής διαφοράς των  
αισθήσεων, ότι δε διαφερονται αί αισθήσεις προς

92 άλλήλας, πρόδηλον, αί γοΰν γραφαί τή μεν όφει 
δοκοϋσιν είσοχάς καί εξοχάς εχειν, ού μην καί 
τή αφή. καί τό μέλι τή μεν γλώττη ήδύ φαίνεται 
επί τινων, τοΐς δ' όφθαλμοΐς αηδές* αδύνατον οΰν 
εστιν είπεΐν πότερον ήδύ εστιν είλικρινώς ή αηδές, 
καί επί τοΰ μύρου ομοίως· τήν μεν γάρ οσφρησιν

93 ευφραίνει, τήν δε γεΰσιν άηδίζει. τό  τε  εύφόρβιον
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there may possibly be races o f whom we know nothing 
amongst whom conditions rare with us are common, 
and conditions common with us rare,—possibly, for 
instance, most o f them feel no pain from the bites 
of spiders, though a few on rare occasions feel such 
pain ; and so likewise with the rest of the “  idiosyn
crasies ’ ’ mentioned above. Necessarily,therefore, the 
differences in men afford a further reason for bringing 
in suspension o f judgement.

When the Dogmatists—a self-loving class of men— 90 
assert that in judging things they ought to prefer 
themselves to other people, we know that their claim 
is absurd; for they themselves are a party to the 
controversy ; and if, when judging appearances, they 
have already given the preference to themselves, then, 
by thus entrusting themselves with the judgement, 
they are begging the question before the judgement 
is begun. Nevertheless, in order that we may arrive 91 
at suspension o f judgement by basing our argument 
on one person—such as, for example, their visionary 
“ Sage ” α—we adopt the Mode which comes Third 
in order.

This Third Mode is, we say, based on differences 
in the senses. That the senses differ from one 
another is obvious. Thus, to the eye paintings 92 
seem to have recesses and projections, but not so to 
the touch. Honey, too, seems to some 6 pleasant to 
the tongue but unpleasant to the eyes ; so that it is 
impossible to say whether it is absolutely pleasant or 
unpleasant. The same is true o f sweet oil, for it 
pleases the sense o f smell but displeases the taste.
* The ideal “  Wise Man ”  o f the Stoics; see Introd. p. xxviii. 
____ ________ 6 For exceptions see § 101. ____________

1 τ& ζητούμενον T : τά φαινόμενα m s s . ,  Bekk.
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επεί rots μάν όφθαλμοΐς λυπηρόν i o n  τώ  δε άλλω  
σώμα τι παντί αλυπον, ουχ εξομεν είπεΐν πότερον 
άλυπόν εστιν είλικρινώς rots σώμασιν όσον επί τη 
εαυτόν φύσει η λυπηρόν, τό  τε όμβριον vBojp 
όφθαλμοΐς μεν εστιν ωφέλιμον, αρτηρίαν δε και 
πνεύμονα τραχύνει, καθάπερ και τό ελαιον, καίτοι 
την επιφάνειαν παρηγορούν, και η θαλαττία 
νάρκη rots μεν άκροις προστεθεΐσα ναρκάν ποιεί, 
τώ  δ ’ άλλω σώμα τι άλύπως παρατίθεται. 8ι όπερ 
όποΐον μεν εστι προς την φνσιν έκαστον τούτων  
ουχ εξομεν λεγειν, όποιον δε φαίνεται εκάστοτε 
δυνατόν είπεΐν.

94 Και άλλα δε πλείω τούτων ενεστι λεγειν" άλλ’ 
ΐνα μη διατρίβωμεν διά την πρόθεσιν [τον  τρόπον]1 
της συγγραφ ή, εκείνο λεκτεον. έκαστον των 
φαινομένων ημΐν αισθητών ποικίλον νποπίπτειν 
δοκεΐ, οΐον τό μηλον λεΐον ευώδες γλυκύ ξανθόν, 
άδηλον ούν πότερόν ποτέ ταντας μάνας όντως εχει 
ταs ποιότητας, η μονόποιον μεν εστιν παρά δε την 
διάφορον κατασκευήν των αισθητηρίων διάφορον 
φαίνεται, η και πλείονας μεν των φαινομένων εχει 
ποιότητας, ημΐν δ’ ουχ ύποπίπτουσί τινες αυτών.

95 μονόποιον μεν γάρ είναι τούτο ενδεχεται λογίζεσθαι 
εκ τών έμπροσθεν ημΐν είρημενων περί της εις τά  
σώματα άναδιδομενης τροφής και τού ϋδατος τον 
εις τά δένδρα άναδιδόμενου καί τού πνεύματος τού  
εν αύλοΐς καί σύριγξι καί τοΐς παραπλησίοις 
όργάνοις" δύναται γσ.ρ καί τό μηλον μονοειδες μεν 
εΐναι, διάφορον δε θεωρεΐσθαι παρά την διαφοράν 
τών αισθητηρίων περί ά γίνεται αυτού η άντίληφις.

96 πλείονας δε τών φαινομένων ημΐν ποιοτήτων εχειν 
τό μηλον ποιότητας δύνασθαι ούτως επιλογιζόμεθα. 
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So too with spurge ®: since it pains the eyes but 93 
causes no pain to any other part o f the body, we cannot 
say whether, in its real nature, it is absolutely painful 
or painless to bodies. Rain-water, too, is beneficial 
to the eyes but roughens the wind-pipe and the lungs; 
as also does olive-oil, though it mollifies the epidermis. 
The cramp-fish, also, when applied to the extremities 
produces cramp, but it can be applied to the rest of 
the body without hurt. Consequently we are unable 
to say what is the real nature of each o f these things, 
although it is possible to say what each thing at the 
moment appears to be.

A longer list o f examples might be given, but to 94 
avoid prolixity, in view of the plan o f our treatise, 
we will say just this. Each of the phenomena per
ceived by the senses seems to be a complex : the 
apple, for example, seems smooth, odorous, sweet and 
yellow. But it is non-evident whether it really 
possesses these qualities only ; or whether it has but 
one quality but appears varied owing to the varying 
structure o f the sense-organs ; or whether, again, it 
has more qualities than are apparent, some of which 
elude our perception. That the apple has but one 93 
quality might be argued from what we said above 6 
regarding the food absorbed by bodies, and the water 
sucked up by trees, and the breath in flutes and pipes 
and similar instruments ; for the apple likewise may 
be all o f one sort but appear different owing to 
differences in the sense-organs in which perception 
takes place. And that the apple may possibly possess 96 
more qualities than those apparent to us we argue in

• A  species of plants with acrid, milky juice.
6 See § 53.

1 [roO τρόπου] seel. Mutsch.
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εννοήσωμέν τινα εκ γενετής άφήν μεν εχοντα καί 
δσφρησιν καί γεϋσιν, μήτε δε άκούοντα μήτε 
όρωντα. οΰτος τοίνυν ύπολήφεται μήτε ορατόν τι 
είναι την αρχήν μήτε ακουστόν, άλλα μόνα εκείνα 
τα  τρία γένη των ποιοτήτων ύπαρχειν ών άντι-

97 λαμβάνεσθαι δύναται. και ημάς οΰν ενδέχεται τάς 
7τεντε μάνας αισθήσεις έχοντας μόνον άντιλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι, εκ των περί τό μήλον ποιοτήτωνf ών 
εσμεν αντιληπτικοί· ύποκεΐσθαι δε άλλας οΐον τέ  
εστι ποιότητας, ύποπιπτούσας ετέροις αίσθητηρίοις, 
ών ημείς ού μετεσχήκαμεν, διό ουδέ άντιλαμβανό- 
μεθα των κατ' αύτάς αισθητών.

98 ΆΛΑ’ ή φύσις συνεμετρήσατο, φήσει τις, τάς 
αισθήσεις προς τα αισθητά, ποια φύσις, διαφωνίας 
τοσαύτης άνεπικρίτου παρά τοις δογματικοΐς 
οϋσης περί τής ύπάρζεως τής κατ αυτήν; 6 γάρ 
επικρίνων αυτό τούτο, εί εστι φύσις, εΐ μεν ιδιώτης 
εΐη, άπιστος εσται κατ' αυτούς, φιλόσοφος δε ών 
μέρος εσται τής διαφωνίας καί κρινόμενος αυτός

99 άλλ' ού κριτής, πλήν άλλ' εί εγχωρεΐ1 καί ταύτας 
μάνας ύποκεΐσθαι παρά τώ  μήλω τάς ποιότητας 
ών άντιλαμβάνεσθαι δοκοΰμεν, καί πλείους τούτων  
ή πάλιν μηδέ τάς ήμΐν ύποπιπτούσας, άδηλον ήμιν 
εσται όποιον εστι τό μήλον. 6 δε αυτός καί έπι 
των άλλων αισθητών λόγος, τώ ν αισθήσεων μέντοι 
μη καταλαμβανουσών τά  εκτός, ουδέ ή διάνοια 
ταΰτα δύναται καταλαμβάνειν, ώστε καί διά τούτον 
τον λόγον ή περί τώ ν εκτός υποκειμένων εποχή 
συνάγεσθαι δόξει.

100 *Ινα δε καί επί μιας εκάστης αίσθήσεως ίστάντες

1 tl iyxupd Heintz: ένεχώρα m s s . : «/ ένβχώρει Τ, Bekk.
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this way. Let us imagine a man who possesses from 
birth the senses o f touch, taste and smell, but can 
neither hear nor see. This man, then, will assume 
that nothing visible or audible has any existence, but 
only those three kinds of qualities which he is able 
to apprehend. Possibly, then, we also, having only 97 
our five senses, perceive only such of the apple’s 
qualities as we are capable o f apprehending; and 
possibly it may possess other underlying qualities 
which affect other sense-organs, though we, not being 
endowed with those organs, fail to apprehend the 
sense-objects which come through them.

“  But,”  it may be objected, “  Nature made the 98 
senses commensurate with the objects o f sense.”  
What kind of “  Nature ”  ? we ask, seeing that there 
exists so much unresolved controversy amongst the 
Dogmatists concerning the reality which belongs to 
Nature. For he who decides the question as to the 
existence o f Nature will be discredited by them if 
he is an ordinary person, while if he is a philosopher 
he will be a party to the controversy and therefore 
himself subject to judgement and not a judge. If, 99 
however, it is possible that only those qualities which 
we seem to perceive subsist in the apple, or that a 
greater number subsist, or, again, that not even the 
qualities which affect us subsist, then it will be non- 
evident to us what the nature of the apple really is. 
And the same argument applies to all the other 
objects of sense. But if the senses do not apprehend 
external objects, neither can the mind apprehend 
them ; hence, because of this argument also, we shall 
be driven, it seems, to suspend judgement regarding 
the external underlying objects.

In order that we may finally reach suspension by 100
d 2 69VOL. I
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τον λόγον, ή καί άφιστάμενοι των αισθήσεων, 
εχωμεν καταλήγουν εις την εποχήν, παραλαμ- 
βάνομον και τον τέταρτον τρόπον αυτής, εστι δ’ 
οΰτος ό παρά τάς περιστάσεις καλούμενος, περι
στάσεις λ εγόντων ημών τάς διαθέσεις. θεω- 
ρεΐσθαι δ’ αυτόν φαμεν εν τω  κατά φυσιν ή παρά 
φυσιν <εχειν>,1 εν τω  εγρηγορεναι ή καθεύδειν, 
παρά τάς ηλικίας, παρά το κινεΐσθαι ή ήρεμεΐν, 
παρά τό μισεΐν ή φιλεΐν, παρά τό ενδεείς είναι ή 
κεκορεσμένους, παρά τό μεθνειν ή νήφειν, παρά 
τάς προδιαθέσεις, παρά τό θαρρεΐν ή δεδιεναι, [η]

101 παρά τό λυπεΐσθαι ή χαίρουν, οιον παρά μεν τό 
κατά φυσιν ή παρά φυσιν εχειν ανόμοια υποπίπτει 
τά πράγματα, επεί οι μεν φρενιτίζοντες και οι 
θεοφορούμενοι δαιμόνων ακούειν δοκοΰσιν, ημείς 
δε οϋ. ομοίως δε άποφορας στυρακος ή λιβανωτού 
ή τίνος τοιουτου και άλλων πλειόνων άντιλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι πολλάκις λεγονσιν, ημών μη αισθανό
μενων. και τό αυτό ύδωρ φλεγμαίνουσι μεν τόποις 
επιχυθεν ζεστόν είναι δοκεΐ, ήμΐν δε χλιαρόν, 
καί τό αυτό ίμάτιον τοΐς μεν ύπόσφαγμα εχουσι 
φαίνεται κιρρόν, εμοι δε οϋ. και τό αυτό μέλι 
εμοι μεν φαίνεται γλυκύ, τοΐς δε ίκτερικοΐς πικρόν.

102 εί δε τις λόγοι οτι χυμών τινών παραπλοκή αν
οικείους φαντασίας εκ τών υποκείμενων ποιεί 
τοΐς παρά φυσιν εχουσι, λεκτεον οτι επει και οι 
υγιαίνοντες χυμούς εχουσιν άνακεκραμενους, δυναν- 
ται οϋτοι τά  εκτός υποκείμενα, τοιαυτα όντα φύσει 
όποια φαίνεται τοΐς παρά φύσιν εχειν λεγομενοις,

103 ετεροΐα φαίνεσθαι ποιεΐν τοΐς υγιαίνουσιν. τό γάρ 
εκείνοις μεν τοΐς χυμοΐς μεταβλητικήν τώ ν ύποκει-

1 add. Mutsch.
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basing our argument on each sense singly, or even 
by disregarding the senses, we further adopt the 
Fourth Mode of suspension. This is the Mode based, 
as we say, on the “ circumstances,”  meaning by 
“ circumstances”  conditions or dispositions.0 And this 
Mode, we say, deals with states that are natural or 
unnatural, with waking or sleeping, with conditions 
due to age, motion or rest, hatred or love, emptiness 
or fulness, drunkenness or soberness, predispositions, 
confidence or fear, grief or joy. Thus, according as 101 
the mental state is natural or unnatural, objects pro
duce dissimilar impressions, as when men in a frenzy or 
in a state of ecstasy believe they hear daemons’ voices, 
while we do not. Similarly they often say that they 
perceive an odour of storax or frankincense, or some 
such scent, and many other things, though we fail 
to perceive them. Also, the same water which feels 
very hot when poured on inflamed spots seems luke
warm to us. And the same coat which seems of a 
bright yellow' colour to men with blood-shot eyes does 
not appear so to me. And the same honey seems to 
me sweet, but bitter to men with jaundice. Now 102 
should anyone say that it is an intermixture of certain 
humours which produces in those who are in an 
unnatural state improper impressions from the under
lying objects, we have to reply that, since healthy 
persons also have mixed humours, these humours too 
are capable o f causing the external objects—which 
really are such as they appear to those w'ho are said 
to be in an unnatural state—to appear other than they 
are to healthy persons. For to ascribe the power o f 103

a i.e. the mental or physical state of the subject at the 
moment of perception.
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μενών διδόναι δύναμιν, τούτοι? δε μη, πλασματικόν 
όσην, επεί καί ώσπερ οΐ ύγιαίνοντες κατά φύσιν 
μεν την των ύγιαινόντων εχουσιν παρά, φνσιν 8ε 
την τω ν νοσουν των, οντω  και οί νοσοΰντες παρα 
φνσιν μεν εχουσι την τω ν νγιαινόντων κατά φνσιν 
δε την τω ν νοσονντων, ώστε κάκεινοις προς τι 
κατά φνσιν εχονσι πιστεντεον.

104 Παρά δέ το νπνονν η εγρηγορεναι 8ιάφοροι γ ί 
νονται φαντασίαι, επεί ώς καθ’ ύπνους φανταζό- 
μεθα, ού φανταζόμεθα εγρηγορότες, ουδέ ώς φαν- 
ταζόμεθα εγρηγορότες, και κατά τους υπνους 
φανταζόμεθα, ώστε <το>1 είναι αύταΐς2 η μη είναι 
γίνεται ούχ απλώς άΛΛά πρός τι* προς γαρ το 
καθ’ υπνους η πρός εγρήγορσιν. εικότως ουν καθ 
υπνους όρώμεν ταΰτα ά εστιν εν τω  εγρηγορεναι 
ανύπαρκτα, ούκ εν τω  καθάπαζ ανύπαρκτα οντα· 
εστι γάρ καθ’ υπνους, ώσπερ τά  ϋπαρ εστιν, καν 
μη η καθ’ ύπνους.

105 Παρά δε τάς ηλικίας, ότι 6 αυτός αήρ τοΐς μεν 
γερουσι φυχρός είναι δοκεΐ τοΐς δε ακμαζουσιν 
εύκρατος, και τό αυτό χρώμα τοΐς μεν πρεσ- 
βυτεροις αμαυρόν φαίνεται τοΐς δέ άκμάζουσι κατα- 
κορες, και φωνή ομοίως η αυτή τοΐς μεν αμανρα

106 δοκεΐ τνγχάνειν τοΐς δ* εζάκουστος. και παρά 
τάς αιρέσεις δέ και φνγάς άνομοίως κινούνται οί 
ταΐς ηλικίαις διαφεροντες· παισι μεν γάρ, εί τύχοι, 
σφαΐραι και τροχοί διά σπουδής είσίν, οί άκμά- 
ζοντες δέ άλλα αίροΰνται, καί άλλα οί γέροντες, 
εζ ών συνάγεται ότι διάφοροι γίνονται φαντασίαι 
υπό τών αυτών υποκείμενων και παρα τας 
διαφόρους ηλικίας.

1 <rb> cj. Mutsch.
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altering the underlying objects to those humours, and 
not to these, is purely fanciful; since just as healthy 
men are in a state that is natural for the healthy but 
unnatural for the sick, so also sick men are in a state 
that is unnatural for the healthy but natural for the 
sick, so that to these last also we must give credence 
as being, relatively speaking, in a natural state.®

Sleeping and waking, too, give rise to different 104 
impressions, since we do not imagine when awake 
what we imagine in sleep, nor when asleep what we 
imagine when awake ; so that the existence or non
existence of our impressions is not absolute but 
relative, being in relation to our sleeping or waking 
condition. Probably, then, in dreams we see things 
which to our waking state are unreal,6 although not 
wholly unreal; for they exist in our dreams, just as 
waking realities exist although non-existent in dreams.

Age is another cause o f difference.® For the same 105 
air seems chilly to the old but mild to those in their 
prime ; and the same colour appears faint to older 
men but vivid to those in their prime ; and similarly 
the same sound seems to the former faint, but to the 
latter clearly audible. Moreover, those who differ in 106 
age are differently moved in respect o f choice and 
avoidance. For whereas children—to take a case— 
are all eagerness for balls and hoops, men in their 
prime choose other things, and old men yet others. 
And from this we conclude that differences in age 
also cause different impressions to be produced by 
the same underlying objects.

“ This is aimed against the Stoic view that only the healthy, 
or normal, is “  natural.”

6 ανύπαρκτα  (from υπάρχω, “  subsist ” ) is an Epicurean term 
for “  non-existent.”

* For age as affecting character cf. Aristot. Rhet. ii. 12 ff.
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107 Παρά δε το κινεΐσθαι ή ήρεμε ΐν ανόμοια 
φαίνεται τα πράγματα, επει άπερ εστωτες όρώμεν 
άτρ€μοΰντα, ταντα παραπλεοντες κινεΐσθαι δοκού-

108 /xev. παρά δε το φιλάν ή μισεΐν, ότι κρεα ϋεια 
τινε? μεν άποστρεφονται καθ’ υπερβολήν τινες δε 
ήδιστα προσφερονται. όθεν και ο Μένανδρο? εφη

οΐος δε και την οφιν είναι φαίνεται; 
άφ’ οΰ τοιούτος γεγονεν; οΐον θηρίον. 
το μηΒεν άδικεΐν καί καλούς ημάς ποιεί.

πολλοί <δέ>1 καί ερωμένας αισχράς εχοντες ώραιο-
109 τάτας αύτάς είναι δοκοΰσιν. παρά δε το πεινήν 

η κεκορεσθαι, οτι το αυτό εδεσμα τοΐς μεν 
πεινώσιν ηδιστον είναι δοκεΐ τοΐς δε κεκορεσμενοις 
αηδές, παρά δε τό μεθύειν η νήφειν, ότι άπερ 
νηφοντες αισχρά είναι δοκού μεν, ταντα ημΐν με-

110 θνουσιν ούκ αισχρά φαίνεται, παρά δε τάς προ
διαθέσεις, ότι ο αυτός οίνος τοΐς μεν φοίνικας η 
ίσχάδας προφαγοΰσιν όξώδης φαίνεται, τοΐς δε 
κάρυα η ερεβίνθους προσενεγκαμενοις ήδύς είναι 
δοκεΐ, καί η τού βαλανείον παραστάς τους μεν 
εξωθεν είσιόντας θερμαίνει, φυχει δε τούς εζιόντας,

111 εί εν αυτή διατρίβοιεν. παρά δε τό φοβεΐσθαι η 
θαρρεΐν, ότι τό  αυτό πράγμα τώ  μεν δειλώ φοβερόν 
καί δεινόν είναι δοκεΐ, τω  θαρραλεωτερω δε ούδα- 
μώς. παρά δε τό λνπεΐσθαι η χαίρειν, ότι τα 
αυτά πράγματα τοΐς μεν λυπονμενοις εστίν επαχθή 
τοΐς δε χαίρονσιν ήδεα.

1 <oc> cj. Bekk. * *
• Cf. Lucret. iv. 388.
* Fragm. 518 (Kock). It is supposed that these lines were 

spoken by a maiden of her lover who had fallen into evil ways.
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Another cause why the real objects appear different 107 
lies in motion and rest. For those objects which, 
when we are standing still, we see to be motionless, 
we imagine to be in motion when we are sailing 
past them.®

Love and hatred are a cause, as when some have 108 
an extreme aversion to pork while others greatly 
enjoy eating it. Hence, too, Menander said b:

Mark now his visage, what a change is there 
Since he has come to this ! How bestial!
*Tis actions fair that make the fairest face.

Many lovers, too, who have ugly mistresses think 
them most beautiful.0

Hunger and satiety are a cause ; for the same food 109 
seems agreeable to the hungry but disagreeable to 
the sated.

Drunkenness and soberness are a cause ; since 
actions which we think shameful when sober do not 
seem shameful to us when drunk.

Predispositions are a cause ; for the same wine lio 
which seems sour to those who have previously eaten 
dates or figs, seems sweet to those who have just 
consumed nuts or chick-peas ; and the vestibule d of 
the bath-house, which warms those entering from 
outside, chills those coming out of the bath-room if 
they stop long in it.

Fear and boldness are a cause ; as what seems to m  
the coward fearful and formidable does not seem so 
in the least to the bold man.

Grief and joy are a cause ; since the same affairs 
are burdensome to those in grief but delightful to 
those who rejoice.

* Cf. Horace, Sat. i. 3. 38. 
d i.e. the tepidarium, of moderate temperature.
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112 Ύοσαύτης οΰν ούσης ανωμαλίας καί παρά τάς 
διαθέσεις, καί άλλοτε άλλως1 εν ταΐς διαθεσεσι 
τω ν ανθρώπων γινομένων, όποιον μεν έκαστον 
των υποκείμενων εκάστω φαίνεται ρόδιον ίσως 
είπεΐν, όποιον δε εστιν ούκετι, επεί καί άνεπίκριτός 
εστιν η ανωμαλία, ό γάρ επικρίνων ταύτην ήτοι 
εν τισι των προειρημενών διαθέσεων εστιν η εν 
ούδεμια το παράπαν εστί διαθεσει. το μεν οΰν 
λεγειν ότι εν ούδεμια διαθεσει το σννολόν εστιν, 
οΐον ούτε υγιαίνει ούτε νοσεί, ούτε κινείται ούτε 
ηρεμεί, ούτε εν τινι ηλικία εστιν, άπήλλακται δε 
καί των άλλων διαθέσεων, τελεως άπεμφαίνει. 
εί δε εν τινι διαθεσει ών κρίνει τάς φαντασίας,

113 μέρος εσται της διαφωνίας, καί άλλως ούκ ειλι
κρινής των εκτός υποκείμενων εστί κριτής διά τό 
τεθολώσθαι ταΐς διαθεσεσιν εν αΐς εστιν. ούτε 
οΰν ό εγρηγορώς δύναται συγκρίνειν τάς των  
καθευδόντων φαντασίας ταΐς των εγρηγορότων, 
ούτε ό ύγιαίνων τάς των νοσούντων ταΐς2 των  
ύγιαινόντων τοΐς γάρ παροΰσι καί κινοΰσιν ημάς 
κατά τό παρόν συγκατατιθέμεθα μάλλον η τοΐς 
μη παροΰσιν.

114 Και άλλως δε άνεπίκριτός εστιν ή των τοιουτων 
φαντασιών ανωμαλία, ό γάρ προκρίνων φαντασίαν 
φαντασίας καί περίστασιν περιστάσεως ήτοι άκρί- 
τω ς καί άνευ άποδείξεως τούτο ποιεί η κρίνων καί 
άποδεικνύς. αλλ’ ούτε άνευ τούτων, άπιστος γάρ 
εσται, ούτε συν τούτοις. εί γάρ κρίνει τάς φαν-

115 τασίας, πάντως κριτηρίω κρίνει, τούτο οΰν τό

1 άλλως M L T : άλλων Bekk.
* ra ts  Τ : καί τάς m s s . ,  Bekk.
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Seeing then that the dispositions also are the cause 112 
of so much disagreement, and that men are differently 
disposed at different times, although, no doubt, it is 
easy to say what nature each of the underlying objects 
appears to each man to possess, we cannot go on to 
say what its real nature is, since the disagreement 
admits in itself o f no settlement. For the person who 
tries to settle it is either in one of the afore-mentioned 
dispositions or in no disposition whatsoever. But to 
declare that he is in no disposition at all—as, for 
instance, neither in health nor sickness, neither in 
motion nor at rest, of no definite age, and devoid of 
all the other dispositions as well—is the height of 
absurdity. And if he is to judge the sense-impres
sions while he is in some one disposition, he will be a 
party to the disagreement,® and, moreover, he will 113 
not be an impartial judge of the external underlying 
objects owing to his being confused by the disposi
tions in which he is placed. The waking person, for 
instance, cannot compare the impressions of sleepers 
with those of men awake, nor the sound person those 
of the sick with those of the sound; for we assent 
more readily to things present, which affect us in the 
present, than to things not present.

In another way, too, the disagreement of such 114 
impressions is incapable o f settlement. For he who 
prefers one impression to another, or one “  circum
stance ”  to another, does so either uncritically and 
without proof or critically and with proof; but he 
can do this neither without these means (for then he 
would be discredited) nor with them. For if he is to 
pass judgement on the impressions he must certainly 
judge them by a criterion ; this criterion, then, he 115

e Cf. § 90.
67



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

κριτήριοv ήτοι άληθές είναι λέζει ή φευδές. άΛλ’ εί 
μεν ψευδές, άπιστος εσται. εί δέ αληθές είναι 
τούτο φήσει, ήτοι αν ευ α ποδείζεως λέζει δτι 
αληθές έστι το κριτηριον, η μετά άποδείζεως. 
και εί μέν άνευ άποδείζεως, άπιστος εσται· εί δέ 
μετά άποδείζεως, πάντως δεήσει και την άπό- 
δειζιν άληθη είναι, έπεί άπιστος εσται. άληθη ουν 
λέζει την άπόδειζιν την εις την πίστωσιν τοΰ  
κριτηρίου λαμβανομένην πότερον κεκρικώς αυτήν

116 η μη κεκρικώς; εί μέν γάρ μη κρίνας, άπιστος 
εσται, εί δέ κρίνας, δήλον δτι κριτηρίω φήσει 
κεκρικέναι, ου κριτηρίου ζητησομεν άπόδειζιν, 
κάκείνης κριτηριον. χρήζει γάρ άει και η άπό- 
δειζις κριτηρίου, ΐνα βεβαιωθη, καί το κριτηριον 
άποδείζεως, ΐνα αληθές είναι δειχθή’ καί οΰτε 
άπόδειζις υγιής είναι δυναται μη προϋπάρχοντος 
κριτηρίου άληθοΰς, οΰτε κριτηριον άληθές μη προ-

117 πεπιστωμένης της άποδείζεως. καί ούτως εμ- 
πίπτουσιν εις τον διάλληλον τρόπον τό τε κριτηριον 
καί η άπόδειζις, εν ω άμφότερα εύρίσκεται άπιστα* 
έκάτερον γάρ την θατέρου πίστιν περιμενον ομοίως 
τώ  λοιπω εστίν άπιστον, εί οΰν μήτε άνευ απο- 
δείζεως καί κριτηρίου μήτε συν τοΰτοις δύναταί 
τις προκρΐναι φαντασίαν φαντασίας, άνεπίκριτοι 
εσονται αί παρά τάς διαφόρους διαθέσεις διάφοροι 
γινόμεναι φαντασίαι, ώστε είσάγεται η περί της 
φΰσεως των εκτός υποκειμένων εποχή και ώς 
επί τοΰτω  τω  τρόπω.

118 Π έμπτος εστί λόγος ό παρά τάς θέσεις και τά  
διαστήματα καί τούς τόπους· καί γάρ παρά τούτων  
έκαστον τά αυτά πράγματα διάφορα φαίνεται, οΐον
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will declare to be true, or else false. But if false, he 
will be discredited ; whereas, if he shall declare it to 
be true, he will be stating that the criterion is true 
either without proof or with proof. But if without 
proof, he will be discredited ; and if with proof, it will 
certainly be necessary for the proof also to be true, 
to avoid being discredited. Shall he, then, affirm the 
truth of the proof adopted to establish the criterion 
after having judged it or without judging it ? If 116 
without judging, he will be discredited ; but if after 
judging, plainly he will say that he has judged it by 
a criterion ; and of that criterion we shall ask for a 
proof, and of that proof again a criterion. For the 
proof always requires a criterion to confirm it, and 
the criterion also a proof to demonstrate its truth ; 
and neither can a proof be sound without the previous 
existence of a true criterion nor can the criterion be 
true without the previous confirmation of the proof.
So in this way both the criterion and the proof are 117 
involved in the circular process of reasoning,® and 
thereby both are found to be untrustworthy ; for 
since each of them is dependent on the credibility of 
the other, the one is lacking in credibility just as much 
as the other. Consequently, if a man can prefer one 
impression to another neither without a proof and a 
criterion nor with them, then the different impressions 
due to the differing conditions will admit of no settle
ment ; so that as a result of this Mode also we are 
brought to suspend judgement regarding the nature 
of external realities.

The Fifth Argument (or Trope) is that based on ns 
positions, distances, and locations ; for owing to each 
of these the same objects appear different; for

• Of. §§ 60, 122 ; ii. 34, 121, etc.
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ή αυτή στοά από μεν της ετερας αρχής όρωμενη 
μύουρος φαίνεται από δε τοΰ μέσου σύμμετρος 
πάντοθεν, καί τό αυτό πλοΐον πόρρωθεν μεν μικρόν 
φαίνεται καί εστώς εγγύθεν δε μεγα καί κινούμενον, 
καί 6 αυτός πύργος πόρρωθεν μεν φαίνεται στρογ
γυλός εγγύθεν δε τετράγωνος.

119 Ταΰτα μεν παρά τα διαστήματα, παρά δε τούς 
τόπους οτι τό λυχνίαΐον φως εν ήλίω μεν αμαυρόν 
φαίνεται εν σκότω  δε λαμπρόν, καί ή αυτή κώπη 
εναλος μεν κεκλασμενη εζάλος δε ευθεία, καί τό 
ωόν εν μεν τη ορνίθι απαλόν εν άε'ρι δε σκληρόν, 
καί τό λυγγούριον εν μεν λυγγί υγρόν εν άερι δε 
σκληρόν, καί τό κοράλιον εν θαλάττη μεν απαλόν 
εν άερι δε σκληρόν, καί φωνή άλλοια μεν φαίνεται 
εν σύριγγι γινόμενη, άλλοία δέ εν αύλώ, άλλο ία δε 
εν άερι απλώς.

120 Παρά δέ τάς θεσεις ότι ή αυτή είκών εζυπτια- 
ζομενη μεν λεία φαίνεται, ποσώς δε επινευομενη 
είσοχάς και εζοχάς εχειν δοκεΐ. καί οι τράχηλοι 
δέ τών περιστερών παρά τάς διαφόρους επικλίσεις 
διάφοροι φαίνονται κατά χρώμα.

121 Έπει ουν πάντα τά  φαινόμενα εν τινι θεωρείται 
καί άπό τίνος διαστήματος ή κατά τινα θεσιν, ών 
έκαστον πολλήν ποιεί παραλλαγήν περί τας φαν
τασίας, ώς ύπεμνήσαμεν, άναγκασθησόμεθα καί 
διά τούτου τοΰ τρόπου καταντάν εις εποχήν, καί 
γάρ 6 βουλόμενος τούτων τών φαντασιών προ-

122 κρίνειν τινάς άδυνάτοις επιχειρήσει, εί μεν γάρ 
απλώς καί άνευ άποδείζεως ποιήσεται τήν άπόφασιν,

° Of. Lucret. iv. 428 if.
6 “  Lyngurion,”  so called from the belief that the stone 

was made of the urine of the lynx frozen or crystallized.
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example, the same porch e when viewed from one of 
its corners appears curtailed, but viewed from the 
middle symmetrical on all sides; and the same ship 
seems at a distance to be small and stationary, but 
from close at hand large and in motion ; and the same 
tower from a distance appears round but from a near 
point quadrangular.

These effects are due to distances; among effects 119 
due to locations are the following: the light o f a lamp 
appears dim in the sun but bright in the dark ; and 
the same oar bent when in the water but straight 
when out of the water ; and the egg soft when inside 
the fowl but hard when in the air ; and the jacinth * 6 
fluid when in the lynx but hard when in the a ir; 
and the coral soft when in the sea but hard when in 
the air’; and sound seems to differ in quality according 
as it is produced in a pipe, or in a flute, or simply in 
the air.

Effects due to positions are such as these: the same 120 
painting when laid flat appears smooth, but when 
inclined forward at a certain angle it seems to have 
recesses and prominences. The necks of doves, also, 
appear different in hue according to the differences in 
the angle o f inclination.

Since, then, all apparent objects are viewed in a 121 
certain place, and from a certain distance, or in a 
certain position, and each of these conditions produces 
a great divergency in the sense-impressions, as we 
mentioned above, we shall be compelled by this Mode 
also to end up in suspension o f judgement. For in 
fact anyone who purposes to give the preference to 
any of these impressions will be attempting the 
impossible. For if he shall deliver his judgement 122 
simply and without proof, he will be discredited ; and
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άπιστος carat* εί δε άποδείξει βουλήσεται χρή- 
σασθαι, εί μεν φευδή λεξει την άπόδειξιν είναι, 
εαυτόν περιτρεφει, αληθή δε λίγων  είναι την άπό- 
δειξιν αίτηθήσεται άπόδειξιν του αληθή αυτήν 
είναι, κάκείνης άλλην, επει και αυτήν αληθή είναι 
δει, και μεχρις απείρου· αδύνατον δε εστιν ά -

123 πείρους αποδείξεις παραστήσαι * ούκοΰν ουδέ μετά  
άποδείξεως δυνήσεται προκρίνειν φαντασίαν φαν
τασίας. εί δέ μήτε άνευ άποδείξεως μήτε μετά 
άποδείξεως δυνατός εσται τις επικρίνειν τάς προ
ειρημένας φαντασίας, συνάγεται ή εποχή, όποιον 
μεν φαίνεται έκαστον κατά τήνδε τήν θεσιν ή κατά 
τόδε το διάστημα ή εν τώδε είπεΐν ίσως δυναμενων 
ήμών, όποιον δε εστιν ώς προς τήν φύσιν άδυνα- 
τούντων άποφαίνεσθαι διά τά  προειρημένα.

124 "Εκτο? εστι τρόπος ό παρά τάς επιμιγάς, καθ’
δν συνάγομεν ότι επει μηδέν τω ν υποκείμενων καθ’
εαυτό ήμιν αυτό υποπίπτει αλλά συν τινι, οποίον
μεν εστι τό μίγμα εκ τε του εκτός και του ω συν- 
θεωρεΐται τάχα δυνατόν είπεΐν, όποιον δε εστι τό 
εκτός υποκείμενον είλικρινώς ούκ αν εχοιμεν λεγειν. 
ότι δε ούδεν τω ν εκτός καθ’ εαυτό υποπίπτει άλλα 
πάντως συν τινι, καί ότι παρά τούτο άλλοΐον θεω- 

125 ρεΐται, πρόδηλον, οΐμαι. τό γοΰν ήμετερον χρώμα 
άλλοΐον μεν όράται εν άλεεινώ άε'ρι άλλοΐον δε 
εν τώ  φυχρώ, και ούκ αν εχοιμεν είπεΐν όποιον 
εστι τή φύσει τό χρώμα ήμών, άλλ’ όποιον συν

• Cf. ii. 128.
6 i.e. the real (“  external ” ) object of perception {cf. p. 30 

note a) plus the physical conditions which accompany the 
act of perception; these latter may be either external {e.g. 
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should he, on the other hand, desire to adduce proof, 
he will confute himself if he says that the proof is 
false, while if he asserts that the proof is true he will 
be asked for a proof o f its truth, and again for a proof 
of this latter proof, since it also must be true, and so 
on ad infinitum.a But to produce proofs to infinity is 
impossible ; so that neither by the use of proofs will 123 
he be able to prefer one sense-impression to another.
If, then, one cannot hope to pass judgement on the 
afore-mentioned impressions either with or without 
proof, the conclusion we are driven to is suspension ; 
for while we can, no doubt, state the nature which 
each object appears to possess as viewed in a certain 
position or at a certain distance or in a certain place, 
what its real nature is we are, for the foregoing reasons, 
unable to declare.

The Sixth Mode is that based on admixtures, by 124 
which we conclude that, because none of the real 
objects affects our senses by itself but always in 
conjunction with something else, though we may 
possibly be able to state the nature o f the resultant 
mixture* 6 formed by the external object and that 
along with which it is perceived, we shall not be able 
to say what is the exact nature of the external 
reality in itself. That none o f the external objects 
affects our senses by itself but always in conjunction 
with something else, and that, in consequence, it 
assumes a different appearance, is, I imagine, quite 
obvious. Thus, our own complexion is of one hue 125 
in warm air, o f another in cold, and we should not 
be able to say what our complexion really is, but 
only what it looks like in conjunction with each of

atmospheric) or internal {e.g. peculiarities in the sense- 
organs of the percipient).
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εκάστω τούτων θεωρείται, και ή αυτή φωνή 
άλλοια μεν φαίνεται συν λεπτώ άερι άλλοία δε συν 
παχυμερεΐ, και τα  αρώματα εν βαλανείω και ήλίω 
πληκτικώτερα μάλλον εστιν ή εν άερι καταφυχρω, 
και το σώμα υπό ϋδατος μεν περιεχόμενον κουφόν 
eonv υττο be a epos ραρν.

126 "Iνα δε και της εξωθεν επιμιξίας άποστώμεν, οί 
οφθαλμοί ημών εχουσιν εν εαυτοΐς καί χιτώνας καί 
υγρά, τα  οΰν ορατά επεί μη άνευ τούτων θεω
ρείται, ον καταληφθήσεται προς άκρίβειαν' τον  γάρ 
μίγματος άντιλαμβανόμεθα, καί διά τοΰτο οί μεν 
ικτερικοί πάντα ωχρά όρώσιν, οί δ* ύπόσφαγμα 
εχοντες νφαιμα. καί επεί ή φωνή ή αυτή άλλοία 
μεν φαίνεται εν άναπεπταμενοις τόποις άλλοία δε 
εν στενοΐς καί ελικοειδεσι, καί άλλοία μεν εν 
καθαρώ άερι άλλοία δε εν τεθολωμενω, είκός εστι 
μη άντιλαμβάνεσθαι ημάς είλικρινώς της φωνής· 
τά γάρ ώτα σκολιόπορά εστι καί στενόπορα καί 
άτμώδεσιν άποφορήσεσιν, at δη άπό τώ ν περί την 
κεφαλήν φερεσθαι λέγονται τόπων, τεθολωμενα.

127 αλλά καί εν τοΐς μυξωτήρσι καί εν τοΐς της γευσεως 
τόποις υλών υποκείμενων, μετ εκείνων άντιλαμ- 
βανόμεθα τώ ν γευστών καί τώ ν όσφρητών, άλλ ’ 
ούκ είλικρινώς. ώστε διά τάς επιμιξίας αί αισ
θήσεις ούκ άντιλαμβάνονται όποια προς άκρίβειαν 
τά εκτός υποκείμενα εστιν.

♦28 ΆΛΛ* ουδέ ή διάνοια, μάλιστα μεν επεί αί οδηγοί 
αυτής αισθήσεις σφάλλονται· ίσως δε καί αυτή 
επιμιξίαν τινά ιδίαν ποιείται προς τά  υπό τών  
αισθήσεων αναγγελλόμενα· περί γάρ έκαστον τών  
τόπων εν οΐς τό ηγεμονικόν είναι δοκοΰσιν οί
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these conditions. And the same sound appears of 
one sort in conjunction with rare air and of another 
sort with dense air; and odours are more pungent 
in a hot bath-room or in the sun than in chilly air; 
and a body is light when immersed in water but 
heavy when surrounded by air.

But to pass on from the subject o f external ad- 126 
mixture,—our eyes contain within themselves both 
membranes and liquids. Since, then, the objects of 
vision are not perceived apart from these, they will 
not be apprehended with exactness; for what we per
ceive is the resultant mixture, and because of this the 
sufferers from jaundice see everything yellow, and 
those with blood-shot eyes reddish like blood.® And 
since the same sound seems of one quality in open 
places, o f another in narrow and winding places, and 
different in clear air and in murky air, it is probable 
that we do not apprehend the sound in its real 
purity ; for the ears have crooked and narrow pass
ages, which are also befogged by vaporous effluvia 
which are said to be emitted by the regions of the 
head. Moreover, since there reside substances in the 127 
nostrils and in the organs of taste, we apprehend the 
objects of taste and of smell in conjunction with 
these and not in their real purity. So that, because 
of these admixtures, the senses do not apprehend the 
exact quality o f the external real objects.

Nor yet does the mind apprehend it, since, in the 128 
first place, its guides, which are the senses, go wrong; 
and probably, too, the mind itself adds a certain ad
mixture of its own to the messages conveyed by the 
senses ; for we observe that there are certain humours 
present in each of the regions which the Dogmatists

° C/. ?? 44, 101 supra.
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δογματικοί, χυμούς τινας υποκειμένους θεωροΰμεν, 
είτε περί εγκέφαλον είτε περί καρδίαν είτε περί 
οτιδήποτε οΰν μέρος του ζώου τούτο τίθεσθαι βου- 
λοιτό τις. καί κατά τούτον οΰν τον τρόπον όρώμεν 
ότι περί της φυσεως τω ν εκτός υποκειμένων ούδέν 
είπεΐν έχοντες έπέχειν άναγκαζόμέθα.

129 "Έβδομον τρόπον έλέγομεν είναι τον παρά τάς  
ποσότητας καί σκευασίας τω ν υποκειμένων, σκευα- 
σίας λέγοντες κοινώς τάς συνθέσεις, οτι δε καί 
κατά τοΰτον τον τρόπον έπέχειν άναγκαζόμεθα περί 
της φυσεως των πραγμάτων, δηλον. οΐον γοΰν 
τά  ξέσματα του κέρατος της αίγός φαίνεται μεν 
λευκά απλώς καί άνευ συνθέσεως θεωρούμενα, 
συντιθέμενα δε εν τη τοΰ κέρατος υπάρξει μέλανα 
θεωρείται, καί τοΰ αργύρου [τά μέρη]1 τά  ρινή
ματα κατ’ ιδίαν μέν οντα μέλανα φαίνεται, συν δε

130 τώ δλω ως λευκά υποπίπτει, καί της Ύαιναρείας 
λίθου τά μέν μέρη λευκά όράται όταν λεανθη, συν 
δέ τη όλοσχερεΐ ξανθά φαίνεται, καί αι απ' 
άλληλων έσκεδασμέναι ψάμμοι τραχεΐαι φαίνον
ται, ώς σωρός δε συντεθεΐσαι άπαλώς κινοϋσι την 
αϊσθησιν. καί ό ελλέβορος λεπτός μέν καί χνοώδης 
προσφερόμενος πνιγμόν επιφέρει, κριμνώδης δέ ών

131 ούκέτι. καί ό οίνος σύμμετρος μέν πινόμενος 
ρώννυσιν ημάς, πλείων δε λαμβανόμενος παραλύει 
τό σώμα, καί ή τροφή παραπλησίως παρά την 
ποσότητα διάφορον έπιδείκνυται δύναμιν πολλάκις 
γοΰν διά τό πολλή προσενεχθήναι καθαιρεΐ τό σώμα

1 [τά μέρη] seel. Mutsch.

β For the Stoic η-γ6μονικ6v see Introd. p. xxv; for the 
dispute as to its location cf. Adv. Log. i. 313.
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regard as the seat o f the “  Ruling Principle ”  e— 
whether it be the brain or the heart, or in whatever 
part o f the creature one chooses to locate it. Thus, 
according to this Mode also we see that, owing to 
our inability to make any statement about the real 
nature o f external objects, we are compelled to 
suspend judgement.

The Seventh Mode is that based, as we said, on the 129 
quantity and constitution of the underlying objects, 
meaning generally by “  constitution ”  the manner of 
composition. And it is evident that by this Mode 
also we are compelled to suspend judgement concern
ing the real nature o f the objects. Thus, for example, 
the filings of a goat’s horn appear white when viewed 
simply by themselves and without combination, but 
when combined in the substance o f the horn they 
look black. And silver filings appear black when they 
are by themselves, but when united to the whole 
mass they are sensed as white. And chips o f the 130 
marble o f Taenarum 6 seem white when planed, but 
in combination with the whole block they appear 
yellow. And pebbles when scattered apart appear 
rough, but when combined in a heap they produce 
the sensation of softness. And hellebore if applied 
in a fine and powdery state produces suffocation, but 
not so when it is coarse. And wine strengthens us 131 
when drunk in moderate quantity, but when too 
much is taken it paralyses the body. So likewise 
food exhibits different effects according to the quan
tity consumed ; for instance, it frequently upsets the 
body with indigestion and attacks of purging because

6 Taenarum was the most southerly promontory of 
Laconia; its marble was yellowish green in colour (like 
serpentine).
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132 διά re  άπεφιών καί χολερικών παθών, εξομεν 
οΰν κάνταϋθα λεγειν οποίον εστι τού κερατος 
το λεπτόν και οποίον τδ εκ πολλών λεπτομερών 
συγκείμενον, καί όποιος μεν εστιν ό μικρομερής 
άργυρος όποιος δε ό εκ πολλών μικρομερών σ υγ 
κείμενος, καί οποία μεν ή ακαριαία Ύαιναρεία 
λίθος οποία δε ή εκ πολλών μικρών συγκείμενη, 
καί επί τών φάμμων καί του ελλεβόρου καί του  
οίνου καί της τροφής τό πρός τι, την μεντοι 
φύσιν τών πραγμάτων καθ' εαντην ούκετι διά την 
παρά τάς συνθέσεις τών φαντασιών ανωμαλίαν.

133 Κάρολου γάρ δοκεΐ καί τά  ωφέλιμα λυπηρά 
γίνεσθαι παρά την κατά ποσότητα άμετρον αυτών 
χρησιν, καί τά  βλαβερά είναι δοκοΰντα εν τώ  καθ' 
υπερβολήν παραλαμβάνεσθαι ακαριαία μη λυπεΐν. 
μαρτυρεί δε τώ  λόγω μάλιστα τό κατά τάς ίατρικάς 
δυνάμεις θεωρούμενου, εν αΐς η μεν πρός ακρίβειαν 
μΐξις τών απλών φαρμάκων ωφέλιμον ποιεί τό  
συντεθεν, ροπής δε βραχυτάτης ενίοτε παροραθεισης 
ου μόνον ούκ ωφέλιμον αλλά καί βλαβερώτατον

134 καί δηλητήριου πολλάκις. ούτως ό κατά τάς 
ποσότητας καί σκευασίας λόγος συγχεΐ την τών  
εκτός υποκείμενων ύπαρξιν. διόπερ εικότως αν 
καί οΰτος ό τρόπος εις εποχήν ημάς περιαγοι 
μη δυναμένους είλικρινώς άποφήνασθαι περί τής 
φύσεως τών εκτός υποκείμενων.

135 "Ογδοό? εστι τρόπος ό από του πρός τι, καθ' ον 
συνάγομεν ότι επεί πάντα εστι πρός τι, περί του 
τίνα εστιν απολύτως καί ώς πρός την φύσιν εφ- 
έξομεν. εκείνο δε χρή γινώσκειν ότι ενταύθα, 
ώσπερ καί εν άλλοι?, τώ  εστι καταχρώμεθα αντί
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of the large quantity taken. Therefore in these cases, 
too, we shall be able to describe the quality of the 
shaving of the horn and of the compound made up 
of many shavings, and that of the particle of silver 
and of the compound of many particles, and that of 
the sliver of Taenarean marble and of the compound 
of many such small pieces, and the relative qualities 
o f the pebbles, the hellebore, the wine and the food,— 
but when it comes to the independent and real nature 
of the objects, this we shall be unable to describe 
because of the divergency in the sense-impressions 
which is due to the combinations.

As a general rule, it seems that wholesome things 133 
become harmful when used in immoderate quantities, 
and things that seem hurtful when taken to excess 
cause no harm when in minute quantities. What we 
observe in regard to the effects of medicines is the 
best evidence in support of our statement; for there 
the exact blending of the simple drugs makes the 
compound wholesome, but when the slightest over
sight is made in the measuring, as sometimes happens, 
the compound is not only unwholesome but frequently 
even most harmful and deleterious. Thus the argu-134 
ment from quantities and compositions causes con
fusion as to the real nature o f the external sub
stances. Probably, therefore, this Mode also will 
bring us round to suspension of judgement, as we are 
unable to make any absolute statement concerning 
the real nature of external objects.

The Eighth Mode is that based on relativity; and 135 
by it we conclude that, since all things are relative, 
we shall suspend judgement as to what things are 
absolutely and really existent. But this point we 
must notice—that here as elsewhere we use the term
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του φαίνεται., δυνάμει τούτο λέγοντες “  πρός τι 
πάντα φαίνεται.”  τούτο 8ε 8ιχώς λέγεται, άπαξ 
μεν ώς προς το κρίνον (το γάρ έκτος υποκείμενον 
και κρινόμενον προς το κρίνον φαίνεται), καθ* * 
έτερον δε τρόπον προς τά  συνθεωρουμενα, ώς τό

136 δεξιόν πρός τό  αριστερόν, ότι δε πάντα εστι πρός 
τι, επελογισάμεθα μεν και έμπροσθεν, οΐον κατά, 
τό κρίνον ότι πρός τάδε τό ζώον καί τόνδε τον  
άνθρωπον καί τήνδε την αΐσθησιν έκαστον φαίνεται, 
καί πρός τοιάνδε περίστασιν, κατά δε τά συν- 
θεωρουμενα ότι πρός τήνδε την επιμιξίαν καί τόνδε 
τον τρόπον καί την συνθεσιν τήνδε καί την ποσό
τητα καί την θεσιν έκαστον φαίνεται.

137 Και ιδία δε ενδέχεται συνάγειν ότι πάντα εστι 
πρός τι, τόνδε τον τρόπον, πότερον διαφέρει τω ν  
πρός τι τά  κατά διαφοράν η ου; εί μεν ου διαφέρει, 
καί αυτά πρός τι εσ τ ίν  εί δε διαφέρει, έπεί παν τό 
διαφέρον πρός τι εστίν (λέγεται γάρ πρός εκείνο

138 $ διαφέρει), πρός τ ί  εστι τά  κατά διαφοράν, των  
τε όντων τά  μέν εστιν άνωτάτω γένη κατά τούς 
δογματικούς, τά  δ’ έσχατα εΐδη, τά  δε γένη καί 
εΐδη· πάντα δε ταΰτά εστι πρός τι* πάντα άρα εστι

• The main point urged here is that no object can be 
apprehended in its purity. As perceived it is always con
ditioned by (1) the physical or mental state o f the percipient 
(“  the thing which judges ” ), and (2) by the “  concomitant 
percepts”  which accompany its emergence into the world of 
space and time. As thus conditioned,' the object is no longer 
“  absolute ”  but “  relative.”

• Cf. § 39 supra.
• Or “  have a distinct existence o f their own,”  as opposed 

to a merely relative existence. This is a technical term for 
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“  are ”  for the term “  appear,”  and what we virtually 
mean is “  all things appear relative.® ’ ’ And this state
ment is twofold, implying, firstly, relation to the 
thing which judges (for the external object which is 
judged appears in relation to that thing), and, in a 
second sense, relation to the accompanying percepts, 
for instance the right side in relation to the left. 
Indeed, we have already argued 6 that all things are 136 
relative—for example, with respect to the thing which 
judges, it is in relation to some one particular animal 
or man or sense that each object appears, and in 
relation to such and such a circumstance ; and with 
respect to the concomitant percepts, each object 
appears in relation to some one particular admixture 
or mode or combination or quantity or position.

There are also special arguments to prove the 137 
relativity o f all things, in this way : Do things which 
exist “  differentially ”  6 differ from relative things or 
not ? I f  they do not differ, then they too are relative; 
but if they differ, then, since everything which differs 
is relative to something (for it has its name from its 
relation to that from which it differs), things which 
exist differentially are relative. Again,—of existing 138 
things some, according to the Dogmatists,*1 are 
summa genera, others infimae species, others both 
genera and species; and all these are relative;
the class o f objects which are “  self-existent,”  “  absolute,”  or 
“  independent.”

d Including the Peripatetics, as well as the Stoics. A 
summurn genus (e.g. “  Being” ) may be divided into genera 
(e.g. “  Animals,”  “  Minerals ” ), and these sub-divided into 
species (e.g. “  Men,”  “  Dogs,”  etc.), down to the infimae 
species (e.g. “  Negroes ” ) which cannot be further subdivided.
The intermediate species (e.g. “  Men ” ) are both genera (in 
relation to their sub-species) and species (in relation to higher 
genera).
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πρός τι. ετι των οντων τά  μεν εστι πρόδηλα τα  
δε άδηλα, ώς αυτοί φασιν, και σημαίνοντα μεν 
τά φαινόμενα, σημαινόμενα δε υπό τω ν φαινομέ
νων τά άδηλα* όφις γάρ κατ αυτούς τω ν άδηλων 
τά φαινόμενα. τό  δε σημαίνον και τό σημαινό-

139 μ€νόν εστι πρός τι' πρός τι άρα εστι πάντα, πρός 
τούτοις των οντων τά μεν εστιν όμοια τά  δε αν
όμοια και τά  μεν ίσα τά  δε άνισα· ταΰτα  δε εστι 
πρός τ ι · πάντα άρα εστι πρός τι. καί 6 λόγων δε 
μη πάντα είναι πρός τι βέβαιοι τό πάντα είναι πρός 
τι' καί αυτό γάρ τό <μη>1 είναι πάντα πρός τι πρός 
ημάς είναι δείκνυσι, καί ού καθόλου, δι ών ημΐν 
εναντιοΰται.

140 Πλήΐ' άλλ’ οΰτω παριστάντων ημών οτι παντα 
εστι πρός τι, δήλόν εστι λοιπόν ότι όποιον εστιν 
έκαστον τω ν υποκείμενων κατά την εαυτοΰ φυσιν 
καί είλικρινώς λεγειν ού δυνησόμεθα, άλλ' όποιον 
φαίνεται εν τώ  πρός τι. άκολουθεΐ τό περί της 
φύσεως τω ν πραγμάτων δεΐν ημάς επεχειν.

141 ΐίερί δε τοΰ κατά τάς συνεχείς η σπανίους 
συγκυρήσεις τρόπου, δν εννατον είναι λεγομεν τη  
τάξει, τοιαΰτά τινα διεξιμεν. ό ήλιος πολλώ δήπου 
εκπληκτικώτερός εστιν άστερος κομήτου· άλλ* 
έπεί τον μεν ήλιον συνεχώς όρώμεν τον δε κομήτην 
άστερα σπανίως, επί μεν τώ  αστέρι εκπλησσόμεθα 
ώστε καί διοσημείαν αύτόν είναι δοκεΐν, επί δε 
τώ  ήλίω ούδαμώς. εάν μεντοι γε εννοήσωμεν 
τον ήλιον σπανίως μεν φαινόμενου σπανίως δε

1 <μτ)> add. Papp.
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therefore all things are relative. Further, some exist
ing things are “  pre-evident,”  a as they say, others 
non-evident; and the apparent things are significant, 
but the non-evident signified by the apparent; for 
according to them “  the things apparent are the 
vision o f the non-evident.”  But the significant and 
the signified are relative; therefore all things are 
relative. Moreover, some existent things are similar, 139 
others dissimilar, and some equal, others unequal; 
and these axe relative; therefore all things are rela
tive. And even he who asserts that not all things 
are relative confirms the relativity o f all things, since 
by his arguments against us he shows that the very 
statement “  not all things are relative ”  is relative to 
ourselves, and not universal.

When, however, we have thus established that all 140 
things are relative, we are plainly left with the con
clusion that we shall not be able to state what is the 
nature o f each o f the objects in its own real purity, 
but only what nature it appears to possess in its 
relative character. Hence it follows that we must 
suspend judgement concerning the real nature o f the 
objects.

The Mode which, as we said, comes Ninth in order 141 
is based on constancy or rarity o f  occurrence, 
and we shall explain it as follows. The sun is, o f 
course, much more amazing than a com et; yet 
because we see the sun constantly but the comet 
rarely we are so amazed by the comet that we even 
regard it as a divine portent, while the sun causes 
no amazement at all. If, however, we were to con
ceive of the sun as appearing but rarely and setting

* i.e. superlatively, or wholly, manifest. Of. Adv. Log. 
iL 141.
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δυόμενον, καί πάντα μεν άθρόως φωτίζοντα πάντα 
δε εξαίφνης επισκιάζεσθαι ποιοϋντα, πολλήν εκ-

142 πληζιν iv τώ  πράγματι θεωρήσομεν. και ό σεισ
μός δε ούχ ομοίως θορυβεί τους τε πρώτον αυτού 
πειρωμενους καί τούς εν εθει τούτον γεγενημενους. 
πόσην δε εκπληξιν άνθρώπω φερει θάλασσα πρώ
τον οφθεΐσα. άλλα καί κάλλος σώματος ανθρω
πίνου πρώτον καί εξαίφνης θεωρού μεν ον σνγκινει 
μάλλον ημάς ή εΐ εν εθει τοΰ  όράσθαι γεν ο ντο.

143 καί τα  μεν σπάνια τίμια είναι δοκεΐ, τα  δε 
σύντροφα ήμΐν καί εύπορα ούδαμώς. εάν γοΰν 
εννοήσωμεν το ύδωρ σπανίζον, πόσω αν τών  
τίμιων εΐναι δοκούντων απάντων τιμιώτερον ήμΐν 
φανείη. ή εάν ενθυμηθώμεν τον χρυσόν απλώς 
επί τής γης ερριμμενον πολύν παραπλησίως τοΐς 
λίθοις, τίνι δόξομεν εσεσθαι τούτον τίμιον ή κατά- 
κλειστον ούτω ς ;

144 Έπει οΰν τά  αυτά πράγματα παρά τάς συνεχείς 
ή σπανίους περιπτώσεις ότε μεν εκπληκτικά ή 
τίμια ότε δε ου τοιαΰτα εΐναι δοκεΐ, επιλογιζόμεθα 
ότι όποιον μεν φαίνεται τούτων έκαστον μετά  
συνεχούς περιπτώσεως ή σπάνιάς ίσως δυνησό- 
μεθα λεγειν, φιλώς δε όποιον εστιν έκαστον τών  
εκτός υποκείμενων ούκ εσμεν δυνατοί φάσκειν. 
καί διά τούτον οΰν τον τρόπον περί αυτών επ- 
εχομεν.

145 Δέκατο? εστι τρόπος, δς καί μάλιστα συνέχει 
προς τά  ηθικά, ο παρά τάς άγωγάς καί τά εθη 
καί τούς νόμους καί τάς μυθικάς πίστεις καί τας 
δογματικάς ύπολήφεις. αγωγή μεν οΰν εστίν 
αΐρεσις βίου ή  τίνος πράγματος περί ενα ή πολλούς
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rarely, and illuminating everything all at once and 
throwing everything into shadow suddenly, then we 
should experience much amazement at the sight.
An earthquake also does not cause the same alarm 142 
in those who experience it for the first time and those 
who have grown accustomed to such things. How 
much amazement, also, does the sea excite in the 
man who sees it for the first time ! And indeed the 
beauty o f a human body thrills us more at the first 
sudden view than when it becomes a customary 
spectacle. Rare things too we count as precious, 
but not what is familiar to us and easily got. Thus, 143 
if we should suppose water to be rare, how much more 
precious it would appear to us than all the things 
which are accounted precious ! α Or if we should 
imagine gold to be simply scattered in quantities 
over the earth like stones, to whom do we suppose 
it would then be precious and worth hoarding ?

Since then, owing to the frequency or rarity o f 144 
their occurrence, the same things seem at one time 
to be amazing or precious and at another time nothing 
of the sort, we infer that though we shall be able 
perhaps to say what nature appears to belong to each 
of these things in virtue of its frequent or rare 
occurrence, we are not able to state what nature 
absolutely belongs to each of the external objects.
So because of this Mode also we suspend judgement 
regarding them.

There is a Tenth Mode, which is mainly concerned 145 
with Ethics, being based on rules of conduct, habits, 
laws, legendary beliefs, and dogmatic conceptions.
A rule of conduct is a choice of a way of life, 
or of a particular action, adopted by one person

• Cf. Plato, Euthyd. 304 b.
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γινόμενη, οΐον περί Αιογενην η τούς Α άκω νας-
146 νόμος 8ε εστιν  έγγραφ ος συνθήκη παρά το ΐς π ο -  

λιτευομενοις, ήν ό παραβαίνων κολάζεται, έθος 8έ 
ή συνήθεια  (ού διαφέρει γάρ) πολλών ανθρώ πω ν  
κοινή π ράγμ α τός τίνος παραδοχή, ήν ό  παραβάς  
ού π ά ντω ς κολάζεται, οΐον νόμος εστί το μή  
μοιχεύειν, έθος 8ε ήμΐν το  μή δημοσία γυναικι

147 μίγνυσθαι. μυθική δε π ίστις  εστί πραγμ ά τω ν  
άγενήτω ν τ ε  καί πεπλασμενω ν παραδοχή, οΐά 
εστιν άλλα τ ε  καί τα  περί το ΰ  Κρόνου μυθευόμενα· 
ταΰτα  γάρ πολλούς εις π ίστιν άγει, δογματική δε 
εστιν ύπόληφις παραδοχή π ράγμ α τος δι αναλογισ
μού ή  τίνος άπ οδείξεω ς κρατυνεσθαι δοκοΰσα, οΐον 
ότι άτομ α εστι τω ν  όντω ν στοιχεία  ή ομοιομερή ή 
ελάχιστα ή  τινα άλλα.

148 ’Α,ντιτίθεμεν δε τούτω ν έκαστον ότε μεν εαυτώ  
ότε  δε τω ν  άλλων εκ ά στω . οΐον έθος μεν εθει 
ο ύ τω ς, τινές τω ν  Α ίθιόπ ω ν στίζουσ ι τά  βρέφ η, 
ήμεΐς δ* ου* καί Τίερσαι μεν άνθοβαφεΐ εσθήτι και 
ποδήρει χρήσθαι νομίζουσιν εύπρεπες είναι, ήμεΐς  
δε άπρεπες ■ καί οι μεν Ίνδοι ταΐς γυναιξί δημοσία  
μίγνυνται, οί δε πλειστοι τω ν  άλλων αισχρόν

149 τούτο  είναι ηγούνται, νόμον δε νόμω ούτω ς α ντι- 
τίθεμεν. παρά μεν τοΐς 'Ρ ω μ αίοις ό τη ς  π α τρώ α ς  
ά π οστά ς ουσίας ούκ άποδίδω σι τά  τοΰ  πατρός  
χρεα, παρά δε τοΐς 'Ρ οδίοις π ά ντω ς ά π οδίδω σ ιν  
καί εν μεν Ύαύροις τη ς  Σικυθίας νόμος ήν τούς  
ξένους τή  Ά ρ τεμ λ δι καλλιερεΐσθαι, παρά δε ήμΐν

150 άνθρωπον άπείρηται προς ίερω φονεύεσθαι. ά γ ω - * 86

β The Cynic philosopher.
6 Democritus and Epicurus took the first view, Anaxagoras 

the second, Diodorus Cronos the third; ef. iii. 32.
86

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 145-150

or many — by Diogenes,® for instance, or the 
Laconians. A  law is a written contract amongst the 146 
members of a State, the transgressor of which is 
punished. A  habit or custom (the terms are equi
valent) is the joint adoption of a certain kind of action 
by a number of men, the transgressor of which is not 
actually punished ; for example, the law proscribes 
adultery, and custom with us forbids intercourse 
with a woman in public. Legendary belief is the 147 
acceptance o f unhistorical and fictitious events, such 
as, amongst others, the legends about Cronos ; for 
these stories win credence with many. Dogmatic 
conception is the acceptance of a fact which seems 
to be established by analogy or some form of demon
stration, as, for example, that atoms are the elements 
of existing things, or homoeomeries, or minima,b or 
something else.

And each of these we oppose now to itself, and now 148 
to each of the others. For example, we oppose habit 
to habit in this way : some of the Ethiopians tattoo 
their children, but we do n o t; and while the Persians 
think it seemly to wear a brightly dyed dress reach
ing to the feet, we think it unseemly ; and whereas 
the Indians have intercourse with their women in 
public, most other races regard this as shameful. And 149 
law we oppose to law in this way : among the Romans 
the man who renounces his father’s property does 
not pay his father’s debts, but among the Rhodians 
he always pays them ; and among the Scythian 
Tauric it was a law that strangers should be sacrificed 
to Artemis, but with us it is forbidden to slay a 
human being at the altar. And we oppose rule of 150

e i.e. inhabitants of the Crimea; cf. Hdt. iv. 103, and 
Eurip. Iphigenia in Tauris.
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γην δε αγωγή, όταν την Διογενονς αγωγήν άντι- 
τιθώμεν τη τοΰ *Αριστίππου η την των Αακώνων 
τη των 'Ιταλών, μυθικήν δε ττίστιν πίστει μυ
θική, όταν οπού μεν <λεγωμεν >' τον Δία μυθευε- 
σθαι πατέρα άνδρών τε θεών τε οπού δε τον 
Ωκεανόν, λεγοντες

Ωκεανόν τε θεών γενεσιν καί μητέρα Ύηθυν.

151 δογματικός 8έ υπολήψεις άλλήλαις αντιτίθεμεν, 
όταν λέγω μεν τούς μεν εν είναι στοιχεΐον άπο- 
φαίνεσθαι τούς 8ε άπειρα, καί τούς μεν θνητήν 
την ψυχήν τούς δε αθάνατον, καί τούς μεν προνοία 
θεών διοικεΐσθαι τά καθ' ή μας τούς δε άπρονοήτως.

152 Το έθος δε τοΐς άλλοις αντιτίθεμεν, οΐον νόμω 
μεν, όταν λέγω μεν παρά μεν ΥΙερσαις έθος είναι 
άρρενομιξίαις χρήσθαι, παρά δε *Ρωμαίοις άπαγο- 
ρενεσθαι νόμω τούτο πράττειν, καί παρ' ήμΐν μεν 
το μοιχευειν άπειρήσθαι, παρά δε Μασσαγεταις 
αδιαφορίας εθει παραδεδόσθαι, ώς Ένδοξος 6 
Κνίδιος ιστορεί εν τώ  πρώτω τής περιόδου, καί 
παρ' ήμΐν μεν άπηγορεΰσθαι μητράσι μίγνυσθαι, 
παρά δε τοΐς Τίερσαις έθος είναι μάλιστα οντω  
γαμεΐν. καί παρ' Αίγνπτίοις δε τάς άδελφάς

153 γαμοϋσιν, ό παρ' ήμΐν άπείρηται νόμω. αγωγή  
δε έθος άντιτίθεται, όταν οί μεν πολλοί άνθρωποι 
άναχωροΰντες μιγννωνται ταΐς εαυτών γυναιξίν, ό 
δε Κράτης τή *\ππαρχία δημοσία* και ό μεν 
Διογένης άπο εξωμίδος περιήει, ήμεΐς δε ώς

1 <.λiyωμev'> add. Τ.
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conduct to rule o f conduct, as when we oppose the 
rule o f Diogenes to that o f Aristippus or that o f the 
Laconians to that of the Italians. And we oppose 
legendary belief to legendary belief when we say 
that whereas in one story the father o f men and gods 
is alleged to be Zeus, in another he is Oceanos—
“ Ocean sire o f the gods, and Tethys the mother 
that bare them.” ® And we oppose dogmatic con- 151 
ceptions to one another when we say that some 
declare that there is one element only, others an 
infinite number ; some that the soul is mortal, others 
that it is immortal; and some that human affairs are 
controlled by divine Providence, others without 
Providence.

And we oppose habit to the other things, as for 152 
instance to law when we say that amongst the 
Persians it is the habit to indulge in intercourse with 
males, but amongst the Romans it is forbidden by 
law to do so ; and that, whereas with us adultery is 
forbidden, amongst the Massagetae it is traditionally 
regarded as an indifferent custom, as Eudoxus of 
Cnidos 6 relates in the first book of his Travels; and 
that, whereas intercourse with a mother is forbidden 
in our country, in Persia it is the general custom to 
form such marriages ; and also among the Egyptians 
men marry their sisters, a thing forbidden by law 
amongst us. And habit is opposed to rule of conduct 153 
when, whereas most men have intercourse with their 
own wives in retirement, Crates® did it in public 
with Hipparchia ; and Diogenes went about with one 
shoulder bare, whereas we dress in the customary

* Flourished about 360 b.c., famed as astronomer, geo
meter, legislator and physician.

* A Cynic philosopher, circa 320 b.c. ; cf. iii. 24.
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154 είώθαμεν. μυθική δε πίστει, ώς όταν λεγωσιν οι 
μΰθοι οτι 6 Κρόνος κατήσθlev αυτόν τα τέκνα, 
έθους δντος ήμΐν προνοεΐσθαι παίδων και παρ’ 
ήμΐν μεν συνήθεια ώς αγαθούς και απαθείς κακών 
σεβειν τους θεούς, τιτρωσκόμενοι Se και φθονοΰντες

155 άλλήλοις υπό των ποιητών είσάγονται. δογματική 
δε ύπολήφει, όταν ήμΐν μεν έθος ή παρά θεών 
αΐτεΐν τα  αγαθά, 6 δε Επίκουρος λεγη μή επι- 
στρεφεσθαι ημών το θειον, και όταν ό μεν 
Αρίστιππος άδιάφορον ήγήται το γυναικείαν άμφι- 
εννυσθαι στολήν, ημείς δε αισχρόν τούτο ήγώ- 
μεθα είναι.

156 *Αγωγήν δε άντιτίθεμεν νόμω μεν, δταν νόμον 
δντος μή εξ είναι τνπτειν άνδρα ελεύθερον και 
εύγενη οί παγκρατιαστα'ι τύπτωσιν άλλήλους διά 
την αγωγήν του κατ αυτούς βίου, και δταν 
άπειρημενου του άνδροφονεΐν οί μονομάχοι άν-

157 αιρώσιν άλλήλους διά την αυτήν αιτίαν, μυθικήν 
δε πίστιν αγωγή άντιτίθεμεν, επειδάν λέγω μεν δτι 
οί μεν μΰθοι παρά τή Όμφάλη τον 'Ήρακλεα 
λεγουσιν

είριά τε ξαίνειν καί δουλοσύνης άνεχεσθαι

καί ταΰτα ποιήσαι άπερ ούδ* άν μετρίως προηρη- 
μενος εποίησεν άν τις, ή δε άγωγή του βίου του

158 'Ηρακλεους ήν γενναία, δογματική δε ύπολήφει, 
δταν οί μεν άθληταί ώς άγαθοϋ τής δόξης αντι
ποιούμενοι επίπονον άγωγήν βίου δι* αυτήν επ- 
αναιρώνται, πολλοί δε τών φιλοσόφων φαΰλον είναι

159 τήν δόξαν δογματίζωσιν. τον δε νόμον άντιτίθεμεν 
μυθική μεν πίστει, δταν οί μεν ποιηταί είσάγωσι 
τούς θεούς καί μοιχεύοντας καί άρρενομιξίαις 
90
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manner. It is opposed also to legendary belief, as 154 
when the legends say that Cronos devoured his own 
children, though it is our habit to protect our children; 
and whereas it is customary with us to revere the 
gods as being good and immune from evil, they are 
presented by the poets as suffering wounds and 
envying one another. And habit is opposed to 155 
dogmatic conception when, whereas it is our habit 
to pray to the gods for good things, Epicurus® 
declares that the Divinity pays no heed to us ; and 
when Aristippus 6 considers the wearing of feminine 
attire a matter of indifference, though we consider 
it a disgraceful thing.

And we oppose rule of conduct to law when, 156 
though there is a law which forbids the striking of 
a free or well-born man, the pancratiasts strike 
one another because of the rule of life they follow ; 
and when, though homicide is forbidden, gladiators 
destroy one another for the same reason. And we 157 
oppose legendary belief to rule o f conduct when we 
say that the legends relate that Heracles in the house 
o f Omphale “  toiled at the spinning o f wool, endur
ing slavery’s burden,”  0 and did things which no one 
would have chosen to do even in a moderate degree, 
whereas the rule o f life o f Heracles was a noble one. 
And we oppose rule o f conduct to dogmatic concep- 158 
tion when, whereas athletes covet glory as something 
good and for its sake undertake a toilsome rule of 
life, many of the philosophers dogmatically assert 
that glory is a worthless thing. And we oppose law 159 
to legendary belief when the poets represent the gods 
as commiting adultery and practising intercourse with

• C f. iii. 219. * O f. iii. 204.
* Homer, O dysa . x. 423.
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χρωμενους, νόμος δε παρ' ήμιν κωλυη ταΰτα πράτ-
160 τειν, δογματική δε ύπολήφει, όταν οι μεν περί 

Χρύσιππον άδιάφορον είναι λέγωσι τό μητράσιν 
ή άδελφαΐς μίγνυσθαι, 6 δε νόμος ταΰτα κωλυη.

161 μυθικήν δε πίστιν δογματική ύπολήφει άντιτίθεμεν, 
όταν οι μεν ποιηταϊ λεγωσι τον Αία κατελθόντα 
θνηταΐς γυναιξί μίγνυσθαι, παρά δε τοΐς δόγματι-

162 κοΐς αδύνατον τοΰτο είναι νομίζηται, και ό μεν 
ποιητής λεγη ότι Ζευς διά το πένθος τό επί Σαρ- 
πηδόνι αίμα τοεσσας φεκάδας κατεχευεν εραζε, 
δόγμα μεντοι φιλοσόφων απαθές είναι τό  θειον, 
καί όταν τον των ίπποκενταύρων μύθον άναιρώσιν, 
ανυπαρξίας παράδειγμα τον ίπποκενταυρον ήμΐν 
φεροντες.

163 Πολλά μεν οΰν καί άλλα ενήν καθ' εκάστην τω ν  
προειρημενών αντιθέσεων λαμβάνειν παραδείγματα· 
ώς εν συντόμω δε λόγω ταΰτα άρκεσει. πλήν 
τοσαυτης ανωμαλίας πραγμάτων καί διά τούτον  
τοΰ τρόπου δεικνυμενης, όποιον μεν εστι τό υποκεί
μενον κατά τήν φνσιν ονχ εξομεν λεγειν, όποιον 
δε φαίνεται προς τήνδε τήν αγωγήν ή προς τόνδε 
τον νόμον ή προς τόδε τό έθος καί τω ν άλλων 
έκαστον, καί διά τοΰτον οΰν περί της φνσεως 
των εκτός υποκείμενων πραγμάτων επεχειν ημάς 
ανάγκη, οΰτω μεν οΰν διά τω ν δέκα τρόπων 
καταλήγομεν εις τήν εποχήν.
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males, whereas the law with us forbids such actions ; 
and we oppose it to dogmatic conception when 160 
Chrysippusα says that intercourse with mothers or 
sisters is a thing indifferent, whereas the law forbids 
such things. And we oppose legendary belief to 161 
dogmatic conception when the poets say that Zeus 
came down and had intercourse with mortal women, 
but amongst the Dogmatists it is held that such a 
thing is impossible ; and again, when the poet relates6 162 
that because of his grief for Sarpedon Zeus “ let fall 
upon the earth great gouts of blood,”  whereas it is 
a dogma of the philosophers that the Deity is im
passive ; and when these same philosophers demolish 
the legend of the hippocentaurs, and offer us the 
hippocentaur as a type o f unreality.®

We might indeed have taken many other examples 163 
in connexion with each of the antitheses above 
mentioned ; but in a concise account like ours, these 
will be sufficient. Only, since by means o f this Mode 
also so much divergency is shown to exist in objects, 
we shall not be able to state what character belongs 
to the object in respect of its real essence, but only 
what belongs to it in respect o f this particular rule o f 
conduct, or law, or habit, and so on with each of the 
rest. So because o f this Mode also we are compelled 
to suspend judgement regarding the real nature of 
external objects. And thus by means of all the Ten 
Modes we are finally led to suspension of judgement.

0 See Introd. pp. xxvii-xxviii; cf. iii. 205.
4 Homer, II. xvi. 459.
* Cf. our use of “ chimera” (lion+goat+dragon) for 

what is fantastic.



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

IB'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΠΕΝΤΕ ΤΡΟΠΩΝ

164 01 δε νεώτεροι σκεπτικοί παραδιδόασι τρόπους
τής Αποχής πεντε τούσδε, πρώτον τον από τής 
διαφωνίας, δεύτερον τον εις άπειρον εκβάλλοντα, 
τρίτον τον από τοΰ πρός τι, τέταρτον τον ύπο-

166 θετικόν, πεμπτον τον διάλληλον. και 6 μεν από 
τής διαφωνίας εστι καθ’ ον περί τον προτεθεντος 
πράγματος άνεπίκριτον στάσιν παρά τε τώ βίω 
και παρά τοις φιλοσόφοις εύρίσκομεν γεγενημενην, 
δι’ ήν ού δυνάμενοι αίρεΐσθαί τι ή άποδοκιμάζειν

166 καταλήγομεν εις εποχήν. 6 δε από τής εις 
άπειρον εκπτώσεως εστιν εν ω το φερόμενον εις 
πίστιν του προτεθεντος πράγματος πίστεως ετερας 
χρήζειν λεγομεν, κάκεΐνο άλλης, καί μόχρις απείρου, 
ώς μή εχόντων ημών πόθεν άρξόμεθα τής κατα-

167 σκευής την εποχήν άκολονθεΐν. ο δε από τον 
πρός τι, καθώς προειρήκαμεν, εν ω πρός μεν το 
κρίνον και τα συνθεωρονμενα τοΐον ή τοΐον 
φαίνεται τό υποκείμενον, όποιον δε εστι πρός την

168 φυσιν επεχομεν. 6 δε εζ ύποθεσεως εστιν όταν 
εις άπειρον εκβαλλόμενοι οΐ δογματικοί από τίνος 
άρξωνται ο ού κατασκενάζουσιν άλλ’ απλώς καί 
άναποδείκτως κατά συγχώρησιν λαμβάνειν άζιοΰ-

169 σιν. ο δε διάλληλος τρόπος συνίσταται όταν το 
όφεΐλον τοΰ ζητούμενου πράγματος είναι βεβαιω
τικόν χρείαν εχη τής εκ τοΰ ζητούμενου πίστεως- 
ένθα μηδετερον δυνάμενοι λαβεΐν πρός κατασκευήν 
θατερου, περί άμφοτερων επεχομεν.

0 i.e. those posterior to Aenesidemus ; but the reference 
here is specially to Agrippa (see Introd. p. xl) ? cf. Diog. 
Laert. ix. 88.
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Chapter XV.—Of the Five M odes

The later Sceptics 0 hand down Five Modes leading 164 
to suspension, namely these : the first based on dis
crepancy, the second on regress ad infinitum, the 
third on relativity, the fourth on hypothesis, the fifth 
on circular reasoning. That based on discrepancy 165 
leads us to find that with regard to the object 
presented there has arisen both amongst ordinary 
people and amongst the philosophers an intermin
able conflict because of which we are unable either 
to choose a thing or reject it, and so fall back 
on suspension. The Mode based upon regress ad 166 
infinitum is that whereby we assert that the thing 
adduced as a proof of the matter proposed needs a 
further proof, and this again another, and so on ad 
infinitum, so that the consequence is suspension, as 
we possess no starting-point for our argument. The 167 
Mode based upon relativity, as we have already said,6 
is that whereby the object has such or such an appear
ance in relation to the subject judging and to the 
concomitant percepts, but as to its real nature we 
suspend judgement. We have the Mode based on 168 
hypothesis when the Dogmatists, being forced to 
recede ad infinitum, take as their starting-point some
thing which they do not establish by argument but 
claim to assume as granted simply and without 
demonstration. The Mode of circular reasoning is 169 
the form used when the proof itself which ought to 
establish the matter of inquiry requires confirmation 
derived from that matter ; in this case, being unable 
to assume either in order to establish the other, we 
suspend judgement about both.

* See §§ 135 if.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 164-169
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*Ότι δε παν τό ζητουμενον εις τουτους άνάγειν 
τούς τρόπους ενδεχεται, διά βραχέων υποδείξομεν

170 ούτως, τό προτεθεν -ήτοι αισθητόν εστιν η νοητόν, 
όποιον δ ’ αν ή, διαπεφώνηται* οι μεν γάρ τά  
αισθητά, μόνα φασίν εΐναι αληθή, οι δε μόνα τά  
νοητά, οι δε τινά μεν αίσθητά τινά δε νοητά, 
πότερον οΰν επικριτήν είναι φήσονσι την δια
φωνίαν ή άνεπίκριτον; εί μεν άνεπίκριτον, εχομεν 
ότι δει επεχειν περί γάρ των άνεπικρίτως δια
φωνούμενων ούχ οΐόν τε εστιν άποφαίνεσθαι. εί δε

171 επικριτήν, πόθεν επικριθήσεται ττυνθανόμεθα. οΐον 
τό αισθητόν (επί τούτον γάρ προτερον στήσομεν 
τον λόγον) πότερον υπό αισθητού ή υπό νοητού; 
εί μεν γάρ υπό αισθητού, επεί περί των αισθητών 
ζητονμεν, καί εκείνο άλλου δεήσεται προς πίστιν. 
εί δε κάκεΐνο αισθητόν εσται, πάλιν καί αυτό άλλον 
δεήσεται τοΰ πιστώσοντος, καί τοΰτο μόχρις

172 άπειρου, ει δε υπό νοητού επικρίνεσθαι δεήσει τό  
αισθητόν, επεί καί τά  νοητά διαπεφώνηται, δεήσε- 
ται καί τοΰτο νοητόν ον κρίσεώς τε καί πίστεως. 
πόθεν οΰν πιστωθήσεται; εί μεν υπό νοητού, εις 
άπειρον εκπεσεΐται ομοίως· εί δ* υπό αισθητού, 
επεί προς μεν την πίστιν του αισθητού παρελήφθη 
νοητόν προς δε την τοΰ νοητοΰ πίστιν αισθητόν, 6 
διάλληλος είσάγεται τρόπος.

173 Εί δέ ταΰτα φενγων, ο προσδιαλεγόμενος ήμΐν

β Of these views the first was maintained, e.g. by Prot
agoras and Epicurus, the second by Plato and Democritus, 
the third by Peripatetics and Stoics.

6 Lit. “ the through-one-another mode” (of reasoning). 
This is the fallacy known as circulus in probando, by which
9 6
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That every matter o f inquiry admits o f being 
brought under these Modes we shall show briefly in 
this way. The matter proposed is either a sense-170 
object or a thought-object, but whichever it is, it is an 
object of controversy; for some say that only sensibles 
are true, others only intelligibles, others that some 
sensible and some intelligible objects are true.® Will 
they then assert that the controversy can or cannot 
be decided ? If they say it cannot, we have it granted 
that we must suspend judgement; for concerning 
matters of dispute which admit of no decision it is 
impossible to make an assertion. But if they say 
that it can be decided, we ask by what is it to be 
decided. For example, in the case o f the sense-171 
object (for we shall base our argument on it first), 
is it to be decided by a sense-object or a thought- 
object? For if they say by a sense-object, since we 
are inquiring about sensibles that object itself also 
will require another to confirm i t ; and if that 
too is to be a sense-object, it likewise will require 
another for its confirmation, and so on ad infinitum. 
And if the sense-object shall have to be decided by 172 
a thought-object, then, since thought-objects also are 
controverted, this being an object o f thought will 
need examination and confirmation. Whence then 
will it gain confirmation ? I f  from an intelligible 
object, it will suffer a similar regress ad infinitum; 
and if from a sensible object, since an intelligible 
was adduced to establish the sensible and a sensible 
to establish the intelligible, the Mode of circular 
reasoning b is brought in.

If, however, our disputant, by way of escape from 173

each of two propositions is used in turn to prove the truth of 
the other.
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κατά, συγχώρησιν καί άναποδείκτως άξιωσειε λαμ- 
βάνειν τι προς άπόδειξιν τω ν εξής, 6 υποθετικός 
είσάγεται τρόπος, άπορος υπάρχων, εί μεν γάρ 
6 υποτιθέμενος πιστός εστιν, ημείς αεί το άντι- 
κείμενον υποτιθέμενοι ούκ εσόμεθα άπιστότεροι. 
καί εί μεν αληθές τι υποτίθεται ό υποτιθέμενος, 
ύποπτον αυτό ποιεί, καθ’ ύπόθεσιν αυτό λαμβάνων 
άλλα μη μετά κατασκευής· εί δε φεΰδος, σαθρά 

174 εσται ή υπόβαθρα τω ν κατασκευαζομένων. καί εί 
μεν άνυει τι τό ύποτίθεσθαι προς πίστιν, αυτό τό 
ζητούμενου ύποτιθεσθω, καί μη έτερόν τι δι ου 
δη κατασκευάσει τό πράγμα περί ου ό λόγος· εί 
δε άτοπόν εστι τό ύποτίθεσθαι τό ζητούμενου, 
άτοπον εσται καί τό ύποτίθεσθαι τό επαναβεβηκός. 

17δ 'Ότι δε καί πρός τ ί  εστι πάντα τά  αισθητά, 
δήλον εστι γάρ πρός τούς αισθανόμενους, φανερόν 
ούν οτι δπερ άν ήμΐν προτεθή πράγμα αισθητόν, 
εις τούς πέντε τρόπους άνάγειν τούτο εύμαρές 
έστιν. ομοίως δε καί περί τού νοητού επιλογιζό- 
μεθα. εί μεν γάρ άνεπικρίτως διαπεφωνήσθαι 
λέγοιτο, δοθήσεται ήμΐν τό δεΐν επέχειν περί 

176 αύτοΰ. εί δέ έπικριθήσεται ή διαφωνία, εί μεν 
διά νοητού, εις άπειρον εκβαλοΰμεν, εί δε ύπό 
αισθητού, εις τον διάλληλον τό γάρ αισθητόν 
πάλιν διαφωνούμενου, καί μη δυνάμενον δι αύτοΰ 
έπικρίνεσθαι διά την εις άπειρον έκπτωσιν, τού  
νοητού δεήσεται ώσπερ καί τό νοητόν τού αισθητού.

° Lit. “ without exit (or way of escape) ” ; i.e. it hope
lessly entangles the opponent.

6 i.e. the super-ordinate, or more universal, proposition.
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this conclusion, should claim to assume as granted 
and without demonstration some postulate for the 
demonstration o f the next steps o f his argument, 
then the Mode of hypothesis will be brought in, 
which allows no escape.® For if the author of the 
hypothesis is worthy o f credence, we shall be no 
less worthy of credence every time that we make 
the opposite hypothesis. Moreover, if the author 
of the hypothesis assumes what is true he causes 
it to be suspected by assuming it by hypothesis 
rather than after proof; while if it is false, the 
foundation of his argument will be rotten. Further, 174 
if hypothesis conduces at all to proof, let the subject 
of inquiry itself be assumed and not some other thing 
which is merely a means to establish the actual 
subject of the argument; but if it is absurd to assume 
the subject of inquiry, it will also be absurd to assume 
that upon which it depends.* * 6

It is also plain that all sensibles are relative ; for 175 
they are relative to those who have the sensations. 
Therefore it is apparent that whatever sensible object 
is presented can easily be referred to one o f the Five 
Modes. And concerning the intelligible object we 
argue similarly. For if it should be said that it is a 
matter o f unsettled controversy, the necessity o f our 
suspending judgement will be granted. And if, on 176 
the other hand, the controversy admits of decision, 
then if the decision rests on an intelligible object we 
shall be driven to the regress ad infinitum, and to 
circular reasoning if it rests on a sensible ; for since 
the sensible again is controverted and cannot be 
decided by means o f itself because o f the regress ad 
infinitum, it will require the intelligible object, just 
as also the intelligible will require the sensible. For 177
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177 διά τ α ΰ τ α  δ ε  ε ξ  ύ π ο θ ό σ ε ω ς  6  λ α μ β ά ν ω ν  τ ι  π ά λ ι ν  

ά τ ο π ο ς  ε σ τ α ι .  άλλα κ α ι  π ρ ο ς  τι εστι τ ά  ν ο η τ ά ·  

π ρ ο ς  γ ά ρ  τ ο ν  ν ο ο ΰ ν τ α  λ ό γ ε τ α ι ,  κ α ι  ε ί  ή ν  τ η  φ ύ σ ε ι  

τ ο ι ο ϋ τ ο ν  ό π ο ιο ν  λ ό γ ε τ α ι ,  ο ύ κ  ά ν  δ ιε φ ω ν ή θ η .  

ά ν η χ θ η  ο ΰ ν  κ α ι  τ ο  ν ο η τ ό ν  ε ι ς  τ ο ύ ς  π ό ν τ ε  τ ρ ό π ο υ ς ,  

δ ιό π ε ρ  α ν ά γ κ η  π ε ρ ί  τ ο ΰ  π ρ ο τ ε θ ό ν τ ο ς  π ρ ά γ μ α τ ο ς  

π ά ν τ ω ς  ή μ α ς  ε π ό χ ε ιν .

Τοιοντοι μ ε ν  κ α ι  οι π α ρ ά  τ ο ΐ ς  ν ε ω τ ό ρ ο ις  π α ρ α -  

δ ιδ ό μ ε ν ο ι  π 4 ν τ ε  τ ρ ό π ο ι ·  ο ΰ ς  ε κ τ ί θ ε ν τ α ι  ο ύ κ  ε κ -  

β ά λ λ ο ν τ ε ς  τ ο ύ ς  δέκα τ ρ ό π ο υ ς ,  άλλ’ ύ π ε ρ  τ ο ΰ  

π ο ι κ ι λ ώ τ ε ρ ο ν  κ α ι  διά τ ο ύ τ ω ν  σ ύ ν  ε κ ε ίν ο ι ς  ε λ ό γ χ ε ιν  

τ η ν  τ ω ν  δ ο γ μ α τ ι κ ώ ν  π ρ ο π 4 τ ε ι α ν .

ΙΓ'.—ΤΙΝΕΣ ΟΙ ΔΤΟ ΤΡΟΠΟΙ
178 Π αραδιδόασι δε και δ υ ο  τ ρ ό π ο υ ς  ε π ο χ ή ς  

ε τ ό ρ ο υ ς ·  ε π ε ι  γ ά ρ  π α ν  τ ό  κ α τ α λ α μ β α ν ό μ ε ν ο ν  ή τ ο ι  

ε ξ  ε α υ τ ο ΰ  κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε σ θ α ι  δ ο κ ε ΐ  η  ε ξ  ε τ ε ρ ο υ  

< ύ ι τ ο μ ιμ ν ή σ κ ο ν τ ε ς  ο τ ι  ο ύ τ ε  ε ξ  ε α υ τ ο ΰ  τ ι  ο ύ τ ε  ε ξ  

ε τ ό ρ ο υ  > ι  κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε τ α ι ,  τ η ν  π ε ρ ί  π ά ν τ ω ν  α π ο ρ ί α ν  

ε ίσ ά γ ε ι ν  δ ο κ ο ΰ σ ιν .  κ α ι  ο τ ι  μ ε ν  ο ύ δ ε ν  ε ξ  ε α υ τ ο ΰ  

κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε τ α ι ,  φ α σ ί ,  δ ή λ ο ν  ε κ  τ η ς  γ ε γ ε ν η μ ό ν η ς  

π α ρ ά  τ ο ΐ ς  φ υ σ ικ ο ΐ ς  π ε ρ ί  τ ε  τ ω ν  α ισ θ η τ ώ ν  κ α ι  τ ώ ν  

ν ο η τ ώ ν  α π ά ν τ ω ν ,  ο ΐ μ α ι ,  δ ια φ ω ν ία ς ,  η  δ η  ά ν ε π ί -  

κ ρ ι τ ό ς  ε σ τ ι  μ η  δ υ ν α μ ό ν ω ν  η μ ώ ν  μ ή τ ε  α ί σ θ η τ ώ  

μ ή τ ε  ν ο η τ ώ  κ ρ ι τ η ρ ί ω  χ ρ ή σ θ α ι  δ ι ά  τ ό  π α ν ,  ο π ε ρ

179 ά ν  λ ά β ω  μ ε ν ,  ά π ι σ τ ο ν  ε ί ν α ι  δ ια π ε φ ω ν η  μ ό ν ο ν ,  διά
1 <ύπομ. . . . ίτέρον> add. Τ. * 6

• For this final reduction of the “  Tropes ”  to two—arguing 
against the possibility of either (1) immediate or (2) mediate 
certitude—see Introd. p. xli.

6 “  Physics,”  as a branch of philosophy, was treated of by 
all the Schools alluded to in § 170 s u p r a , which are specially 
here in mind.
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these reasons, again, he who assumes anything by 
hypothesis will be acting illogically. Moreover, 
objects of thought, or intelligibles, are relative ; for 
they are so named on account of their relation to 
the person thinking, and if they had really possessed 
the nature they are said to possess, there would 
have been no controversy about them. Thus the 
intelligible also is referred to the Five Modes, so 
that in all cases we are compelled to suspend judge
ment concerning the object presented.

Such then are the Five Modes handed down amongst 
the later Sceptics ; but they propound these not by 
way of superseding the Ten Modes but in order to 
expose the rashness o f the Dogmatists with more 
variety and completeness by means o f the Five in 
conjunction with the Ten.

Chapter XVI.—Of the Two M odes

They hand down also T w o  other M o d e s  leading 178 
to suspension of judgement.® Since every object of 
apprehension seems to be apprehended either through 
itself or through another object, by showing that 
nothing is apprehended either through itself or 
through another thing, they introduce doubt, as they 
suppose, about everything. That nothing is appre
hended through itself is plain, they say, from the 
controversy which exists amongst the physicistsb 
regarding, I imagine, all things, both sensibles and 
intelligibles ; which controversy admits of no settle
ment because we can neither employ a sensible 
nor an intelligible criterion, since every criterion 
we may adopt is controverted and therefore dis
credited. And the reason why they do not allow 179
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δε τοϋτο ούδ' εξ ετέρου τι καταλαμβάνεσθαι συγ- 
χωροϋσιν. el μεν γάρ το εξ οΰ τι καταλαμβάνεται 
αεί εξ ετέρου καταλαμβάνεσθαι δεήσει, εις τον 
διάλληλον η τον άπειρον έμβάλλουσι τρόπον, εί 
δε βουλοιτό τις λαβεΐν ώς έξ έαυτοϋ καταλαμ- 
βανόμενόν τι εξ οΰ τι καταλαμβάνεται1 έτερον, 
άντιπίπτει το  μηδέν εξ έαυτοϋ καταλαμβάνεσθαι 
διά τα  προειρημένα, το  δε μαχόμενον πώς αν 
δυναιτο καταληφθηναι <η>* άφ' έαυτοϋ η άφ' 
έτέρου, άποροΰμεν, τοΰ κριτηρίου της αλήθειας η 
της καταληφεως μη φαινομένου, σημείων δέ και 
δίχα άποδείξεως διατρεπομένων, καθάπερ εν τοΐς 
έξης είσόμεθα.

Τοσαΰτα μεν οΰν καί περί τω ν τρόπων της 
εποχής επί τοΰ παρόντος άρκέσει λελέχθαι.

ΙΖ'.—TINES ΤΡΟΠΟΙ ΤΗΣ ΤΩΝ ΑΙΤΙΟΛΟΓΙΚΩΝ 
ΑΝΑΤΡΟΠΗΣ

180 “Ωσπερ δέ τούς τρόπους της εποχής παραδίδομεν, 
οΰτω και τρόπους εκτίθενται τινες καθ' οΰς εν ταΐς 
κατά μέρος α ίτιολογίαις διαποροΰντες έφιστώμεν 
τούς δογματικούς διά τό μάλιστα επί ταυταις 
αυτούς μέγα φρονεΐν. καί δη Αινησίδημος οκτώ  
τρόπους παραδίδωσι καθ' οΰς οΐεται πάσαν δογ
ματικήν αιτιολογίαν ώς μοχθηράν ελέγχων άποφη-

181 νασθαι, ών πρώτον μεν είναι φησι καθ' δν τρόπον 
το της αιτιολογίας γένος εν άφανέσιν άναστρεφό- 
μενον ούχ όμολογουμένην έχει την εκ τών φαινο-

1 καταλαμβάν€ται ΤΜ : 'Κα.μβάνειν MSS., Bekk.
* φ  add. Τ.

102
β See ϋ. 96 ff.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 179-181

that anything is apprehended through something 
else is this : If that through which an object is 
apprehended must always itself be apprehended 
through some other thing, one is involved in a pro
cess of circular reasoning or in regress ad infinitum. 
And if, on the other hand, one should choose to 
assume that the thing through which another object 
is apprehended is itself apprehended through itself, 
this is refuted by the fact that, for the reasons already 
stated, nothing is apprehended through itself. But 
as to how what conflicts with itself can possibly be 
apprehended either through itself or through some 
other thing we remain in doubt, so long as the criterion 
of truth or of apprehension is not apparent, and signs, 
even apart from demonstration, are rejected, as we 
shall discover in our next Book.®

For the present, however, it will suffice to have said 
thus much concerning the Modes leading to suspen
sion of j udgement.

C h apter  XVII.— Of th e  M odes by  w hich  the  
A etiologists are  confuted

Just as we teach the traditional Modes leading to 18° 
suspense of judgement, so likewise some Sceptics 
propound Modes by which we express doubt about 
the particular “  aetiologies,” or theories of causation, 
and thus pull up the Dogmatists because of the special 
pride they take in these theories. Thus Aenesidemus 
furnishes us with Eight Modes by which, as he thinks, 
he tests and exposes the unsoundness of every dog
matic theory of causation. Of these the First, he 181 
says, is that which shows that, since aetiology as a 
whole deals with the non-apparent, it is unconfirmed
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μινών επιμαρτύρησαν · δεύτερον δε καθ' δν πολλάκις 
εύεπιφορίας οΰσης δαψιλούς ώστε πολυτρόπως 
αίτιολογησαι το ζητούμενον, καθ' ενα μόνον τρό-

182 ττον τοΰτό τινες αιτιολογοΰσιν’ τρίτον καθ' δν των  
τεταγμενως γινομένων αιτίας άποδιδόασιν ονδεμίαν 
τάζιν επιφαινούσας· τέταρτον καθ' δν τα  φαινόμενα 
λαβόντες ώς γίνεται, καί τα  μη φαινόμενα νομί- 
ζουσιν ώς γίνεται κατειληφεναι, τάχα μεν ομοίως 
τοΐς φαινόμενόις τω ν αφανών επ ιτελουμενών, τάχα

183 δ* ούχ ομοίως άλλ' ιδιαζόντως’ πεμπτον καθ' δν 
πάντες ώς έπος είπεΐν κατά τάς ιδίας τω ν στοι
χείων υποθέσεις άλλ’ ού κατά τινας κοινάς καί 
6μολογονμενας εφόδους αιτιολογοΰσιν' εκτον καθ' 
δν πολλάκις τα  μεν φωρατά ταΐς ίδίαις ύποθεσεσι 
παραλαμβάνουσιν, τα δε άντιπίπτοντα καί την

184 ϊσην εχοντα πιθανότητα παραπεμπουσιν · έβδομον 
καθ' δν πολλάκις άποδιδόασιν αιτίας ού μόνον τοΐς 
φαινομενοις άλλα καί ταΐς ίδίαις ύποθεσεσι μαχο- 
μενας· όγδοον καθ' δν πολλάκις οντων απόρων 
ομοίως των τε φαίνεσθαι δοκούντων καί των επι- 
ζητουμενών, εκ των ομοίως απόρων περί των

185 ομοίως απόρων ποιούνται τάς διδασκαλίας, ούκ 
αδύνατον δε' φησι καί κατά τινας επιμίκτους τρό
πους, ηρτημενους εκ των προειρημενών, διαπίπτειν 
εν ίου ς εν ταΐς αίτιολογίαις.

Τάχα δ’ αν καί οι πεντε τρόποι της εποχής άπαρ- 
κοΰσι προς τάς αιτιολογίας, ήτοι γάρ σύμφωνον 
πάσαις ταΐς κατά φιλοσοφίαν αίρεσεσι καί τη
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by any agreed evidence derived from appearances. 
The Second Mode shows how often, when there is 
ample scope for ascribing the object o f investigation 
to a variety of causes, some of them account for it 
in one way only. The Third shows how to orderly 182 
events they assign causes which exhibit no order. 
The Fourth shows how, when they have grasped the 
way in which appearances occur, they assume that 
they have also apprehended how non-apparent things 
occur, whereas,though the non-apparent may possibly 
be realized in a similar way to the appearances, 
possibly they may not be realized in a similar way but 
in a peculiar way of their own. In the Fifth Mode it 183 
is shown how practically all these theorists assign 
causes according to their own particular hypotheses 
about the elements, and not according to any com
monly agreed methods. In the Sixth it is shown 
how they frequently admit only such facts as can 
be explained by their own theories, and dismiss 
facts which conflict therewith though possessing 
equal probability. The Seventh shows how they 184 
often assign causes which conflict not only with 
appearances but also with their own hypotheses. 
The Eighth shows that often, when there is equal 
doubt about things seemingly apparent and things 
under investigation, they base their doctrine about 
things equally doubtful upon things equally doubtful.
Nor is it impossible, he adds, that the overthrow of 185 
some of their theories of causation should be referred 
to certain mixed Modes which are dependent on the 
foregoing.

Possibly, too, the Five Modes of suspension α may 
suffice as against the aetiologies. For if a person 
propounds a cause, it will either be or not be in accord
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σκέφει καί τοις φαινομένοις αιτίαν ερεΐ τις ή ού. 
καί σύμφωνον μεν ίσως ονκ ενδέχεται- τά  τε γάρ 

18(5 φαινόμενα καί τα  άδηλα 'πάντα διαπεφώνηται. εί 
δε διαφωνεί, άπαιτηθήσεται και ταυτής την αιτίαν, 
και φαινομένην μεν φαινομένης η άδηλον άδηλον 
λαμβάνων εις άπειρον έκπεσεΐται, εναλλάξ δε 
αίτιολογών εις τον διάλληλον. ίστάμενος δε που, 
η όσον επί τοΐς είρημένοίς λέξει την αιτίαν συν- 
εστάναι, και εισάγει το πρός τι, άναιρών το προς 
την φνσιν, η εξ ύποθέσεώς τι λαμβάνων επι- 
σχεθήσεται. εστιν οΰν και διά τούτων έλέγχειν 
ίσως την τω ν δογματικών εν τα ΐς αίτιολογίαις 
προπέτειαν.

ΙΗ'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ 2ΚΕ1ΙΤΙΚΩΝ ΦΩΝΩΝ

187 Έπει δε εκάστω χρώμενοι τούτων τε καί των  
της εποχής τρόπων επιφθεγγόμεθα φωνάς τινας 
τής σκεπτικής διαθέσεως καί του περί ημάς 
πάθους μηνυτικάς, οΐον λέγοντες “  ού μάλλον ”  
“  ούδέν όριστέον ”  καί άλλα? τινάς, ακόλουθον άν 
είη καί περί τούτων εξής διαλαβεΐν. άρξώμεθα 
δε άπο τής “  ού μάλλον
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with all the philosophical systems and with Scepticism 
and with appearances. Probably, however, it is im
practicable to propound a cause in accord with all 
these, since all things, whether apparent or non- 
evident, are matters of controversy. But if, on the 186 
other hand, the cause propounded be not in accord 
therewith, the theorist will be asked in turn for the 
cause of this cause, and if he assumes an apparent 
cause for an apparent, or a non-evident for a non- 
evident, he will be involved in the regress ad infinitum, 
or reduced to arguing in a circle if he grounds each 
cause in turn on another. And if at any point he 
makes a stand, either he will state that the cause is 
well-grounded so far as relates to the previous ad
missions, thus introducing relativity and destroying 
its claim to absolute reality, or he will make some 
assumption ex hypotkesi and will be stopped by us.
So by these Modes also it is, no doubt, possible to 
expose the rashness o f the Dogmatists in their 
aetiologies.

Chapter XVIII.—Of the Sceptic Expressions 
or Formulae

And because when we make use o f these Modes 187 
and those which lead to suspension o f judgement we 
give utterance to certain expressions a indicative of 
our sceptical attitude and tone of mind—such as 
“ Not more,”  “ Nothing must be determined,”  and 
others of the kind—it will be our next task to discuss 
these in order. So let us begin with the expression 
“  Not more.”

• Of. §§ 14, 15 supra.
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Ιθ\—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΗΣ “ OT ΜΑΛΛΟΝ” ΦΩΝΗΣ
188 Ταύτην τοίνυν ότε μεν ώς εφην προφερόμεθα, 

ότε δε όντως “  ούδεν μάλλον” ' ού γάρ, ως τινες 
ύπολαμβάνουσι, την μεν “  ού μάλλον ”  εν ταΐς 
είδικαΐς ζητήσεσι παραλαμβάνομεν, την δε “  ούδεν 
μάλλον ”  εν ταΐς γενικαΐς, άλλ* άδιαφόρως την τε 
“  ού μάλλον ”  καί την “  ούδεν μάλλον ”  προφερό
μεθα, καί νυν ώς περί μιάς διαλεξόμεθα. εστι μεν 
οΰν αΰτη η φωνή ελλιπής, ώς γάρ όταν λέγω μεν 
διπλή, δυνάμει φαμεν εστία διπλή, και όταν λε- 
γωμεν πλατεία, δυνάμει λεγομεν πλατεία οδός,1 
ούτως όταν εΐπωμεν “  ού μάλλον,”  δυνάμει φαμεν

189 “  ού μάλλον τόδε ή τόδε, άνω κάτω.”  τινες μεντοι 
των σκεπτικών παραλαμβάνουσιν αντί [του πυσμα- 
το?]2 του ού τό τ ί  μάλλον τόδε ή τόδε, το τ ί  παρα- 
λαμβάνοντες νΰν αντί αιτίας, ΐν* ή το λεγόμενον 
“  διά τ ί  μάλλον τόδε ή τόδε; ”  σύνηθες δε εστι 
καί πύσμασιν αντί αξιωμάτων χρήσθαι, οΐον

τις τον Αιός σύλλεκτρον ούκ οΐδε βροτών;
καί άξιώμασιν αντί πυσμάτων, οΐον “  ζητώ  7του 
οίκεϊ Αίων ”  καί “  ττυνθάνομαι τίνος ενεκα χρή 
θαυμάζειν άνδρα ποιητήν.”  άλλα καί τό τ ί  αντί 
του διά τ ί παραλαμβάνεται παρά Μενάνδρω·

τ ί  γάρ εγώ κατελειπόμην;
190 δηλοι δε τό “  ού μάλλον τόδε ή τόδε ”  καί πάθος

1 πλατεία . . . πλατεία οδό* Diels: πλατείαν . . . πλατείαν 
όδ6ν mss., Bekk.

2 [του πύσματο*] del. ego.
° i.e. (perhaps) a two-storied house (taking έστία as mean

ing oltda). Fabric. proposed έσθ-η*, διπλή then being -  διπλοί*, 
“ a double cloak.” πλατεία, “ square,” lit. “ broad, open, 
place.”
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Chapter XIX.—Of the Expression “  Not more

This expression, then, we sometimes enunciate 188 
in the form I have stated but sometimes in the form 
"  Nowise more.” For we do not, as some suppose, 
adopt the form “  Not more ”  in specific inquiries 
and ” Nowise more ”  in generic inquiries, but we 
enunciate both “  Not more ”  and “  Nowise more ”  in
differently, and we shall discuss them now as identical 
expressions. This expression, then, is elliptical. For 
just as when we say “  a double ”  we are implicitly 
saying “  a double hearth,”  “ and when we say “ a 
square ”  we are implicitly saying “  a square road
way,”  so when we say “  Not more ”  we are implicitly 
saying “  Not this more than that, up than down.” 
Some of the Sceptics, however, in place of the “  Not ”  189 
adopt the form “  (For) what this more than that,”  
taking the “  what ”  to denote, in this case, cause, 
so that the meaning is “  For what reason this more 
than that ? ”  b And it is a common practice to use 
questions instead of assertions, as for example—“  The 
bride of Zeus, what mortal knows her not ? ”  c And 
also assertions in the place of questions ; for instance 
—“  I am inquiring where Dion lives,”  and “  I ask 
you what reason there is for showing surprise at a 
poet.”  And further, the use of “  What ”  instead of 
“ For what reason ” is found in Menander,d “ (P’or) 
what was I left behind ? ”  And the expression “ Not 190 
more this than that ”  indicates also our feeling, where-

b The τί, here substituted for ού, is capable of meaning 
either “ what ” (or “ in what respect ”) or “ why,” “ for what 
cause or reason ” ( = διά, τί). Thus τί gives an interrogative 
form ( πύσμα ) to the formula, as distinct from the affirmative 
form (άζίωμα) with oi’>.

c Eurip. Hero. Fur. 1. d Fragm. 900 (Kock).
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ήμετερον, καθ' ο διά τή ν ίσοσθόνειαν τω ν  α ντι
κείμενων π ραγμ ά τω ν εις άρρεφίαν καταλήγομεν, 
ίσοσθόνειαν1 μεν λεγόντω ν η μ ώ ν την <Ισότητα  
τήν>* κατά το  φαινόμενον ήμΐν πιθανόν, αντικεί
μενα  δε κοινώς τά  μ αχόμενα, άρρεφίαν δε τη ν προς  
μηδότερον συγκατάθεσιν.

191 'Η  γοΰν "  ούδεν μάλλον ”  φωνή καν εμφαίνη 
χαρακτήρα συγκ α τα θεσεω ς ή άρνήσεω ς, ημείς ούχ  
ό ντω ς αυτή χρώ μ εθα , άλλ' άδιαφόρως αυτήν π α ρα - 
λαμβάνομεν καί κ α ταχρηστικώ ς, ήτοι αντί π υ σ -  
μ ατος ή αντί το ν  λεγειν “ αγνοώ  τίνι μεν τούτω ν  
χρή συγκατατίθεσθαι τίνι Βε μή συγκ α τα τίθεσθα ι.' ’ 
πρόκειται ήμΐν Βηλώσαι το  φαινόμενον ή μ ΐν  κατά  
δε τή ν  φωνήν Βι' ής αυτό Βηλοϋμεν άΒιαφοροΰμεν. 
κάκεΐνο Βε χρή γινώ σκειν δτι προφερόμεθα τήν  
“  ούδεν μάλλον ”  φωνήν ού Βιαβεβαιούμενοι περί 
τοΰ  π ά ντω ς νπάρχειν αυτήν αληθή καί βεβαίαν, 
αλλά κατά τό  φαινόμενον ήμΐν καί περί αυτής  
λεγοντες.

Κ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΦΑΣΙΑΣ

192 Περί δέ τή ς  αφασίας λόγο μεν τάδε, φάσις 
καλείται Βιχώς, κοινώς τ ε  καί ιδίω ς, κοινώς μεν  
ή Βηλοΰσα θεσιν ή άρσιν φωνή, οΐον “  ήμερα εστιν, 
ονχ ήμερα εστιν ,”  ιδίως δέ ή δηλοΰσα θεσιν μόνον, 
καθ' δ  σημαινόμενον τ ά  αποφατικά ού καλοΰσι 
φάσεις, ή οΰν αφασία ά π όστα σίς εστι τή ς  κοινώς 
λεγομενης φ άσεω ς, ή  ύποτάσσεσθαι λόγο μ εν τη ν  
τ ε  κατάφασιν καί τή ν άπόφασιν, ώ ς  είναι αφασίαν 1 2

1 ισοσθενειαν Papp.: Ισότητα MSS., Bekk.
2 <1σύτητα την> add. Papp.
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by we come to end in equipoise because of the 
equipollence of the opposed objects ; and by “  equi- 
pollence ”  we mean equality in respect of what seems 
probable to us, and by “  opposed ”  we mean in 
general conflicting, and by “  equipoise ”  ° refusal of 
assent to either alternative.

Then as to the formula “  Nowise more,”  even 191 
though it exhibits the character of a form of assent 
or of denial, we do not employ it in this way, but we 
take it in a loose and inexact sense, either in place 
of a question or in place of the phrase “ I know not 
to which of these things I ought to assent, and to 
which I ought not.”  For our aim is to indicate what 
appears to us ; while as to the expression by which 
we indicate this we are indifferent. This point, too, 
should be noticed—that we utter the expression 
“  Nowise more ”  not as positively affirming that it 
really is true and certain, but as stating in regard to 
it also what appears to us.

Chapter XX.—Of “  A phasia ”  or Non-assertion

Concerning non-assertion what we say is this. The 192 
term “  assertion ”  has two senses, general and special; 
used in the general sense it indicates affirmation or 
negation, as for example “  It is day,”  “  It is not 
day ”  ; in its special sense it indicates affirmation 
only, and in this sense negations are not termed 
assertions. Non-assertion, then, is avoidance o f asser
tion in the general sense in which it is said to include 
both affirmation and negation, so that non-assertion

* This is the typical Sceptic’s attitude of complete mental 
neutrality, or “  state of even balance ”  (άρρεψίa, Diog. 
Laert. ix. 74).
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πάθος ήμετερον δι ο ούτε τιθεναι τι ούτε άναιρεΐν 
193 φαμεν. δθεν δήλόν εστιν δτι και την αφασίαν 

παραλαμβάνομεν ούχ ώς προς την φυσιν τοιούτων 
δντων των πραγμάτων ώστε πάντως αφασίαν 
κινειν, άλλα δηλοΰντες δτι ημείς νυν, ore προ- 
φερόμεθα αυτήν, επί τώνδε τω ν ζητούμενων τούτο 
πεπόνθαμεν. κάκεΐνο χρή μνημονευειν δτι μηδέν 
τιθεναι μηδε άναιρεΐν φαμεν τω ν κατά το άδηλον 
δογματικώς λεγομένων τοΐς γάρ κινοΰσιν ημάς 
παθητικώς και άναγκαστικώς άγουσιν εις συγ- 
κατάθεσιν εΐκομεν.

ΚΑ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΤΑΧΑ,” ΚΑΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΕΚΕΣΤΙ,” ΚΑΙ 
ΤΟΤ “ ΕΝΔΕΧΕΤΑΙ”

, Λ. a t  υ \ a y t ff \ a >>194 lo  oe ταχα και ου ταχα και εξεστι 
και ονκ egean και €νό€χ€ται και ονκ 
ενδεχεται ”  παραλαμβάνομεν αντί του τάχα μεν 
εστιν τάχα δ’ ούκ εστιν, και εξεστι μεν είναι 
εξεστι δε μή είναι, και ενδεχεται μεν είναι εν
δέχεται δε μή είναι, ώς παραλαμβάνειν ημάς συν
τομίας χάριν το μή εξεΐναι αντί του εξεΐναι μή 
είναι, καί τό μή ενδεχεσθαι αντί του ενδεχεσθαι μή 
είναι, καί τό ου τάχα αντί του τάχα μή είναι.

195 πάλιν δε ενταύθα ου φωνομαχοΰμεν, ουδέ εί φύσει 
ταΰτα δηλοΰσιν αι φωναί ζητοΰμεν, άλλ* άδια- 
φόρως αύτάς, ώς εΐπον, παραλαμβάνομεν. δτι 
μεντοι αυται αι φωναί αφασίας είσί δηλωτικαί, 
πρόδηλον, οΐμαι. 6 γοΰν λε'γων “  τάχα εστιν ”  
δυνάμει τίθησι καί τό  μάχεσθαι δοκοΰν αύτφ, τό 
112
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is a mental condition of ours because of which we 
refuse either to affirm or to deny anything. Hence 193 
it is plain that we adopt non-assertion also not as 
though things are in reality of such a kind as wholly 
to induce non-assertion, but as indicating that we 
now, at the time of uttering it, are in this condition 
regarding the problems now before us. It must 
also be borne in mind that what, as we say, we 
neither posit nor deny, is some one o f the dogmatic 
statements made about what is non-apparent; for 
we yield to those things which move us emotionally 
and drive us compulsorily to assent.

Chapter XXI.—Of the Expressions “  Perhaps,”
“ Possibly,”  and “ M aybe ”

The formulae “  perhaps ”  and “  perhaps not,”  and 194 
“ possibly ”  and “  possibly not,”  and “  maybe ”  and 
” maybe not,” we adopt in place of “  perhaps it is 
and perhaps it is not,”  and “  possibly it is and 
possibly it is not,”  and “  maybe it is and maybe 
it is not,”  so that for the sake o f conciseness 
we adopt the phrase “  possibly not ”  instead of 
*' possibly it is not,”  and “ maybe not ”  instead of 
“  maybe it is not,”  and “  perhaps not ”  instead of 
” perhaps it is not.”  But here again we do not fight 195 
about phrases nor do we inquire whether the phrases 
indicate realities, but we adopt them, as I said," in 
a loose sense. Still it is evident, as I think, that 
these expressions are indicative o f non-assertion. 
Certainly the person who says “  perhaps it is ”  is 
implicitly affirming also the seemingly contradictory

• Of. §§ 13, 191 supra.
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τάχα μη είναι, τώ  μη διαβεβαιοΰσθαι περί του  
είναι αυτό, ομοίως δε καί επί τω ν λοιπών έχει.

ΚΒ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΕΠΕΧΩ"

196 Τό δε “  επεχω ”  παραλαμβάνομεν αντί του ούκ 
έχω είπεΐν τίνι χρή τω ν προκειμένων πιστεΰσαι 
η τινι άπιστησαι, δηλοΰντες οτι ίσα ημΐν φαίνεται 
τα  πράγματα προς πίστιν καί απιστίαν, καί εί 
μεν ΐσα εστίν, ου διαβεβαιούμεθα' το  δό φαινόμενον 
ημΐν περί αυτών, οτε ημΐν υποπίπτει, λέγομεν. 
καί η εποχή δε είρηται άπδ του επεχεσθαι την 
διάνοιαν ώς μήτε τιθέναι τι μήτε άναιρεΐν διά την  
ίσοσθενειαν τώ ν ζητουμένων.

ΚΤ.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΟΤΔΕΝ ΟΡΙΖΩ*

197 ΪΙερί δε του  “  ούδέν ορίζω ”  ταΰτα φαμέν. 
όριζειν είναι νομίζομεν ούχί τό  απλώς λέγειν τι, 
αλλά τό  πράγμα άδηλον προφέρεσθαι μετά συγ
καταθέσεων. ουτω γάρ ούδέν όρίζων 6  σκεπτικός 
τάχα εύρεθήσεται, ουδέ αυτό τό “  ούδέν ορίζω 
ου γάρ εστι δογματική ύπόληφις, τουτέστιν άδήλω 
συγκατάθεσις, αλλά φωνή πάθους ήμετέρου δηλω
τική. όταν ούν ειττη ό σκεπτικός “  ούδέν ορίζω,”  
τούτο φησιν “  εγώ ουτω πέπονθα νυν ώς μηδέν

114
Cf. §§ 7, 10 rupra.
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phrase “  perhaps it is not ”  by his refusal to make 
the positive assertion that “  it is.”  And the same 
applies to all the other cases.

Chapter XXII.—Of the Expression 
“  I suspend Judgement ”

The phrase “  I suspend judgement ”  e we adopt in 196 
place of “  I am unable to say which o f the objects 
presented I ought to believe and which I ought to 
disbelieve,”  indicating that the objects appear to us 
equal as regards credibility and incredibility. As to 
whether they are equal we make no positive asser
tion ; but what we state is what appears to us in 
regard to them at the time of observation. And the 
term “  suspension ”  is derived from the fact o f the 
mind being held up or “  suspended ”  so that it neither 
affirms nor denies anything owing to the equipollence 
of the matters in question.

Chapter XXIII.—Of the Expression
“  I DETERMINE NOTHING ”

Regarding the phrase “ I determine nothing ” this 197 
is what we say. We hold that “  to determine ”  is 
not simply to state a thing but to put forward 
something non-evident combined with assent. For 
in this sense, no doubt, it will be found that 
the Sceptic determines nothing, not even the very 
proposition “  I determine nothing ”  ; for this is not a 
dogmatic assumption, that is to say assent to some
thing non-evident, but an expression indicative o f our 
own mental condition. So whenever the Sceptic says 
“  I determine nothing,”  what he means is “  I am 
now in such a state of mind as neither to affirm 
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των υπό την ζήτησιν τηνδε πεπτωκότων τιθεναι 
δογματικούς η άναιρεΐν.”  τούτο δε φησι λόγων 
το εαυτώ φαινόμενον περί τω ν προκειμενων [ουκ] 
άπαγγελτικώς, <ού δογματικούς >χ μετά πεποι- 
θήσεως άποφαινόμενος, άλλ* δ πάσχει διηγούμενος.

ΚΔ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΠΑΝΤΑ ΕΣΤΙΝ ΑΟΡΙΣΤΑ ”
198 Και η άοριστία δε πάθος διάνοιας εστί, καθ' ο 

ούτε αϊρομόν τι ούτε τίθεμεν των δογματικούς 
ζητονμ4νων, τουτ4στι τω ν άδηλων, όταν οδν λ4γη 
6 σκεπτικός “  πάντα εστιν αόριστα,”  τό μεν εστι 
λαμβάνει αντί του φαίνεσθαι αύτώ, πάντα δε λ4γει 
ού τα  όντα άλλ' άπερ διεξηλθε των παρά τοΐς 
δογματικοΐς ζητούμενων άδηλων, αόριστα δε μη 
προύχοντα των άντικειμενων η κοινώς μαχομ4νων

199 κατά πίστιν η απιστίαν, και ώσπερ 6 λ4γωνΛ μ / t ' < < > \ λ ;ιπεριπατώ δυνάμει φησιν εγω περιπατώ, 
ούτως 6 Λένων “  πάντα εστιν άόριστα ”  σνσση-/ Λ* « λ \ t \ » / * f » * # /μαινει κασ ημάς το ως προς εμε η ως εμοι φαι- 
νεται, ώς είναι τό λεγόμενον τοιοΰτον “  όσα επ- 
ηλθον των δογματικώς ζητουμόνων, τοιαΰτά μοι 
φαίνεται ώς μηδέν αυτών τού μαχομόνου προύχειν 
μοι δοκεΐν κατά πίστιν η απιστίαν.”

ΚΕ'.-ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ “ ΠΑΝΤΑ ΕΣΤΙΝ ΑΚΑΤΑΛΗΠΤΑ”
200 Οντω δε φερόμεθ α καί όταν λόγω μεν “  πάντα 

εστιν ακατάληπτα” · καί γάρ τό πάντα ομοίως
1 [ούκ] . . . <ού δο7/*ατ(κώϊ> om. et add. Τ. * 116

° For “ opposed ” and “ conflicting ” see § 10 above.
b i.e. the personal pronoun “ I ” is potentially, or implicitly, 

expressed in the ending of the Greek verb (first person 
singular). e Cf. § 1.
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dogmatically nor deny any of the matters now in 
question.”  And this he says simply by way of announ
cing undogmatically what appears to himself regard
ing the matters presented, not making any confident 
declaration, but just explaining his own state o f mind.

Chapter XXIV.— Of the Expression 
A ll T hings are Undetermined ”

Indetermination is a state o f mind in which we J98 
neither deny nor affirm any of the matters which are 
subjects o f dogmatic inquiry, that is to say, non- 
evident. So whenever the Sceptic says “  All things 
are undetermined,”  he takes the word “  are ”  in the 
sense o f “  appear to him,”  and by “  all things ”  he 
means not existing things but such of the non-evident 
matters investigated by the Dogmatists as he has 
examined, and by “  undetermined ”  he means not 
superior in point o f credibility or incredibility to 
things opposed, or in any way conflicting.** And just 199 
as the man who says ” (I) walk about ”  6 is potentially 
saying ”  I walk about,”  so he who says “  All are 
undetermined ”  conveys also, as we hold, the mean
ing “  so far as relates to me,”  or “  as appears to me,”  
so that the statement amounts to this—“ All the 
matters of dogmatic inquiry which I have examined 
appear to me to be such that no one of them is 
preferable to the one in conflict with it in respect 
o f credibility or incredibility.”

Chapter XXV.— Of the Expression 
“  A ll T hings are Non- apprehensible n

We adopt a similar attitude when we say ** All 200 
things are non-apprehensible.” 0 For we give a
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εξηγούμεθα και τό εμοί συνεκδεχόμεθα, ώς είναι 
τό λεγόμενον τοιοΰτον “  πάντα δσα εφώδευσα των  
δογματικώς ζητούμενων άδηλων φαίνεται μοί 
ακατάληπτα.”  τοΰτο δε εστιν ον διαβεβαιουμενου 
περί τοΰ τα  παρά τοΐς δογματικοις ζητούμενα 
φυσεως είναι τοιαυτης ώς είναι ακατάληπτα, άλλα 
τό εαυτόν πάθος άπαγγελλοντος, καθ' ο, φησίν, 
υπολαμβάνω δτι άχρι νυν ούδεν κατελαβον εκείνων 
εγώ διά την των αντικείμενων ίσοσθενειαν· δθεν 
και τά  εις περιτροπήν φερόμένα πάντα άπάδοντα 
είναι δοκεΐ μοι τω ν ύφ’ ημών άπαγγελλόμενων.

ΚΓ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΪ “ ΑΚΑΤΑΛΗΠΤΟ” ΚΑΙ "ΟΧ 
ΚΑΤΑΛΑΜΒΑΝΩ"

Και η ακαταληπτω 0€ και η ον καταλαμ- 
βάνω ”  φωνή πάθους οικείου εστι δηλωτική, καθ' 
ο άφίσταται ο σκεπτικός ώς προς τό παρόν τοΰ  
τιθεναι τι των ζητούμενων άδηλων η άναιρεΐν, ώς 
εστι δηλον εκ τω ν προειρημενών ήμΐν περί τω ν  
άλλων φωνών.

ΚΖ\—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ Π ΑΝΤΙ ΛΟΙΏΙ ΛΟΓΟΝ ΙΣΟΝ 
ΑΝΤΙΚΕΙΣΘΑΙ

"Οταν δε λεγωμεν “  παντι λόγω λόγος ίσος 
άντίκειται,”  παντί μεν λεγομεν τώ  ύφ* ημών διεξ- 
ωδευμενω, λόγον δε' φαμεν ούχ άπλώς αλλά τον  
κατασκευάζοντά τι δογματικώς, τουτεστι περί 
118

similar explanation of the word “ all,”  and we 
similarly supply the words “  to me,”  so that the 
meaning conveyed is this—”  All the non-apparent 
matters of dogmatic inquiry which I have in
vestigated appear to me non-apprehensible.”  And 
this is the utterance not of one who is positively 
asserting that the matters investigated by the Dog
matists are really o f such a nature as to be non- 
apprehensible, but o f one who is announcing his own 
state of mind, “ wherein,”  he says, “  I conceive that up 
till now I myself have apprehended nothing owing to 
the equipollence of the opposites; and therefore also 
nothing that is brought forward to overthrow our 
position seems to me to have any bearing on what we 
announce.”

Chapter XXVI.— Of the Expressions “  I am
N oN-APPREHENSIVE ”  AND “  I APPREHEND NOT ”
Both the expressions “ I am non-apprehensive ” 201 

and “  I apprehend not ”  are indicative of a personal 
state of mind, in which the Sceptic, for the time being, 
avoids affirming or denying any non-evident matter 
of inquiry, as is obvious from what we have said above 
concerning the other expressions.

Chapter XXVII.— Of the Phrase “  To every
A rgument an E qual A rgument is Opposed ”

When we say “ To every argument an equal argu 202 
ment is opposed,”  we mean “  to every argument ” 
that has been investigated by us, and the word 
“  argument ”  we use not in its simple sense, but of 
that which establishes a point dogmatically (that is to 
say with reference to what is non-evident) and estab-

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 200-202
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άδηλον, καί ον πάντως τον εκ λημμάτων καί 
επιφοράς άλλα τον όπωσοΰν κατασκευάζοντα. 
'ίσον δε φαμεν κατά πίστιν η άπιστίαν, τό  τε 
άντίκειται λαμβάνομεν άντϊ του μάχεται κοινώς, 
καί τό “  ώς εμοί φαίνεται ”  συνεκδεχόμεθα.

203 όταν οΰν εΐπω “  π αντί λόγω λόγος ίσος άντί- 
κειται,”  δυνάμει τοΰτό φημι "  παντί τώ  υπ εμού 
εζητασμενω1 λόγω, δς κατασκευάζει τι δογματικώς, 
ετερος λόγος κατασκευάζων τι δογματικώς, ίσος 
αύτω κατά πίστιν καί άπιστίαν, άντικεϊσθαι φαί
νεται μοι,”  ώς είναι την του λόγου προφοράν ου 
δογματικήν άλλ’ άνθρωπείου πάθους άπαγγελίαν, 
δ εστι φαινόμενον τώ  πάσχοντι.

204 ΐΐροφερονται δε τινες καί ουτω την φωνήν 
“  παντί λόγω λόγον άντικεΐσθαι τον ίσον,”  άξιοΰν- 
τες παραγγελματικώς τούτο “  παντί λόγω δογ
ματικώς τι κατασκευάζοντι λόγον δογματικώς ζη- 
τοΰντα, ίσον κατά πίστιν καί άπιστίαν, μαχόμενον 
αύτω άντιτιθώμεν,”  ΐνα ό μεν λόγος αύτοΐς ή προς 
τον σκεπτικόν, χρώνται δε άπαρεμφάτω αντί προσ
τακτικού, τω  άντικεΐσθαι άντί τοΰ άντιτιθώμεν.

205 παραγγελλουσι δε τούτο τω  σκεπτικώ, μη πως 
υπό τοΰ δογματικού παρακρουσθείς άπείπη την 
περί αυτούς1 ζήτησιν, καί τής φαινομενης αύτοΐς 
άταραξίας, ήν νομίζουσι παρυφίστασθαι τή περί 
πάντων εποχή, καθώς έμπροσθεν ύπεμνήσαμεν, 
σφαλή προπετευσάμενος.

1 έξ-ητασμένφ Heintz: έζ-ητημίνω ML: ξητονμένψ Bekk.
* αυτούς cj. Heintz: αύτοΰ Bekk.: αυτής EAB. * 120

β i.e. by the use of syllogisms. 
k As with Protagoras, who seems to have originated it.
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lishes it by any method, and not necessarily by means 
of premisses and a conclusion.® We say “ equal ”  
with reference to credibility or incredibility, and we 
employ the word “ opposed ” in the general sense of 
“ conflicting ”  ; and we supply therewith in thought 
the phrase “  as appears to me.” So whenever I say 203 
“  To every argument an equal argument is opposed,” 
what I am virtually saying is “ To every argument 
investigated by me which establishes a point dogmati
cally, it seems to me there is opposed another argu
ment, establishing a point dogmatically, which is 
equal to the first in respect o f credibility and in
credibility ”  ; so that the utterance o f the phrase is 
not a piece o f dogmatism,6 but the announcement of 
a human state o f mind which is apparent to the person 
experiencing it.

But some also utter the expression in the form 204 
“  To every argument an equal argument is to be 
Opposed,” c intending to give the injunction “  To 
every argument which establishes a point dogmatically 
let us oppose an argument which investigates dog
matically, equal to the former in respect of credibility 
and incredibility, and conflicting therewith ” ; for 
they mean their words to be addressed to the Sceptic, 
although they use the infinitive form “ to be opposed ” 
instead of the imperative “ let us oppose.”  And they 205 
address this injunction to the Sceptic lest haply, 
through being misled by the Dogmatist, he may give 
up the Sceptic search, and through precipitancy 
miss the “ quietude ” <* approved by the Sceptics, 
which they—as we said abovee—believe to be de
pendent on universal suspension of judgement.

* The infinite is here used in a jussive sense.
* Cf. §§ 10, 25 ff. » Cf. § 29.
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KH'.—ΠΑΡΑΠΗΓΜΑΤΑ ΤΠΕΡ ΤΩΝ ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΩΝ ΦΩΝΩΝ

206 ΙΙερί τοσούτων άρκεσει τώ ν φωνών ώς εν ύπο- 
τυπώσει διεξελθεΐν, άλλως τε καί επεί εκ των  
νυν ημΐν αφημένων δυνατόν εστι λεγειν καί περί 
των παραλελειμμενων. περί πασών γάρ τών σκεπ
τικών φωνών εκείνο χρη προειληφεναι δτι περί 
τοΰ αληθείς αύτάς είναι πάντως ου διαβεβαιού- 
μεθα, οπού γε καί ύφ* εαυτών αύτάς άναιρεΐσθαι 
λεγομεν δύνασθαι, συμπεριγραφομενας εκείνοις 
περί ών λέγονται, καθάπερ τά  καθαρτικά τών φαρ
μάκων ου μόνον τούς χυμούς υπεξαιρεί τοΰ σώ 
ματος άλλα καί εαυτά τοΐς χυμοΐς συνεξάγει.

207 φαμεν δε καί ώς ού κυρίως δηλοΰντες τά  πράγ
ματα, εφ* ών παραλαμβάνονται, τίθεμεν αύτάς, 
άλλ’ άδιαφόρως καί εί βούλονται καταχρηστικώς· 
ούτε γάρ πρεπει τώ  σκεπτικώ φωνομαχεΐν, άλλως 
τε ημΐν συνεργεί τό μηδε ταύτας τάς φωνάς 
εΐλικρινώς σημαίνειν λεγεσθαι, αλλά πρός τι καί

208 πρός τούς σκεπτικούς, πρός τούτοις κάκείνου δει 
μεμνησθαι δτι ού περί πάντων τών πραγμάτων 
καθόλου φαμεν αύτάς, αλλά περί τών άδηλων καί 
τών δογματικώς ζητούμενων, καί δτι τό φαινό- 
μενον ημΐν φαμεν καί ούχί διαβεβαιωτικώς περί 
της φύσεως τών εκτός υποκείμενων άποφαινόμεθα' 
εκ γάρ τούτων παν σόφισμα πρός φωνήν ενεχθεν 
σκεπτικήν οΐομαι δύνασθαι διατρεπεσθαι.

209 Έ πε ί δε την έννοιαν καί τά  μέρη καί τό κρι- 
τηριον καί τό τέλος, ετι δε τούς τρόπους της 
εποχής εφοδεύσαντες, καί περί τών σκεπτικών 122

α Cf. § 195 supra.
b Suggesting that such attacks must involve the fallacy 

of iynoratio elenchi.
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Chapter XXVIII.—Supplementary Notes on 
the Sceptic Expressions

In a preliminary outline it will be sufficient to have 206 
explained the expressions now set forth, especially 
since it is possible to explain the rest by deductions 
from the foregoing. For, in regard to all the Sceptic 
expressions, we must grasp first the fact that we make 
no positive assertion respecting their absolute truth, 
since we say that they may possibly be confuted by 
themselves, seeing that they themselves are included 
in the things to which their doubt applies, just as 
aperient drugs do not merely eliminate the humours 
from the body, but also expel themselves along with 
the humours. And we also say that we employ them 207 
not by way of authoritatively explaining the things 
with reference to which we adopt them, but without 
precision and, if you like, loosely ; for it does not 
become the Sceptic to wrangle over expressions,® and 
besides it is to our advantage that even to these ex
pressions no absolute significance should be ascribed, 
but one that is relative and relative to the Sceptics. 
Besides this we must also remember that we do not 208 
employ them universally about all things, but about 
those which are non-evident and are objects o f dog
matic inquiry ; and that we state what appears to us 
and do not make any positive declarations as to the 
real nature of external objects ; for I think that, as 
a result of this, every sophism b directed against a 
Sceptic expression can be refuted.

And now that we have review ed the idea or purpose 209 
o f Scepticism and its divisions, and the criterion and 
the end, and the modes, too, o f suspension, and have 
discussed the Sceptic expressions, and have thus made
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φωνών είπόντες, τον χαρακτήρα της σκέφεως 
έμπεφ>ανίκαμεν, ακόλουθον ηγούμεθα είναι καί των  
παρακειμένων αυτή φιλοσοφιών την προς αυτήν 
διάκρισιν συντόμως επελθεΐν, ΐνα σαφέστερον την 
εφεκτικήν αγωγήν κατανοήσωμεν. άρζώμεθα δε 
από της * Ηρακλείτειου φιλοσοφίας.

Κθ'.—ΟΤΙ ΔΙΑΦΕΡΕΙ Η ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΗ ΑΓΩΓΗ ΤΙΙΣ 
ΗΡΑΚΛΕΙΤΕΙΟΥ ΦΙΛΟΣΟΦΙΑΣ

210 "Οτι μεν οΰν αυτή διαφέρει της ημετέρας αγωγής, 
πρόδηλον ό μεν γαρ 'Ηράκλειτος περί πολλών 
άδηλων άποφαίνεται δογματικώς, ημείς δ* ούχί, 
καθάπερ εΐρηται. έπει δε οι περί τον Αίνησίδημον 
έλεγον οδόν είναι την σκεπτικήν αγωγήν επί την 
'Ηρακλείτειον φιλοσοφίαν, διότι προηγείται του 
τάναντία περί τό αυτό ύπάρχειν το τάναντία περί 
τό αυτό φαίνεσθαι, καί οι μεν σκεπτικοί φαίνεσθαι 
λέγουσι τα εναντία περί τό αυτό, οι Se 'Ηρα
κλείτειοι από τούτου καί επί τό ύπάρχειν αυτά 
μετέρχονται, φαμέν προς τούτους ότι τό τα  εναντία 
περί τό αυτό φαίνεσθαι ου δόγμα εστί τώ ν σκεπ
τικών άλλα πράγμα ου μόνον τοΐς σκεπτικοΐς άλλα 
καί τοΐς άλλοις φιλοσόφοις καί πάσιν άνθρώποις

211 ύποπΐπτον ούδείς γοϋν τολμήσαι αν είπεΐν ότι τό 
μέλι ου γλυκάζει τούς ύγιαίνοντας η οτι τούς

β For Heracleitus see Introd. p. viii; cf. ii. 59, 63. For 
Aenesidemus see Introd. pp. xxxvii ff.

b i.e. the Sceptic view that the same thing apparently 
possesses opposite attributes or qualities is regarded as a 
step on the road to the Heracleitean view that it realty 
possesses such qualities. But, as Sextus proceeds to argue,
124
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clear the character o f Scepticism, our next task is, 
we suppose, to explain briefly the distinction which 
exists between it and the philosophic systems which 
lie next to it, in order that we may more clearly 
understand the “  suspensive ”  Way of thought. Let 
us begin with the Heracleitean philosophy.

Chapter X X IX —T hat the Sceptic W ay op 
T hought differs from the H eracleitean 
Philosophy

Now that this latter differs from our Way of thought 210 
is plain at once ; for Heracleitus α makes dogmatic 
statements about many non-evident things, whereas 
we, as has been said, do not. It is true that Aenesi
demus and his followers used to say that the Sceptic 
Way is a road leading up to the Heracleitean philo
sophy, since to hold that the same thing is the subject 
of opposite appearances is a preliminary to holding 
that it is the subject of opposite realities, and while 
the Sceptics say that the same thing is the subject 
of opposite appearances, the Heracleiteans go on from 
this to assert their reality.6 But in reply to them we 
declare that the view about the same thing having 
opposite appearances is not a dogma of the Sceptics 
but a fact which is experienced not by the Sceptics 
alone but also by the rest of philosophers and by 
all mankind ; for certainly no one would venture to 211 
say that honey e does not taste sw eet to people in 
sound health or that it does not taste bitter to those
the ascription of apparently contradictory attributes to a 
thing is not peculiar to the Sceptics but common to all men, 
so that all others might equally well be regarded as Hera
cleiteans in the making. For the opposition of “ appear
ances ” cf. §§ 32, 91 ff., 101 ff. * Cf. § 101 supra.
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Ικτερικούς ον πικράζει, ώστε από κοινής των αν
θρώπων προλήφεως άρχονται οΐ Ηρακλείτειοι, 
καθάπερ και ημείς, ίσως δε και αί αλλαι φιλοσοφίαι. 
διόπερ εί μεν από τίνος των σκεπτικώς λεγομένων 
ελάμβανον τό τάναντία περί τό αυτό ύποκεΐσθαι, 
οΐον τοΰ “  πάντα εστίν ακατάληπτα ”  η τοΰ  
“  ούδεν ορίζω ”  η τίνος των παραπλήσιων, ίσως 
αν συνηγον δ λεγουσιν επει δε άρχας εχουσιν ού 
μόνον ήμΐν άλλα και τοΐς άλλοις φιλοσόφοις καί 
τω  βίω νποπιπτουσας, τ ί  μάλλον την ημετεραν 
αγωγήν η εκάστην τω ν άλλων φιλοσοφιών η καί 
τον βίον οδόν επί την 'Ηρακλείτειου φιλοσοφίαν 
είναι λεγοι τις αν, επειδή πάντες κοιναϊς νλαις 
κεχρήμεθα;

212 Μηποτε δε ού μόνον ού συνεργεί προς την γνώσιν 
τής 'Ηρακλείτειου φιλοσοφίας ή σκεπτική αγωγή, 
άλλα καί άποσυνεργεΐ, είγε 6 σκεπτικός πάντα τα  
υπό τοΰ 'Ηρακλείτου δογματιζόμενα ώς προπετώς 
λεγάμενα διαβάλλει, εναντιούμενος μεν τή εκπυ- 
ρώσει εναντιούμενος δε τω  τό. εναντία περί τό 
αύτό ύπάρχειν, καί επί παντός δόγματος τοΰ 'Ηρα
κλείτου την μεν δογματικήν προπέτειαν διασύρων, 
τ ο  o€ ον καταλαμρανω /cat to  ovoev ορίζω 
επιφθεγγόμένος, ώς εφην έμπροσθεν· δπερ μάχεται 
τοΐς 'Ηρακλειτείοις. άτοπον δε εστι τό τήν μαχο- 
μενην αγωγήν όδόν είναι λεγειν τής αίρεσεως 
εκείνης ή μάχεται· άτοπον άρα τό τήν σκεπτικήν 
αγωγήν επί τήν 'Ηρακλείτειου φιλοσοφίαν όδόν 
είναι λεγειν.

° i.e. general human experience and observation, derived 
from sense-impressions.
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suffering from j aundice; so that the Heracleiteans start 
from the general preconception of mankind, just as 
we also do and probably all the other philosophies. 
Consequently, if they had derived their theory that 
the same thing is the subject of opposite realities 
from one of the Sceptic formulae, such as “ All things 
are non-apprehensible,”  or “  I determine nothing,”  
or some similar expression, probably they would have 
reached the conclusion they assert; but since their 
starting-points are impressions experienced not by 
us only but by all the other philosophers and by 
ordinary people, why should anyone declare that our 
Way of thought is a road to the Heracleitean philosophy 
any more than any of the other philosophies or even 
than the ordinary view, since we all make use of the 
same common materiala ?

Rather it is the case that the Sceptic Way so far 212 
from being an aid to the knowledge of the Heracleitean 
philosophy is actually an obstacle thereto, seeing that 
the Sceptic decries all the dogmatic statements of 
Heracleitus as rash utterances, contradicting his 
“  Ecpyrosis,”  6 and contradicting his view that the 
same thing is the subject of opposite realities, and in 
respect o f every dogma of Heracleitus scoffing at his 
dogmatic precipitancy, and constantly repeating, as 
I said before, his own “  I apprehend not ”  and “  I 
determine nothing,”  which are in conflict with the 
Heracleiteans. Now it is absurd to say that a con
flicting Way is a road to the system with which it is in 
conflict; therefore it is absurd to say that the Sceptic 
Way is a road leading to the Heracleitean philosophy.

1 %.«. “  world-conflagration,”  by which all things are 
resolved into the primal Fire.
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Λ'.—TINI ΔΙΑΦΕΡΕΙ Η ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΗ ΑΓΩΓΗ Τ1ΙΣ 
ΔΗΜΟΚΡΙΤΕΙΟΤ ΦΙΛΟΣΟΦΙΑΣ

213 *Αλλά καί ή Δημοκρίτειος φιλοσοφία λεγεται 
κοινωνίαν εχειν προς την σκεφιν, επεί 8οκεΐ τη 
αυτή ϋλη ήμΐν κεχρήσθαι· από γάρ τοΰ τοΐς μεν 
γλυκύ φαίνεσθαι τό μέλι τοΐς 8ε πικρόν τον Δημό
κριτον επιλογίζεσθαί φασι τό μήτε γλυκύ αυτό 
είναι μήτε πικρόν, και διά τούτο επιφθεγγεσθαι 
την “  ου μάλλον ”  φωνήν σκεπτικήν ουσαν. δια- 
φόρως μεντοι χρώνται τή “  ού μάλλον ”  φωνή οι 
τε σκεπτικοί καί οι από τοΰ Δημοκρίτου’ εκείνοι 
μεν γάρ επί τοΰ μη8ετερον είναι τάττουσι τήν 
φωνήν, ημείς 8ε επί τοΰ άγνοεΐν πότερον άμφότερα

214 ή ούθετερόν τι εστι των φαινομένων, ώστε καί 
κατά, τούτο μεν 8 ιαφερομεν, προ8ηλοτάτη 8ε 
γίνεται ή 8 ιάκρισις όταν 6  Δημόκριτος λεγη “  ετεή̂  
8ε άτομα καί κενόν” · ετεή μεν γάρ λεγει αντί 
τοΰ αλήθεια· κατ αλήθειαν 8ε ύφεστάναι λεγων 
τάς τε άτόμους καί τό κενόν ότι 8 ιενήνοχεν ημών, 
εί καί από τής ανωμαλίας των φαινομένων άρ- 
χεται, περιττόν, οΐμαι, λεγειν.

ΛΑ'.—Τ1ΝΙ ΔΙΑΦΕΡΕΙ ΤΗΣ ΚΥΡΗΝΑΪΚΗΣ Η ΣΚΕ4ΊΣ

215 Φασι 8ε τινες ότι ή Κυρηναϊκή αγωγή ή αυτή εστι 
τή σκεφει, επει8ή κάκείνη τα πάθη μόνα φησί κατα- 
λαμβάνεσθαι.1 διαφερει 8ε αύτής, επει8ή εκείνη 
μεν τήν ή8ονήν καί τήν λείαν τής σαρκος κινησιν 
τέλος εΐναι λεγει, ήμεΐς 8έ τήν αταραξίαν, ή εναν- 
τιοΰται τό κατ* εκείνους τέλος4 καί γάρ παρουσης

1 καταλαμβάνεσθαι Pohlenz, Mutsch.: κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε ι »  m s s .,
Bekk.
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C h apter  XXX.—W herein  th e  Sceptic  W ay
DIFFERS FROM THE D eMOCRITEAN PHILOSOPHY

But it is also said that the Democritean 0 philo- 213 
sophy has something in common with Scepticism, 
since it seems to use the same material as w e ; for 
from the fact that honey appears sweet to some and 
bitter to others, Democritus, as they say, infers that 
it really is neither sweet nor bitter, and pronounces 
in consequence the formula “ Not more,”  which is 
a Sceptic formula. The Sceptics, however, and the 
School of Democritus employ the expression “  Not 
more ”  in different ways ; for while they use it to 
express the unreality of either alternative, we express 
by it our ignorance as to whether both or neither of 
the appearances is real. So that in this respect 214 
also we differ, and our difference becomes specially 
evident when Democritus says “  But in verity atoms 
and void ”  (for he says “  In verity ”  in place o f “  In 
truth ” ) ;  and that he differs from us when he says 
that the atoms and the void are in truth subsistent, 
although he starts out from the incongruity of appear
ances, it is superfluous, I think, to state.

C h apter  XXXI.—W herein  Scepticism  differs
FROM CYRENAICISM

Some assert that the Cyrenaic 6 doctrine is identical 215 
with Scepticism since it too affirms that only mental 
states are apprehended. But it differs from Scepticism 
inasmuch as it says that the End is pleasure and the 
smooth motion of the flesh, whereas we say it is 
" quietude,”  which is the opposite o f their E nd; for 

“ See Introd. pp. xi ff.
b See Introd. p. xvii; cf. Adv. Log. i. 191 ff.
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τής ηδονής καί μή παρουσης ταραχάς υπομένει. 
ο διαβεβαιούμενος τέλος είναι την ηδονήν, ώς εν 
τω  περί τον  τέλους επελογισάμην. εΐτα ημείς 
μεν έπέχομεν δσον επί τω  λόγω περί των εκτός 
υποκειμένων, οι δε Κυρηναϊκοί άποφαίνονται φυσιν 
αυτά έχειν ακατάληπτου.

ΑΒ'.—ΤΙΝΙ ΔΙΑΦΕΡΕΙ ΤΗΣ ΠΡΩΤΑΓΟΡΕΙΟΤ ΑΓΩΓΗΣ 
Η ΣΚΕΦΙΣ

216 Και 6 ΙΙρωταγόρας δε βούλεται πάντων χρη
μάτων είναι μέτρον τον άνθρωπον, των μεν όντων 
ώς εστιν, τω ν δε ούκ οντων ώς ούκ εστιν, μέτρον 
μεν λέγων το κριτήριου, χρημάτων δε τω ν πραγ
μάτων, ώς δυνάμει φάσκειν πάντων πραγμάτων 
κριτήριου είναι τον άνθρωπον, των μεν οντων ώς 
εστιν, των δε ούκ οντων ώς ούκ εστιν. καί διά 
τοΰτο τίθησι τά φαινόμενα έκάστω μόνα, καί ούτως

217 εισάγει τό πρός τι. διό καί δοκεΐ κοινωνίαν εχειν 
προς τούς Πυρρωνείους. διαφέρει δε αύτών, καί 
είσόμεθα την διαφοράν, εξαπλώσαντες συμμέτρως 
τό  δοκο^ν τω  Πρωταγόρα.

Φησίν οΰν ό άνήρ την ύλην ρευστήν είναι, ρεού- 
σης δε αύτής συνεχώς προσθέσεις αντί των άπο- 
φορήσεων γίγνεσθαι καί τάς αισθήσεις μετακοσ- 
μεΐσθαί τε καί άλλοιοΰσθαι παρά τε ηλικίας καί

218 παρά τάς άλλας κατασκευάς των σωμάτων, λέγει 
δέ καί τούς λόγους πάντων τω ν φαινομένων ύπο- 
κεΐσθαι εν τη ύλη, ώς δύνασθαι την ύλην δσον 
εφ* έαυτή πάντα είναι δσα πασι φαίνεται, τούς

a §§ 25 if. supra.
ISO

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 215-218

whether pleasure be present or not present the man 
who positively affirms pleasure to be the End under
goes perturbations, as I have argued in my chapter 
“ O f the End.” a Further, whereas we suspend 
judgement, so far as regards the essence of external 
objects, the Cyrenaics declare that those objects 
possess a real nature which is inapprehensible.

Chapter XXXII.— W herein Scepticism differs
FROM THE P r OTAGOREAN DOCTRINE

Protagoras 6 also holds that “  Man is the measure 216 
of all things, of existing things that they exist, and of 
non-existing things that they exist not ”  ; and by 
“  measure ”  he means the criterion, and by “  things ” 
the objects, so that he is virtually asserting that 
“  Man is the criterion of all objects, o f those which 
exist that they exist, and of those which exist not 
that they exist not.”  And consequently he posits only 
what appears to each individual, and thus he intro
duces relativity. And for this reason he seems also 217 
to have something in common with the Pyrrhoneans. 
Yet he differs from them, and we shall perceive the 
difference when we have adequately explained the 
views of Protagoras.

What he states then is this—that matter is in flux, 
and as it flows additions are made continuously in the 
place of the effluxions, and the senses are transformed 
and altered according to the times of life and to all 
the other conditions of the bodies. He says also 218 
that the “ reasons ” of all the appearances subsist in 
matter, so that matter, so far as depends on itself, is 
capable of being all those things which appear to

6 See Introd. p. xiv. In his physical theory Protagoras 
follows Heracleitus
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δέ ανθρώπους aλλοτε άλλων άντιλαμβάνεσθαι παρά 
τάς δια φόρους αυτών διαθέσεις· τον μεν γάρ κατά 
φύσιν εχοντα εκείνα των εν τη υλη καταλαμβάνειν 
ά τοΐς κατά φύσιν έχουσι φαίνεσθαι δύναται, τούς

219 δε παρά φύσιν ά τοΐς παρά φύσιν. και ηδη παρά 
τάς ηλικίας καί κατά το ύπνοΰν η εγρηγορέναι καί 
καθ’ έκαστον είδος τω ν διαθέσεων 6 αυτός λόγος, 
γίνεται τοίνυν κατ αυτόν τω ν οντων κριτηριον 6 
άνθρωπος' πάντα γάρ τά  φαινόμενα τοΐς άνθρώποις 
καί έστιν, τά  δέ μηδενί των ανθρώπων φαινόμενα 
ουδέ εστιν.

*Ορώμεν οΰν ότι καί περί του την ύλην ρευστήν 
είναι καί περί του τούς λόγους των φαινομένων 
πάντων εν αυτή ύποκεΐσθαι δογματίζει, άδηλων 
οντων καί ημΐν εφεκτών.

ΑΓ'.—ΤΙΝΙ ΔΙΑΦΕΡΕΙ ΤΗΣ ΑΚΑΔΗΜΑΪΚΗΣ 
ΦΙΛΟΣΟΦΙΑΣ Η ΣΚΕΨΙΣ

220 Φασι μέντοι τινές ότι ή ’Ακαδημαϊκή φιλοσοφία 
η αύτη εστι τη σκέφεί' διόπερ ακόλουθον αν εΐη 
καί περί τούτου διεζελθεΐν.

’Α,καδημιαι δέ γεγόνασιν, ώς <οί μέν πλείους> 
φασί, [ττλείου  ̂ μέν η]1 τρεις, μία μέν καί αρχαίο- 
τάτη η των περί ΐΐλάτωνα, δευτέρα δε καί μέση 
η των περί Άρκεσίλαον τον ακουστήν Τίολέμωνος, 
τρίτη δέ καί νέα η τω ν περί Καρνεάδην καί 
Κλειτόμαχον ένιοι δε καί τετάρτην προστιθέασι 
των περί Φίλωνα καί Χαρμίδαν, τινές δέ καί 

1 add. et om. e coiy. Bekk. * 132

e i.e., in brief, all “ appearances” (sensations, opinions, 
etc.) are due to inter-action between the matter of the
132
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all.a And men, he says, apprehend different things at 
different times owing to their differing dispositions ; 
for he who is in a natural state apprehends those 
things subsisting in matter which are able to appear 
to those in a natural state, and those who are in a non
natural state the things which can appear to those in 
a non-natural state. Moreover, precisely the same -19 
account applies to the variations due to age, and to 
the sleeping or waking state, and to each several kind 
of condition. Thus, according to him, Man becomes 
the criterion of real existences ; for all things that 
appear to men also exist, and things that appear to 
no man have no existence either.

We see, then, that he dogmatizes about the fluidity 
of matter and also about the subsistence therein of 
the “ reasons ” of all appearances, these being non- 
evident matters about which we suspend judgement.

Chapter XXXIII.—W herein Scepticism differs 
from the A cademic Philosophy

Some indeed say that the Academic philosophy b is 220 
identical with Scepticism ; consequently it shall be 
our next task to discuss this statement.

According to most people there have been three 
Academies—the first and most ancient that of Plato 
and his School, the second or middle Academy that 
of Arcesilaus, the pupil of Polemo, and his School, the 
third or New Academy that of the School of Carneades 
and Cleitomachus. Some, however, add as a fourth 
that of the School of Philo and Charmidas ; and some
percipient subject and the matter of the objective world, 
both of which are in constant flux. Thus “ matter ” is 
potentially the “ phenomenon.”

6 See Introd. pp. xxxii f.
133



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

πεμπτην καταλεγουσι την των ιτ€ρϊ τον Ά ντίοχον.
221 άρξάμενοι τοίνυν από της αρχαίας ίδωμεν την 

διαφοράν των ειρημενων φιλοσοφιών.
Τον Πλάτωνα οΰν οι μεν δογματικόν εφασαν 

είναι, oi δε άπορητικόν, οι δε Κατά μεν τι άπο- 
ρητικόν κατά δε τι δογματικόν· εν μεν γάρ τοΐς 
γυμναστικοΐς [φασί] λόγοις, ένθα 6 Σωκράτης 
είσάγεται ήτοι παίζων πρός τινας η άγωνιζόμενος 
προς σοφιστάς, γυμναστικόν τε και άπορητικόν 
φασιν όχειν αυτόν χαρακτήρα, δογματικόν δε 
ένθα σπουδάζων άποφαίνεται ήτοι διά Σωκράτους

222 η Τ ιμαίου η τίνος τω ν τοιουτων. περί μεν οΰν 
των δογματικόν αυτόν είναι λεγόντων, η κατά μεν 
τι δογματικόν κατά δε τι άπορητικόν, περισσόν αν 
ειη λεγειν νυν· αυτοί γάρ όμολογοΰσι την πρός 
ημάς διαφοράν περί δε τοΰ εί εστιν είλικρινώς 
σκεπτικός πλατυτερον μεν εν τοΐς ύπομνήμασι 
διαλαμβάνομεν, νΰν δε ώς εν ΰποτυπώσει λεγομεν1 
κατά τω ν περί* Ήίηνόδοτον και Αίνησίδημον (οΰτοι 
γάρ μάλιστα ταυτης προεστησαν της στάσεως) άτι 
όταν ο Πλάτων άποφαίνηται περί ιδεών η περί 
τοΰ πρόνοιαν είναι η περί τοΰ τον ενάρετον βίον 
αίρετώτερον είναι τοΰ μετά κακιών, είτε ώς ύπ- 
άρχουσι τουτοις συγκατατίθεται, δογματίζει, είτε 
ώς πιθανωτεροις προστίθεται, επεί προκρίνει τι 
κατά πίστιν η άπιστίαν, εκπεφευγε τον σκεπτικόν 
χαρακτήρα· ώς γάρ καί τοΰτο ημΐν εστιν άλλό- 
τριον, εκ τώ ν έμπροσθεν ειρημενων πρόδηλον.

1 λεγομεν Τ, c j . Bekk.: διαλαμβάνομεν mss.
* <τών> περί Μ. Heintz: περμηδοτον mss. :  κατά  Μ. Fabr., 

Bekk. 184

β i.e. those which aim at training the mind—subdivided
1 8 4
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even count the School of Antiochus as a fifth. Be- 221 
ginning, then, with the Old Academy let us consider 
how the philosophies mentioned differ <from ours>.

Plato has been described by some as “  dogmatic,”  by 
others as “ dubitative,”  and by others again as partly 
dogmatic and partly dubitative. For in his exercita- 
tory discourses,® where Socrates is introduced either 
as talking playfully with his auditors or as arguing 
against sophists, he shows, they say, an exercitatory 
and dubitative character ; but a dogmatic character 
when he is speaking seriously by the mouth either 
of Socrates or of Timaeus or of some similar personage. 
Now as regards those who describe him as a dogmatist, 222 
or as partly dogmatic and partly dubitative, it would 
be superfluous to say anything now; for they them
selves acknowledge liis difference from us. But the 
question whether Plato is a genuine Sceptic is one 
which we discuss more fully in our “ Commentaries ” b; 
but now, in opposition to Menodotus c and Aenesi- 
demus (these being the chief champions of this view), 
we declare in brief that when Plato makes state
ments about Ideas or about the reality of Providence 
or about the virtuous life being preferable to the 
vicious, he is dogmatizing if he is assenting to these as 
actual truths, while if he is accepting them as more 
probable than not, since thereby he gives a preference 
to one thing over another in point o f probability or 
improbability, he throws off the character of a Sceptic; 
for that such an attitude is foreign to us is quite plain 
from what has been said above.
(in Diog. Laert. iii. 49 ff.) into “ maeeutic ” (“ akin to the 
midwife’s art ” or “ mental obstetrics ”) and “ peirastic ” (or 
“ tentative,” e.g. Lysis, Laches, Euthyphro, Meno).

b i.e. the five books Against the Dogmatists; see Introd. 
p. xli. * See Introd. p. xl.
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223 Ei δε τινα και σκεπτικώς προφερεται, όταν, ώς 
φασί, γυμνάζεται, ον παρά τούτο  «σται σκαπτικός’ 
6  γάρ περί ενός δογματίζων, η προκρίνουν φαν
τασίαν φαντασίας δλως κατά πίστιν η απιστίαν 
<η άποφαινόμενος >χ περί τίνος των άδηλων, του  
δογματικοΰ γίνεται χαρακτήρος, ώς δηλοΐ και 6 
Τιμών διά τω ν περί Ξ,ενοφάνους αύτω λεγομένων.

224 εν πολλοΐς γάρ αυτόν επαινεσας [τον Σίενοφάνην\,2 
ώς και τούς σίλλους αύτω άναθείναι, εποίησεν 
αυτόν οδυρόμενον και λεγοντα

ώς και εγών δφελον πυκινοΰ νόου άντιβολήσαι 
άμφοτερόβλεπτος· δολίη δ* όδω εζαπατήθην 
πρεσβυγενής ετ εών και άμενθήριστος9 άπάσης 
σκεπτοσύνης. δππη γάρ εμόν νόον είρύσαιμι, 
εις εν ταντό τε παν άνελύετο· παν δ* εόν αίει 
πάντη άνελκόμενον μίαν είς φυσιν ΐσταθ' δμοίην.

διά τοΰτο γοΰν και ύπάτυφον αυτόν λεγει, και ον 
τελειον άτυφον, δι ών φησι

Έεινοφάνης ύπάτυφος, όμηραπάτης επισκώπτης, 
εκτός απ' ανθρώπων θεόν επλάσατ* ίσον άπάντη, 
<άτρεμή>* άσκηθή, νοερώτερον* ήε νόημα.

ύπάτυφον μεν γάρ είπε τον κατά τι άτυφον, δμηρ
απάτης δε επι σκώπτην, επει την παρ' ' Ο μη ρω

225 απάτην διεσυρεν. εδογμάτιζε δ« ό Ή,ενοφάνης παρά 
τάς τω ν άλλων ανθρώπων προληφεις εν είναι το  
παν, και τον θεόν συμφυή τοΐς πάσιν, είναι δε 
σφαιροειδή και απαθή και αμετάβλητον και λογι-

1 <ϊ) άττοφαινόμΐνοί'} add. Papp.
* [τδ>' 2.] del. Kayser, Mutsch.

8 άμ*νθ·ήριστο! Bergk: άιηνθ. mss., Bekk.
4 <άτρ£μί?> add. Diels.

8 voepurrepov Diels: voeporrbv mss., Bekk.
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And if Plato does really utter some statements in a 223 
sceptical way when he is, as they say, “ exercising,” 
that will not make him a Sceptic ; for the man that 
dogmatizes about a single thing, or ever prefers one 
impression to another in point of credibility or incredi
bility, or makes any assertion about any non-evident 
object, assumes the dogmatic character, as Timon 0 
also shows by his remarks about Xenophanes. For 224 
after praising him repeatedly, so that he even 
dedicated to him his Satires, he represented him as 
uttering this lamentation—
Would that I too had attained a mind compacted of wisdom, 
Both ways casting my eyes; but the treacherous pathway 

deceived me,
Old that I was, and as yet unversed in the doubts of the 

Sceptic.
For in whatever direction I turned my mind in its questing 
All was resolved into One and the Same; All ever-existing 
Into one self-same nature returning shaped itself all ways.
So on this account he also calls him “  semi-vain,”  and 
not perfectly free from vanity, where he says—
Xenophanes semi-vain, derider of Homer’s deceptions,
Framed him a God far other than Man, self-equal in all ways, 
Safe from shaking or scathe, surpassing thought in his 

thinking.
He called him “ semi-vain ” as being in some degree 
free from vanity, and “ derider of Homer’s decep
tions ”  because he censured the deceit mentioned in 
Homer.6 Xenophanes, contrary to the preconceptions 225 
of all other men, asserted dogmatically that the All 
is one, and that God is consubstantial with all things, 
and is o f spherical form and passionless and unchange-

“ See Introd. p. xxxi; and for Xenophanes, ibid. p. viii. 
b e.g. Homer, II. ii. 114 where Agamemnon says of Zeus 

νυν δέ κακήν απάτην βούλΐύσατ. Cf. Plato, Rep. 380 D If.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, I. 223-225
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κόν· όθεν καί ράδιον την Ξενοφάνους προς ημάς 
διαφοράν επιδεικνυναι. πλην αλλ’ εκ των είρη- 
μενων πρόδηλον ότι καν περί τινων επαπορη ό 
ΪΙλάτων, άλλ' επεί εν τισι φαίνεται η περί ύπ- 
άρξεως άποφαινόμενος πραγμάτων άδηλων η προ- 
κρίνων άδηλα κατά πίστιν, ούκ αν είη σκεπτικός.

226 Οι δε από της νέας 'Ακαδημίας, εί και ακατά
ληπτα εΐναι πάντα φασί, διαφερουσι των σκεπτικών 
ίσως μεν και κατ' αυτό τό λεγειν πάντα είναι 
ακατάληπτα (διαβεβαιοϋνται γάρ περί τούτον, ο 
δε σκεπτικός ενδεχεσθαι καί καταληφθήναί τινα 
προσδοκά), διαφερουσι δε ημών προδήλως εν τη 
τών αγαθών και τώ ν κακών κρίσει. αγαθόν γάρ 
τι φασιν εΐναι οι 'Ακαδημαϊκοί και κακόν ούχ ώς 
ημείς, αλλά μετά τοΰ πεπεΐσθαι ότι πιθανόν εστι 
μάλλον δ λεγονσιν εΐναι αγαθόν ύπάρχειν η τό  
εναντίον, και επί τοΰ κακοΰ ομοίως, ημών αγαθόν 
τι η κακόν εΐναι λεγόντων ονδεν μετά τοΰ πιθανόν 
εΐναι νόμιζειν ο φάμεν, άλλ' άδοζάστως επόμενων

227 τώ  βίω, ΐνα μη άνενεργητοι ώμεν. τάς τε φαν
τασίας ημείς μεν ΐσας λεγομεν εΐναι κατα πιστιν 
η άπιστίαν όσον επί τώ  λόγω, εκείνοι δε τας μεν 
πιθανός εΐναί φασι τάς δε άπιθάνους.

Και τών πιθανών δε λεγουσι διαφοράς' τάς μεν 
γάρ αυτό μόνον πιθανός ύπάρχειν ηγούνται, τας 
δε πιθανός και διεζωδευμενας, τάς δε πιθανός και

° Carneades was the chief exponent of this “ probabilism ” ·, 
see Introd. pp. xxxiii-xxxiv.
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able and rational; and from this it is easy to show 
how Xenophanes differs from us. However, it is plain 
from what has been said that even if Plato evinces 
doubt about some matters, yet he cannot be a Sceptic 
inasmuch as he shows himself at times either making 
assertions about the reality of non-evident objects 
or preferring one non-evident thing to another in 
point of credibility.

The adherents of the New Academy, although they 226 
affirm that all things are non-apprehensible, yet 
differ from the Sceptics even, as seems probable, in 
respect of this very statement that all things are 
non-apprehensible (for they affirm this positively, 
whereas the Sceptic regards it as possible that some 
things may be apprehended); but they differ from 
us quite plainly in their judgement o f things good 
and evil. For the Academicians do not describe a 
thing as good or evil in the way we do ; for they do 
so with the conviction that it is more probable α that 
what they call good is really good rather than the 
opposite, and so too in the case o f evil, whereas 
when we describe a thing as good or evil we do not 
add it as our opinion that what we assert is probable, 
but simply conform to life undogmatically that we 
may not be precluded from activity.6 And as regards 227 
sense-impressions, we say e that they are equal in 
respect of probability and improbability, so far as 
their essence is concerned, whereas they assert 
that some impressions are probable, others im
probable.

And respecting the probable impressions they 
make distinctions : some they regard as just simply 
probable, others as probable and tested, others as

* Cf. §§ 15, 23 f. ; ii. 13. · Cf. § 117.
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περιωδευμενας καί απερίσπαστους, οΐον εν οΐκω 
σκοτεινά ποσώς κείμενου σχοινιού εσπειραμένου 
πιθανή απλώς φαντασία γίνεται από τούτου ώς

228 από οφεως τώ  άθρόως επεισελθόντι· τώ  μεντοι 
περισκοπησαντι ακριβώς και διεξοδεύσαντι τα  περί 
αυτό, οΐον ότι ου κινείται, ότι τό χρώμα τοΐόν 
εστι, καί τώ ν άλλων έκαστον, φαίνεται σχοινίον 
κατά την φαντασίαν την πιθανήν καί περιωδευ- 
μόνην, ή δε καί απερίσπαστος φαντασία τοιάδε 
εστίν. λεγεται 6 'Ηρακλής άποθανοΰσαν την 
“Αλκηστιν ανθις εξ αδου άναγαγεΐν καί δεΐξαι 
τώ  'Αδμήτω, ος1 πιθανήν ελάμβανε φαντασίαν της 
'Αλκήστιδος καί περιωδευμενην· επεί μεντοι ηδει 
ότι τεθνηκεν, περιεσπάτο αύτοΰ ή διάνοια από 
της συγκαταθεσεως καί προς απιστίαν εκλινεν.

229 προκρίνουσιν οΰν οι εκ της νέας *Ακαδημίας της 
μεν πιθανής απλώς την πιθανήν καί περιωδευμενην 
φαντασίαν, άμφοτερων δε τούτων την πιθανήν καί 
περιωδευμενην καί άπερίσπαστον.

Εί δε καί πείθεσθαί τισιν οι τε από της * Ακα
δημίας καί οι από της σκεφεως λεγουσι, πρό
δηλος καί ή κατά τοΰτο διαφορά, τών φιλοσοφιών.

230 το γάρ πείθεσθαί λεγεται διαφόρως, τό τε μη 
άντιτείνειν άλλ’ απλώς επεσθαι άνευ σφοδράς 
προσκλίσεως καί προσπάθειας, ώς ο παις λεγεται 
πείθεσθαί τώ  παιδαγωγό) · άπαξ δε το μετά, 
αίρεσεως καί οίονεί συμπάθειας κατά τό σφόδρα 
βούλεσθαι συγκατατίθεσθαί τινι, ώς ο άσωτος

1 fls Τ : καί mss., Bekk. * 140

° δίβζωδΐυμέναί and irepi«5eνμ̂ ναί mean literally “ gone all 
through” (or “ all over”), hence “ thoroughly inspected,”
1 4 0
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probable, tested, and “  irreversible.”  a For example, 
when a rope is lying coiled up in a dark room, to one 
who enters hurriedly it presents the simply “ prob
able ”  appearance o f being a serpent; but to the 228 
man who has looked carefully round and has investi
gated the conditions — such as its immobility and 
its colour, and each of its other peculiarities—it 
appears as a rope, in accordance with an impression 
that is probable and tested. And the impression that 
is also “ irreversible ”  or incontrovertible is o f this 
kind. When Alcestis had died, Heracles, it is said, 
brought her up again from Hades and showed her to 
Admetus, who received an impression o f Alcestis that 
was probable and tested; since, however, he knew 
that she was dead his mind recoiled from its assent 
and reverted to unbelief.6 So then the philosophers 229 
of the New Academy prefer the probable and tested 
impression to the simply probable, and to both of 
these the impression that is probable and tested and 
irreversible.

And although both the Academics and the Sceptics 
say that they believe some things, yet here too the 
difference between the two philosophies is quite plain.
For the word ” believe ” has different meanings : it 230 
means not to resist but simply to follow without 
any strong impulse or inclination, as the boy is said 
to believe his tutor; but sometimes it means to 
assent to a thing o f deliberate choice and with a 
kind of sympathy due to strong desire, as when 
the incontinent man believes him who approves of

“ scrutinized ” : άτερισπάο-τους, “ not able to be drawn 
round ” (or “ stripped off”), hence “ indubitable.”

6 This is a curious example of an “  irreversible ” impression.
If the text is right, it looks as if Sextus was nodding.

141



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

πείθεται τώ  δαπανητικώς βιοΰν άξιοΰντι. διόπερ 
επειδή οί μεν περί Καρνεάδην καί Κλειτόμαχον 
μετά προσκλίσεως σφοδράς πείθεσθαί τε καί 
πιθανόν εΐναί τι φασίν, ημείς δε κατά το απλώς 
εϊκειν άνευ προσπάθειας, καί κατά, τούτο αν αυτών 
διαφεροιμεν.

231 ’Αλλά καί εν τοΐς προς το τέλος διαφερομεν της 
νέας * *Ακαδημίας’ οί μεν γάρ κατ αυτήν κοσ- 
μεΐσθαι λεγοντες άνδρες τώ  πιθανώ προσχρώνται 
κατά, τον βίον, ημείς δε τοΐς νόμοις καί τοΐς εθεσι 
καί τοΐς φυσικοΐς πάθεσιν επόμενοι βι ου μεν άδοξα- 
στως. καί πλείω δ’ αν εΐπομεν πράς την διάκρισιν, 
εί μη της συντομίας εστοχαζόμεθα.

232 Ό  μεντοι Άρκεσίλαος, ον της μέσης *Α κα
δημίας ελεγομεν είναι προστάτην καί αρχηγόν, 
πάνυ μοι δοκεΐ τοΐς Πυρρωνείοις κοινωνεΐν λόγοις, 
ώς μίαν είναι σχεδόν την κατ αυτόν αγωγήν καί 
την ήμετεραν ούτε γάρ περί υπάρξεως η ανυπ
αρξίας τίνος άποφαινόμενος εύρίσκεται, οϋτε κατά 
πίστιν η απιστίαν προκρίνει τι ετερον ετερου, άλλα 
περί πάντων επεχει. καί τέλος μεν είναι την 
εποχην, ή συνεισερχεσθαι την αταραξίαν ημείς

233 εφάσκομεν. λεγει δε καί αγαθά μεν είναι τάς κατά 
μέρος εποχάς, κακά δε τάς κατά μέρος συγκατα
θέσεις. [ήτοι] πλην εί μη λεγοι τις ότι ημείς μεν 
κατά το φαινόμενον ήμΐν ταϋτα λεγομεν καί ου 
διαβεβαιωτικώς, εκείνος δε ώς πράς την φυσιν, 
ώστε καί αγαθόν μεν είναι αυτήν λεγειν την εποχήν,

234 κακόν δε την συγκατάθεσιν. εί δε δει καί τοΐς 
περί αύτοΰ λεγομενοις πιστευειν, φασιν ότι κατά

° Cf. §§ 22, 27 ff. supra. b See §§ 25 supra.
* Cf. § 226. * Cf. §§ 23, 24. ‘ Cf. § 220 supra.
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an extravagant mode of life. Since, therefore, 
Carneades and Cleitomachus declare that a strong 
inclination accompanies their credence and the 
credibility of the object, while w e3 say that our 
belief is a matter of simple yielding without any 
consent, here too there must be a difference between 
us and them.

Furthermore, as regards the End (or aim of life)6 231 
we differ from the New Academy; for whereas the 
men who profess to conform to its doctrinec use 
probability as the guide of life, w ed live in an un- 
dogmatic way by following the laws, customs, and 
natural affections. And we might say still more about 
this distinction had it not been that we are aiming at 
conciseness.

Arcesilaus, however, who was, as we said,* the 232 
president and founder of the Middle Academy, 
certainly seems to me to have shared the doctrines of 
Pyrrho, so that his Way of thought is almost identical 
with ours. For we do not find him making any asser
tion about the reality or unreality of anything, nor 
does he prefer any one thing to another in point of 
probability or improbability, but suspends judgement 
about all. He also says that the End is suspension— 
which is accompanied, as we have said, by “ quietude.”
He declares, too, that suspension regarding particular 233 
objects is good, but assent regarding particulars bad. 
Only one might say that whereas we make these 
statements not positively but in accordance with what 
appears to us, he makes them as statements of real 
facts, so that he asserts that suspension in itself really 
is good and assent bad. And if one ought to credit 234 
also what is said about him, he appeared at the first
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μεν το πρόχειρον ΙΙυρρώνειος εφαίνετο είναι, κατά 
δε την αλήθειαν δογματικός ή ν  και επεί των  
εταίρων απόπειραν ελάμβανε διά της άπορητικής 
εί εύφυώς εχουσι προς την άνάληφιν των  Π λατω- 
νικών δογμάτων, δόξαι αυτόν άπορητικόν είναι, 
τοΐς μεντοι γε  εύφυεσι τω ν εταίρων τά ΪΙλάτωνος 
παρεγχειρεϊν. ενθεν καί τον Ά ρίστω να  είπεΐν περί 
αύτοΰ

πρόσθε Πλάτων, οπιθεν ΤΙνρρων, μεσσος Δ ιό
δωρος,

διά το προσχρησθαι τη διαλεκτική τη κατά, τον  
Διόδωρον, είναι δε άντικρνς Πλατωνικόν.

235 Οί δε περί Φίλωνά φασιν όσον μεν επί τω  
στωικω κριτηρίω, τουτεστι τη καταληπτική φαν
τασία, ακατάληπτα είναι τά πράγματα, όσον δε 
επί τη φύσει των πραγμάτων αυτών καταληπτά. 
άλλα καί 6 Ά ντίοχος την στοάν μετηγαγεν εις 
την *Ακαδημίαν, ώς καί είρησθαι επ* αύτω ότι εν 
* Ακαδημία φιλοσοφεί τά στωικά' επεδείκνυε γάρ 
ότι παρά Πλάτωνι κεΐται τά  των στωικών δόγματα, 
ώς πρόδηλον είναι την της σκεπτικής αγωγής 
διαφοράν πρός τε την τετάρτην καί την πεμπτην 
καλουμενην Ακαδημίαν.

ΑΔ'.—ΕΙ Η ΚΑΤΑ ΤΗΝ ΙΑΤΡΙΚΗΝ ΕΜΠΕΙΡΙΑ Η ΑΤΤΗ 
ΕΣΤΙ ΤΗ ΣΚΕ4ΈΙ

236 Έ τέι δε καί τη εμπειρία τη κατά την ιατρικήν 
αίρεσει την αυτήν λεγουσί τινες είναι την σκεπ-

0 Ariston of Chios, a pupil of Zeno the Stoic.
h The verse is a parody of Homer, II. vi. 181 (c/. Hesiod,
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glance, they say, to be a Pyrrhonean, but in reality 
he was a dogmatist; and because he used to test his 
companions by means of dubitation to see if they were 
fitted by nature for the reception of the Platonic 
dogmas, he was thought to be a dubitative philo
sopher, but he actually passed on to such of his 
companions as were naturally gifted the dogmas of 
Plato. And this was why Ariston® described him 
as “  Plato the head of him, Pyrrho the tail, in 
the midst Diodorus ”  6 ; because he employed the 
dialectic o f Diodorus, although he was actually a 
Platonist.

Philo0 asserts that objects are inapprehensible 235 
so far as concerns the Stoic criterion, that is to say 
“  apprehensive impression,”  but are apprehensible so 
far as concerns the real nature o f the objects them
selves. Moreover, Antiochusc actually transferred 
the Stoa to the Academy, so that it was even said 
of him that “  In the Academy he teaches the Stoic 
philosophy ”  ; for he tried to show that the dogmas 
of the Stoics are already present in Plato. So that 
it is quite plain how the Sceptic “  Way ”  differs from 
what is called the Fourth Academy and the Fifth.

Chapter XXXIV.—W hether M edical Empiricism 
is the same as Scepticism

Since some allege that the Sceptic philosophy 236 
is identical with the Empiricism o f the Medical

Theog. 323), who thus describes the Chimaera: τρ6σθ( λέων, 
6ιτιθα> δί δράκων, μέσση δί χίμαιρα (“  Lion the head of her, 
Dragon the tail of her, trunk of a She-goat ” ). Diodorus 
Cronos was a Megaric philosopher (c ir c a  300 b.c.).

• See Introd. pp. xxxvi f.
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τικήν φιλοσοφίαν, γνωστεον οτι ehτερ ή εμπειρία 
εκείνη περί τής ακαταληψίας των αδήλων δια- 
βεβαιοΰται, οΰτ€ ή αυτή εστι τη σκεψει ούτε 
άρμόζοι αν τώ  σκεπτικώ την αΐρεσιν εκείνην 
άναλαμβάν€ΐν. μάλλον δε την καλού μενην μέθοδον,

237 ώς εμοί δοκεϊ, δυναιτο άν μετιεναι· αυτή γάρ μόνη 
των κατά Ιατρικήν αιρέσεων περί μεν των άδηλων 
δοκεΐ μή προπετευεσθαι, πότερον καταληπτά εστιν 
ή ακατάληπτα λεγειν αύθαδειαζομενη, τοΐς δε 
φαινομενοις επόμενη από τούτων λαμβάνει το συμ- 
φερειν δοκοΰν κατά την των σκεπτικών ακολου
θίαν. καί ελεγομεν γάρ εν τοΐς έμπροσθεν ότι 6 
βίος 6 κοινός, ω καί ό σκεπτικός χρήται, τετρα
μερής εστιν, τό μεν τι εχων εν ύφηγήσει φυσεως, 
τό δ’ εν ανάγκη παθών, τό  δ’ εν παραδόσει νόμων

238 τε καί εθών, τό δ ’ εν διδασκαλία τεχνών, ώσπερ 
οΰν κατά την ανάγκην τών παθών ό σκεπτικός 
υπό μεν δίφους επί ποτόν οδηγείται υπό δε λιμού 
επί τροφήν, καί επί τι τών άλλων ομοίως, οντω  
καί ό μεθοδικός ιατρός υπό τών παθών επί τά  
κατάλληλα οδηγείται, υπό μεν στεγνώσεως επι 
την χαυνωσιν, ώς καταφεύγει τις από τής διά 
ψύχος επιτεταμενον πυκνώσεως επί άλεαν, υπό 
δε ρύσεως επί την εποχήν αυτής, ώς καί οι εν 
βαλανείω ιδρώτι πολλώ περιρρεόμενοι καί εκλυό
μενοι επί τήν εποχήν αυτού παραγίνονται καί διά 
τούτο επί τον ψυχρόν άερα καταφευγουσιν. ότι 
δε καί τά φύσει άλλότρια επί τήν λυσιν1 αυτών

1 \ύσιν e g o :  φύσιν mss., Bekk.: &ρσιν Papp.

“ The later schools of Medicine were three: (1) the 
Dogmatic or Logical, which theorized about the “  non-
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sect,a it must be recognized that inasmuch as that 
Empiricism positively affirms the inapprehensibility of 
what is non-evident it is not identical with Scepticism 
nor would it be consistent in a Sceptic to embrace that 
doctrine. He could more easily, in my opinion, adopt 
the so-called “  Method ”  ; for it alone o f  the Medical 237 
systems appears to avoid rash treatment of things 
non-evident by arbitrary assertions as to their ap
prehensibility or non-apprehensibility, and following 
appearances derives from them what seems beneficial, 
in accordance with the practice o f the Sceptics. For 
we stated above 6 that the common life, in which the 
Sceptic also shares, is four-fold, one part depending 
on the directing force o f Nature, another on the 
compulsion of the affections, another on the tradition 
of laws and customs, and another on the training of 
the arts. So then, just as the Sceptic, in virtue o f the 238 
compulsion o f the affections, is guided by thirst to 
drink and by hunger to food, and in like manner to 
other such objects, in the same way the Methodical 
physician is guided by the pathological affections to the 
corresponding remedies—by contraction to dilatation, 
as when one seeks refuge in heat from the contraction 
due to the application o f cold, or by fluxion to the 
stoppage o f it, as when persons in a hot bath, dripping 
with perspiration and in a relaxed condition, seek to 
put a stop to it and for this reason rush off into the 
cool air. It is plain, too, that conditions which are 
naturally alien compel us to take measures for their
evident” causes of health and disease; (2) the Empiric, 
which regarded such causes as indiscoverable and confined 
itself to observation of evident facts; (3) the Methodic, which 
adopted an intermediate position, refusing either to affirm or 
deny “  non-evident ”  causes; cf. Introd. p. xl.

* §23.
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Ιεναι καταναγκάζω, πρόδηλον, οπού γε καί ό κύων 
σκόλοπος αύτώ καταπαγεντος επί την άρσιν αύτοΰ

239 παραγίνεται, καί ΐνα μη καθ’ έκαστον λίγων 
εκβαίνω τον υποτυπωτικόν τρόπον της συγγραφής, 
πάντα οΐμαι τα υπό των μεθοδικών οϋτω λεγομενα 
ύποτάσσεσθαι δυνασθαι τη εκ των παθών ανάγκη, 
τών τε κατά φύσιν και τών παρά φύσιν, προς τώ  
και τό άδοξαστόν τε και άδιάφορον τής χρήσεως

240 τών ονομάτων κοινόν είναι τών αγωγών, ως γαρ ο 
σκεπτικός <άδοξάστως>1 χρήται τη “  ούδεν ορίζω ”  
φωνή και τη “  ούδεν καταλαμβάνω,”  καθάπερ ει- 
ρήκαμεν, οϋτω και 6 μεθοδικός κοινότητα λεγει και 
διήκειν και τά  παραπλήσια άπεριεργως. οϋτω  δε και 
τό της ενδείξεως όνομα άδοξάστως παραλαμβάνει 
αντί της από τών φαινομένων παθών τών τε κατα 
φυσιν καί τώ ν παρά φυσιν όδηγήσεως επι τα κατ
άλληλα είναι δοκοΰντα, ώς καί επί δίφους καί επι

241 λιμοϋ καί τώ ν άλλων ύπεμίμνησκον. όθεν οικειό
τητά τινα ίχειν την αγωγήν την κατα ιατρικήν 
τώ ν μεθοδικών προς την σκεφιν, μάλλον τών άλλων 
κατά ιατρικήν αίρεσεων καί ώς προς σύγκρισιν 
εκείνων, ούχ απλώς, ρητεον εκ τούτων καί τώ ν  
παραπλήσιων τούτοις τεκμαιρομενοις.

Ύοσαΰτα καί περί τώ ν παρακεΐσθαι δοκούντων 
τη κατά τούς σκεπτικούς αγωγή διεξελθόντες, εν 
τούτο ις άπαρτίζομεν τόν τε καθόλου της σκεφεως 
λόγον καί τό  πρώτον τώ ν υποτυπώσεων σύνταγμα.

1 <άδο£άστα>5> add. Mutsch. e Τ. •

• Or “ generic character.” All diseases being referred to 
one or other of the two “ general” morbid states, over
contraction or over-dilatation of the pores or passages of the
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removal, seeing that even the dog when it is pricked 
by a thorn proceeds to remove it. And in short—to 239 
avoid exceeding the limits proper to an outline of this 
kind by a detailed enumeration—I suppose that all 
the facts described by the Methodic School can be 
classed as instances of the compulsion o f the affections, 
whether natural or against nature.

Besides, the use o f terms in an undogmatic and 
indeterminate sense is common to both systems. For 240 
just as the Sceptic uses the expressions “  I determine 
nothing ”  and “  I apprehend nothing,”  as we have 
said, in an undogmatic sense, even so the Methodic 
speaks o f “  generality ” ® and “  pervade ”  and the like 
in a non-committal way. So also he employs the 
term “  indication ”  in an undogmatic sense to denote 
the guidance derived from the apparent affections, or 
symptoms, both natural and contra-natural, for the 
discovery o f the seemingly appropriate remedies— 
as, in fact, I mentioned in regard to hunger and thirst 
and the other affections. Consequently, judging 241 
from these and similar indications, we should say that 
the Methodic School o f Medicine has some affinity 
with Scepticism; and, when viewed not simply by 
itself, but in comparison with the other Medical 
Schools, it has more affinity than they.

And now that we have said thus much concerning 
the Schools which seem to stand nearest to that of 
the Sceptics, we here bring to a conclusion both our 
general account o f Scepticism and the First Book of 
our "  Outlines.”
body, each of these “ general ” states was said to “ pervade ” 
all the cases which exhibited the symptoms of that state.
The “ genus” “ pervades” (its characteristics run through) 
its “ species ” and “ particulars.”
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A'.— El ΔΤΝΑΤΑΙ ZHTEIN Ο ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΣ ΠΕΡΙ TON 
ΛΕΓΟΜΕΝΩΝ ΠΑΡΑ ΤΟΙΣ ΔΟΓΜΑΤΙΚΟΙΣ

1 Έπεί δε την ζήτησιν την προς τούς δογματικούς 
μετηλθομεν, έκαστον των μερών της καλούμενης 
φιλοσοφίας συντόμως και ύποτυπωτικώς εφοδευ- 
σωμεν, πρότερον άποκρινάμενοι προς τους αει 
θρυλονντας ώς μήτε ζητεΐν μήτε νοεΐν δλως οίος 
τε εστιν ό σκεπτικός περί τω ν δογματιζομενων

2 παρ' αύτοϊς. φασι γαρ ώς ήτοι καταλαμβάνει ο 
σκεπτικός τά υπό των δογματικών λεγάμενα η ου 
καταλαμβάνει’ και εί μεν καταλαμβάνει, πώς αν 
άποροίη περί ών κατειληφεναι λεγει; εί δ* * ου 
καταλαμβάνει, άρα περί ών ου κατειληφεν ουδέ

3 οΐδε λεγειν. ώσπερ γαρ ό μη είδώς, εί τύχοι, τ ί  
εστι τό καθ' ο περιαιρουμενου η τό διό, δυο τροπι
κών θεώρημα, ουδέ είπεΐν τι δυναται περί αυτών, 
ούτως 6 μη γινώσκων έκαστον τών λεγομένων 
παρα τοις δογματικοΐς ου δυναται ζητεΐν προς

° i.e. the “ special ”  section of this Sceptical treatise, as 
distinguished from the “ general ” exposition contained in 
Bk. I.; cf. i. 5,6,21.

* i.e. Stoics and Epicureans.
* This argument is not elsewhere mentioned ; possibly it 

refers to some form of the “ Sorites ” ; cf. § 253. But T has 
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BOOK II

Chapter I.—Can the Sceptic investigate the 
Statements of the D ogmatists ?

Since we have undertaken this inquiry in criticism 1 
o f the Dogmatists,® let us review briefly and in outline 
the several divisions of so-called philosophy, when we 
have first made reply to those who keep constantly 
repeating that the Sceptic is incapable o f either 
investigating or in any way cognizing the objects 
about which they dogmatize. For they b maintain 2 
that the Sceptic either apprehends or does not 
apprehend the statements made by the Dogmatists ; 
if, then, he apprehends, how can he be perplexed 
about things which he has, as he says, apprehended ? 
Whereas if he apprehends not, then neither does he 
know how to discuss matters which he has not appre
hended. For just as he who is ignorant, for instance, 3 
o f the arguments known as “  How far reduced ”  c or 
“  By two hypotheses,”  d is unable also to say anything 
about them, so the man who does not know each of 
the statements made by the Dogmatists is unable to

“ qui non novit . . . quid est omnis triangulus habet tres 
angulos equales duobus rectis.”

• The hypothetical syllogism “ by two hypotheses ” has 
its major premiss in double form; e.g. “ If A is, B is, and if 
A is not, B is; but A either is or is not; therefore B is.” 
Cf. §§ 131, 186 infra.
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αυτούς περί ών ούκ οιδεν. ούδαμώς άρα δνναται 
ζητεΐν 6 σκεπτικός περί των λεγομένων τταρα τοΐς 

4 δογματικούς. οΐ δη ταΰτα λέγοντες άποκρινα- 
σθωσαν ήμϊν πώς λέγονσι νυν το καταλαμβανειν, 
πότερον το νοεΐν απλώς άνεν του και υπέρ της 
ύπάρζεως εκείνων περί ών ποιούμεθα τους λόγους 
διαβεβαιοΰσθαι, η μετά τοϋ [νοεΐν]1 και την ύπαρζιν 
εκείνων τιθέναι περί ών διαλεγόμεθα. εί μεν γαρ 
καταλαμβάνειν είναι λέγουσιν εν τώ  λόγω το 
καταληπτική φαντασία συγκατατίθεσθαι, τής κατα
ληπτικής φαντασίας ονσης από ύπάρχοντος, κατ 
αυτό το ύπαρχον εναπομεμαγμένης και εναπεσφρα- 
γισμένης, οΐα ούκ αν γένοιτο από μη ύπαρχον- 
τος, ουδέ αυτοί βουλήσονται τάχα μη δυνασθαι 
ζητεΐν περί εκείνων ά μη κατειλήφασιν όντως, 

δ οΐον γονν όταν ό στωικός προς τον ’Έιπικουρειον 
ζητή λέγοντα ότι διήρηται ή ουσία ή ώς ο Θεός 
ού προνοει τώ ν εν κόσμω ή ότι ή ηδονή αγαθόν, 
πότερον κατείληφεν ή ού κατείληφεν; και ει μεν 
κατείληφεν, ύπάρχειν αυτά λέγων άρδην αναιρεί 
την σ τοά ν  εί δ* ού κατείληφεν, ού δυναταί τ ι  προς 
αυτά λέγε ιν.

β Τά δε παραπλήσια καί προς τούς από τώ ν άλλων 
αιρέσεων άναγομένους λεκτέον, όταν τι ζητεΐν περί 
τών δοκονντων τοΐς έτεροδόζοις αυτών έθέλωσιν.

1 [ίΌίίν] del. Heintz.
• For this term in the Stoic epistemology see Introd. p. xxv. 

The argument is, in brief, that the Stoic cannot consistently 
criticize the Epicurean unless he allows that his “ appre
hensive impression ” of their dogmas is an impression of 
things which have no basis in reality, and this contradicts 
the Stoic definition of “ apprehensive impression.”

b It is uncertain to what “ division ” this refers—whether
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criticize them concerning matters of which he has no 
knowledge. Thus the Sceptic is wholly incapable of 
investigating the statements made by the Dogmatists.

Now let those who speak thus make answer and 4 
tell us in what sense they are now using the term 
“ apprehend,”  whether simply of mental conception 
without the further affirmation of the reality of the 
objects under discussion, or with the further assump
tion of the reality of the objects discussed. For 
if they say that “  to apprehend ”  means, in their 
argument, to assent to an “  apprehensive impres
sion,”  α the apprehensive impression being derived 
from a real object and being an imprint or stamp upon 
the mind corresponding to the actual object, such as 
would not result from what is unreal, then probably 
not even they themselves will wish to allow their in
ability to investigate things which, in this sense, they 
have not apprehended. Thus, for example, when the δ 
Stoic criticizes the statement o f the Epicurean that 
“  Being is divided,”  b or that “ God does not foreknow 
events in the Universe,”  or that “ Pleasure is the 
Good,”  has he apprehended or has he not appre
hended ? If he has apprehended these dogmas, by 
asserting their real truth he entirely overthrows the 
Porch ; while if he has not apprehended them, he is 
unable to say anything against them.

And we must use a like argument against those 6 
who issue from any of the other Sects, whenever they 
desire to make any critical investigation of the tenets 
of those who differ from them in doctrine. Con-
that of God from the world (Fabricius), of Body from Void 
(Zimmermann), of the “ numberless worlds ” from one 
another (Pappenheim), or (as seems simplest) of Body into 
numberless atomic fractions. For the dicta about “ God ” 
and “ Pleasure ” cf. iii. 219.
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ώστε ού δύνανται περί τίνος ζητεΐν προς άλλήλους. 
μάλλον δε, εί χρή μη ληρεΐν, συγχυθήσεται μεν 
αυτών άπασα ώς έπος είπεΐν ή δογματική, σνν- 
τόνως 8έ προσαχθήσεται ή σκεπτική φιλοσοφία, 
διδόμενου του μη δυνασθαι ζητεΐν περί τοΰ μη

7 ούτως κατειλημμένου. ό γάρ περί τίνος άδηλου 
πράγματος άποφαινόμενός τε και δογματικών ήτοι 
κατειληφώς αυτό άποφαίνεσθαι περί αυτοί» λεξει 
η μη κατειληφώς. άλλ' εί μεν μη κατειληφώς, 
άπιστος εσται· εί δε κατειληφώς, ήτοι αύτόθεν και 
εξ εαυτοΰ και κατ' ενάργειαν ύποπεσδν αύτω  
τούτο λεξει κατειληφεναι η διά τίνος ερευνης και

8 ζητήσεως. άλλ' εί μεν εξ εαυτοΰ περιπτωτικώς 
κατ ενάργειαν λεγοιτο ύποπεσεΐν αύτω και κατ- 
ειληφβαι το άδηλον, ούτως αν ούδε άδηλον εΐη 
άλλα πάσιν επ' ίσης φαινόμενον και όμολογούμενον 
και μη διαπεφωνημενον. περί εκάστου δε τω ν  
άδηλων άνήνυτος γεγονε παρ' αύτοΐς διαφωνία· 
ούκ άρα εξ εαυτοΰ καί κατ' ενάργειαν ύποπεσόν 
αύτω κατειληφώς αν εΐη το άδηλον 6 περί της 
ύπάρξεως αύτοΰ διαβεβαιούμενός τε καί άποφαινό-

9 μένος δογματικός, εί δε διά τίνος ερευνης, πώς 
οΐός τε ήν ζητεΐν προ τοΰ καταλαβεΐν ακριβώς 
αύτο κατά την προκειμενην ύπόθεσιν; της μεν 
γάρ ζητήσεως χρηζούσης τοΰ  πρότερον ακριβώς 
κατειλήφθαι το μέλλον ζητεΐσθαι καί ούτω ζητεΐ- 
σθαι, της δε καταλήφεως τοΰ ζητούμενου πράγ-
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sequently they are debarred from indulging in any 
criticism o f one another. Or rather—to avoid talking 
nonsense—practically the whole of Dogmatism will 
be confounded and the Sceptic philosophy will be 
firmly established once it is granted that it is im
possible to inquire regarding an object which is not, 
in this sense, apprehended. For he who makes a 7 
dogmatic statement about a non-evident object will 
declare that he is making it either after having 
apprehended or after having not apprehended it. 
But if he has not apprehended it he will not gain 
credence ; while if he has apprehended it, he will 
say that he has apprehended the object directly and 
through itself and owing to the clear impression it 
has made on him, or else by means o f some kind of 
search and inquiry.® But if he shall say that the 8 
non-evident object has impressed him and has been 
apprehended through itself, immediately and clearly, 
in this case the object would not be non-evident but 
apparent to all men equally, an acknowledged and 
uncontroverted fact. But about every single object 
that is non-evident there exists amongst them end
less controversy ; so that the Dogmatist who makes 
positive assertions about the reality o f a non-evident 
object cannot have apprehended it because of its 
having made on him a direct and clear impression. 
If, on the other hand, his apprehension is a result of 9 
search, how was he in a position to make inquiry 
before he"had accurately apprehended the object, 
without violating our present assumption ? For since 
the inquiry necessitates as a preliminary the existence 
o f an accurate apprehension o f that which is to be 
the subject of inquiry, while the apprehension of the 
subject o f inquiry demands, in its turn, the previous
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

ματος Ζεόμενης πάλιν αυτής τοΰ προεζητήσθαι 
πάντως αυτό, κατά τον διάλληλον τρόπον της 
απορίας αδύνατον αύτοΐς γίγνεται και το ζητεΐν 
περί των άδηλων και τό δογμάτιζαν, ην τε από 
της καταλήφεως άρχεσθαι βούλωνταί τινες, μετ- 
αγόντων ημών αυτούς επί τό δεΐν αυτό προ- 
εζητηκεναι προ τοϋ κατειληφεναι, ην τε από της 
ζητησεως, επι τό δεΐν προ τοϋ ζητεΐν κατειληφεναι 
τό μέλλον ζητεΐσθαι. ώστε διά ταϋτα μήτε κατα- 
λαμβάνειν αυτούς δύνασθαί τι των άδηλων μήτε 
άποφαίνεσθαι διαβεβαιωτικώς ύπερ αύτων. εξ ών 
άναιρεΐσθαι μεν την δογματικήν εύρεσιλογίαν αύτό- 
θεν, οΐμαι, συμβήσεται, την εφεκτικήν δε είσάγε- 
σθαι φιλοσοφίαν.

10 Εί δε φήσουσι μή τοιαυτην λεγειν κατάληφιν 
ήγεΐσθαι ζητησεως προσήκειν, νόησιν δε απλώς, 
ούκ εστιν άδυνατόν [εν] τοΐς επεχουσι περί της 
ύπάρξεως τώ ν άδηλων ζητεΐν. νοήσεως γάρ ούκ 
άπείργεται ό σκεπτικός, οΐμαι, άπό τε τώ ν πάθη- 
ματικώς ύποπιπτόντων κατ' ενάργειαν φαινομένων 
αύτώ λόγω γινόμενης και μή πάντως είσαγουσης 
τήν ύπαρξιν τώ ν νοουμένων ού γάρ μόνον τά  
υπάρχοντα νοοΰμεν, ώς φασίν, άλλ’ ήδη και τά  
ανύπαρκτα. δθεν καί ζητών καί νοών εν τη  
σκεπτική διαθεσέι μενει 6 εφεκτικός· ότι γάρ τοΐς 
κατά φαντασίαν παθητικήν ύποπίπτουσιν αύτώ, 
καθό φαίνεται αύτώ, συγκατατίθεται, δεδήλωται.

11 όρα δε μή καί νΰν οι δογματικοί ζητησεως άπείρ- 
γονται. ού γάρ τοΐς άγνοεΐν τά  πράγματα ώς *
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existence o f a complete inquiry into that subject, 
owing to this circular process of reasoning ° it be
comes impossible for them either to inquire concern
ing things non-evident or to dogmatize; for if some 
of them wish to make apprehension their starting- 
point we force them to grant that the object must 
be investigated before it is apprehended, while if 
they start from inquiry we make them admit that 
before inquiring they must apprehend the object of 
the inquiry, so that for these reasons they can neither 
apprehend any non-evident object nor make positive 
statements about them. From this there will follow 
automatically, as I think, the demolition of the 
Dogmatic sophistry b and the establishment o f the 
Suspensive philosophy.

If, however, they say that it is not this kind of 10 
apprehension that ought, in their view, to precede 
inquiry, but simply mental conception, then it is no 
longer impossible for those who suspend judgement 
to inquire about the reality o f things non-evident. 
For the Sceptic is not, I suppose, prohibited from 
mental conception which arises through the reason 
itself as a result of passive impressions and clear 
appearances and does not at all involve the reality 
o f the objects conceived; for we conceive, as 
they say, not only o f real things but also o f unreal. 
Hence both while inquiring and while conceiving 
the Suspensive person continues in the Sceptical 
state o f mind. For, as has been shown, he assents 
to what he experiences by way of subjective im
pression, according as that impression appears to 
him. But consider whether, even in this case, the 11 
Dogmatists are not precluded from inquiry. For 
to continue the investigation o f problems is not
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Ζχει προς την φυσιν όμολογοΰσι το ζητεΐν ετι π€ρί 
αυτών άνακόλουθον, τοΐς δ ’ επ' ακριβές οίομενοις 
ταΰτα γινώσκειν οΐς μεν γάρ επί πέρας ηδη̂  
πάρεστιν η ζητησις, ώς ύπειληφασιν, οΐς 8ε το 
δι* ο πάσα συνίσταται ζητησις ακμήν υπάρχει, 
το νόμιζειν ώς ούχ εύρήκασιν.

12 Ούκοϋν ζητητεον ημΐν περί έκαστου μέρους 
της καλούμενης φιλοσοφίας συντόμως επί του  
παρόντος. καί επεϊ πολλή γεγονε παρά τοΐς δογ- 
ματικοΐς διαφωνία περί τω ν μερών της φιλοσοφίας, 
τών μεν εν τώ ν  δε δυο τώ ν  δε τρία είναι λεγόντων, 
περί ής ούκ αν εΐη προσηκον πλείω νυν διεξιεναι, 
την δόξαν τώ ν δοκουντων τελείότερον άνεστράφθαι 
κατά τό ίσον εκθεμενοι κατ αυτήν προσάξομεν 
τον λόγον.

Β'.—ΠΟΘΕΝ ΑΡΚΤΕΟΝ ΤΗΣ ΠΡΟΣ ΤΟΤΣ ΔΟΓΜΑΤΙΚΟΪΣ 
ΖΗΤΗΣΕΩΣ

13 Οι στωικοί τοίνυν καί άλλοι τινες τρία μέρη της 
φιλοσοφίας είναι λεγουσι, λογικόν φυσικόν ηθικόν 
καί άρχονταί γε της διδασκαλίας από του λογικού, 
καίτοι πολλής καί περί του πόθεν άρχεσθαι δει 
στάσεως γεγενημενης. οΐς άκολουθήσαντες ά δ ο - 
ξάστως, επεί τά  εν τοΐς τρισί μερεσι λεγάμενα 
κρίσεως χρηζει καί κριτηρίου, ό δε περί κριτηρίου 
λόγος εμπεριεχεσθαι δοκεΐ τώ  λογικώ μερει, άρξώ- 
μεθα από του περί του  κριτηρίου λόγου καί του 
λογικού μέρους.

β Cf. Adv. Log. i. ad init.
* The others mentioned in Adv. Log. i. 16 are Plato, 

Xenocrates, and the Peripatetics; so too the Epicureans. 
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inconsistent in those who confess their ignorance 
o f their real nature, but only in those who believe 
they have an exact knowledge of them ; since for 
the latter the inquiry has already, as they suppose, 
reached its goal, whereas for the former the ground 
on which all inquiry is based— namely, the belief 
that they have not found the truth—still subsists.

Thus we have to inquire briefly, on the present 12 
occasion, concerning each several division of philo
sophy so called. And since there exists much dispute 
amongst the Dogmatists regarding the divisions of 
philosophy a—some saying there is one division, some 
two, some three—and it would not now be con
venient to discuss the question at length, we will 
explain fairly and impartially the view of those who 
seem to have treated it most fully, and take their 
view as the subject of our discourse.

Chapter II.—T he Starting-point for Criticism 
of the D ogmatists

The Stoics, then, and several others,6 say that there 13 
are three divisions of philosophy, namely, Logic, 
Physics, and Ethics ; and they begin their teaching 
with Logic,® although the question o f the right start
ing-point is also a matter of much controversy. So 
we shall follow them in an undogmatic way ; and 
since the subject matter of all three divisions requires 
testing and a criterion, and the doctrine of the 
criterion seems to be included in the division of 
Logic, we shall begin with the doctrine o f the criterion 
and the division of Logic.

e So Chrysippus. Sextus treats of Logic in this Bk. ii., 
Physics in iii. 1-167, Ethics in iii. 167-278.
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Γ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΚΡΠΉΡΙΟΤ

14 Έ κείνο προειπόντες δτι κριτηριον μεν λέγεται 
το τε  <δ κρίνεσθαί φασιν ΰπαρξιν καί ανυπαρξίαν 
και το ω προσέχοντες βιοΰμεν, πρόκειται δε ημΐν 
νυν περί του κριτηρίου της αλήθειας είναι λεγο
μένου διαλαβεΐν περί γάρ τοΰ κατά τό έτερον 
σημαινόμενον εν τώ  περί της σκέφεως λόγω διεξ- 
ήλθομεν.

15 Το κριτηριον τοίνυν περί οΰ ό λόγος εστιν 
λέγεται τριχώς, κοινώς ιδίως ιδιαίτατα, κοινώς 
μεν παν μέτρον καταλήφεως, καθ' ο σημαινόμενον 
και τα  φυσικά οϋτω προσαγορεύεται κριτήρια, ως 
δρασις, Ιδίως δε παν μέτρον καταληφεως τεχνικόν 
ώς κανών και διαβήτης, ιδιαίτατα δε παν μέτρον 
καταληφεως τεχνικόν άδηλου πράγματος, καθ' δ 
τά μεν βιωτικά ου λέγεται κριτήρια, μόνα δε τά  
λογικά και άπερ οι δογματικοί φέρουσι προς την

16 τής αλήθειας κρίσιν. φαμέν ουν προηγουμένως 
περί τοΰ λογικού κριτηρίου διεξιέναι. αλλά και 
το λογικον κριτηριον λεγοιτ αν τριχως, το υφ 
οΰ καί τό δι οΰ καί τό καθ' δ, οιον ύφ' οΰ μεν 
άνθρωπος, δι' οΰ δε ήτοι αΐσθησις ή διάνοια, καθ' δ 
δε ή προσβολή τής φαντασίας, καθ' ήν ό άνθρωπος 
επιβάλλει κρίνειν διά τίνος τώ ν προειρημένων.

17 Ύαΰτα μεν οΰν άρμόζον ήν ίσως προειπεΐν, ΐνα 
εννοήσω μεν περί οΰ ημΐν εστίν ό λόγος’ λοιπόν δε

β See i. chap. xi.
6 i.e. standards of weight and measure (e.g. pound, pint, 

yard).
* Cf. Adv. Log. i. 261.
d Examples of these three criteria are—the carpenter, his 

rule, the “ applying ” of his rule ; cf. Adv. Log. i. 35 f.
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Chapter III.—Op the Criterion

But first we must notice that the word “  criterion ”  14 
is used both of that by which, as they say, we judge 
of reality and non-reality, and of that which we use 
as the guide of life ; and our present task is to discuss 
the so-called criterion of truth, since we have already 
dealt with the criterion in its other sense in our 
discourse “  On Scepticism.”  a

The criterion, then, with which our argument is 15 
concerned, has three several meanings—the general, 
the special, and the most special. In the “  general ”  
sense it is used o f every standard o f apprehension, 
and in this sense we speak even of physical organs, 
such as sight, as criteria. In the “  special ”  sense 
it includes every technical standard of apprehen
sion, such as the rule and compass. In the “  most 
special ”  sense it includes every technical standard 
of apprehension of a non-evident ob ject; but in this 
application ordinary standards * 6 are not regarded as 
criteria but only logical standards and those which 
the Dogmatists employ for the judging of truth. We 16 
propose, therefore, in the first place to discuss the 
logical criterion. But the logical criterion also may 
be used in three sensesc—of the agent, or the 
instrument, or the “  according to what ”  ; the agent, 
for instance, may be a man, the instrument either 
sense-perception or intelligence, and the “  according 
to what ”  the application of the impression “  accord
ing to ”  which the man proceeds to judge by means 
of one o f the aforesaid instruments.**

It was appropriate, I consider, to make these pre- 17 
fatory observations so that we may realize what is 
the exact subject o f our discourse ; and it remains
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επί την άντίρρησιν χωρώ μεν την προς τούς λέγον
τας προπετώς κατειληφεναι το κριτήριον τής 
αλήθειας, από τής διαφωνίας1 άρξάμενοι.

Δ'.—ΕΙ ΤΠΑΡΧΒΙ ΤΙ ΚΡΙΤΗΡΙΟΝ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑΣ

18 Των διαλαβόντων τοίνυν περί κριτηρίου οί μεν 
είναι τοΰτο άπεφήναντο, ώς οι στωικοί και άλλοι 
τινες, οί δε μή είναι, ώς άλλοι τε και 6 Κορίνθιος 
Έενιάδης και Έενοφάνης 6 Κολοφώνιος, λεγων

δάκος δ* * επί πασι τετυκται·
ημείς δ’ επεσχομεν* πότερον εστιν ή ούκ εστιν.

19 ταύτην οΰν την διαφωνίαν ήτοι επικριτήν είναι 
φήσονσιν ή άνεπίκριτον καί εί μεν άνεπίκριτον, 
αύτόθεν είναι δώσουσι το  δεΐν επεχειν, εί δε επι
κρίνεται, τίνι κριθήσεται λεγετωσαν, μήτε κριτή - 
ριον όμολογουμενον ημών εχόντων, μήθ' ολως εί

20 εστιν είδότων άλλα ζητούντων. καί άλλως, ίνα 
ή γενομενη περί τοΰ κριτηρίου διαφωνία επικριθή, 
δει κριτή ριον ημάς εχειν ώμολογημενον, δι* ου 
δυνησόμεθα κρίνειν α υτήν καί ίνα κριτήριον όμο- 
λογούμενον εχωμεν, δει πρότερον επικριθήναι την 
περί τοΰ κριτηρίου διαφωνίαν, οΰτω δέ εις τον  
διάλληλον εμπίπτοντος τρόπον τοΰ λόγου άπορος 
ή εΰρεσις τοΰ κριτηρίου γίνεται, μήτε εξ ύποθεσεα ς 
ημών εώντων αυτούς κριτήριον λαμβάνειν, εάν τε  
κριτηρίω το κριτήριον κρίνειν εθελωσιν, εις άπει-

1 διαφωνίαν Τ : dAijcMas mss., Bekk.
* (π έσχομ ίν  Kayser: έπίσχωμεν mss., Bekk.

° Earlier than Democritus ; cf. Adv. Log. i. 53, 388.
b Cf. i. 224 ; Adv. Log. i. 48, 110.

• Cf. i. 164 ff., 115 ff.
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for us to proceed to our counter-statement aimed 
against those who rashly assert that they have appre
hended the criterion of truth, and we will begin with 
the dispute which exists about this question.

Chapter IV.— D oes a Criterion of Truth
REALLY EXIST ?

O f those, then, who have treated o f the criterion 18 
some have declared that a criterion exists—the Stoics, 
for example, and certain others—while by some its 
existence is denied, as by the Corinthian Xeniades,® 
amongst others, and by Xenophanesh of Colophon, 
who says—“ Over all things opinion bears sway ”  ; 
while we have adopted suspension of judgement as 
to whether it does or does not exist. This dispute,® 19 
then, they will declare to be either capable or 
incapable o f decision; and if they shall say it is in
capable of decision they will be granting on the spot 
the propriety o f suspension of judgement, while if 
they say it admits o f decision, let them tell us whereby 
it is to be decided, since we have no accepted criterion, 
and do not even know, but are still inquiring, whether 
any criterion exists. Besides, in order to decide the 20 
dispute which has arisen about the criterion, we must 
possess an accepted criterion by which we shall be 
able to judge the dispute ; and in order to possess 
an accepted criterion, the dispute about the criterion 
must first be decided. And when the argument thus 
reduces itself to a form of circular reasoning the dis
covery of the criterion becomes impracticable, since 
we do not allow them to adopt a criterion by assump
tion, while if they offer to judge the criterion by a
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ρίαν αυτούς έκβαλλόντων. άλλα καί έπεί ή μεν 
άπόδειξις δεΐται κριτηρίου αποδεδειγμένου το δέ 
κριτηριον άποδείξεως κεκριμένης, εις τον διάλληλον 
εκβάλλονται τρόπον.

21 Οίόμενοι ούν ικανά και ταυτα είναι δεικνυναι 
την τω ν δογματικών προπέτειαν κατά τον περί 
του κριτηρίου λόγον, ινα και ποικίλως αυτούς έλέγ- 
χειν έχωμεν, ούκ άτοπον προσκαρτερησαι τώ  
τόπω. ού μην έκαστη τω ν περί κριτηρίου δόξων 
άμιλληθηναι προαιρουμεθα είδικώς (αμύθητος γάρ 
ή διαφωνία γέγονεν, και ούτως εις άμέθοδον και 
ημάς λόγον εμπεσεΐν άναγκαΐον εσται), άλλ’ έπεί 
τό κριτηριον περί ού ζητοΰμεν τρισσόν είναι δοκεΐ, 
τό τε ύφ ’ ού και το δι ού και τό καθ' ό, έκαστον 
τούτων επελθόντες εν μέρει την άκαταληφίαν αύτοΰ 
παραστησομεν’ ούτω γάρ εμμέθοδος άμα και 
τέλειος ημΐν ο λόγος εσται. άρξώμεθα δε από 
τοΰ ύφ* ού' δοκεΐ γάρ πως συναπορεΐσθαι τουτω  
και τά  λοιπά.

Ε'. ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΤΦ’ ΟΤ

22 Ό  άνθρωπος τοίνυν δοκεΐ μοι, όσον επί τοΐς 
λεγομένοις υπό των δογματικών, ού μόνον ακατά
ληπτος άλλα και άνεπινόητος είναι, άκουομεν γοϋν 
τοΰ παρά Πλάτωνι Σωκράτους διαρρήδην όμο- 
λογοΰντος μη είδέναι πότερον άνθρωπός εστιν η 
έτερόν τι. παριστάναι τε βουλόμενοι την έννοιαν 
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criterion we force them to a regress ad infinitum. 
And furthermore, since demonstration requires a 
demonstrated criterion, while the criterion requires 
an approved demonstration, they are forced into 
circular reasoning.

We suppose, then, that this is sufficient to expose 21 
the rashness o f the Dogmatists in respect o f their 
doctrine of the Criterion ; but in order to enable us 
to confute them in detail, it will not be out o f place 
to dwell at length upon this topic. We do not, 
however, desire to oppose their opinions about the 
criterion severally, one by one—for their contro
versy is endless, and to do so would necessarily involve 
us as well in a confused discussion,—but inasmuch as 
the criterion in question is three-fold (the agent, the 
instrument, and the “  according to what ” ), we shall 
discuss each of these in turn and establish the non
apprehensibility of each, since in this way our exposi
tion will be at once both methodical and complete. 
Let us begin with the agent; for the perplexity 
which attaches to this seems somehow to involve the 
rest as well.

Chapter V.— Of the Criterion “ By whom,”  
or A gent

Now “  Man ”  (if he is “  the agent ” ) seems to me, 22 
so far as regards the statements made by the Dog
matists, to be not only non-apprehensible but also in
conceivable. At least we hear the Platonic Socrates a 
expressly confessing that he does not know whether 
he is a man or something else. And when they wish 
to establish the concept of ‘ ‘ Man ” they disagree in

« Of. Plato, Phaedr. 229 e f., Theaet. 174 b.
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αύτοΰ πρώτον μεν διαφωνοϋσιν, εΐτα και ασύνετα 
λ εγουσιν.

23 Ό  μεν γαρ Δημόκριτός φησιν ότι άνθρωπός 
εστιν δ πάντες ΐσμεν. όσον δ* επί τούτω ον γνωσό- 
μεθα τον άνθρωπον, επει και κυνα ΐσμεν, και παρά 
τούτο εσται και ο κύων άνθρωπος, τινάς τ€ 
ανθρώπους ούκ ΐσμεν διό ούκ εσονται άνθρωποι, 
μάλλον δε, όσον επί τη έννοια ταυτη, ούδείς εσται 
άνθρωπος· εί yap εκείνος μεν φησι δεΐν υπό πάντων 
γινώσκεσθαι τον άνθρωπον, ούδενα δε άνθρωπον 
ΐσασι πάντες άνθρωποι, ούδείς εσται κατ αυτόν

24 άνθρωπος, καί ότι ταΰτα ον σοφιζόμενοι λεγομεν, 
εκ της προς αυτόν ακολουθίας φαίνεται, μόνα γάρ 
κατ αλήθειαν ύπάρχειν φησιν ό άνηρ τα άτομα 
καί τό κενόν, άπερ φησιν ού ριόνον τοΐς ζώοις 
άλλα καί πάσι τοΐς συγκρίμασιν ύπάρχειν, ώστε 
όσον μεν επί τοντοις ούκ επινοησομεν την του  
άνθρωπον Ιδιότητα, επειδή κοινά πάντων εστιν. 
άλλ* ουδέ άλλο τι νπόκειται παρά ταΰτα' ούκ άρα 
εξομεν δι ού τον άνθρωπον διακρΐναί τε από τω ν  
άλλων ζώων καί ειλικρινώς νοησαι δυνησόμεθα.

25 Ό  δ’ Επίκουρός φησιν άνθρωπον είναι τό  
τοιοντοι μόρφωμα μετά εμφυχίας. καί κατά του - 
τον δε, επ€ΐ 6 άνθρωπος δείξει εμφανίζεται, 6 μη 
δεικννμενος ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος. καί εί μεν 
γυναίκα δείκννσί τις, ό άνηρ ούκ εσται άνθρωπος, 
εί δε άνδρα, η γυνή άνθρωπος ούκ εσται. τά  δε 
αύτά επιχειρησομεν καί άπό της διαφοράς τω ν * 1

° Cf. i. 213 ff.; Adv. Log. i. 265.
1 Cf. Adv. Log. i. 267. Epicurus taught that truth is given 
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the first place, and in the second place they speak 
unintelligibly.

Thus Democritusa declares that “  Man is that 23 
which we all know.”  Then, so far as his opinion goes, 
we shall not know Man, since we also know a dog, and 
consequently Dog too will be Man. And some men 
we do not know, therefore they will not be men. Or 
rather, if we are to judge by this concept, no one will 
be a man ; for since Democritus says that Man must 
be known by all, and all men know no one man, 
no one, according to him, will be a man. And it is 24 
evident from the relevance of this criticism that we 
are not now arguing sophistically. For this thinker 
proceeds to say that “  Only the atoms and the void 
truly exist,”  and these he says “ form the substrate 
not only of animals but of all compound substances,”  
so that, so far as depends on these, we shall not form 
a concept of the particular essence of “  Man,”  seeing 
that they are common to all things. But besides 
these there is no existing substrate ; so that we shall 
possess no means whereby we shall be able to dis
tinguish Man from the other animals and form a 
precise conception of him.

Again, Epicurus says that Man is “  This sort 25 
of a shape combined with vitality.” b According 
to him, then, since Man is shown by pointing out, 
he that is not pointed out is not a man, and if anyone 
points out a female, the male will not be Man, while 
if he points out a male the female will not be Man. 
And we shall also draw the same inferences from the
by sense-perception: the percept is the real “ thing in 
itself” ; hence we have no general concepts which can be 
logically “ defined” but only particular phenomena which 
are “ indicated” or pointed out as “ such and such, look 
you” (τοιουτοί)ι cf. Introd. p. xxiii.
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περιστάσεων άς ΐσμεν έκ του τετάρτου τρόπου τής 
εποχής.

26 'Αλλοι έφασκον άνθρωπον είναι ζώον λογικόν 
θνητόν, νοΰ και επιστήμης δεκτικόν, έπεί ουν 
δείκνυται εν τώ  πρώτω τής εποχής τρόπω ότι 
ουδέν εστι ζώον άλογον, άλλα καί νοΰ και επι
στήμης δεκτικά εστι πάντα, όσον επί τοΐς υπ' 
αυτών λεγομένοις ου γνωσόμεθα τί ποτέ λέγουσιν.

27 τα τε κείμενα εν τώ  δρω συμβεβηκότα ήτοι κατ 
ενέργειαν λ εγουσιν ή δυνάμει, εί μεν οΰν κατ 
ενέργειαν, ούκ έστιν άνθρωπος ό μη επιστήμην 
ήδη τελείαν άπειληφώς καί εν τώ  λόγω τέλειος 
ων καί εν αύτώ τώ  άποθνήσκειν καθεστώς· 
τούτο γαρ το ενεργεία θνητόν έστιν. εί δε δυνάμει, 
ούκ έσται άνθρωπος ούτε ο τον λόγον έχων τέλειον 
ούτε ό νουν καί επιστήμην άνειληφώς' [και] τούτο 
δε του προτέρου έστιν άτοπώτερον.

Και ταυτη άρα ασύστατος πέφηνεν ή έπίνοια του
28 ανθρώπου. 6 γάρ Πλάτων όταν άξιοι τον άνθρωπον 

είναι ζώον άπτερον δίπουν πλατυώνυχον, έπι- 
στήμης πολιτικής δεκτικόν, ουδέ αυτός άξιοι δια- 
βεβαιωτικώς τούτο έκτίθεσθαι· εί γάρ καί ό 
άνθρωπος εν τ ί  έστι τών κατ αυτόν γινομένων 
μεν όντως δε ουδέποτε όντων, άδυνατον δε περί 
τών μηδέποτε ον των διαβεβαι ωτικώς άποφαίνεσθαι 
κατ* * αυτόν, ουδέ ο Πλάτων άξιώσει τον όρον

» Cf. I 100.
6 Stoics and Peripatetics, cf. § 211 infra.

* See i. 40 ff.
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difference in the circumstances which we learn from 
the Fourth Mode of Suspension.®

Others 6 used to assert that “  Man is a rational 26 
mortal animal, receptive of intelligence and science.”  
Now since it is shown by the First Mode of 
Suspension® that no animal is irrational but all 
are receptive of intelligence and science, so far 
as their statements go, we shall be unable to per
ceive what they mean. And the attributes contained 27 
in this definition are used either in an “  actual,”  or 
full, or in a potential sense d ; if in a full sense, 
he that has not already acquired complete science 
and is not rationally perfect and in the very act of 
dying—for this is to be mortal in the full sense of 
the word—is not a man. And if the sense is to be 
potential, then he will not be a man who possesses 
reason in perfection or who has acquired intelligence 
and science ; but this conclusion is even more absurd 
than the former.

In this way, then, the concept of Man is shown to be 
one which it is impossible to frame. For when Plato ® 28 
declares that “ Man is a featherless two-footed animal 
with broad nails, receptive of political science,”  not 
even he himself claims to affirm this positively ; for 
if Man is one of the class of things which, as he puts 
i t /  come into being but never possess absolute 
being, and if it is impossible, in his view, to make a 
positive declaration about things which never really 
exist, then even Plato will not claim to be taken as

d The familiar Aristotelian distinction between “ actuality” 
and “ potentiality ” is here used by Sextus to confute the 
Peripatetics, cf. Introd. p. xx.

« Cf. Adv. Log. i. 281 ; Diog. Laert. vi. 40 ; [PlatoJ, Deff. 
415 a .

l nr >/ U9i< Tim 9.n r»
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εκτίθεσθαι δοκεΐν ώ ς  διαβεβαιουμενος, άλλ* ώ σπ ερ  
εΐωθεν κατά τό  πιθανόν λεγω ν.

29 Et μεντοι και δοίημεν κατά  συγχώ ρησιν οτι 
επινοεΐσθ αι δυναται 6 άνθρω πος, ακατάληπτος  
εύρεθήσεται. συνάστηκε μεν γάρ εκ φυχής και 
σώ μ α τος, οΰτε δε τό  σώ μ α  καταλαμβάνεται τάχα

30 οΰτε η  φυχή· ούδε 6  άνθρω πος άρα. καί οτι μεν  
τό  σώ μ α  ον καταλαμβάνεται, δήλον εν τεύ θ εν  τά  
συμβεβηκότα  τινί ετερά εστιν εκείνου ώ  σ υ μ -  
βεβηκεν. όταν οΰν χρώ μ α  η τ ι παραπλήσιον ημΐν 
ύποπίπττ), τ ά  συμ βεβηκότα  τ ώ  σώ μ α  τι είκός ημΐν 
ύποπίπτειν, άλλ’ ούκ αυτό τό  σώ μ α , τ ό  γ ε  το ι1 
σώ μ α  τριχή  διαστατόν είναι λ εγ ο υ σ ιν  όφείλομεν 
οΰν τ ό  μ ήκος καί τό  πλάτος καί τό  β ά θος κ α τα - 
λαμβάνειν, ινα τό  σώ μ α  καταλάβω μεν. εΐ γάρ  
τοΰτο  ημΐν ύπεπιπτεν, εγινώ σκομεν άν καί τά  
ύπάργνρα χρυσία , ουδέ τό σώ μ α  άρα.

"Ινα δε καί την περί του  σώ μ α τος άμφισβήτησιν  
παρώ μεν, πάλιν ό άνθρω πος εΰρίσκεται α κ ατά 
ληπτος διά τό  άκατάληπτον είναι την φυχήν. οτι 
δε ακατάληπτος εστιν αΰτη , δήλον εν τεύ θεν  τώ ν  
περί φυχής διαλαβόντω ν, ινα την πολλήν καί 
άνηνυτον μάχην παραλίπωμεν, οι μεν μη είναι την  
φυχην εφασαν, ώ ς  οι περί τον  Μεσσήνιον Δ ικ α ί-

32 αρχον, οϊ δε είναι, οι δε επεσχον. ταυτην οΰν την  
διαφωνίαν εί μεν άνεπίκριτον είναι λεζουσιν οι

1 τό γό rots the particles seem out of place here; read 
perhaps αυτό re τό. * 6

a “ Perchance,” one of the Sceptic formulae, cf. i. 194.
6 i.e. a “ substance ” in the Aristotelian sense, as distin

guished from its “ attributes,” “ properties,” or “ accidents 
cf. Adv. Log. i. 283 ff.
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putting forward this definition positively, but rather 
as making, in his usual way, a probable statement.

But even if we should grant, by way of concession, 29 
that Man can be conceived, yet he will be found 
to be non-apprehensible. For he is compounded of 
soul and body, and neither body nor soul perchance a 
is apprehended; so that Man is not apprehended. 
Now that body is not apprehended is easily shown 30 
thus : the attributes of an objectb are different from 
the object whereof they are attributes. So when 
colour or any similar quality is perceived by us, what 
we perceive is probably the attributes of the body 
but not the body itself. Certainly the body, they say, 
exists in three dimensions ; we ought therefore to 
apprehend its length and breadth and depth in order 
to apprehend the body. For if we perceived depthc 
we should also discern silver pieces under their 
coating of gold. Therefore we do not apprehend 
the body either.

But, not to dwell on the controversy about the 31 
body, Man is also found to be non-apprehensible 
owing to the fact that his soul is non-apprehensible. 
That it is non-apprehensible is plain from this : of 
those who have treated of the soul—so that we may 
avoid dwelling on the long and endless controversy 
—some have asserted, as did Dicaearchusd the 
Messenian, that the soul has no existence, others 
that it has existence, and others have suspended 
judgement. If, then, the Dogmatists shall maintain 32

* Lit. “ this ” (roOro: Mutsch. suggests ταΟτα). The argu
ment would be clearer if we inserted the words “ But we 
do not apprehend depth” after “ body” ; the text as it 
stands is too obscure to be sound.

4 A pupil of Aristotle, cf. Adv. Log. i. 349 ; Cicero, Tusc.
L 10. 22.
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δογματικοί, δώ σουσιν αύτόθεν την τη ς  φνχής 
άκαταληφίαν, el Be επικριτήν, τίνι επικρινοΰσιν 
αυτήν είπάτω σαν. αίσθήσει μεν γάρ ού δυνανται 
διά το  νοητήν ύπ* α υτώ ν είναι λεγεσθαι · εί δε 
λέξουσιν δτι διάνο ία, εροΰμεν δτι επει τή ς  φυχής 
το  άδηλότατόν εστιν ή διάνοια, ώ ς δεικνύουσιν οι 
περί μ εν τ ή ς  ύ π ά ρξεω ς τή ς  φ νχής όμοφ ωνοϋντες

33 περί δε τή ς διανοίας διαφερόμενοι, εί τή  διανοία 
την φνχήν εθελουσι καταλαμβάνειν και τη ν περί 
αυτής διαφωνίαν επικρίνειν, τ ω  μάλλον ζητουμ ενω  
το  ή ττον  ζητούμ ενον επικρίνειν τ ε  και βεβαιοϋν  
εθελήσουσινy δπερ άτοπον. ουδέ τή  διανοία τοίνυν 
επικριθήσεται ή περί τή ς  φυχής διαφωνία, ούδενι 
άρα. εί δε το ύ το , καί ακατάληπτος εστιν. οθεν  
ουδέ ο άνθρω πος καταλαμβάνοιτ* αν.

34 *1να δέ καί δώ μεν οτι καταλαμβάνεται 6  άν
θρω π ος, μ ή π οτε ούκ αν ενδέχοιτο δεΐξαι δτι ύπ* 
αύτοΰ κρίνεσθαι δει τα  π ράγμ α τα , δ γάρ λεγω ν  
δτι ύπ * ανθρώπου δεΐ κρίνεσθαι τά  π ράγμ α τα , ήτοι 
άνεν άπ οδείξεω ς τούτο  λεξει ή μ ετά  ά π οδείξεω ς. 
ούτε δέ μ ετά  ά π οδείξεω ς■ δεΐ γάρ την άπόδειξιν  
αληθή είναι καί κεκριμενην, διά δέ τοΰτο  καί ύπδ  
τίνος κεκριμενην. επει οΰν ούκ έχομεν είπεΐν δμ ο -  
λογουμένω ς ύφ* ού κριθήναι δυνήσεται αυτή ή 
άπόδειξις (ζητοΰμ εν γά ρ  το  κριτήριον το  ύφ* ού), 
ο ν  δυνησόμεθα τη ν άπόδειξιν επικρίνειν, διά δέ 
τοΰτο  ουδέ το κριτήριον περί ού  ό λόγος ά π ο -

35 δεικννναι. εί δέ άναποδείκτω ς λεχθήσεται δτι ύπό  
του άνθρώπου δεΐ κριθήναι τά  π ράγμ ατα , άπιστον * 172

° Cf. i. 115, 164 ff. Note that, in the context, the words 
“ test,” “ judge,” “ decide,” are various renderings of κρίνω 
(whence κριτήριον).
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that this dispute is incapable of decision, they will 
be admitting thereby the non-apprehensibility of the 
soul, while if they say it is capable of decision, let 
them tell us by what means they will decide it. For 
they cannot say “  by sense-perception,”  since the 
soul is said by them to be an object of intelligence ; 
and if they shall say “  by the intellect,”  we will say 
that inasmuch as the intellect is the least evident part 
of the soul—as is shown by those who agree about the 
real existence of the soul, though differing about the 
intellect,—if they propose to apprehend the soul and 33 
to decide the dispute about it by means of the in
tellect, they will be proposing to decide and establish 
the less questionable matter by the more questionable, 
which is absurd. Thus, neither by the intellect will 
the dispute about the soul be decided; therefore there 
is no means to decide it. And this being so, it is 
non-apprehensible ; and, in consequence, Man too 
will not be apprehended.

But even supposing we grant that Man is appre- 34 
hended, it would not, probably, be possible to show 
that objects ought to be judged by him. For he who 
asserts that objects ought to be judged by Man will 
be asserting this either without proof or with proof.® 
Not with proof; for the proof must be true and 
tested, and therefore tested by some standard. 
Since, then, we are unable to make an agreed state
ment as to the standard by which the proof itself can 
be tested (for we are still inquiring about the criterion 
“ By whom ” ), we shall be unable to pronounce judge
ment on the proof, and therefore also to prove the 
criterion, which is the subject of discussion. And 35 
if it shall be asserted without proof that objects 
ought to be judged by Man, the assertion will be
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εσται, ώ σ τε  ονχ έζομ εν διαβεβαιοΰσθαι ότι το ύφ* 
ον κριτηριον εστιν 6 ά νθρω π ος. ύπό τίνος δε και 
κριθησεται ότι το  ύφ* ού κριτηριον 6  άνθρω πος  
έσ τ ίν ; ον γά ρ  δη άκρίτω ς τοΰτο  λέγοντας π ισ τεν -  
θήσονται. άλλ* el μέν ύπ* άνθρω πον, το  ζη το ν -  

36 μενον σνναρπασθησεται. el δ* νπο έτερον ζώ ο ν , 
π ώ ς εκείνο προς τη ν  κρίσιν το ν  άνθρωπον είναι το  
κριτηριον π αραλαρβάνεται; εί ρέν  γάρ άκρίτω ς, 
ού π ιστενθη σεται, εί δε ρ ε τά  κρίσεω ς, πάλιν εκείνο 
ύπό τίνος οφείλει κριθηναι. άλλ* εί ρ έν  ύφ* εαντοΰ, 
ρένει η α ντη  άτοπία (το ζη τονμ ενον γάρ διά το ΰ  
ζη τονρ ένον κριθήσεται), εί δε ύπό άνθρω πον, 6 
διάλληλος είσάγεται τρ ό π ο ς* εί δε ύπό τίνος παρά  
τα ντα  άλλον, πάλιν εκείνον το  κριτηριον ά π α ιτη - 
σορεν τό  ύφ* ού, και ρ έχρ ις άπειρον. και διά 
τοΰτο  άρα ούχ έζομ εν λέγειν ώ ς  ύπό άνθρω πον δει 
κρίνεσθαι τά  π ράγμ α τα .

87 Έ σ τ ω  δε και π επ ισ τώ σ θω  τό  δεΐν ύπό τοΰ  
άνθρωπον κρίνεσθαι τά  π ράγμ α τα . ονκοΰν επεί 
πολλή τω ν  ανθρώ πω ν έστϊ διαφορά, πρότερον οι 
δογματικοί σνμ φ ω νησάτω σαν ότι τωδε τω  άν- 
θρώ π ω  δει πρόσεχειν, εΐθ* ο ν τω  καί ημάς α ντω  
θέσθαι κελενέτω σαν. εί δ*

εστ* αν ύδω ρ τ ε  νάη καί δένδρεα μακρά τεθηλη ,

τοΰτο  δη τό  το ΰ  λόγον, περί αύτοΰ  διαφωνησονσιν, 
π ω ς ημ άς επείγονσι π ρ οπ ετώ ς τινί σ ν γ κ α τα -

38 τ ιθεσ θα ι; ην γά ρ  καί λ έγω σιν ότι τ ώ  σοφω π ισ -  
τεντεο ν , ερω τησομ εν αύτονς ποίω  σοφ ω , πότερον  
τ ω  κατα  Επίκουρον η τ ω  κατά  τούς Σιτωικονς η 174

“ The fallacy of petitio principii, cf. §§ 57, 60, 67 infra.
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disbelieved, so that we shall be unable to affirm 
positively that the criterion “ By whom ”  (or Agent) 
is Man. Moreover, who is to be the judge that the 
criterion o f the Agent is Man ? For if they assert this 
without a judgement (or criterion) they will surely not 
be believed. Yet if they say that a man is to be the 36 
judge, that will be assuming the point at issue e ; 
while if they make another animal the judge, in what 
way do they come to adopt that animal for the 
purpose of judging whether Man is the criterion ? If 
they do so without a judgement, it will not be believed, 
and if with a judgement, it in turn needs to be judged 
by something. If, then, it is judged by itself, the 
same absurdity remains (for the object o f inquiry will 
be judged by the object of inquiry) ; and if by Man, 
circular reasoning is introduced; and if by some 
judge other than these two, we shall once again in his 
case demand the criterion “  By whom,”  and so on ad 
infinitum. Consequently we shall not be in a position 
to declare that objects ought to be judged by Man.

But let it be granted and established that objects 37 
ought to be judged by Man. Then, since there exists 
great difference amongst men, let the Dogmatists 
first agree together that this is the particular man to 
whom we must attend, and then, and only then, let 
them bid us also to yield him our assent. But if they 
are going to dispute about this “  long as the waters 
flow on and the tall trees cease not to burgeon ”  (to 
quote the familiar saying),6 how can they urge us to 
assent rashly to anyone ? For if they declare that 38 
we must believe the Sage, we shall ask them “  What 
Sage ? ”  Is it the Sage o f Epicurus or o f the Stoics,

6 From the inscription on the tomb of Midas quoted in 
Plato, Phaedr. 264 d  \ cf. Tibullus i. 4. 60.
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τ ώ  < K υρηναΧκώ ή τώ >1 Κννικώ - ούχ έξουσι γάρ  
συμφ ώ νω ς είπεΐν.

39 Εί δε α ξιώ σει τ ις  ή μ α ς τη ς  περί του  σοφού  
ζη τή σ εω ς άποστάντας απλώ ς τ ώ  συνετω τέρω  τώ ν  
οντω ν απάντω ν πιστέύειν, π ρώ τον μεν και περί 
τοΰ  τ ις  συνετώ τερός εστι τώ ν  άλλων διαφωνήσου - 
σιν, εΐτα καν δοθή συμ φ ώ νω ς δύνασθαι ληφθήναι 
τ ις  εστι τ ώ ν  τ ε  οντω ν και τώ ν  γεγονότω ν συνε- 
τώ τερ ο ς, ούδ* ού τω ς εσται π ίσ τεω ς οΰτος ά ξιος.

40 επει γάρ πολλή και σχεδόν άπειρός εστιν επίτασις  
τε  και άνεσις κατά σύνεσιν, φαμεν ότι τούτου  τοΰ  
ανθρώπου ον λεγομεν είναι τώ ν  γεγονότω ν τ ε  και 
οντω ν συνετώ τερον, έτερον συνετώ τερον ενδέχεται 
γενεσθαι. ώ σπ ερ οΰν τ ώ  νΰν είναι λεγομενω  φρο- 
νιμω τέρω  τώ ν  τε  οντω ν και τώ ν  γεγο νότω ν διά 
την σύνεσιν αύτοΰ πίστευειν άξιούμ εθα , οϋτω  και 
τώ  μ ετ ' αυτόν εσομενω  τουτου  συνετω τέρω  μ ά λ 
λον τούτου χρή πιστεύειν. και εκείνου γενομενου  
πάλιν άλλον έλπίζειν χρή συνετώ τερον αύτοΰ  
γενήσεσθαι, κάκείνου άλλον, και μέχρις απείρου.

41 και άδηλον πότερόν π οτέ συμφω νήσουσιν άλλήλοις 
ούτοι ή διάφωνα λέξουσιν. διόπερ καν τώ ν  γ εγο νό 
τω ν  τ ε  και οντω ν συνετώ τερός είναι όμολογηθή  
τ ις , επει ούκ έχομεν είπεΐν διαβεβαιω τικώ ς ότι 
ούδεις έσται τούτου  άγχινούστερος (άδηλον γάρ), 
αεί δεήσει τή ν  το ΰ  μ ετά  τα ΰ τα  έσομένου σ υ νετω -  
τέρου κρίσιν περιμένειν καί μ ηδέπ οτε σ υ γκ α τα - 
τιθεσθαι τ ώ  κρείττονι.

42 "\να δε καί κατά συγχώ ρησιν δώ μεν ότι ούδεις 
το ΰ  υποτιθεμένου συνετού συνετώ τερός ούτε εστιν
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the Cyrenaic Sage or the Cynic ? For they will be 
unable to return a unanimous answer.

And if anyone shall demand that we should desist 39 
from our inquiry about the Sage and simply believe 
the man who is more sagacious than all others, then, 
in the first place, they will dispute as to who is more 
sagacious than the rest, and in the next place, even 
if it be granted that it can be unanimously agreed 
who the man is who is more sagacious than those of 
the present and the past, even so this man will not 
deserve credence. For inasmuch as sagacity is liable 40 
to a great, indeed almost incalculable, advance or 
decline in intensity, we assert that it is possible for 
another man to arise who is more sagacious than this 
man who, we say, is more sagacious than those of the 
past and present. So, then, just as we are requested 
to believe the man who is now said to be wiser than 
.those of the present and the past because of his 
sagacity, so it is still more proper to believe his 
successor in the future who will be more sagacious 
than he. And when that successor has arisen, then 
it is right to expect that yet another will arise more 
sagacious than he, and so on ad infinitum. Nor is it 41 
evident whether all these men will agree with one 
another or contradict one another. And consequently, 
even when one o f them is acknowledged to be more 
sagacious than those o f the past and present, seeing 
that we are unable to affirm positively that no man 
will be more clever than he (this being non-evident), 
we shall always have to wait for the judgement o f the 
more sagacious man of the future, and never give our 
assent to this superior person.

And even should we grant, by way of concession, 42 
that no one either is, was, or will be more sagacious
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ούτε εγενετο  ούτε  carat, ovBe ώ ς  πιστεύειν α ύτώ  
προσήκει. επεί γά ρ  μάλιστα  ol συνετοί φιλοΰσιν 
εν rfj τ ω ν  π ρ α γμ ά τω ν κατασκευή το ΐς σαθρόΐς  
παριστάμενοι πράγμασιν υγιή και αληθή τα ΰτα  
Βοκεΐν είναι ποιεΐν, όταν τ ι λεγη  οδτος 6 άγχίνους, 
ούκ είσόμεθα πότερόν π οτέ , ώ ς  4χει το  πράγμα  
φ ύσεω ς, οΰ τω  λεγει, ή φεΰΒος αύτο ύπαρχον ώ ς  
αληθές π αρίστησι και ημάς πείθει φρονεΐν ώ ς  περί 
αληθούς, are Βή συνετώ τερος τω ν  ανθρώ πω ν απάν
τω ν  υπάρχω ν και διά τοΰτο  ύφ’ ημ ώ ν ελεγχεσθαι 
μη Βυνάμενος. ούΒε το ύ τω  τοίνυν συ γκ α τα θη σό - 
μ εθα  ώ ς  αληθώ ς τα  π ράγμ α τα  κρίνοντι, διά το 
οΐεσθαι μεν αυτόν αληθή <ενεΐναι >* λεγειν, οΐεσθαι 
δ’ οτι δι* υπερβολήν αγχίνοιας τα  φευΒή τώ ν  π ρ α γ 
μ ά τω ν ώ ς  αληθή βουλόμενος παριστάν ά φησι 
λεγει. διά τα ΰ τα  μεν ούν ούΒε τ φ  τώ ν  απάντω ν  
ά γχινουστά τω  Βοκοϋντι ύπάρχειν εν τ ή  κρίσει τ ώ ν  
π ραγμ άτω ν χρή πίστευειν.

43 Ει δε φήσει τ ις  οτι τή  τώ ν  πολλών συμφωνία  δει 
προσεχειν, λεξομ εν οτι το ΰ τ  εστι μάταιον. π ρώ τον  
μεν γάρ σπάνιον ίσω ς εσ τι το  αληθές, και διά  το ΰ το  
ενΒεχεται ενα τ ώ ν  πολλών φρονιμώτερον είναι, 
εΐτα  και παντί κριτηρίω πλείους άντιΒοξοΰσι τ ώ ν  
κ α τ' αυτό σνμ φ ω νονντω ν  · οι γά ρ  όποιονοΰν ά π ο -  
λιπόντες κριτήριου ετερον το ΰ  συμφωνεΐσθαι 8 ο -  
κοΰντος παρά τισιν άντιΒοξοΰσί τ ε  α ύτώ  καί κατά  
πολύ πλείους είσι τ ώ ν  περί αυτού συμφ ω νουντω ν.

4 4  χω ρίς 8ε το ύ τω ν , οι συμφ ω νοΰντες ή τοι εν 8 ια - 
φόροις είσί Βιαθεσεσιν ή  εν μ ια . εν 8ιαφ6ροις μεν  
ούν ούΒαμώς δσον επί τ φ  λεγομ ενω ’ π ώ ς  γά ρ  άν 1

1 <iyeu>ai> addidit <fb>ai> add. E B A .
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than our hypothetical Sage, not even so is it proper 
to believe him. For since it is the sagacious above 
all who, in the construction of their doctrines, love 
to champion unsound doctrines and to make them 
appear sound and true, whenever this sharp-witted 
person makes a statement we shall not know whether 
he is stating the matter as it really is, or whether he 
is defending as true what is really false and persuading 
us to think of it as something true, on the ground that 
he is more sagacious than all other men and therefore 
incapable of being refuted by us. So not even to 
this man will we assent, as one who judges matters 
truly, since, though we suppose it possible that he 
speaks the truth, we also suppose that owing to his 
excessive cleverness he makes his statements with 
the object of defending false propositions as true. 
Consequently, in the judgement of propositions we 
ought not to believe even the man who is thought to 
be the most clever of all.

And if anyone shall say that we ought to attend to 43 
the consensus of the majority, we shall reply that this 
is idle.® For, in the first place, truth is a rare thing, 
and on this account it is possible for one man to be 
wiser than the majority. And, next, the opponents 
of any criterion are more numerous than those who 
agree about i t ; for those who admit any kind of 
criterion different from that which seems to some to 
be generally agreed upon oppose this latter, and they 
are much more numerous than those who agree about 
it. And besides all this, those who agree are either 44 
in diverse dispositions 6 or in one and the same. Now 
they certainly are not in diverse dispositions so far as 
regards the matter under discussion ; else how could
• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 327 ff. * Cf. i. 100 ; Adv. Log. i. 333.
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τά αυτά ελεγον περί α ΰ τοϋ ; el 8e εν μια , επεί 
/cat 6 εΐς 6 λόγω ν ετερόν τι μίαν εχει διάθεσιν και 
οΰτοι πάντες οι συμφω νοΰντες μίαν, όσον επι ταΐς  
διαθεσεσιν αΐς προσεχομεν ουδέ κατά πλήθος

45 εύρίσκεται διαφορά τ ις . διόπερ ου χρή τοΐς π ολ- 
λοΐς προσεχειν μάλλον ή τ ω  evί, προς τ ω  και 
άκατάληπτον elvai, καθάπ€ρ ev τ ω  τετά ρ τω  τρόπ ω  
τη ς  σκεφ εω ς ΰπεμνήσαμεν, τη ν  κατά πλήθος δια 
φοράν τω ν  κρίσεω ν, άπειρων τω ν  κατά  μ έρος  
ανθρώ πω ν υπαρχόντω ν καί η μ ώ ν μή δυναμενων  
απάντω ν αυτώ ν τά ς  κρίσεις επελθειν και άποφ ή- 
νασθαι τ ί  μ εν οι πλείους τώ ν  ανθρώ πω ν απάντω ν  
άποφαίνονται τ ί  δε οι ελάττους. και κατά  τούτο  
ονν άτοπ ος ή  κατά  το  πλήθος πρόκρισις τ ώ ν  
κρινόντων.

46 Et δ’ ουδέ τ ω  πλήθει προσεξομ εν, ούχ εύρήσο μεν  
ούδενα ύφ' οΰ κριθήσεται τά  π ράγμ α τα , καίτοι 
τοσα ΰτα  κατά  συγχώ ρησιν διδόντες. διόπερ ε ξ  
απάντω ν το ύ τω ν  άκατάληπτον εύρίσκεται το  κρι- 
τήριον ύφ’ οΰ  κριθήσεται τά  π ράγμ ατα .

47 Έ νμπεριγραφομενων δε το υ τω  και τώ ν  άλλων 
κριτηρίων, επει έκαστον αυτώ ν ήτοι μέρος ή πάθος  
ή ενέργημά εστι του  ανθρώ που, άκόλουθον μεν ήν 
ίσω ς επί τ ι  τώ ν  ε ξή ς  ίεναι τ ω  λόγω  ώ ς και περί 
εκείνων ίκανώς είρημενον εν το υ το ις ’ ΐνα δβ μηδε  
την ειδικήν ώ ς προς έκαστον άντίρρησιν φεύγειν 
δοκώ μεν, ολίγα και περί αυτώ ν ε ξ  επιμέτρου λ ε ξο -

° Cf. i. 100 flF. for the fourth trope ; but the reference ought
rather to be to the second, in i. 89.

6 έξ ένιμέτρον, lit. “ as extra-measure”  or “ overplus” ;
“  into the bargain.”
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they have made identical statements about it ? And 
if they are in one disposition, inasmuch as both the 
one man who makes a different statement is in one 
disposition and all these who agree together are also in 
one, so far as regards the dispositions in which we find 
ourselves, no difference is found even on the ground of 
numbers. Consequently we ought not to pay heed 
to the many more than to the one ; besides the 45 
further fact that— as we pointed out in “  The Fourth 
Mode of Scepticism” 0—the difference in judge
ments that is based on numbers is non-apprehensible, 
since individual men are innumerable and we are 
incapable o f investigating and expounding the judge
ments of all o f them—what it is the majority of 
all mankind affirm and what the minority. Thus, 
on this showing also, the preference given to 
men’s judgements on the ground of their numbers 
is absurd.

But if we are not even to give heed to numbers, 46 
we shall not find anyone by whom objects are to be 
judged, in spite of our having granted so much by 
way of concession. Therefore, on all these grounds, 
the criterion “  By whom ”  objects are to be judged 
is found to be non-apprehensible.

And seeing that the other criteria are included in 47 
this one, since each of them is either a part or an 
affection or an activity of Man, our next task might 
perhaps have been to proceed in our discussion to one 
of the subjects which follows next in order, supposing 
that those criteria also have been sufficiently dealt 
with in what we have now said ; yet in order that we 
may not seem to be shirking the specific counter- 
statement proper to each case, wre will exceed our 
brief* * 6 and deal with them also shortly. And we shall
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μ εν. πρότερον δε περί τ ο ν  κριτηρίου τοΰ  δι* * οδ  
καλούμενου διαλεξόμεθα.

γ'.—περί τοτ δγ or
48 Πολλή μ εν ουν και άπειρος σχεδόν ή περί αυτό  

γεγονε διαφωνία παρά το ΐς δογματικοΐς· ημείς  
δε πάλιν τ ο ΰ  εμμεθόδου προνοουμενοι φαμεν οτι, 
επεί κατ αυτούς άνθρω πός εστι τό  ύφ* ου κρίνεται 
τα  π ρ άγμ α τα , ούδεν δε οδτος εχοι αν δι’ οΰ κρίνειν 
δυνήσεται, καθάπερ και αυτοί συνομολογοΰσιν, η 
αΐσθησιν καί διάνοιαν, εάν δείξω μ εν ότι ούτε δι* 
α ίσθήσεω ς μόνης δύναται κρίνειν ούτε διά μόνης 
τη ς διανοίας ούτε δι* άμφ οτερων αυτώ ν, συντόμ ω ς  
προς άπάσας τά ς κατά μέρος δόξα ς εΐρήκαμ εν πασαι 
γάρ δοκοΰσιν εις τά ς  τρεις τα υ τα ς άναφερεσθαι

49 στάσεις. ά ρξώ μ εθα  δε από τω ν  αισθήσεω ν.
Ούκοΰν επεί τινές μεν κενοπαθεΐν τά ς  αισθήσεις  

φασίν (ούδεν γάρ ύποκεΐσθαι ών άντιλαμβάνεσθαι 
δοκοΰσιν), οι δε πάντα ύποκεΐσθαι ύφ* ών οΐονται 
κινεΐσθαι λεγουσιν, οι δε τά  μ εν ύποκεΐσθαι τ ά  δε 
μη ύποκεΐσθαι, τίνι συγκαταθησόμ εθα  ούχ ε ξο μ ε ν  
ούτε γάρ τη  αίσθήσει τη ν διαφωνίαν επικρινοΰμεν, 
επεί περί αυτής ζητοΰμ εν πότερον κενοπαθεΐ ή 
αληθώ ς καταλαμβάνει, ούτε ετερω  τινί, επεί μ ηδε  
εστιν άλλο τι κριτήριον δι οδ χρή κρίνειν κατά

50 την προκειμενην ύπόθεσιν. άνεπίκριτον άρα καί

° Cf. Adv. Log. i. 343.
* e.g. Iieracleitus, Parmenides, Democritus; cf. Adv. Log. i. 

126 if.
e Epicurus and Protagoras ; cf. Adv. Log. i. 204, 369.
d Peripatetics, Stoics, and Academics; cf. Adv. Log. i. 

369, 388.
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discuss first the criterion “  By means of which ”  (or 
Instrument) as it is called.

Chapter VI.— Of the Criterion “ By means of 
which ” (or Instrument)

Concerning this criterion a the controversy which 48 
exists amongst the Dogmatists is fierce and, one may 
say, unending. We, however,—with a view here also 
to a systematic treatment,—maintain that inasmuch 
as Man is, according to them, the criterion “ By 
whom ”  matters are judged, and Man (as they also 
themselves agree) can have no other instrument 
by means of which he will be able to judge except 
sense and intellect, then if we shall show that he is 
unable to judge by means of either sense alone or 
intellect alone or both conjoined, we shall have given 
a concise answer to all the individual opinions ; for 
they can all, as it seems, be referred to these three 
rival theories. Let us begin with the senses. 49

Since, then, some 6 assert that the senses have 
“  empty ”  impressions (none of the objects they seem 
to apprehend having any real existence), and others 0 
say that all the objects by which they suppose them 
to be moved are really existent, and others again d 
say that some of the objects are real, some unreal, 
we shall not know whom we should assent to. For 
we shall not decide the controversy by sense-percep
tion, since it is regarding this that we are making 
our inquiry whether it is illusory or apprehends truly, 
nor yet by anything else, seeing that there does not 
even exist any other criterion “ by means of which ” 
one ought to judge, according to the present hypo
thesis. So then the question whether the senses have 60
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άκατάληπτον εσται πότερον κενοπαθεΐ ή αΐσθησις  
ή καταλαμβάνει τ ι · ω  συνεισερχεται το  μη δεΐν 
ημάς τη  αίσθήσει μόνη π ροσεχεω  εν τη  κρίσει τω ν  
π ραγμ ά τω ν, περί ής ούκ εχομεν είπεΐν εΐ και την  
αρχήν καταλαμβάνει τ ι.

61 ΆΛΑ* έσ τω  κατά σ υ γχ ω ρ ή σω  τά ς  αισθήσεις  
αντιληπτικός είναι· ούδεν γάρ ή ττον και ό ντω ς  
άπιστοι ενρεθήσονται προς τη ν κρίσιν τω ν  εκτός  
υποκείμενων π ραγμ ά τω ν, αί γοΰν αισθήσεις ν π -  
εναντίως κινούνται υπό τω ν  εκ τός, οΐον η γεΰ σις  
υπό του  αυτού μέλιτος ore μ εν πικράζεται ότε  δε 
γλ νκ ά ζετα ι, και η δρασις το  αυτό χρώ μ α  ότε  μεν

52 αίμωπόν ό τε  δε λευκόν είναι <δοκεΐ>.1 άλλ* ουδέ  
η οσφρησις εαυτη συμφ ω νεί· το γοΰν μύρον ο μεν  
κεφαλαλγικός αηδές είναι φησιν, ό δε μη ο ύ τω ς  
εχω ν ήδύ. και οι θεόληπτοι δε και οι φ ρενιτί- 
ζοντες ακούειν δοκοϋσί τινω ν διαλεγομενων αύτοΐς, 
ων ημείς ούκ επακουομεν. καί το αυτό ύδωρ τοΐς  
μεν φλεγμαίνονσιν αηδές είναι δοκεΐ δι υπερβολήν

53 θερμ ότητος, τοΐς  δ’ άλλοι? χλιαρόν, πότερον οΰν 
π άσας τά ς φαντασίας αληθείς είναι φησει τ ις , η 
τάσδε μεν αληθείς τάσδε δε φευδεΐς, η και φευδεΐς 
άπ ά σας, είπεΐν άμήχανον, μηδέν ημ ώ ν εχόντω ν  
κριτηριον ώ μολογημενον δι οΰ  κρινοΰμεν ο π ρ ο -  
κρίνειν μελλομεν, αλλά μηδε άπ οδείξεω ς εύ π ο - 
ρούντω ν αληθούς τ ε  καί κεκριμενης, διά το μέχρι 
νΰν ζη τεΐσθαι τό  τη ς  αλήθειας κριτηριον, δι’ ου 
καί την αληθή απ οδείξω  επικρίνεσθαι προσήκει.

54 διά τα ύ τα  καί ό α ξιώ ν τοΐς μεν κατά φ υσώ  εχουσω  
[εν τούτοι?]2 π ίστευεω , τοΐς δε παρά φ υσώ  δια - 
κειμενοις μ η δα μ ώ ς, άτοπο? εσται· ούτε γάρ

1 <δοκ«> add. Τ. 2 iv τούτοι% οχη. Stephanus.
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illusory affections or apprehend some real object will 
be incapable o f either decision or apprehension ; and 
there follows the corollary, that we must not attend 
to sensation alone in our judgement of matters, since 
regarding it we cannot so much as affirm that it 
apprehends anything at all.

But let it be granted, by way of concession, that 51 
the senses are apprehensive ; yet, even so they will 
not be found any the less unreliable for judging the 
external real objects. For certainly the senses are 
affected in diverse ways by external objects—taste, 
for instance, perceives the same honey now as bitter 
and now as sweet; and vision pronounces the same 
colour now blood-red and now white.® Nay, even 52 
smell is not consistent with itself; for certainly the 
sufferer from headache declares myrrh to be un
pleasant, while one who does not so suffer calls it 
pleasant. And those who are possessed or in a frenzy 
fancy they hear persons conversing with them whom we 
do not hear. And the same water seems to those in a 
fever to be unpleasant because of its excessive heat, 
but to all others tepid. Whether, then, one is to call 53 
all the appearances true, or some true and some false, 
or all false, it is impossible to say since we possess 
no agreed criterion whereby we shall judge the ques
tion we are proposing to decide, nor are we even 
provided with a proof that is true and approved, 
because we are still in search of the criterion of truth 
“ By means of which ” the true proof itself ought to 
be tested. For these reasons he also who asks us to 54 
believe those who are in a natural state, but not 
those whose disposition is non-natural, will be acting 
absurdly ; for he will not gain credence if he says 

0 Cf. i. 100 ff.
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άναποδείκτως τοΰτο λέγων πιστευθήσεται, ούτε 
άπόδειξιν αληθή καί κεκριμένη ν έζει διά τ ά  
προειρημένα.

55 Ει μέντοι καί συγχωρήσειέ τις τάς μεν τω ν κατα 
φύσιν έχόντων φαντασίας είναι πίστας τάς δε τω ν  
παρά φύσιν δια κείμενων απίστους, και όντως  
αδύνατος εύρεθήσεται ή διά τω ν αισθήσεων μόνων 
κρίσις των εκτός υποκείμενων, ή δρασις γοΰν 
καί ή κατά φύσιν εχουσα τον Καυτόν>ι πύργον ότε 
μεν στρογγύλον ότε δε τετράγωνον είναι λε'γει, 
καί ή γεΰσις τά αυτά σιτία επί μεν τω ν κεκορεσ
μένων αηδή επί δε των πεινώντων ήδεα φησίν 
είναι, καί ή ακοή παραπλησίως τής αυτής φωνής 
νυκτός μεν ώς εύμεγέθους αντιλαμβάνεται ημέρας

56 δε <ώς>2 άμαυράς, καί ή οσφρησις επί μεν των  
πολλών δυσώδη επί δε τω ν βυρσοδεφών ούδαμώς 
τά αυτά είναι δοκεΐ, καί ή αυτή αφή είσιόντων 
μεν ημών εις τό βαλανεΐον θερμαίνεται υπό τής 
παραστάδος, εζιόντων δε φύχεται. διόπερ επεί 
καί κατά φύσιν εχουσαι αί αισθήσεις εαυταΐς 
μάχονται, καί ή διαφωνία εστίν άνεπίκριτος, επεί 
μή εχομεν ώ μολογη μένον <κριτήριον>3 δι* ου 
κρίνεσθαι δύναται, τάς αύτάς απορίας άκολουθεΐν 
ανάγκη, καί άλλα δε πλείω μεταφέρειν προς τήν 
τούτου κατασκευήν ενδέχεται εκ τών προειρη
μένων ήμιν περί τών τής εποχής τρόπων, διόπερ 
ούκ αν είη αληθές ίσως τό τήν αΐσθησιν μόνην 
δύνασθαι κρίνειν τά εκτός υποκείμενα.

57 Ούκοΰν επί τήν διάνοιαν μετέλθωμεν τώ  λόγω, 
οι τοίνυν άξιοΰντες τή διάνο ία μόνη προσέχειν εν

1 <αύτόν> add. Mutsch.
* <ώϊ> add. cj. Bekk. 8 <κριτήριον> add. T.
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this without proof, and, for the reasons given above, 
he will not possess a true and approved proof.

And even were one to concede that the sense- 55 
impressions o f those in a natural state are reliable, 
and those o f men in a non-natural condition unreli
able, even so the judgement of external real objects 
by means of the senses alone will be found to be 
impossible. For certainly the sense o f sight, even 
when it is in a natural state, pronounces the same 
tower α to be at one time round, at another square ; 
and the sense of taste declares the same food to be 
unpleasant in the case of those full-fed, but pleasant 
in the case of those who are hungry ; and the sense 
o f hearing likewise perceives the same sound as loud 
by night but as faint by day ; and the sense of smell 56 
regards the same objects as malodorous in the case 
of most people, but not so in the case of tanners ; 
and the same sense of touch feels warmth in the outer 
hall,6 when we enter the bath-rooms, but cold when we 
leave them. Therefore, since even when in a natural 
state the senses contradict themselves, and their dis
pute is incapable of decision, seeing that we possess 
no accepted criterion by means of which it can be 
judged, the same perplexities must necessarily follow. 
Moreover, for the establishment of this conclusion we 
may derive still further arguments from our previous 
discussion of the Modes of Suspension.® Hence it 
would probably be untrue to say that sense-percep
tion alone is able to judge real external objects.

Let us, then, proceed in our exposition to the in- 57 
tellect. Now those who claim d that we should attend

« Cf. i. 118.
h Cf. i. 110. · See i. 36 if.

d Cf. Adv. Log. i. 89 ff. 
h 2VOL. I 187
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τη κρισει τώ ν πραγμάτων πρώτον μεν εκείνο ουχ 
εξουσιν δεικνύναι ότι καταληπτόν εστι τό εΐναι 
διάνοιαν, επεί γάρ 6 μεν Υοργίας ούδεν είναι 
φάσκων ουδέ διάνοιαν είναι φησι, τινες δε ταύτην 
άποφαίνονται ύπάρχειν, πώς ονν επικρινοϋσι την 
διαφωνίαν; οΰτε γάρ διανοία, επεί το ζητουμενον 
συναρπάσονσιν^ ούτε αλλω τινί- ούδεν γάρ άλλο 
είναι φασι κατά την ύπόθεσιν την νΰν ύποκειμενην, 
δι ον κρίνεται τά  πράγματα, άνεπίκριτον άρα 
και άκατάληπτον εσται πότερον εστι διάνοια η 
ονκ εστιν· ω συνεισερχεται το  μη δεΐν μόνη τη  
διανοία προσεχειν εν τη τώ ν πραγμάτων κρίσει, 
τη μηδεπω κατειλημμένη.

58 ’Αλλά κατειληφθω η διάνοια, καί ώμολογήσθω 
τό εΐναι ταυτην καθ’ ύπόθεσιν· λέγω ότι ού 
δύναται κρίνειν τά  πράγματα, εί γάρ μηδ’ εαν- 
την ακριβώς όρα, αλλά διαφωνεί περί τε  της 
ουσίας αυτής καί του τρόπον της γενεσεως καί 
του τόπου εν ώ εστιν, πώς αν δυνηθείη τώ ν άλλων

59 τι ακριβώς καταλαμβάνειν; διδόμενου δε καί του  
την διάνοιαν κριτικήν είναι τών πραγμάτων, ούχ 
ενρήσομεν πώς κατ αυτήν κρίνου μεν. πολλής γάρ 
ούσης τής κατά διάνοιαν διαφοράς, επειδή ετερα 
μεν εστιν ή Υοργίου διάνοια, καθ’ ήν φησι μηδέν 
εΐναι, ετερα δε η * Ηρακλείτου, καθ’ ήν λεγει πάντα 
εΐναι, ετερα δέ ή τών λεγόντων τάδε μεν εΐναι τάδε 
δε μη εΐναι, πώς επικρίνω μεν την τών διανοιών 
διαφοράν ούχ εξομεν, ουδέ δυνησόμεθα ε ’ιπεΐν οτι

° See Introd. ρ. χν; cf. Adv. Log. i. 65.
6 i.e. whether in the head or breast or elsewhere; cf. Adv. 

Log. i. 313, 348.
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to the intellect only in our judgement of things will, 
in the first place, be unable to show that the existence 
of intellect is apprehensible. For when Gorgias,® in 
denying that anything exists, denies also the exist
ence of intellect, while some declare that it has real 
existence, how will they decide this contradiction ? 
Not by the intellect, for so they will be assuming the 
matter in question ; nor yet by anything else, since, 
as they assert, according to our present assumption 
there exists nothing else by means o f which objects 
are judged. So then the problem as to whether 
intellect does or does not exist will not admit of 
decision or apprehension ; and from this it follows, 
as a corollary, that in the judgement of objects we 
ought not to attend to the intellect alone, which has 
not as yet been apprehended.

But let it be granted that the intellect has been 58 
apprehended, and let us agree, by way of assumption, 
that it really exists ; I still affirm that it cannot judge 
objects. For if it does not even discern itself accu
rately but contradicts itself about its own existence 
and the mode of its origin and the position in which 
it is placed,6 how can it be able to apprehend any
thing else accurately ? And even if it be granted 59 
that the intellect is capable of judging objects, we 
shall not discover how to judge according to it. For 
since there exists great divergence in respect of the 
intellect—for the intellect of Gorgias, according to 
which he states that nothing exists, is one kind, and 
another kind is that of Heracleitus, according to which 
he declares that all things exist, and another that of 
those who say that some things do and others do not 
exist—we shall have no means of deciding between 
these divergent intellects, nor shall we be able to
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τη  μεν τοΰδε 8 Lav ο ία κατακολουθεΐν προσήκει τη
60 τοΰδε δε ούδ α μ ώ ς. ήν τε γάρ διάνο ία τινι κρίνειν 

τολμώ  μ εν, τ η ς  διαφωνίας μερει συγκατατιθεμενοι 
τδ  ζητουμ ενον συναρπάσομεν * ην τ ε  ετερω  τινί, 
φευσόμεθα δτι μόνη τη  διάνο ία δει κρίνειν τ α  
π ράγμ ατα .

61 Α οιπ όν εκ τ ω ν  περί κριτηρίου το ΰ  ύφ* οΰ λ εγό 
μενόν ρηθεντω ν δεικνυναι δυνησόμεθα ότι μ ή τε  
τη ν άγχινονστεραν τω ν  άλλων διάνοιαν εύρεΐν 
δυνάμεθα, ότι τ ε  αν ενρω μεν τ ω ν  τ ε  γεγενημενω ν  
καί ούσώ ν διανοιών άγχινονστεραν διάνοιαν, επεί 
άδηλόν εστιν εί πάλιν τα υ τη ς ετερα εστα ι ά γ χ ι-

62 νονστερα , ου δει προσεχειν α υτή , ότι τ ε  καν ύ π ο - 
θώ μ εθα  διάνοιαν ή ς εντρεχεστερα  ούκ αν γενοιτο , 
ού συγκαταθησόμ εθα  τ ώ  δι αυτής κρίνοντι, ευλα
βούμενοι μη φευδή τινά  λόγον προφερόμενος διά  
τ ο  ό ξν τά τη ς  διανοίας μ ετεσχηκεναι δνναταί ημ άς  
πείθειν ότι αληθής εστιν. ούκοϋν ουδέ τη  διανοία  
μόνη δει κρίνειν τα  π ράγμ α τα .

63 Α είπ εται λεγειν ότι δι* άμφ οτερω ν. δ πάλιν εστιν  
α δύνα τον  ού μόνον γάρ ούχ όδηγουσιν αι α ι
σθήσεις τη ν διάνοιαν προς κατάληφιν, αλλά καί 
εναντιοϋνται αύτη . αμελεί γοΰν εκ το ΰ  το  μέλι 
τοΐσδε μεν πικρόν τοΐσδε δε γλυκύ φαίνεσθαι ό  
μεν Α ημ όκριτος εφη μ ή τε γλυκύ αύτό είναι μ ή τε  
πικρόν, ό δε * Η ράκλειτος άμφ ότερα. καί επί τώ ν  
άλλων α ισθήσεω ν τ ε  καί α ισθη τώ ν ό αύτός λ όγος, 
ο ύ τω ς από τ ώ ν  α ισθήσεω ν όρμω μενη ή διάνοια  
διάφορά τ ε  καί μαχόμενα άποφαίνεσθαι ά ναγκ ά- 
1 9 0
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assert that it is right to take this man’s intellect as 
our guide but not that man’s. For if we venture 60 
to judge by any one intellect, by thus agreeing to 
assent to one side in the dispute we shall be assuming 
the matter in question ; while if we judge by any
thing else, we shall be falsifying the assertion that 
one ought to judge objects by the intellect alone.

Further, we shall be able to show, from the state- 61 
ments made concerning the criterion “  By whom ”
(as it is called), that we are unable to discover the 
intellect that is cleverer than all others ; and also 
that if we should discover the intellect that is cleverer 
than past and present intellects we ought not to 62 
attend to it, since it is not evident whether yet 
another intellect may not arise which is cleverer than 
i t ; and further, that even if we assume an intellect 
which none could possibly surpass, we shall not 
assent to the man who judges by means of it, dread
ing lest he may put forward some false statement 
and succeed in persuading us of its truth because 
he possesses the keenest intellect. Neither, then, by 
the intellect alone ought we to judge objects.

The only remaining alternative is judgement by 63 
means of both senses and intellect.® But this again is 
impossible ; for not only do the senses not guide the 
intellect to apprehension,but they even oppose it. For 
it is certain, at any rate, that from the fact that honey 
appears bitter to some and sweet to others, Demo
critus declared that it is neither swreet nor bitter, 
while Heracleitus said that it is both. And the same 
account may be given of all the other senses and 
sensibles. Thus, when it starts out from the senses, 
the intellect is compelled to make diverse and con-

• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 354 ff.
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ζετα ι. τοΰτο  δε άλλότριόν εστι κριτηρίου κ α τα 
ληπτικού.

04 Ε?τα κάκεΐνο λ εκ τεο ν  ήτοι πάσαις τα ΐς α ίσθή - 
σεσι και τα ΐς π άντω ν διανοίαις κρινοΰσι τ ά  π ρ ά γ 
μ ατα  η τισίν. άλλ* εί μεν πάσαις λεξει τ ις , α 
δύνατα α ξιώ σει τοσα ντη ς μ άχη ς εν τα ΐς αίσθήσεσι 
και εν ταΐς διανοίαις εμφαινομενης, άλλως τ ε  και 
επεί τη ς  Τοργίου διανοίας άπόφασίς εστι το  μη  
8εΐν μ ή τε αίσθήσει μ ή τε  διάνο ία προσεχειν, π ερ ι- 
τραπήσεται 6 λόγος, εί δε τισίν, π ώ ς  κρινοΰσιν 
οτι ταΐσδε μεν τα ΐς α ίσθήσεσι και <ττ}δε>1 τη  
διανοία προσεχειν δει ταΐσδε δε ον , μη  εχοντες  
κριτήριον ώμολογημενον δι* ον τά ς  διαφόρους

65 αισθήσεις τ ε  καί διανοίας επικρινοϋσιν;  ήν δε 
λεγω σιν οτι τά ς  αισθήσεις και τά ς  διανοίας τή  
διανοίφ και τα ΐς α ίσθήσεσι κρινοΰμεν, το  ζη το υ -  
μενον συναρπάζουσιν' περί γάρ το ν  εί δυναταί τ ις  
διά τούτω ν κρίνειν ζητοϋμ εν.

66 Ειτα κάκεΐνο ρητεον οτι ήτοι τα ΐς αίσθήσεσι τά ς  
τε  αισθήσεις καί τά ς  διανοίας κρίνει τις,* ή τα ΐς  
διανοίαις τά ς  τ ε  α ισθήσεις καί τά ς  διανοίας, ή 
ταΐς τ ε  αίσθήσεσι τά ς  αισθήσεις καί τα ΐς διανοίαις 
τά ς  διανοίας, ή τα ΐς μεν α ίσθήσεσι τά ς  διανοίας 
τη  δε διανοία τά ς  αισθήσεις, εί μ εν ονν ταΐς  
αίσθήσεσιν ή  τη  διανοία άμφότερα κρίνειν εθελή- 
σονσιν, ούκετι δι* α ίσθή σεω ς καί διανοίας κρινοΰσιν 
αλλά δι* ενός τούτω ν, δπερ αν ελω νταί' και π α ρα - 
κολονθήσουσ ιν αύτοΐς αί έμπροσθεν ειρημεναι

67 άπορίαι. εί 8ε τα ΐς α ίσθήσεσι τ ά ς  αισθήσεις καί

1 <τ$δέ> add. cj. Bekk.
* Kpivd Tisego s κρίνεται L : Kplvere MEAB, Bekk.: κρινοΰσιν 

T, Mutsch.
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flicting statements ; and this is alien to a criterion of 
apprehension.

Then there is this also to be said : they will judge 64 
objects either by all the senses and by all men’s 
intellects or by some. But if a man shall say “  by all,”  
he will be claiming what is impossible in view of the 
immense discrepancy which obviously exists amongst 
the senses and the intellects; and moreover, by 
reason of the assertion of Gorgias’s intellect that “  we 
must not give heed either to sense or to intellect,”  
the man’s statement will be demolished. And if they 
shall say “  by some,”  how will they decide that we 
ought to give heed to these senses and this intellect 
and not to those, seeing that they possess no accepted 
criterion by which to judge the differing senses and 
intellects ? And if they shall say that we will judge 65 
the senses and the intellects by the intellect and the 
senses, they are assuming the matter in question; 
for what we are questioning is the possibility of 
judging by means of these.

Another point we must make is this : either one 66 
will judge both the senses and the intellects by the 
senses, or both the senses and the intellects by the 
intellects, or the senses by the senses and the intellect 
by the intellects, or the intellects by the senses and 
the senses by the intellect. If then they shall propose 
to judge both objects by the senses or by the intellect, 
they will no longer be judging by sense and intellect 
but by one o f these two, whichever one they may 
choose, and thus they will be entangled in the per
plexities previously mentioned. And if they shall 67 
judge the senses by the senses and the intellects by
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τ fj διανοία τάς διανοίας h τικρινοΰσιν, επειδή 
μάχονται καί αισθήσεις αίσθήσεσι και διάνοιαι 
διάνο ίαις, ήντινα αν λάβωσιν από των μαχο μενών 
αισθήσεων προς την κρίσιν των άλλων αισθήσεων, 
τδ ζητουμενον συναρπάσονσ ι ν  μέρος γάρ τής 
διαφωνίας ώς πιστόν ήδη λήφονται προς την των

68 επ’ ίσης αΰτώ ζητούμενων έπίκρισιν. ό δε αυτός 
και επί των διανοιών λόγος. εί δε ταΐς μεν 
αίσθήσεσι τάς διανοίας επικρινοΰσι τή διάνο ία δε 
τάς αισθήσεις, ό διάλληλος ενρίσκεται τρόπος, 
καθ' ον ΐνα μεν αί αισθήσεις επικριθώσι δει προ- 
κεκρίσθαι τάς διανοίας, ΐνα δε αί διάνοιαι δοκιμα-

69 σθώσι, χρή προδιακρίνεσθαι τάς αισθήσεις, επει 
ονν μήτε υπό των ομογενών τά ομογενή κριτήρια 
δνναται επικρίνεσθαι μήτε υπό ενός γένους άμφό- 
τερα τά γένη μήτε υπό τών ετερογενών εναλλάξ, 
ου δυνησόμεθα προκρίνειν διάνοιαν διανοίας ή 
αΐσθησιν αίσθήσεως. διά δε τούτο ουδέ εξομεν 
διά τίνος κρινοΰμεν εί γάρ μήτε πάσαις ταΐς 
αίσθήσεσι καί ταΐς διανοίαις κρίνειν δυνησόμεθα, 
μήτε είσόμεθα ποίαις μεν δει κρίνειν ποίαις δε μή, 
ούχ εξομεν δι ου κρινοΰμεν τά πράγματα.

"Ωστε καί διά ταΰτα ανύπαρκτον αν εΐη τό  
κριτήριον τό δι οΰ.

Ζ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΚΑΘ’ Ο
70 "Ιδωμεν οΰν εξής περί τοΰ κριτηρίου καθ’ δ 

κρίνεσθαι λεγουσι τά  πράγματα, πρώτον τοίνυν 
εκείνο εστιν είπεΐν περί αύτοΰ ότι άνεπινοητός

α i.e. the Stoics, cf. § 16; Adv. Log. i. 35, 370. For the 
Stoic doctrine of “ presentation ” and the “ Criterion ” see 
Introd. p. xxv.
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the intellect, then, since both senses conflict with 
senses and intellects with intellects, whichever o f the 
conflicting senses they shall adopt for judging the 
rest of the senses, they will be assuming the matter 
in question ; for they will be adopting one section of 
the series in dispute, as being already reliable, to 
decide about the others which, equally with it, are in 
question. And the same argument applies to the 68 
intellects. And if they shall judge the intellects 
by the senses, and the senses by the intellect, this 
involves circular reasoning inasmuch as it is required 
that the intellects should be judged first in order that 
the senses may be judged, and the senses be first 
scrutinized in order that the intellects may be tested. 
Since, therefore, criteria of the one species cannot be 69 
judged by those o f a like species, nor those of both 
the species by those of one species, nor conversely 
by those o f an unlike species, we shall not be able to 
prefer intellect to intellect or sense to sense. And 
because o f this we shall have nothing by which to 
judge ; for if we shall be unable to judge by all the 
senses and intellects, and shall not know either by 
which of them we ought and by which we ought not 
to judge, then we shall possess no means by which to 
judge objects.

Consequently, for these reasons also the criterion 
“ By means o f which ”  will have no real existence.

Chapter VII.—Of the Criterion “  A ccording 
to which ”

Let us consider next the Criterion “  According to 70 
which,”  as they a say, objects are judged. In the first 
place, then, we may say this of it, that “  presentation ”
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earιν ή φαντασία, λεγουσι γάρ φαντασίαν εΐι>αι 
τύπωσιν εν ήγεμονικω. είτεί οΰν ή φυχή καί το 
ηγεμονικόν πνεύμα εστιν η λεπτό μερεστερόν τι 
πνεύματος, ώς φασίν, ον δυνήσεταί τις τύπωσιν 
επινοεΐν εν αντω ούτε κατ’ είσοχήν καί εξοχην, 
ώς επί των σφραγίδων όρώμεν, ούτε κατά την 
τερατολογουμενην ετεροιωτικήν' ού γάρ αν μνήμην 
τοσούτων άναδεξαιτο θεωρημάτων όσα σννίστησι 
τέχνην, εν ταΐς επιγινομεναις ετεροιώσεσι των

71 προϋποκειμενων άπαλειφομενων. εί μεντοι καί 
επινοηθήναι δύναιτο ή φαντασία, ακατάληπτος 
εσται· επεί γάρ πάθος εστίν ηγεμονικού, το δε 
ηγεμονικόν ού καταλαμβάνεται, ώς εδείξαμεν, 
ούδε τό πάθος αντοϋ καταληφόμεθα.

72 ΕΓτα εί καί δοίημεν δτι καταλαμβάνεται η φαν
τασία, ού δύναται κρίνεσθαι [και] κατ’ αύτην τά  
πράγματα* ού γάρ δι εαυτης επιβάλλει τοΐς εκτός 
καί φαντασιοϋται η διάνοια, ώς φασίν, αλλά διά 
των αισθήσεων, αί δε αισθήσεις τά μεν εκτός 
υποκείμενα ού καταλαμβάνουσιν, μόνα δε, εί άρα, 
τά εαυτών πάθη, καί ή φαντασία οΰν του πάθους 
τής αίσθι)σεως εσται, όπερ διαφέρει του εκτός 
υποκείμενον ού γάρ τό αυτό εστι τό μέλι τω  
γλυκάζεσθαί με καί τό άφίνθιον τω  πικράζεσθαι,

73 αλλά διαφέρει, ει.δε διαφέρει τούτο τό πάθος τού  
εκτός υποκείμενου, ή φαντασία εσται ούχί τού  
εκτός υποκείμενου άλλ’ ετερου τίνος διαφεροντος 
αύτοΰ. εί οΰν κατά ταύτην κρίνει ή διάνοια,

α Or “ ruling principle,” cf. i. 128, Adv. Log. i. 380 ; Introd. 
p. xxv. 6 Cf. § 81 infra, iii. 188: Introd. p. xxv.

« The first of these views is ascribed to Cleanthes, the second 
to Chrysippus, cf. Adv. Log. i. 228, 372: Introd. p. xxv.
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is inconceivable. They declare that “  presentation ” 
is an impression on “  the regent part.”  e Since, then, 
the soul, and the regent part, is breath or something 
more subtile than breath,6 as they affirm, no one will 
be able to conceive of an impression upon it either 
by way of depression and eminence, as we see in 
the case o f seals, or by way of the magical “  altera
tion ”  they talk aboutc ; for the soul will not be able 
to conserve the remembrance o f all the concepts 
that compose an art, since the pre-existing concepts 
are obliterated by the subsequent “  alterations.”  Yet 71 
even if “  presentation ”  could be conceived, it would 
still be non-apprehensible ; for since it is an affection 
of the regent part, and the regent part, as we have 
shown,d is not apprehended, neither shall we appre
hend its affection.

Further, even were we to grant that the “  presenta- 72 
tion ”  is apprehended, objects cannot be judged 
according to i t ; for the intellect, as they assert, does 
not make contact with external objects and receive 
presentations by means of itself but by means of 
the senses, and the senses do not apprehend external 
real objects but only, if at all, their own affections.®
So then the presentation will be that o f the affection 
of the sense, which is different from the external 
reality ; for honey is not the same as my feeling of 
sweetness nor gall the same as my feeling of bitter
ness, but a different thing. And if this affection differs 73 
from the external real object, the presentation will 
not be that of the external reality but of something 
else which is different therefrom. If, therefore, the 
intellect judges according to this, it judges badly and

d See §§ .57 ff. svpra. 
e i.e. sensations or feelings.
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φαύλως κρίνει καί ου κατά το υποκείμενον. διόπερ 
άτοπόν εστι το κατά την φαντασίαν τά  έκτος 
κρίνεσθαι λεγειν.

74 Ά λλ ' ουδέ τούτο εστιν είπεΐν ότι η φνχή κατα
λαμβάνει διά των αισθητικών παθών τά  εκτός 
υποκείμενα διά το όμοια τά  πάθη τών αισθήσεων 
είναι τοΐς εκτός ύποκειμενοις. πόθεν γάρ εΐσεται 
η διάνοια εί ομοιά εστι τά  πάθη τών αισθήσεων 
τοΐς αίσθητοΐς, μήτε αυτή τοΐς εκτός εντυγχάνουσα, 
μήτε τών αισθήσεων αυτή την φυσιν αυτών δη- 
λουσών αλλά τά  εαυτών πάθη, καθάπερ εκ τών

75 τρόπων τής εποχής επελογισάμην. ώσπερ γάρ ο 
άγνοών μεν Έωκράτην εικόνα δε τούτον θεασάμενος 
ούκ οΐδεν εί όμοια εστιν ή είκών τώ  Έωκράτει, 
ουτω και ή διάνοια τά  μεν πάθη τών αισθήσεων 
εποπτεύουσα τά δε εκτός μη θεωρούσα ουδέ εί 
ομοιά εστι τά  τών αισθήσεων πάθη τοΐς εκτός 
ύποκειμενοις εΐσεται. ουδέ καθ' όμοίωσιν άρα 
δυνήσεται ταΰτα κρίνειν κατά την φαντασίαν.

76 Ά λλα δώμεν κατά συγχώρησιν, προς τώ  επι- 
νοεΐσθαι την φαντασίαν καί καταλαμβάνεσθαι, ετι 
καί επιδεκτικήν είναι του κρίνεσθαι κατ' αυτήν τά  
πράγματα, καίτοι του λόγου παν τό εναντίον 
ύπομνήσαντος. ούκοΰν ήτοι πάση φαντασία πι- 
στευσομεν <καί κατ' αυτήν επικρινοΰμεν, ή τινι- 
άλλ' εί μεν πάση, δήλον ότι καί τή Ξ,ενιάδου 
φαντασία, πιστευσομεν >χ καθ' ήν ελεγε πάσας τάς 
φαντασίας απίστους είναι, καί περιτραπήσεται 6 
λόγος εις τό μή είναι πάσας τάς φαντασίας ώστε

1 <καΙ . . . ττιστΐύσομ£ν> add. Τ.

β See i. 100 ff. 6 C f. § 18 su p ra .
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not according to reality. Consequently, it is absurd 
to say that external objects are judged according to 
the presentation.

Nor, again, is it possible to assert that the soul 74 
apprehends external realities by means of the affec
tions o f sense owing to the similarity o f the affections 
of the senses to the external real objects. For how 
is the intellect to know whether the affections of the 
senses are similar to the objects o f sense when it has 
not itself encountered the external objects, and the 
senses do not inform it about their real nature but 
only about their own affections, as I have argued 
from the Modes o f Suspension ?e For j ust as the man 75 
who does not know Socrates but has seen a picture of 
him does not know whether the picture is like Socrates, 
so also the intellect when it gazes on the affections of 
the senses but does not behold the external objects 
will not so much as know whether the affections of 
the senses are similar to the external realities. So 
that not even on the ground of resemblance will he 
be able to judge these objects according to the 
presentation.

But let us grant by way of concession that in 76 
addition to being conceived and apprehended the 
presentation is also such that it admits of objects 
being judged according to it, although the argument 
points to an entirely opposite conclusion. In this 
case we shall either believe every presentation, or 
impression, and judge according thereto, or some one 
impression. But if we are to believe every impression, 
clearly we shall believe also that of Xeniades b accord
ing to which he asserted that all impressions are un
trustworthy, and our statement will be reversed and 
made to say that all impressions are not of such a sort
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και κατ' αυτάς κρίνεσθαι Βυνασθαι τά πράγματα·
77 εί Be τισίν, πώς επικρινουμεν ότι ταϊσΒς μεν ταΐς 

φαντασίαις πιστευειν προσήκει ταΐσΒε Be άπιστεΐν; 
el μεν γάρ άνευ φαντασίας, Βώσουσιν οτι παρελκει 
ή φαντασία προς το Kpiveiv, εϊγε χωρίς αυτής 
κρίν€σθαι Βυνασθαι τά  πράγματά [τινα] λεξουσιν  
el Be μ€τά φαντασίας, πώς λήφονται την φαντα
σίαν ήν παραλαμβάνουσι προς την τών άλλων φαν-

78 τασιών κρίσιν; ή πάλιν αντοΐς άλλης φαντασίας 
Βεήσει προς την κρίσιν [τών άλλων φαντασιών],1 
και eh  την εκείνης κρίσιν άλλης, και eh  άπειρον. 
άΒννατον Be άπ€ΐρα επικρΐναι· άΒννατον άρα ενρεΐν 
ποίαις μεν φαντασίαις ώς κριτηρίοις Βει χρήσθαι 
ποίαις Be ούΒαμώς. επει οΰν καν Βώμ€ν οτι κατά 
τάς φαντασίας Beΐ  Kpiveiv τά  πράγματα, εκατέ
ρωθεν περιτρεπεται 6 λόγος, και εκ τον πάση 
7τιστευειν και όκ του τισι μεν πιστευειν ώς κρι- 
τηρίοις τισι δε άπιστεΐν, συνάγεται το μη Βεΐν 
τάς φαντασίας προς την κρίσιν τών πραγμάτων 
ώς κριτήρια παραλαμβάνειν.

79 Ύαϋτα μεν αρκεί νυν είπεΐν ώς εν ύποτυπώσει 
και προς τό κριτήριον καθ' ο κρίνεσθαι τά πράγ
ματα ελέγετο. ειΒεναι Be χρή ότι ού πρόκειται 
ήμΐν άποφήνασθαι ότι ανύπαρκτόν εστι τό κρι- 
τήριον τό της αλήθειας (τούτο γάρ Βογματικόν)· 
άλλ’ επει οι Βογματικοι πιθανώς Βοκοΰσι κατ- 
εσκευακεναι ότι εστι τι κριτήριον αλήθειας, ημείς 
αύτοΐς πιθανούς Βοκοΰντας είναι λόγους άντεθή- 
καμεν, ούτε ότι αληθείς είσί Βιαβεβαιουμενοι ούτε 
ότι πιθανώτεροι τών εναντίων, αλλά $ιά την φαινο-

1 [rdv a. φ.] del. Papp.
° Cf. § 103 infra, Adv. Log. i. 443.
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that objects can be judged according to them. And 77 
if we are to believe some, how shall we decide that 
it is proper to believe these and disbelieve those ? 
For if they say we are to do so without presentation, 
they will be granting that presentation is superfluous 
for judging, inasmuch as they will be stating that 
objects can be judged without i t ; while if they say 
“  by the aid of presentation,”  how will they select 
the presentation which they are adopting for the 
purpose of judging all the other presentations ? Once 78 
again they will need a second presentation to judge 
the first, and a third to judge the second, and so on 
ad infinitum. But it is impossible to judge an infinite 
series ; and therefore it is impossible to discover what 
sort of presentations we ought to employ as criteria, 
and what we ought not. Seeing, then, that, even 
should we grant that one ought to judge objects 
according to presentations, whether we adopt the 
alternative of trusting all as criteria or that of trusting 
some and distrusting others, in either case the argu
ment is overthrown, and we are forced to conclude 
that we ought not to adopt presentations as criteria 
for the judging of objects.

This is enough to say now, in our outline sketch, 79 
with reference to the criterion “ According to which,” 
as it was said, objects are judged. But one should 
notice that we do not propose to assert that the 
criterion of truth is unreal “ (for that would be dog
matism) ; but since the Dogmatists appear to have 
established plausibly that there really is a criterion of 
truth, we have set up counter-arguments which appear 
to be plausible ; and though we do not positively 
affirm either that they are true or that they are more 
plausible than their opposites, yet because of the
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μενην ΐσην πιθανότητα τούτων τε των λόγων καί 
των παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς κείμενων την εποχήν 
συνάγοιπες.

Η'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΛΗΘΟΤΣ ΚΑΙ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑΣ

80 Ει μεντοι και δοίημεν καθ' ύπόθεσιν είναι τι 
της αλήθειας κριτήριου, άχρηστον ενρίσκεται και 
μάταιον, εάν νπομνήσωμεν ότι, όσον επι τοΐς 
λεγόμενοις υπό τω ν δογματικών, ανύπαρκτος μεν

81 εστιν η αλήθεια άνυιτόστατον δε τό αληθές, νπο- 
μιμνήσκομεν δε ούτως. λεγεται διαφερειν της 
αλήθειας το αληθές τριχώς, ουσία σνστάσει δυνά
μει· ουσία μεν επει τό μεν αληθές άσώματόν εστιν 
(αξίωμα γάρ εστι και λεκτόν), η δε αλήθεια σώμα 
(εστι γάρ επιστήμη πάντων αληθών αποφαντική, 
ή 8e επιστήμη πώς εχον ηγεμονικόν ώσπερ και ή 
πώς εχουσα χειρ πυγμή, τό δε ηγεμονικόν σώμα ·

82 εστι γάρ κατ αυτούς πνεύμα), σνστάσει δε επει 
τό μεν αληθές άπλοΰν τι εστιν, οΐον “  εγώ δια
λέγομαι,”  ή δε αλήθεια από [τη?] πολλών αληθών

83 γνώσεων1 συνίσταται, δυνάμει 8ε επει ή μεν αλήθεια 
επιστήμης εχεται, τό δε αληθές ού πάντως, 
διόπερ την μεν αλήθειαν εν μόνω σπουδαίω φασιν 
είναι, τό δε αληθές και εν φαύλω · ενδεχεται γάρ 
τον φαϋλον αληθές τι είπεΐν.

1 γνώσεων Τ : yviiaews m s s . (rijs . . . yv. Bekk.). * 202

0 Cf. Adv. Log. i. 38 ff. S. argues that, to go by the 
Stoics’ own statement, neither “ truth” (which is “ cor
poreal” ) nor “ the true” (particular “ judgement,” which is 
“ incorporeal” ) has any real existence: he terms the former 
“ unreal,” or “ non-existent” (άνύπαρκτο$), the latter “ non- 
substantial ” (ανυπόστατο*).
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apparently equal plausibility o f these arguments and 
of those propounded by the Dogmatists we deduce 
suspension o f judgement.

Chapter VIII.—O f the T rue and Truth

Even were we to grant, by way of hypothesis, that 80 
a criterion of truth exists, it is found to be useless and 
vain if we recall that, so far as the statements of the 
Dogmatists go, truth is unreal and the true non- 
substantial.a The passage we recall is this : “  The 81 
true is said to differ from truth in three ways—in 
essence, composition, potency. In essence, since the 
true is incorporeal (for it is judgement and “  expres
sion ” b), while truth is a body (for it is knowledge 
declaratory o f all true things, and knowledge is a 
particular state o f the regent part, just as the fist is a 
particular state of the hand, and the regent part is a 
body ; for according to them it is breath). In com- 82 
position, because the true is a simple thing, as for 
example ‘ I converse,’ whereas truth is a compound 
of many true cognitions.® In potency, since truth 83 
depends on knowledge but the true does not alto
gether so depend. Consequently, as they say, truth 
exists only in the good man, but the true in the bad 
man as well; for it is possible for the bad man to 
utter something true.”

6 Literally “ the utterable ” (lekton), or thought in its 
relation to speech; i.e. the meaning or significance of a 
word or name (the idea or mental picture evoked by it) as 
distinguished from (1) the name itself, as uttered (φωνή), and 
(2 ) the real object, existing outside the mind (i zeros), denoted 
by the name: these two last were said (by the Stoics) to be 
“ corporeal.”

• Cf. Adv. Log. i. 41 ff.
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84 T αΰτα μεν οι δογματικοί· ημείς δε πάλιν τής 
κατά τήν συ'/γραφήν προαιρέσεως στοχαζόμενοι 
προς μόνον το αληθές νυν τούς λόγους ποιησόμεθα, 
επει συμπεριγράφεται τούτω  και ή αλήθεια, σύ 
στημα τής των αληθών γνώσεως είναι λεγάμενη, 
πάλιν δε επει των λόγων οι μεν είσι καθολικώ- 
τεροι, δι’ ών αυτήν τήν ύπόστασιν του αληθούς 
κινοϋμεν, οί δε είδικοί, δι ών δείκνυμεν ότι ούκ 
εστιν εν φωνή το αληθές ή εν λεκτώ ή εν τή 
κινήσει τής διανοίας, τούς καθολικωτερους εκ- 
θέσθαι μόνους ως προς το παρόν άρκεΐν ήγούμεθα. 
ώσπερ γάρ τείχους θεμελίω κατενεχθέντι και τά  
ύπερκείμενα πάντα συγκαταφέρεται, οϋτω τή τοΰ 
αληθούς ύποστάσει διατρεπομενη και at κατά 
μέρος των δογματικών εύρεσιλογιαι συμπεριγρα- 
φονται.

θ'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΦΤΣΕΙ ΑΛΗΘΕΣ

85 Διαφωνίας τοίνυν ούσης περί τού αληθούς παρά 
τοΐς δογματικοΐς, επει τινες μεν φασιν εΐναί τι 
αληθές τινες δε μηδέν είναι αληθές, ούκ ενδέχεται 
τήν διαφωνίαν επικρΐναι, επειδή ό λέγων εΐναί τι 
αληθές ούτε άνευ άποδείξεως τούτο λέγων πιστευ- 
θήσεται διά τήν διαφωνίαν· ήν τε και άπόδειξιν 
βούληται φέρειν, ήν μεν φευδή ταύτην είναι συν- 
ομολογήση, άπιστος εσται, αληθή δε τήν άπόδειξιν 
είναι λέγων εις τον διάλληλόν τε εμπίπτει λόγον 
και άπόδειξιν αίτηθήσεται τοΰ άληθή αυτήν ύπ- 
άρχειν, και εκείνης άλλην, και μέχρις άπειρου, 
άδύνατον δε άπειρα άποδεΐξαι· ά δυνατόν άρα 
γνώναι και ότι εστι τι άληθές.
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Such are the statements of the Dogmatists. But 84 
we,—having regard here again to the plan of our 
treatise,— shall confine our present discussion to the 
true, since its refutation entails that o f truth as well, 
it being defined as the “  system of the knowledge of 
things true.” Again, since some of our arguments, 
whereby we dispute the very existence of the true, 
are more general, others of a specific kind, whereby 
we prove that the true does not exist in utterance or 
in expression or in the movement of the intellect, we 
deem it sufficient for the present to set forth only 
those of the more general kind. For just as, when 
the foundation of a wall collapses, all the super
structure collapses along with it, so also, when, the 
substantial existence of the true is refuted, all the 
particular inventions of the logic of the Dogmatists 
are included in the refutation.

Chapter IX.— D oes A nything True really exist ?
Seeing, then, that there is a controversy amongst 85 

the Dogmatists regarding “  the true,”  since some 
assert that something true exists, others that nothing 
true exists, it is impossible to decide the controversy, 
because the man who says that something true exists 
will not be believed without proof, on account o f the 
controversy ; and if he wishes to offer proof, he will 
be disbelieved if he acknowledges that his proof is 
false, whereas if he declares that his proof is true he 
becomes involved in circular reasoning and will be 
required to show proof of the real truth of his proof, 
and another proof of that proof, and so on ad infinitum. 
But it is impossible to prove an infinite series ; and so 
it is impossible also to get to know that something 
true exists.
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86 Και μην τό  τι, δπερ φασίν εΐναι πάντων γενικώ- 
τατον, ήτοι αληθές η ψεΰδός εστιν η οΰτε αληθές 
ούτε ψευδός η και ψευδός και αληθές, εΐ μεν οΰν 
ψεΰδος αυτό είναι φήσουσιν, όμολογήσονσιν ότι 
εστι πάντα ψευδή. ώσπερ γάρ επει τό ζώον 
έμψυχόν εστι, και πάντα τα  ζώα τα  κατά μέρος 
εμψυχά εστιν, ούτως εΐ τό γενικώτατον πάντων 
τό τι ψεΰδός εστι, και πάντα τά  κατά μέρος εσται 
ψευδή και ούδεν αληθές, ώ συνεισάγεται τό μηδέν 
είναι ψεΰδος· και γάρ αυτό τό “  πάντα εστι ψευδή "  
και τό “  εστι τι ψεΰδος ”  τω ν πάντων καθεστώς 
ψεΰδος εσται. εΐ δε αληθές εστι τό  τι, πάντα εσται 
αληθή· ω συνεισάγεται πάλιν τό μηδέν είναι αληθές, 
εΐγε και αυτό τοΰτο τι ΰπάρχον, λέγω  δε τό μηδέν

87 είναι αληθές, αληθές εστιν. εί δε και ψεΰδός εστι 
και αληθές τό  τι, έκαστον τω ν κατά μέρος και 
ψεΰδος εσται καί αληθές, εξ οΰ συνάγεται τό  
μηδέν φύσει αληθές είναι' τό γάρ φυσιν εχον 
τοιαύτην ώστε είναι αληθές, πάντως ούκ αν εΐη 
ψεΰδος. εΐ δ ’ ούτε ψεΰδός εστιν οΰτε αληθές τό  
τι, όμολογεΐται ότι και πάντα τά  επι μέρους μήτε 
ψευδή μήτε αληθή είναι λεγάμενα ούκ εσται αληθή, 
και διά ταΰτα μεν οΰν άδηλον ήμΐν εσται εΐ εστιν 
αληθές.

88 Προ? τοΰτοις ήτοι φαινόμενά εστι μόνον τά  
αληθή, ή άδηλα μόνον, ή τω ν αληθών τά  μεν 
άδηλά εστι τά  δε φαινόμενα' ούδεν δε τούτων εστιν 
αληθές, ώς δείξομεν’ ούδεν άρα εστιν αληθές, εί 
μεν οΰν φαινόμενα μόνον εστι τά αληθή, ήτοι 
πάντα τά  φαινόμενα λεξουσιν είναι αληθή ή τινά. 
και ει μεν πάντα, περιτρεπεται ό λόγος' φαίνεται

β Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 32 ff.; Introd. p. xxvi.
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Moreover, the “  something,”  which is, they declare, 86 
the highest genus of all,® is either true or false 
or neither false nor true or both false and true.
If, then, they shall assert that it is false they will 
be confessing that all things are false. For just as it 
follows because “  animal ”  is animate that all parti
cular animals also are animate, so too if the highest 
genus of all (“  something ” ) is false all the particulars 
also w ill be false and nothing true. And this involves 
also the conclusion that nothing is false ; for the very 
statements “  all things are false,”  and “ something 
false exists,”  being themselves included in the “  all,”  
will be false. And if the “  something ”  is true, all 
things will be true ; and from this again it follows 
that nothing is true, since this statement itself (I 
mean that “ nothing is true ” ) being “  something ”  is 
true. And if the “  something ”  is both false and 87 
true, each of its particulars will be both false and true. 
From which we conclude that nothing is really true ; 
for that which has its real nature such that it is true 
will certainly not be false. And if the “ something ”  
is neither false nor true, it is acknowledged that all 
the particulars also, being declared to be neither 
false nor true, will not be true. So for these reasons 
it will be non-evident to us whether the true exists.

Furthermore, the true things are either apparent 83 
only, or non-evident only, or in part non-evident and 
in part apparent; 6 but none of these alternatives is 
true, as we shall show ; therefore nothing is true. If, 
however, the true things are apparent only, they will 
assert either that all or that some of the apparent are 
true. And if they say “  all,”  the argument is over-

* Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 17 ff. By “ true things” are meant 
judgements or propositions which conform to fact.
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γάρ τισι το μηδέν είναι αληθές, εϊ δε τινά, άν- 
επικρίτως μεν ού δύναταί τις λεγειν οτι τάδε μεν 
εστιν αληθή τάδε δε φευδή, κριτηρίω δε χρώμενος 
ήτοι φαινόμενον είναι λεξει τούτο το κριτηριον η 
άδηλον. καί άδηλον μεν ονδαμως" μόνα γάρ

89 ύπόκειται νυν αληθή τά φαινόμενα, εϊ δε φαινό- 
μενον, επεί ζητείται τίνα μεν φαινόμενά εστιν 
αληθή τίνα δε φευδή, και το λαμβανόμενον φαι- 
νόμενον προς την κρίσιν τω ν φαινομένων πάλιν 
ετερου δεήσεται κριτηρίου φαινομένου, κάκεΐνο 
άλλου, και μεχρις άπειρου, αδύνατον δε άπειρα 
επικρίνειν αδύνατον άρα καταλαβεΐν εί φαινόμενά 
εστι μόνον τά  αληθή.

90 'Ομοίως δε και 6 λεγων τά  άδηλα μόνον είναι 
αληθή πάντα μεν ού λεξει είναι αληθή (ού γάρ 
καί το αρτίους είναι τούς αστέρας αληθές είναι 
λεξει και1 το  περιττούς τούτους ύπάρχειν) · εί δε 
τινά, τίνι κρινοΰμεν οτι τάδε μεν τά άδηλά εστιν 
αληθή τάδε δε φευδή; φαινομενω μεν γάρ ού- 
δαμώς· εί δε άδήλω, επεί ζητοϋμεν* τίνα των  
άδηλων εστιν αληθή και τίνα φευδή, δεήσεται και 
τούτο το άδηλον άδηλου ετερου τού επικρινοΰντος 
αυτό, κάκεΐνο άλλου, και μεχρις άπειρου, διόπερ 
ούδε άδηλα μόνον εστι ταληθή.

91 Αείπεται λεγειν οτι τω ν άληθών τά  μεν εστι 
φαινόμενα τά  δε άδηλα· εστι δε καί τούτο άτοπον. 
ήτοι γάρ πάντα τά  τε φαινόμενα καί τά άδηλά

1 καί Heintz: ή mss., Bekk.
2 7̂rei ζητοΰμεν Τ : έπιζητοΰμεν mss., Bekk.

0 This is incorrect; on the hypothesis, non-evidents may 
also be true.
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thrown; for it is apparent to some that nothing is 
true. If, again, they say “  some,”  no one can assert 
without testing that these phenomena are true, those 
false, while if he employs a test or criterion he will 
say either that this criterion is apparent or that it is 
non-evident. But it is certainly not non-evident; 
for it is now being assumed® that the apparent objects 
only are true. And if it is apparent, since the matter 89 
in question is what apparent things are true and what 
false, that apparent thing which is adopted for the 
purpose of judging the apparent objects will itself in 
turn require an apparent criterion, and this again 
another, and so on ad infinitum. But it is impossible 
to j udge an infinite series ; and hence it is impossible 
to apprehend whether the true things are apparent 
only.

Similarly also he who declares that the non-evident 90 
only are true will not imply that they are all trite (for 
he will not say that it is true that the stars 6 are even 
in number and that they are also odd) ; while if 
some are true, whereby shall we decide that these 
non-evident things are true and those false ? Certainly 
not by an apparent criterion ; and if by a non-evident 
one, then since our problem is which o f the non- 
evident things are true and which false, this non- 
evident criterion will itself also need another to judge 
it, and this again a third, and so on ad infinitum. 
Neither, then, are the true things non-evident only.

The remaining alternative is to say that of the true 91 
some are apparent, some non-evident; but this too 
is absurd. For either all the apparent and all the 
non-evident are true, or some of the apparent and

4 A favourite example of the “ non-evident,”  cf. § 97 infra, 
Adv. Log. ii. 147, etc.
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εστιν άληθη, rj τινά φαινόμενα καί τινά άδηλα, el 
μεν ουν πάντα, πάλιν περιτραπήσεται 6 λόγος, 
άληθοΰς etvai διδόμενου καί του μηδέν είναι αληθές, 
λεχθήσεταί τε αληθές καί το αρτίους είναι τούς

92 αστέρας καί το περιττούς τούτους ύπάρχειν. εΐ 
δε τινά των φαινομένων καί τινά των άδηλων 
εστιν άληθη, πώς επικρινοΰμεν ότι των φαινομένων 
τάδε μεν εστιν άληθη τάδε δε ψευδή; εί μεν διά 
φαινομένου, εις άπειρον εκβάλλεται 6 λόγος· εί 
δε δι* άδηλου, επεί καί τά άδηλα δεΐται κρίσεως, 
πάλιν τούτο το άδηλον διά τίνος κριθήσεται; εί 
μεν διά φαινομένου, 6 διάλληλος εύρίσκεται τρόπος,

93 €ΐ δε δι’ άδηλου, 6 εις άπειρον εκβάλλων. ομοίως 
δε καί περί των άδηλων λεκτεον δ μεν γάρ άδήλω 
τινί κρίνειν αυτά επιχειρών εις άπειρον εκβάλλεται, 
6 δε φαινόμενα» ή άεί φαινόμενον προσλαμβάνων 
εις άπειρον, ή επί άδηλον μεταβαίνων εις τον 
διάλληλον. ψευδός άρα εστι το λεγειν τών άληθών 
τά μεν είναι φαινόμενα τά δε άδηλα.

94 Ει ουν μήτε τά φαινόμενά εστιν άληθη μήτε τά  
άδηλα μόνα, μήτε τινά μΛν φαινόμενα τινά δε 
άδηλα, ούδε'ν εστιν άληθες. εί δε μηδέν εστιν 
άληθες, το δε κριτήριον δοκεΐ προς την κρίσιν του 
άληθοΰς χρησιμεύειν, άχρηστον καί μάταιόν εστι 
το κριτήριον, καν δώμεν αύτο κατά συγχώρησιν 
εχειν τινά ύπόστασιν. καί ειγε εφεκτεον περί του 
εί εστι τι άληθες, άκόλουθόν εστι τούς λέγοντας 
ώς διαλεκτική εστιν επιστήμη ψευδόύν καί άληθών 
καί ουδέτερων προπετεύεσθαι.

• For this Stoic definition cf. §§ 229, 247 ; Adv. Eth. 187; 
it is ascribed to Poseidonius by Diog. Laert. vii. 62.
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some of the non-evident. If, then, we say “ all,” the 
argument will again be overthrown, since the truth is 
granted of the statement “ nothing is true,”  and the 
truth will be asserted of both the statements “ the 
stars are even in number ” and “ they are odd.” 
But if some of the apparent are true and some of the 92 
non-evident, how shall we judge that of the apparent 
these are true but those false ? For if we do so 
by means of an apparent thing, the argument is 
thrown back ad infinitum ; and if by means of a thing 
non-evident, then, since the non-evidents also require 
to be judged, by what means is this non-evident thing 
to be judged ? If by an apparent thing, we fall into 
circular reasoning ; and if by a thing non-evident, 
into the regress ad infinitum. And about the non- 93 
evident we must make a similar statement; for he 
who attempts to judge them by something non- 
evident is thrown back ad infinitum, while he who 
judges by a thing apparent or with the constant 
assistance of a thing apparent falls back ad infinitum, 
or, if  he passes over to the apparent, is guilty of 
circular reasoning. It is false, therefore, to say that 
o f the true some are apparent, some non-evident.

If, then, neither the apparent nor the non-evident 94 
alone are true, nor yet some apparent and some non- 
evident things, nothing is true. But if nothing is 
true, and the criterion seems to require the true for 
the purpose of judging, the criterion is useless and 
vain, even if we grant, by way of concession, that it 
possesses some substantial reality. And if we have 
to suspend judgement as to whether anything true 
exists, it follows that those who declare that “  dialectic 
is the science of things true and false and neither ” α 
speak rashly.
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95 * Απόρου δε τοΰ κριτηρίου τής αλήθειας φανέντος, 
ούτε περί τω ν εναργών είναι δοκουντων, δσον επί 
τοΐς λεγομένοις υπό των δογματικών, ετι οΐόν τε 
εστι διισχυρίζεσθαι, ούτε περί τών αδήλων επεί 
γαρ από τώ ν εναργών ταΰτα καταλαμβάνειν οί 
δογματικοί νομίζουσιν, εάν επεχειν περί τών εναρ
γών καλούμενων άναγκαζώμεθα, πώς αν περί τών

96 αδήλων άποφαίνεσθαι τολμήσαιμεν; εκ πολλοΰ 
δε τον περιόντος καί προς τά άδηλα τών πραγ
μάτων ιδίως ένστησόμεθα. καί επειδή ταΰτα διά 
σημείου τε καί άποδείξεως καταλαμβάνεσθαι καί 
κρατυνεσθαι δοκεΐ, διά βραχέων ύπομνήσομεν ότι 
καί περί τοΰ σημείου καί περί τής άποδείξεως 
επεχειν προσήκει. άρξώμεθα δε από σημείου· 
καί γάρ ή άπόδειξις τώ  γενει σημεΐον είναι δοκεΐ.

I'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΣΗΜΕΙΟΤ

97 Τών πραγμάτων τοίννν κατά τούς δογματικούς 
τά μεν εστι πρόδηλα τά δε άδηλα, καί τών αδήλων 
τά μεν καθάπαξ άδηλα τά δε προς καιρόν άδηλα 
τά δέ φύσει άδηλα, καί πρόδηλα μεν είναι φασι 
τά εξ εαυτών εις γνώσιν ήμϊν ερχόμενα, οΐόν εστι 
τό ημέραν είναι, καθάπαξ δε άδηλα ά μη πέφυκεν 
εις την ήμετεραν πίπτειν κατάληφιν, ώς τό αρτίους

98 είναι τούς αστέρας, προς καιρόν δε άδηλα άπερ την 
φυσιν εχοντα εναργή παρά τινας έξωθεν περιστά
σεις κατά καιρόν ήμΐν άδηλεΐται, ώς εμοί νΰν ή

° Cf. i. 62-63.
4 i.e. the Stoics. “ Pre-evident ” = evident of themselves, 

self-manifesting ; cf. i. 138.
* Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 141, 144, 316. * Cf. § 90 supra.
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And since the criterion of truth has appeared to be 95 
unattainable, it is no longer possible to make positive 
assertions either about those things which (if we may 
depend on the statements of the Dogmatists) seem 
to be evident or about those which are non-evident; 
for since the Dogmatists suppose they apprehend 
the latter from the things evident, if we are forced 
to suspend judgement about the evident, how shall 
we dare to make pronouncements about the non- 
evident ? Yet, by way of super-addition,® we shall 96 
also raise separate objections against the non-evident 
class of objects. And since they seem to be appre
hended and confirmed by means of sign and proof, 
we shall show briefly that it is proper to suspend 
judgement also about sign and proof. We will 
begin with sign ; for indeed proof seems to be a 
kind of sign.

Chapter X.—Concerning Sign

O f objects, then, some, according to the Dogma- 97 
tists,6 are pre-evident, some non-evident; and of the 
non-evident, some are altogether non-evident, some 
occasionally non-evident, some naturally non-evident. 
Pre-evident are, as they assert, those which come to 
our knowledge of themselves,0 as for example the 
fact that it is day-time ; altogether non-evident are 
those which are not o f a nature to fall within our 
apprehension, as that the stars d are even in number ; 
occasionally non-evident are those which, though 98 
patent in their nature, are occasionally rendered non- 
evident to us owing to certain external circumstances,*

* i.e. distance in space. From this we infer that Sextus 
was not then residing at Athens.
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τών  * Αθηναίων πόλις, φύσει δε άδηλα τά  μη έχοντα 
φύσιν υπό την ήμετέραν πίπτειν ενάργειαν, ώς οΐ 
νοητοί πόροι· οΰτοι γάρ ουδέποτε εξ εαυτών φαί
νονται, άλλ’ εί άρα, εξ ετέρων καταλαμβάνεσθαι 
αν νομισθεΐεν, οίιον τω ν ιδρώτων η τίνος παρα- 

99 πλησίον, τά  μεν οΰν πρόδηλα μη δεΐσθαι σημείου 
φασίν· εξ εαυτών γάρ αυτά καταλαμβάνεσθαι. 
άλλ* ουδέ τά  καθάπαξ άδηλα άτε δη μηδε την αρχήν 
καταλαμβανόμενα, τά  δε προς καιρόν άδηλα καί 
τά φύσει άδηλα διά σημείων μεν καταλαμβάνεσθαι, 
ού μην διά τών αυτών, αλλά τά  μεν προς καιρόν 
άδηλα διά τώ ν υπομνηστικών, τά  δε φύσει άδηλα 
διά τών ενδεικτικών.

100 Τών οΰν σημείων τά  μεν έστιν υπομνηστικά 
κατ' αυτούς τά δ* ενδεικτικά, και υπομνηστικόν 
μεν σημειον καλοΰσιν ο συμπαρατηρηθέν τέρ ση
μειωτέο δι* εναργείας άμα τώ  ύποπεσεΐν, εκείνου 
άδηλουμένου, άγει ημάς εις ύπόμνησιν του συμ- 
παρατηρηθέντος αύτέρ και νυν εναργώς μη ύπο- 
πίπτοντος, ώς έχει επί του καπνού καί του πυρός.

101 ενδεικτικόν δε έστι σημειον, ώς φασίν, ο μη συμ
παρατηρηθεν τώ  σημειωτέο δι* έναργείας, άλλ* εκ 
της ιδίας φυσεως καί κατασκευής σημαίνει τό ου 
έστί σημειον, ώσπεροΰν αί περί τό σώμα κινήσεις 
σημεία είσι τής φυχής. δθεν καί ορίζονται τούτο 
τό σημειον ούτως “  σημειον έστιν ενδεικτικόν 
αξίωμα έν ύγιεΐ συνημμένα) προκαθηγουμενον, * 214

α Cf. §§ 146, 318. F or the “  pores ”  (or excretory “  d u c ts ,”  
or “  passages ” ) as “  in telligib le ”  (νοητοί), or objects o f  th o u gh t  
as opposed to  sense, cf. § 140, Adv. Log. ii. 306.

4 T h e  S to ic  doctrine. Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 151 f f ., 156.
e Cf. § 104 infra. As smoke “ indicates ”  fire, so in the
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as the city of Athens is now to me ; naturally non- 
evident are those which are not of such a nature ° as 
to fall within our clear perception, like the intelligible 
pores ; for these never appear o f themselves but may 
be thought to be apprehended, if at all, owing to 
other things, such as perspirations or something of 
the sort. Now the pre-evident objects, they say, do 99 
not require a sign, for they are apprehended of them
selves. And neither do the altogether non-evident, 
since of course they are not even apprehended at all.
But such objects as are occasionally or naturally 
non-evident are apprehended by means o f signs— 
not o f course by the same signs, but by “ sugges
tive ”  signs in the case of the occasionally non-evident 
and by “  indicative ”  signs in the case o f the 
naturally non-evident.

O f the signs, then, according to them, some are 100 
suggestive, some indicative.6 They term a sign 
“  suggestive ”  when, being mentally associated with 
the thing signified, it by its clearness at the time 
of its perception, though the thing signified remains 
non-evident, suggests to us the thing associated with 
it, which is not clearly perceived at the moment— 
as for instance in the case of smoke and fire. An 101 
“ indicative ” sign, they say, is that which is not 
clearly associated with the thing signified, but signifies 
that whereof it is a sign by its own particular nature 
and constitution, just as, for instance, the bodily 
motions are signs o f the soul. Hence, too, they define 
this sign as follows : “  An indicative sign is an ante
cedent judgement, in a sound hypothetical syllogism,0
hypothetical syllogism—“ If there is smoke, there is fire; 
but in fact there is smoke; therefore there is fire”—the 
“ antecedent” (or “ if’’-clause) “ reveals” (or is a “ sign” 
of) the “ consequent ” judgement “ there is fire.”
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102 εκκαλυπτικόν του λήγοντος.”  διττής ουν οΰσης 
των σημείων δια φοράς, ώς εφαμεν, ού προς παν 
σημ€Ϊον άντιλεγομεν, αλλά προς μόνον το ενδεικ
τικόν ώς υπό των δογματικών πεπλάσθαι δοκοΰν. 
τό γάρ υπομνηστικόν πεπίστευται υπό του βίου, 
επεί καπνόν ίδών τις σημειοΰται πυρ και ουλήν 
θεασάμενος τραΰμα γεγενήσθαι λεγει. δθεν ου 
μόνον ού μαχόμεθα τω  βίω αλλά και συναγωνιζό- 
μεθα, τω  μεν υπ’ αύτοΰ πεπιστευμενω άδοξάστως 
συγκατατιθεμενοι, τοΐς δε <ύπό>1 των δογματικών 
ιδίως άναπλαττομένοις άνθιστάμενοι.

103 Ταϋτα μεν οΰν ήρμοζεν ίσως προειπεΐν ύπερ 
τής σαφήνειας τοϋ ζητούμενου· λοιπόν Se επί την 
αντίρρησιν χωρώμεν, ούκ ανύπαρκτον δεΐξαι τό 
ενδεικτικόν σημεΐον πάντως εσπουδακότες, άλλα 
την φαινομενην ίσοσθενειαν τών φερομενων λόγων 
πρός τε την ύπαρξιν αύτοΰ καί την ανυπαρξίαν 
ύπομιμνήσκο ντες.

ΙΑ'.— ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΣΗΜΕΪΟΝ ΕΝΔΕΙΚΤΙΚΟΝ

104 Το σημεΐον τοίνυν, όσον επί τοΐς λεγόμενόις περί 
αύτοΰ παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς, άνεπινόητον εστίν. 
αύτίκα γοΰν οι ακριβώς περί αύτοΰ διειληφεναι 
δοκοΰντες, οι στωικοί, βουλόμενοι παραστήσαι 
την έννοιαν τοΰ σημείου, φασί σημεΐον είναι 
αξίωμα εν ύγιεΐ σννημμενω προ καθηγούμενον, 
εκκαλυπτικόν τοΰ λ ήγοντος. και το μεν αξίωμά 
φασιν είναι λεκτόν αύτοτελες άποφαντόν όσον εφ* 
εαυτώ, υγιές δε συνημμενον τό μη άρχόμενον

1 <ύττό> add. Τ, cj. Bckk.
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which serves to reveal the consequent.”  Seeing, 102 
then, that there are, as we have said, two different 
kinds o f sign, we do not argue against every sign 
but only against the indicative kind as it seems to 
be invented by the Dogmatists. For the suggestive 
sign is relied on by living experience, since when a 
man sees smoke fire is signified, and when he beholds 
a scar he says that there has been a wound. Hence, 
not only do we not fight against living experience, 
but we even lend it our support by assenting undog- 
matically to what it relies on, while opposing the 
private inventions of the Dogmatists.

These prefatory remarks it was, perhaps, fitting to 103 
make for the sake o f elucidating the object o f our 
inquiry. It remains for us to proceed to our refuta
tion, not in any anxiety to show that the indicative 
sign is wholly unreal, but reminding ourselves o f the 
apparent equivalence of the arguments adduced for 
its reality and for its unreality.

Chapter XI.— D oes an Indicative Sign exist ?

Now the sign, judging by the statements of the 104 
Dogmatists about it, is inconceivable. Thus, for 
instance, the Stoics, who seem to have defined it 
exactly, in attempting to establish the conception of 
the sign, state that “  A sign is an antecedent judge
ment in a valid hypothetical syllogism, which serves 
to reveal the consequent ” ; and “ judgement ”  they 
define as “  A self-complete expression a which is of 
itself declaratory ” ; and “ valid hypothetical syllo-

e An “ expression,” lekton (see p. 203 note b), may be 
either “ deficient” (e.g. “ writes ”) or “ complete ” (e.g. “ he 
writes ” ) ; cf. § 81, Adv. Log. ii. 71.
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105 άπό άληθοΰς και ληγον επι ψευδός, το γάρ συν
ημμένου ήτοι άρχεται από άληθοΰς καί λήγει επί

) \  λ  / f  i t  > r / ν  ι  ^  v  υ  «  ναΛΎΐϋες, οιον €i ήμερα εστι, φως εστιν, η αρχεται 
από ψεύδους και λήγει επι ψεύδος, οΐον “  εί 
πεταται ή γη , πτερωτή εστιν ή γη ,”  ή αρχεται 
από άληθοΰς και λήγει επι ψεΰδος, οΐον “  εί εστιν 
ή γη, πεταται ή γη ,”  ή αρχεται άπό ψεύδους και 
λήγει επι άληθες, οΐον “  εί πεταται ή γη, εστιν ή 
γ η ”  τούτων δε μόνον τό άπό άληθοΰς άρχόμενον 
και ληγον επι ψεΰδος μοχθηρόν είναι ψασιν, τα

106 §’ άλλα υγιή, προ καθηγούμενον δε λεγουσι τό εν 
συνημμενω άρχομενω άπό άληθοΰς και λήγοντι 
επι άληθες ηγούμενον, εκκαλυπτικόν δε εστι τοΰ  
λήγοντος, επεϊ τό “  γάλα εχει αυτή ”  τοΰ “  κε- 
κύηκεν αυτή ”  δηλωτικόν είναι δοκεΐ εν τούτω  τώ  
συνημμενω “  ει γάλα εχει αύτη, κεκύηκεν αυτή.”

107 Ταΰτα μεν οΰτοι, ημείς δέ λεγομεν πρώτον δτι 
άδηλόν εστιν εί εστι τι λεκτόν. επεϊ γάρ των  
δογματικών οί μεν Επικούρειοι φασι μη είναι τι 
λεκτόν οί δε στωικοι είναι, όταν λεγωσιν οί στωικοι 
εΐναί τι λεκτόν, ήτοι μόνη φάσει χρώνται ή και 
αποδείξει. άλλ εί μεν φάσει, άντιθήσουσιν αύτοΐς 
οί Επικούρειοι φάσιν την λεγουσαν ότι ούκ εστι 
τι λεκτόν εί δε άπόδειξιν παραλήψονται, επεϊ εξ 
άξιωμάτων συνάστηκε λεκτών ή άπόδειξις, εκ τών  
λεκτών δέ συνεστώσα ου δυνήσεται προς πίστιν τοΰ  
λεκτόν είναι παραλαμβάνεσθαι (ό γάρ μη διδους 
είναι λεκτόν πώς συγχωρήσει σύστημα λεκτών * 218

α i.e. w ith a true antecedent, or “  i f  ”  clause. Cf. gen erally  
Adv. Log. ii. 1 1 2 , 2 4 5  ff., 4 4 9 .

b F or this stock  exam ple cf. A risto t. Anal. pr. ii. 2 7 , Rhet. 
i .  2 . 18 ; P la to, Menex. 2 3 7  e .
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gism ”  as one “  which does not begin with truth a 
and end with a false consequent.”  For either the 105 
syllogism begins with the true and ends with the true 
(e.g. “  I f there is day, there is light ” ), or it begins with 
what is false and ends in falsehood (like “ If the earth 
flies, the earth is winged ” ), or it begins with truth and 
ends in falsehood (like “  If the earth exists, the earth 
flies ” ), or it begins with falsehood and ends in truth 
(like “  I f  the earth flies, the earth exists ” ). And 
they say that of these only that which begins with 
truth and ends in falsehood is invalid, and the rest 
valid. “  Antecedent,” they say, is “  the precedent 106 
clause in a hypothetical syllogism which begins in 
truth and ends in truth.”  And it “ serves to reveal the 
consequent,”  since in the syllogism “  If this woman 
has milk, she has conceived,”  the clause “  I f  this 
woman has milk ”  seems to be evidential o f the clause 
”  she has conceived.” b

Such is the Stoic doctrine. But we assert, firstly, 107 
that it is non-evident whether any “  expression ” 
exists. For since some of the Dogmatists, the 
Epicureans, declare that expression does not exist, 
others, the Stoics, that it does exist, when the Stoics 
assert its existence they are employing either mere 
assertion or demonstration as well. I f  assertion, then 
the Epicureans will confute them with the assertion 
which states that no expression exists. But if they 
shall adduce demonstration, then since demonstra
tion is composed of expressed judgements, and 
because it is composed of expressions will be unable 
to be adduced to confirm the existence of expression 
(for how will he who refuses to allow the existence of 
expression grant the reality of a system compounded
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108 ύπάρχειν;)—διά του ζητούμενου τοίνυν το ζητού
μενου πιστοΰσθαι βούλεται, 6 εκ τής ύπάρξεως τον  
συστήματος τω ν λεκτών είναι τι λεκτόν πειρώμενος 
κατασκεύαζειν. εΐ ονν μήτε απλώς μήτε δι άπο- 
δείξεως ενδεχεται παριστάν δτι εστι τι λεκτόν, 
άδηλόν εστιν δτι εστι τι λεκτόν.

'Ομοίως δε και εί εστιν αξίωμα' λεκτόν γάρ
109 εστι τό αξίωμα, μήποτε δε και εί καθ' ύπόθεσιν 

εΐναί τι λεκτόν δοθείη, τό αξίωμα ανύπαρκτον εύ- 
ρίσκεται, σννεστηκός εκ λεκτών μη συνυπαρχόντων 
άλλήλοις. οιον γοΰν επί τοΰ “  εί ήμερα εστι, 
φώς εστιν,”  δτε λέγω τό “  ήμερα εστιν,”  ονδεπω 
€στ6 το ώως eanv, και ore Aeyco το φως
i t  i t  ) / i t  \ ( (  t  / i t  9 9 t tearw, ovKen eart το ημβρα eanv . €t ovv
τα  μεν συγκείμενα εκ τινων αδύνατον ύπαρχε ιν μή 
συνυπαρχόντων άλλήλοις τών μερών αυτών, τα  
δε εξ ών σύγκειται τό αξίωμα ού συνυπάρχει 
άλλήλοις, ούχ υπάρξει τό άξίωμα.

110 "Ινα δε καί ταΰτα παραλίπωμεν, τό υγιές συνημ
μένου άκατάληπτον εύρεθήσεται. ο μεν γάρ Φιλάτε 
φησίν υγιές είναι συνημμενον τό μή άρχόμενον άπό 
άληθοΰς καί λήγον επί φεΰδος, οΐον ήμερας οϋσης 
καί εμού δια λεγομένου τό ”  εί ήμερα εστιν, εγώ  
διαλέγομαι,”  ο δε Διόδωρος, δ μήτε ενεδεχετο μήτε 
ενδεχεται άρχόμενον άπό άληθοΰς λήγειν επί φεΰ
δος· καθ' ον τό μεν είρημενον συνημμενον φεΰδος 
είναι δοκεΐ, επεί ήμερας μεν οϋσης εμοΰ δε σιωπή- 
σαντος άπό άληθοΰς άρξάμενον επί φεΰδος κατα-

α Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 80 if.
6 A Megaric philosopher (circa 300 u.c.), not the Academic 

mentioned in i. 235, and Introd. pp. xxxvi f .; cf. Adv. Log. 
ii. 113 ff. * Cf. i. 234, Adv. Log. ii. 115.
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of expressions ?),—it follows that the man who 108 
attempts to establish the existence o f expression 
from the reality of the system of expressions is pro
posing to confirm the problematic by the problematic.
If, then, it is impossible to establish either simply or 
by means o f demonstration that any expression exists, 
it is non-evident that any expression exists.

So, too, with the question whether judgement 
exists ; for the judgement is a form o f expression. 
And very possibly, even should it be granted by 109 
way of assumption that expression exists, judgement 
will be found to be non-existent, it being compounded 
of expressions not mutually co-existent.a Thus, for 
example, in the case of “  If day exists, light exists,”  
when I say “  day exists ”  the clause “  light exists ”  is 
not yet in existence, and when I say “  light exists ”  
the clause “ day exists ”  is no longer in existence.
If then it is impossible for things compounded of 
certain parts to be really existent if those parts do 
not mutually co-exist, and if the parts whereof the 
judgement is composed do not mutually co-exist, 
then the judgement will have no real existence.

But passing over this objection, it will be found that 110 
the valid hypothetical syllogism is non-apprehensible.
For Philo * 6 says that a valid hypothetical syllogism is 
“  that which does not begin with a truth and end 
with a falsehood,”  as for instance the syllogism “ If 
it is day, I converse,”  when in fact it is day and I am 
conversing ; but Diodorus c defines it as “  that which 
neither was nor is capable of beginning with a truth 
and ending with a falsehood ”  ; so that according to 
him the syllogism now mentioned seems to be false, 
since if it is in fact day but I have remained silent 
it will begin with a truth but end with a falsehood,
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111 λήξει, εκείνο Βε αληθές “  εί ούκ εστιν άμερή τω ν  
οντω ν στοιχεία , εστιν άμερή τω ν  οντω ν σ το ιχ ε ία ” · 
αεί γάρ από φευΒους άρχόμενον του “  ούκ εστιν  
άμερή τω ν  οντω ν στοιχεία  ”  εις άληθες καταλήξει 
κατ' αυτόν το “ εστιν άμερή τω ν  οντω ν στοιχ εία .”  
οι Βε την συνάρτησιν είσάγοντες υγιές είναι φασι 
συνημμένου όταν τό άντικείμενον τ ω  εν α ντω  
λήγοντι μ άχηται τ ω  εν αύτω  ήγουμ ενω ' καθ' οΰς 
τα  μεν είρημενα συνημμένα εστα ι μ οχθηρά, εκείνο

112 ο€ αληυες βί ήμερα εστιν> ήμερα εστιν . οι οε 
τή  εμφάσει κρίνοντες φασιν δτι άληθες εστι σνν -  
ημμενον οΰ τό  λήγον εν τ ω  ήγουμενω  περιεχεται 
ουναμει· καν ους το ει ήμερα εστιν , ήμερα  
εστι ”  καί παν Βιαφορουμενον [αξίωμα] συνημ μ έ
νου ίσω ς φεΰΒος εσται* * αυτό γάρ τι εν εαυτω  π ερι- 
εχεσθαι άμήχανον.

113 Ταυτήν τοίνυν την Βιαφωνίαν επικριθήναι ά μ ή 
χανον ίσω ς άν είναι Βόξει. ούτε γάρ άναποΒείκτως 
προκρίνοντες τινα τω ν  στά σεω ν τω ν  προειρημενών  
π ιστοί εσόμεθα ούτε μ ετά  άποΒείξεω ς. καί γάρ  
ή άπόΒειξις υγιής είναι Βοκεΐ όταν άκολουθή  
τή  διά τω ν  λημμάτω ν αυτής συμπλοκή τό  σ υ μ 
πέρασμα αυτής ώ ς λήγον ήγουμ ενω , οΐον ού τω ς  
“ ει ήμερα εστιν, φως εσ τιν* αλλά μήν ήμερα ε σ τ ιν  
φως άρα εστιν. [ειπερ ήμερα εστι, φ ω ς ε σ τ ιν  καί

114 ήμερα εστι καί φως εστιν.] 1,1 ζητούμενου Βε περί

1 [etVep . . .  ίστιν\ seel. Papp.: Τ om. καί ημέρα . . .
ίστιν.

α The opposite is “  diartesis,”  incoherence or incompati
bility, §§ 146, 152, 238 in f r a , A d v .  L o g .  ii. 430.

* “  Implication ”  (em p h asis) is power of signifying more 
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whereas the syllogism “  I f  atomic elements o f things 111 
do not exist, atomic elements exist,”  seems true, 
since it begins with the false clause “  atomic elements 
do not exist ”  and will end, according to him, with 
the true clause “  atomic elements exist.” And 
those who introduce “  connexion,”  or “  coherence,”  a 
assert that it is a valid hypothetical syllogism when
ever the opposite o f its consequent contradicts its 
antecedent clause ; so that, according to them, the 
above-mentioned syllogisms are invalid, whereas the 
syllogism “ If day exists, day exists ”  is true. 
And those who judge by “  implication ”  6 declare 112 
that a hypothetical syllogism is true when its con
sequent is potentially included in its antecedent; 
and according to them the syllogism “  I f  day exists, 
day exists,”  and every such duplicated syllogism, 
will probably be false ; for it is not feasible that any 
object should itself be included in itself.

Probably, then, it will not seem feasible to get this 113 
controversy resolved. For whether we prefer any one 
of the above-mentioned rival views without proof or 
by the aid o f proof, in neither case shall we gain 
credence. For proof itself is held to be valid when
ever its conclusion follows the combination of its 
premisses as the consequent follows the antecedent; 
thus, for example—“  If it is day it is light; but in 
fact it is day ; therefore it is light ”  : [“  If it is day it 
is light,”  “  it is day and also it is light.” ] c But when 114
than is explicitly expressed. An example of this “  potential 
inclusion ”  is “  If a man exists, a beast exists.”

• The words bracketed give an unintelligible form of 
syllogism, and the Greek text is evidently corrupt. Possibly 
we should read—“ It is day; and if it is day it is light; 
therefore it is light” —thus merely transposing the premisses 
of the preceding syllogism (ef. § 137).
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τοΰ  π ώ ς κρίνον μεν την ακολουθίαν του λήγοντος 
προς το  ηγούμενον, 6 Βιάλληλος εύρίσκεται τρ ό π ο ς. 
ΐνα μεν γά ρ  ή κρίσις του συνημμένου άποδειχθή, 
το συμ πέρασμ α το ΐς λήμμασι τη ς  ά π οδείξεω ς  
ακολουθεί, ώ ς  προειρήκαμ εν ΐνα δε πάλιν τούτο  
π ιστευθή , δει το  συνημμενον και τη ν  ακολουθίαν

115 επικεκρίσθαι. οπερ ατοπ ον, άκατάληπτον άρα  το 
ύγιές συνημμενον,

’Αλλά καί το προκαθηγονμενον άπορόν εστιν. 
τό μεν γάρ προκαθηγονμενον, ώ ς φασίν, εστι τό  
ηγούμενον εν τοιουτω  συνημμενω , ο άρχεται από

116 αληθούς και λήγει επί αληθές, εί δε εκκαλυπτικόν 
εστι του λήγοντος τό  σημεΐον, ήτοι πρόδηλόν εστι 
τό  λήγον ή άδηλον, εί μεν ουν πρόδηλον, ουδέ 
τοΰ  εκκαλύφοντος δεήσεται, άλλα συγκαταληφ θή- 
σεται α ύτώ , και ούκ εστιν αύτοΰ σημ ειω τόν, 
διόπερ ούδε εκείνο τούτον  σημεΐον. εί δε άδηλον, 
επει περί τ ω ν  αδήλων διαπεφώνηται άνεπικρίτω ς  
ποια μεν εστιν α υτώ ν αληθή ποια δε φευδή, και 
δλως εί εστι τ ι  αυτώ ν αληθές, άδηλον εστα ι εί εις 
αληθές λήγει τό  συνημμενον. ω  συνεισερχεται 
καί τό  άδηλον είναι εί προκαθηγεΐται τό  έν α ύτώ

117 ηγούμενον. ΐνα δε καί τα ΰ τα  παραλίπωμεν, ου 
δυναται εκκαλυπτικόν είναι τοΰ  λήγοντος, εΐγε  
προς τό  σημεΐον εστι τό  σημ ειω τόν καί διά τούτο  
συγκαταλαμβάνεται α ύ τώ . τά  γάρ πρός τ ι  άλλή- 
λοις σ υ γ  καταλαμβάνεται’ καί ώ σπ ερ τό  δεξιόν προ  
το ΰ  άριστεροΰ ώ ς  δεξιόν άριστεροΰ καταληφθήναι

224
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we inquire how we are to judge the logical sequence 
o f the consequent in its relation to the antecedent, 
we are met with the argument in a circle. For in 
order to prove the judgement upon the hypothetical 
syllogism, the conclusion of the proof must follow 
logically from its premisses, as we said above; and, 
in turn, in order to establish this, the hypothetical 
syllogism and its logical sequence must be tested ; 
and this is absurd. So then the valid hypothetical 115 
syllogism is non-apprehensible.

But the “  antecedent ” also is unintelligible. For 
the antecedent, as they assert, is “  the leading clause 
in a hypothetical syllogism of the kind which begins 
with a truth and ends in a truth.”  α But if the sign ng 
serves to reveal the consequent, the consequent is 
either pre-evident or non-evident. If, then, it is 
pre-evident, it will not so much as need the thing 
which is to reveal it but will be apprehended along 
with it and will not be the object signified thereby, 
and hence also the thing mentioned will not be a 
“  sign ”  of the object. But if the consequent is non- 
evident, seeing that there exists an unsettled con
troversy about things non-evident, as to which of them 
are true, which false, and in general whether any of 
them is true, it will be non-evident whether the 
hypothetical syllogism ends in a true consequent. 
And this involves the further fact that it is non- 
evident whether the leading clause in the syllogism 
is the logical antecedent. But to pass over this 117 
objection also, the sign cannot serve to reveal the 
consequent, if the thing signified is relative to the 
sign and is, therefore, apprehended along with it. For 
relatives are apprehended along with each other; 
and just as “  right ”  cannot be apprehended as “  right
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ον δυναται, ούδε άνάπαλιν, καί επί τω ν  άλλων τω ν  
πρός τ ι  παραπλησίω ς, ό ν τω ς  ονδε τ ο  σημεΐον προ  
το ΰ  ση μ ειω τοΰ  < ώ ς ση μ ειω τοΰ  >* καταληφθηναι

118 δυνατόν εστα ι. εΐ δ* ον προκαταλαμβάν€ται το  
ετημεΐον το ΰ  ση μ ειω τοΰ , ονδε εκκαλυπτικόν α ντοΰ  
δυναται νπάρχειν τ ο ν  άμα α ντω  καί μη μ ε τ  αυτό  
καταλαμβανόμενου.

Ο ύκοΰν καί όσον επί το ΐς  κοινότερον λεγομενοις 
υπό τ ω ν  ετεροδόξω ν άνεπινοητόν εστι το  σημεΐον. 
καί γα ρ  πρός τ ι  καί εκκαλυπτικόν το ΰ  σημ ειω τοΰ, 
προς ω  φασίν αυτό είναι, το ΰ το  είναι λεγουσιν.

119 δθεν εΐ μεν π ρός τ ί  εστι καί π ρός τ ω  ση μ ειω τω , 
συγκαταλαμβάνεσθαι π ά ντω ς οφείλει τ ω  ση μ ειω τω , 
καθάπερ τό  αριστερόν τ ω  δεξιω  καί τό  άνω τ ω  
κ ά τω  καί τα  άλλα πρός τ ι . εΐ δε εκκαλυπτικόν εστι 
τοΰ  ση μ ειω τοΰ, προκαταλαμβάνεσθαι α ντοΰ  π ά ν
τ ω ς  οφείλει, ινα προεπ ιγνω σθεν είς έννοιαν ημάς  
άγάγη  τοΰ  ε ξ  αντοΰ  γινω σκομενου π ρ ά γμ α τος.

120 αδύνατον δε εννοησαι πράγμ α  μη δυνάμενον προ  
εκείνου γνω σθηναι ου προκαταλαμβάνεσθαι ανάγκην  
εχεί' αδύνατον άρα επινοεΐν τ ι καί πρός τ ι ον καί 
εκκαλυπτικόν εκείνου ύπάρχον πρός ω  νοείται, τό  
δε σημεΐον καί πρός τ ί  φασιν είναι καί εκκαλυπτικόν 
το ΰ  σ η μ ειω τοΰ · αδύνατον άρα εστίν επινοησαι τό  
σημεΐον.

121 Προ? τουτοις κάκεΐνο λεκτεον. διαφωνία γεγονε  
παρά το ΐς προ η μ ώ ν, τ ω ν  μ εν λεγόντω ν είναι τ ι 1

1 <ώϊ σημειωτοΰ> add. Τ ,  M L  COrr.
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of left ”  before “  left,”  nor vice versa—and the same 
holds good of all other relative terms,—so neither will 
it be possible for the sign, as “  sign of signified,”  to be 
apprehended before the thing signified.® And if the 118 
sign is not apprehended before the thing signified, 
neither can it really serve to reveal the actual thing 
which is apprehended along with itself and not after 
itself.

Thus also, so far as we may judge by the usual 
statements o f the dissenting philosophers (the 
Stoics), the sign is inconceivable. For they assert 
that it is both relative and serving to reveal the 
thing signified, in relation to which they say it was. 
Accordingly, if it is relative and in relation to the 119 
thing signified it certainly ought to be apprehended 
along with the thing signified, as is left ”  with 
“  right,”  “  up ”  with “  down,”  and the rest of the 
relative terms. Whereas, if it serves to reveal the 
thing signified, it certainly ought to be apprehended 
before it, in order that by being foreknown it may 
lead us to a conception of the object which comes to 
be known by means of it. But it is impossible to form 120 
a conception of an object which cannot be known 
before the thing before which it must necessarily be 
apprehended ; and so it is impossible to conceive of 
an object which is both relative and also really serves 
to reveal the thing in relation to which it is thought.
But the sign is, as they affirm, both relative and 
serving to reveal the thing signified; wherefore it is 
impossible to conceive of the sign.

Furthermore, there is this also to be said. Amongst 121 
our predecessors there existed a controversy, some

* Cf. A d v . Log. ii. 163 ff.
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σ η μ ε ΐο ν  ε ν δ ε ι κ τ ικ ό ν ,  τ ώ ν  δ έ  μ η δ έ ν  ε ί ν α ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  ε ν 

δ ε ι κ τ ι κ ό ν  φ α σ κ ό ν τ ω ν .  ό λ έ γ ω ν  ο υ ν  ε ί ν α ι  τ ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  

ε ν δ ε ι κ τ ι κ ό ν  ή τ ο ι  α π λ ώ ς  έ ρ ε ΐ  κ α ι  ά ν α π ο δ ε ί κ τ ω ς ,  

φ ίλ η  φ ά σ ε ι  χ ρ ώ μ ε ν ο ς ,  η  μ ε τ ά  ά π ο δ ε ί ξ ε ω ς .  άλλ’ 
ε ΐ  μ ε ν  φ ά σ ε ι  μ ό ν η  χ ρ ή σ ε τ α ι ,  ά π ι σ τ ο ς  ε σ τ α ι ,  

ε ι  δ ε  ά π ο δ ε ΐ ξ α ι  β ο υ λ ή σ ε τ α ι ,  τ ο  ζ η τ ο υ μ ε ν ο ν  σ υ ν -

122 α ρ π ά σ ε ι .  ε π ε ι  γ ά ρ  η  ά π ό δ ε ι ξ ι ς  τ ώ  γ έ ν ε ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  

ε ί ν α ι  λ έ γ ε τ α ι ,  α μ φ ισ β η τ ο ύ μ ε ν ο υ  τ ο υ  π ό τ ε ρ ο ν  

ε σ τ ι  τ ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  η  ο ύ κ  ε σ τ ι ν ,  ά μ φ ισ β ή τ η σ ι ς  ε σ τ α ι  

κ α ι  π ε ρ ί  τ ο υ  π ό τ ε ρ ο ν  ε σ τ ι ν  ά π ό δ ε ι ζ ι ς  η  ο ύ δ α -  

μ ώ ς ,  ώ σ π ε ρ  κ α θ ' ύ π ό θ ε σ ιν  ζ η τ ο ύ μ ε ν ο υ  ε ι  ε σ τ ι  

ζ ώ ο ν ,  ζ η τ ε ί τ α ι  κ α ι  π ε ρ ί  τ ο ΰ  ε ΐ  ε σ τ ι ν  ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ς · 
ζ ώ ο ν  γ ά ρ  ό  ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ς ,  ά τ ο π ο ν  Se το ζ η τ ο υ μ ε ν ο ν  

δ ιά  τ ο ΰ  ε π ’ Ί σ η ς  ζ η τ ο ύ μ ε ν ο υ  η  δ ι  ε α υ τ ο ΰ  ά π ο -  

υ ε ι κ ν υ ν α ΐ ' ο υ δ έ  δι’ ά π ο δ ε ί ξ ε ω ς  ά ρ α  δ υ ν ή σ ε τ α ί  τ ι ς

123 δ ια β ε β α ι ο ΰ σ θ α ι  δ τ ι  ε σ τ ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν .  ε ΐ  δε μ ή τ ε  

α π λ ώ ς  μ ή τ ε  μ ε τ ά  ά π ο δ ε ί ζ ε ω ς  ο ΐό ν  τ ε  ε σ τ ι  π ε ρ ί  

τ ο ΰ  σ η μ ε ίο υ  δ ι α β ε β α ι ω τ ι κ ώ ς  ά π ο φ α ίν ε σ θ α ι ,  α δ ύ 

ν α τ ό ν  ε σ τ ι  π ε ρ ί  α ύ τ ο ΰ  κ α τ α λ η π τ ι κ ή ν  ά π ό φ α σ ιν  

π ο ι ή σ α σ θ α ΐ '  ε ί  δ ε  μ ή  κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε τ α ι  μ ε τ ά  α κ ρ ί 

β ε ι α ς  τ ο  σ η μ ε ΐο ν ,  ο υ δ έ  σ η μ α ν τ ι κ ό ν  ε ί ν α ι  λ ε χ θ ή -  

σ ε τ α ί  τ ί ν ο ς  are δ η  μ η δ έ  α υ τ ό  ό μ ο λ ο γ ο υ μ ε ν ο ν  δ ι ά  

δ ε  τ ο ΰ τ ο  ο υ δ έ  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  ε σ τ α ι .  ό θ ε ν  κ α ί  κ α τ ά  τ ο ΰ -  

τ ο ν  τ ο ν  ε π ι λ ο γ ι σ μ ό ν  α ν ύ π α ρ κ τ ο ν  ε σ τ α ι  τ ό  σ η μ ε ΐο ν  

κ α ί  ά ν ε π ιν ό η τ ο ν .

124 "Etc μ ε ν τ ο ι  κ ά κ ε ΐ ν ο  ρ η τ ε ο ν .  ή τ ο ι  φ α ιν ό μ ε ν α  

μ ό ν ο ν  ε σ τ ι  τ ά  σ η μ ε ί α  ή  ά δ η λ α  μ ό ν ο ν ,  ή  τ ώ ν  σ η μ ε ίω ν  

τ ά  μ ε ν  ε σ τ ι  φ α ιν ό μ ε ν α  τ ά  δ έ  ά δ η λ α ,  ο ύ δ έ ν  δ έ  

τ ο ύ τ ω ν  ε σ τ ι ν  υ γ ι έ ς ’ ο ν κ  ά ρ α  ε σ τ ι  σ η μ ε ΐο ν .

β Cf. § 99 : the “  others ”  include some of the Academics 
and medical Empirics (cf. i. 236).

* C f. § 96 ; A d v .  L o g .  ii. 178 ff.
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declaring that an indicative sign exists, others main
taining that no indicative sign exists.® He, then, 
who asserts the existence of an indicative sign will 
assert it either simply and without proof, making a 
bald assertion, or by the aid of proof. But if he shall 
employ mere assertion he will not gain credence ; 
while if he shall propose to prove it he will be assum
ing the matter in question. For since proof is stated 122 
to come under the genus sign,6 seeing that it is dis
puted whether or not a sign exists, there will also be a 
dispute as to whether proof does or does not at all 
exist—just as, when we make, let us suppose, the 
inquiry “ Does animal exist ? ”  we are inquiring also 
“  Does man exist ? ”  But it is absurd to try to prove 
the matter in question either by means of what is 
equally in question or by means of itself. So that 
neither will one be able by means of proof to affirm 
positively that sign exists. And if it is not possible 123 
either simply or with the aid of proof to make a 
positive declaration about the sign, it is impossible 
to make an apprehensive affirmation e concerning i t ; 
and if the sign is not apprehended with exactness, 
neither will it be said to be significant o f anything, 
inasmuch as there is no agreement even about 
itself; and because of this it will not even be a sign. 
Hence, according to this line of reasoning also, the 
sign will be unreal and inconceivable.

But there is this further to be said. Either the signs 124 
are apparent only or non-evident only, or some are 
apparent and some non-evident.* *1 But none of these 
alternatives is valid ; therefore sign does not exist.

c A curious expression, only used here by Sextus; it 
seems to mean “  an affirmation which treats the thing as 
though it were apprehended.”

*  C f. § 88 ; A d v .  L o g .  ii. 171 ff.
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"Οτι μεν ουν άδηλα ούκ εστι πάντα  τα  σημεία, 
εντεύθεν δείκνυται. τδ  άδηλον ούκ ε ξ  εαυτού φαί
νεται, ώ ς  οί δογμ ατικοί φασιν, άλλα δι’ ετερου υ π ο 
πίπτει. και το σημεΐον ουν, εί άδηλον εΐη, ετερου  
δεησεται σημείου άδηλου, επεί μηδέν φαινόμενόν 
εστι σημεΐον κατά την προκειμενην ύπόθεσιν, 
κάκεΐνο άλλου, και μεχρις απείρου. αδύνατον  
δε άπειρα σημεία λ α μ βάνειν αδύνατον άρα το  
σημεΐον καταληφθηναι άδηλον ον. διά δε τούτο  
και ανύπαρκτον εστα ι, μη δυνάμενον σημαίνειν 
τ ι και σημεΐον είναι διά το μη καταλαμ βά- 
νεσθαι.

125 Ει δε πάντα  τα  σημεία φαινόμενά εστιν, επεί 
καί π ρόζ τι ε’στι το σημεΐον καί προς τ ω  ση μ ειω τω , 
τα  δε πρός τ ι συγκαταλαμβάνεται άλληλοις, τα  
σημ ειω τά  είναι λεγάμενα συν τοΐς φαινομενοις 
καταλαμβανόμενα φαινόμενα εσ τ α ι· ώ σπερ γάρ  
άμα ύποπιπτόντω ν το ύ  τε  δεξιού  καί τού  αριστερού  
ου μάλλον το δεξιόν το ύ  αριστερού η το αριστερόν  
το ύ  δεξιού  φαίνεσθαι λεγεται, οϋ τω  σ υ γ  καταλαμ
βανόμενω ν το ύ  τ ε  σημείου καί το ύ  σημ ειω τοϋ ου 
μάλλον το σημεΐον η το σημ ειω τόν φαίνεσθαι

126 ρητεον. εί δέ φαινόμενόν εστι το σημ ειω τόν, ουδέ 
σημ ειω τόν εστα ι μη δεόμενον τού  σήμανοΰντος 
αυτό καί εκκαλύφοντος. δθεν ώ σπ ερ  αναιρούμενου  
δεξιού ουδέ αριστερόν εστιν, ού τω ς αναιρούμενου 
το ύ  ση μ ειω τοϋ  ουδέ σημεΐον είναι δύναται, ώ σ τε  
ανύπαρκτον εύρίσκεται το σημεΐον, εϊπερ φαινό
μενα μόνα είναι λεγοι τ ις  τα  σημεία.

127 Α είπ ετα ι λεγειν δτι τω ν  σημείω ν τα  μεν εστι  
φαινόμενα τα  δε άδηλα· καί ο ύ τω ς  δε αι άπορίαι
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Now that all the signs are not non-evident is shown 
by the following argument. The non-evident does 
not become apparent of itself, as the Dogmatists 
assert, but is perceived by means of something else.
The sign, therefore, if it were non-evident, would 
require another non-evident sign—since, according 
to the hypothesis assumed, there is no apparent sign 
—and this again a third, and so on ad infinitum.
But it is impossible to grasp an infinite series of 
signs ; and so it is impossible for the sign to be 
apprehended when it is non-evident. And for this 
reason it will also be unreal, as it is unable to signify 
anything and to be a sign owing to its not being 
apprehended.

And if all the signs are apparent, then, because 125 
the sign is a relative thing and in relation to the 
thing signified, and relatives are apprehended con
jointly,0 the things said to be signified, being appre
hended along with what is apparent, will be apparent.
For just as when the right and left are perceived 
together, the right is not said to appear more than 
the left nor the left than the right, so when the sign 
and the thing signified are apprehended together the 
sign should not be said to appear any more than the 
thing signified. And if the thing signified is apparent, 120 
it will not even be signified, as it requires nothing to 
signify and reveal it. Hence, just as when “ right ” 
is abolished there exists no “  left,*’ so when the thing 
signified is abolished there can exist no sign, so that 
the sign is found to be unreal, if one should declare 
that the signs are apparent only.

It remains to declare that of the signs some are 127 
apparent, others non-evident; but even so the diffi- 

α Cf. m 119, 169.
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μενονσιν. τώ ν re γάρ φαινομένων σημείων τά  
σημειωτά είναι λεγάμενα φαινόμενα εσται, καθά 
προειρήκαμεν, και μη δεόμενα τοΰ σημανοΰντος 
ούδε σημειωτά όλως υπάρξει, οθεν ουδέ εκείνα

128 σημεία εσται, μηδέν σημαίνοντα· τά τε άδηλα 
σημεία χρήζοντα τω ν εκκαλυφόντων αυτά, εάν μεν 
υπό άδηλων σημαίνεσθαι λεγηται, εις άπειρον εκ- 
πίπτοντος του λόγου ακατάληπτα εύρίσκεται και 
διά τούτο ανύπαρκτα, ώς προειρήκαμεν εάν δε 
υπό φαινομένων, φαινόμενα εσται συν τοΐς φαινο- 
μενοις αυτών σημείοις καταλαμβανόμενα, διά δε 
τούτο καί ανύπαρκτα. αδύνατον γάρ είναι τι 
πράγμα ο καί άδηλόν εστι φύσει καί φαίνεται, τά 
δε σημεία περί ών εστίν 6 λόγος, άδηλα υπο- 
τεθεντα, φαινόμενα εύρεθη κατά την περιτροπήν 
τοΰ λόγου.

129 Ει ουν μήτε πάντα τά σημεία φαινόμενά εστι 
μήτε πάντα άδηλα, μήτε των σημείων τινά μεν 
εστι φαινόμενα τινά δε άδηλα, καί παρά ταΰτα  
ούδεν εστιν, ώς καί αυτοί φασιν, ανύπαρκτα εσται 
τά  λεγάμενα σημεία.

130 Ταΰτα μεν ουν ολίγα από πολλών άρκεσει νΰν 
είρήσθαι προς ύπόμνησιν τοΰ μη είναι σημεΐον 
ενδεικτικόν εξής δε καί τάς υπομνήσεις τοΰ είναι 
τι σημεΐον εκθησόμεθα, ΐνα την Ισοσθενειαν τώ ν  
αντικείμενων λόγων παραστήσω μεν.

Ή τοι
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culties remain. For the things said to be signified 
by the apparent signs will, as we said before, be 
apparent and require nothing to signify them, and 
will not even be things signified at all, so that neither 
will the signs be signs, as not signifying anything.
And as to the non-evident signs which need things 128 
to reveal them, if we say that they are signified by 
things non-evident, the argument will be involved in 
a regress ad infinitum, rendering them non-appre- 
hensible and therefore unreal, as we said before 0 ; 
whereas, if they are to be signified by things apparent, 
they will be apparent, because apprehended along 
with their apparent signs, and therefore also unreal.
For it is impossible for any object really to exist 
which is by nature both non-evident and apparent; 
but the signs which we are discussing though assumed 
to be non-evident have been found to be apparent 
owing to the reversal of the argument.b

If, therefore, the signs are neither all apparent nor 129 
all non-evident, nor yet some of the signs apparent 
and some non-evident, and besides these there is no 
other alternative, as they themselves affirm, then the 
so-called signs will be unreal.

So then these few arguments out of many will be 130 
enough for the present to suggest to us the non
existence o f an indicative sign. Next, we shall set 
forth those which go to suggest the existence of a 
sign, in order that we may exhibit the equipollence 
of the counter-balancing arguments.

Either, then, the phrases used in criticism of the

“ Cf. § 124 supra.
‘  Cf. §§ 185, 187.

233



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

φωναΐ φερόμεναι η ούδεν σημαίνουσιν. καί el μεν 
άσημοι είσιν, πώς αν κινησειαν την ϋπαρζιν του

131 σημείου; el δε σημαί',νουσί τι, εστι σημεΐον. ετι 
ήτοι αποδεικτικοί είσιν οι λόγοι οί κατά του  
σημείου η ούκ αποδεικτικοί, άλλ’ εΐ μεν ούκ απο
δεικτικοί, ούκ άποδεικνύουσι το  μη είναι σημεΐον  
εΐ δε αποδεικτικοί, επει η άπόδειξις τω  γίνει 
σημεΐόν εστιν, εκκαλυπτικη ουσα του συμπεράσ
ματος, εσται σημεΐον. δθεν και συνερωτάται λόγος 
τοιοϋτος. εΐ εστι τι σημεΐον, εστι σημεΐον, και εΐ 
μη εστι σημεΐον, εστι σημεΐον τό γάρ μη είναι 
σημεΐον δι άποδείζεως, η δη εστι σημεΐον, δεί- 
κνυται. ήτοι δε εστι σημεΐον η ούκ εστι σημεΐον

132 εστιν άρα σημεΐον. τούτω  δε τω  λόγω παρά- 
κειται τοιοϋτος λόγος* εΐ ούκ εστι τι σημεΐον, 
ούκ εστι σημεΐον καί εί εστι σημεΐον ο φασιν οί 
δογματικοί σημεΐον είναι, ούκ εστι σημεΐον· το  
γάρ σημεΐον περί ου ό λόγος, κατά την επίνοιαν 
αύτοϋ καί πρός τι είναι λεγόμενον καί εκκαλυ- 
7ττικόν του σημειωτοΰ, ανύπαρκτον εύρίσκεται, ώς

133 παρεστησαμεν. ήτοι δε εστι σημεΐον η ούκ εστι 
σημεΐον· ούκ άρα εστι σημεΐον.

Και περί των φωνών δε τών ύπερ του σημείου 
αύτοί άποκρινάσθωσαν οί δογματικοί, πότερον * 1

° Cf. A d v . Log. ii. 279. The meaning of these sections, 
130-133, is briefly this: The Dogmatists argue (§§ 130-131)
(1) that the Sceptics’ objections to “  sign ”  must signify either 
something or nothing; if nothing, they have no force against 
it, while if they signify something they are signs themselves 
and so prove sign’s existence; (2) the arguments (λόγοι) 
against “ sign”  prove either something or nothing; if 
nothing, they fail to prove the non-existence of “ sign,”  
while if they prove something, they are “ proofs,”  i.e. a 
species of “ sign,”  and thus prove sign’s existence. Hence, 
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sign signify something or they signify nothing.0 But 
if they are non-significant how could they affect the 
reality of the sign ? While if they signify something, 
there exists a sign. Further, the arguments against 131 
the sign are either probative or non-probative ; but 
if they are non-probative they do not prove the non
existence o f a sign ; while if they are probative, 
since proof, as serving to reveal the conclusion, belongs 
to the genus sign, sign will exist. Whence this argu
ment also is propounded : “  If sign exists, sign exists; 
and if sign exists not, sign exists ; for the non
existence o f sign is shown by proof, which is a form 
of sign. But sign either exists or exists n o t; there
fore sign exists.”  And this argument is counter- 132 
balanced by the following argument: “ I f  any sign 
does not exist, sign does not exist; and if sign is 
that which the Dogmatists declare sign to be, sign 
does not exist (for the sign under discussion, accord
ing to the conception o f it and as stated to be both 
relative and serving to reveal the thing signified, is 
found to be unreal, as we have shown). But sign 133 
either exists or exists n o t; therefore sign does not 
exist.”

Regarding also the phrases used in support of the 
sign,6 let the Dogmatists themselves say in reply to our 
argument whether they signify something or signify
whichever view we take— the Dogmatists’ that “  sign exists,”  
or the Sceptics’ that “ sign exists not” — we arrive at the 
same conclusion that “  sign exists.”  In § 132 we have the 
counter-argument of the Sceptics, “  reversing ”  that of the 
Dogmatists.

6 In this § 133 the Sceptics are replying to the first argu
ment of the Dogmatists (in § 130); the conclusion that “  the 
existence of sign ”  proves its “ non-existence ”  is based on 
the arguments in § 132, which “  reverses ”  that of the 
Dogmatists.
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σημαίνουσί τι ή ούδεν σημαίνονσιν. el μεν γάρ 
ούδεν σημαίνονσιν, ού πιστοϋται το είναι σημεΐον  
ει δε σημαίνονσιν, άκολουθήσει αύταΐς το σημειω- 
τόν. τοΰτο 8ε ήν το εΐναί τι σημεΐον ω επεται το  
<μη>1 είναι σημεΐον, ώς ύττεμνήσαμεν, κατά την 
τον λόγον περιτροπήν.

Πλήν άλλ’ οντω πιθανών και προς τό εΐναι 
σημεΐον και προς το μή εΐναι λόγων φερομενων, 
ον μάλλον εΐναι σημεΐον ή μή εΐναι ρητεον.

ΙΒ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΠΟΔΕΙΕΕΩΣ

134 Φανερόν μεν ονν εκ τούτων ότι ουδέ ή άπόδειξις 
6μολογονμενόν τι πράγμα εσ τίν  ει γάρ περί του 
σημεΐον επεχομεν, και ή άπόδειξις δε σημεΐον τι 
εστι, και περί τής άποδείζεως επεχειν ανάγκη, 
και γάρ εύρήσομεν τούς περί του σημεΐον λόγονς 
ήρωτημενους εφαρμόζεσθαι δνναμενους και κατά 
τής άποδείξεως, επει και προς τι εΐναι δοκεΐ και 
εκκαλνπτική τον συμπεράσματος, οΐς ήκολούθει 
τά προς τό σημεΐον ήμΐν ειρημενα σχεδόν άπαντα.

135 el δέ δει και ιδίως περί άποδείζεως είπεΐν, συν- 
τόμως επελεύσομαι τον περί αυτής λόγον, πρό- 
τερον σαφηνίσαι πειραθεις διά βραχέων τ ί φασιν 
εΐναι την άπόδειζιν.

Έ στιυ οΰν, ώς φασίν, ή άπόδειξις λόγος δι όμο- 
λογουμενών λημμάτων κατά συναγωγήν επιφοράν 
εκκαλύπτων άδηλον, σαφεστερον δε δ λεγυυσιν 
εσται διά τούτων, λόγος εστι σύστημα εκ λημμά-

1 <μή> add. Kayser, Papp.
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nothing. For if they signify nothing, the existence 
o f sign is not confirmed ; whereas if they signify 
something, the thing signified will follow them ; and 
it was “ the existence of a sign.” And from this 
follows, as we have shown, the non-existence of 
sign, because of the reversal of the argument.

In short, then, since such plausible arguments are 
adduced both for the existence and for the non
existence of sign, we must declare that sign is “ no 
more ” a existent than non-existent.

C h a pter  XII.—Of P roof

Now it is plain from this that neither is proof a 134 
matter upon which there is agreement; for if we 
suspend judgement about the sign, and proof also is 
a sign,b we must necessarily suspend judgement about 
proof likewise. And in fact we shall find that the 
arguments propounded concerning the sign can be 
adapted to apply to proof as well, since it seems to 
be both relative and serving to reveal the conclusion, 
and from these properties followed nearly all the 
results we mentioned in the case of the sign. If, 135 
however, one ought to devote a separate discussion 
to proof, I shall proceed to treat of it concisely after 
endeavouring first to explain shortly the definition 
they give of proof.

Proof is, as they assert, “  an argument which, by 
means of agreed premisses, reveals by way of deduc
tion a non-evident inference.” What their statement 
means will be made clearer by what follows. “  An 
argument is a system composed of premisses and an

6 C f. §§ 96, 122, 131 supra ; and for the next ten sections 
cf. Ado. Log. ii. 299 IF.
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136 των καί έπιφοράς· τούτον δέ λήμματα μεν είναι 
λέγεται τα προς κατασκευήν του συμπεράσματος 
συμφώνως λαμβανόμενα αξίωμα τα, έπιφορά δε [η 
συμπέρασμαJ1 το έκ των λημμάτων κατασκευα- 
ζόμενον αξίωμα, οΐον εν τοντω  “  εΐ ημέρα έστι, 
φως έστιν  άλλα μην ημέρα έστιν' φως άρα έστιν ”  
το μεν “  φως άρα έστιν ”  συμπέρασμά εστι, τα

137 δέ λοιπά λήμματα. των δε λόγων οί μέν είσι 
συνακτικοι οί δε άσυνακτοι, συνακτικοι μέν όταν 
το σννημμένον το άρχόμενον μέν από τον διά των  
τον λόγου λημμάτων σνμπεπλεγμένου, ληγον δέ 
εις την έπιφοράν αύτοΰ, υγιές η, οΐον δ προειρη
μένος λόγος συνακτικός έστιν, έπεί τη διά των  
λημμάτων αύτοΰ συμπλοκή ταυτη  “  ημέρα εστι, 
και εί ημέρα εστι, φως έστιν ”  ακολουθεί το ”  φως 
έστιν ”  εν τοντω  τω  συνημμένα) “  [ει]2 ημέρα έστι, 
καί εί ημέρα έστι, φως έστιν <· φως άρα έστιν >.*”  
άσυνακτοι δέ οί μη ούτως έχοντες.

138 Τ ω ν  8e σ υ ν α κ τ ι κ ώ ν  ο ί  μ έ ν  ε ί σ ι ν  ά λ η θ ε ΐ ς  ο ί  δ έ  

ο ύ κ  ά λ η θ ε ΐς ,  ά λ η θ ε ΐ ς  μ έ ν  ό τ α ν  μ η  μ ό ν ο ν  τ ό  σ υ ν -  

η μ μ έ ν ο ν  ε κ  τ η ς  τ ω ν  λ η μ μ ά τ ω ν  σ υ μ π λ ο κ ή ς  κ α ί  τ η ς  

ε π ιφ ο ρ ά ς ,  ώ ς  π ρ ο ε ιρ η κ α μ ε ν ,  υ γ ι έ ς  φ), ά λ λ α  κ α ι  τ ο  

σ υ μ π έ ρ α σ μ α  κ α ί  τ ό  δ ιά  τ ω ν  λ η μ μ ά τ ω ν  α ύ τ ο ΰ  σ υ μ -  

π ε π λ ε γ μ έ ν ο ν  ά λ η θ έ ς  ύ π ά ρ χ η ,  δ  έ σ τ ι ν  η γ ο ύ μ ε ν ο ν  

έ ν  τ ω  σ υ ν η μ μ έ ν α ) ,  ά λ η θ έ ς  δε σ ν μ π ε π λ ε γ μ έ ν ο ν  έ σ τ ι  

τ ό  π ά ν τ α  έ χ ο ν  ά λ η θ ή ,  ώ ς  τ ό  “  η μ έ ρ α  έ σ τ ι ,  κ α ι  ε ι  

η μ έ ρ α  έ σ τ ι ,  φ ω ς  έ σ τ ι ν . ”  ο ύ κ  ά λ η θ ε ΐ ς  δ έ  οί μη
139 ούτως έχοντες. 6 γάρ τοιοΰτος λόγος ημέρας 

ονσης “  εί ννξ έστι, σκότος έσ τ ιν  άλλα μην νύξ 
έσ τιν  σκότος άρα έστιν ”  συνακτικός μέν έστιν,

1 η om. MSS., σνμπέρασυ.α  om. Τ. 
ζ [et] seel. Rustow. 3 <0ώs &pa έστιν'} add. Papp.
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inference. The premisses of it are (it is said) the 136 
judgements adopted by consent for the establishment 
of the inference, and the inference is the judgement 
established by the premisses.”  For example, in the 
argument “  I f  it is day, it is light; but it is in truth 
day ; therefore it is light,”  the clause ‘ ‘ therefore it 
is light ” is a conclusion, and the rest are premisses. 
And of arguments some are conclusive, some incon-137 
elusive—conclusive when the hypothetical syllogism ® 
which begins with the combination made by the 
premisses o f the argument and ends with its in
ference is valid; thus, for example, the argument 
just stated is conclusive since the combination o f its 
premisses—“  it is day ”  and “  if it is day, it is light ”
—is followed by “  it is light ”  in the syllogism “  it is 
day, and if it is day it is light; therefore it is light.”  
But arguments that are not like this are inconclusive.

And of the conclusive arguments some are true, 138 
some not true—true when not only the syllogism 
formed by the combination of the premisses and the 
inference is valid,6 as we said above, but the con
clusion also and the combination o f the premisses, 
which is the antecedent in the syllogism, is really 
true. And a combination is true when it has all its 
parts true, as in the case o f “  It is day, and if it is 
day, it is light ”  ; but those of a different kind are 
not true. For an argument such as this—“  If it is ] 39 
night, it is dark ; but in fact it is night; therefore 
it is dark ” —is indeed conclusive, since the syllogism

* rb σννημμένον, lit. “  the combination ”  ; cf. p. 246 note a.
* “  Valid ”  refers only to logical form ; “ true ”  to content; 

cf. § 139; A d v . Log. ii. 413.
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έπει το  συνημμένου τούτο  υγιές έστιν “  [εί]1 νύξ  
έστι, και εί νύ ξ έστι, <σκότος έσ τ ι ,> 2 σκότος άρα 
έ σ τ ιν ,"  ου μέντοι αληθής, τό  γάρ ηγούμενον σ υ μ -  
πεπλεγμένον φεΰδός έστι, το “ νύ ξ έστι, και el νύξ  
έστι, σκότος έ σ τ ι ,"  φ€ΰ8ος έχον έν έαυτω  τό  “  νύ ξ  
έστιν ” · φεΰδος γάρ έστι συμπεπλεγμένον τό  έχον  
ev έαυτω  φεΰδος. ένθ€ν καί αληθή λόγον etvai φασι 
τον δι αληθών λημμάτω ν αληθές συνάγοντα σ υ μ 
πέρασμα.

140 Πάλιν 8έ τω ν  αληθών λ όγω ν οι μέν εισιν απο
δεικτικοί οΐ δ’ ούκ αποδεικτικοί, και αποδεικτικοί 
μέν οι διά προδήλων άδηλόν τ ι  συνάγοντες, ούκ  
αποδεικτικοί δε οι μη τοιοϋτοι. οιον 6 μέν τοιοϋ - 
το ς  λόγος “  el ημέρα έσ τι, φ ώ ς έ σ τ ιν  άλλα μην  
ημέρα έ σ τ ιν  φ ώ ς άρα έστιν ”  ούκ έστιν  α π ο 
δεικτικός· το γάρ φ ώ ς είναι, οπερ έστιν αύτοΰ  
συμπέρασμα, πρόδηλόν έστιν. ο δε τοιοϋτος “  el 
ιδρώ τες ρέουσι διά τή ς έπιφανείας, είσι νοητοί 
πόροι' αλλά μην Ιδρώτες ρέουσι διά τή ς έπιφανείας· 
είσιν άρα νοητοί πόροι "  αποδεικτικός έστι, τό  
συμπέρασμα έχω ν άδηλον, τό  “ είσιν άρα νοητοί 
π όρ οι."

141 Των δε άδηλόν τι συναγόντω ν οι μέν έφ οδευτι- 
κώ ς μόνον άγουσιν ημάς διά τώ ν  λημμάτω ν έπι 
τό  συμ πέρασμ α, οι 8έ έφοδευτικώς άμα και έκ - 
καλυπτικώς. οΐον έφ οδευτικώς μέν οι ε’κ π ίστεω ς  
και μνήμης ήρτήσθαι δοκοΰντες, οΐός έστιν 6 
τοιοϋτος “  εϊ τ ις  σοι θεώ ν είπεν ότι πλουτήσει 
οδτος, πλουτήσει οΰτος' ούτοσι δέ 6 θεός ”  (δεί- 
κνυμι δέ καθ' ύπόθεσιν τον  Δία) “ είπε σοι ότι

1 [«’] seel. Rustow.
2 <<tk6tos &m> add. Rustow.
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“  it is night, and if it is night it is dark, therefore 
it is dark ” is a valid one, but, when it is day-time, it 
is not true. For the antecedent combination—“ it is 
night, and if it is night it is dark ”—is false since it 
contains the falsehood “ it is night for the com
bination which contains a falsehood is false. Hence 
they also say that a true argument is that which 
deduces a true conclusion from true premisses.

Of true arguments, again, some are “  probative,”  140 
some “ non-probative ” ; and the probative are those 
which deduce something non-evident by means of 
pre-evident premisses, the non-probative those not of 
this sort.® For example, an argument such as this—
“ If it is day it is light; but in fact it is day ; there
fore it is light ”  is not probative ; for its conclusion, 
that “  it is light,”  is pre-evident. But an argument 
like this—“ If sweat pours through the surface, there 
are insensible pores6; but in fact sweat does pour 
through the surface; therefore there are insensible 
pores ”■—is a probative one, as its conclusion (“  there 
are therefore insensible pores ” ) is non-evident.

And of arguments which deduce something non- 141 
evident, some conduct us through the premisses to 
the conclusion by way of progression only, others 
both by way of progression and by way of discovery 
as well. By progression, for instance, are those 
which seem to depend on belief and memory, such 
as the argument “  If a god has said to you that 
this man will be rich, this man will be rich ; but this 
god (assume that I point to Zeus) has said to you that

* For this and the following sections cf. A d v . Log. ii. 305 ff.
6 C f. § 98 supra.
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πλουτήσει οΰτος· πλουτήσει άρα οΰτος συγ- 
κατατιθέμεθα γάρ τώ  συμπεράσματι ούχ όντως 
διά την τω ν λημμάτων ανάγκην ώς πιστώνοντας

142 τη τον θεοΰ άποφάσει. οι Sc ον μόνον έφοδευ- 
τικώς άλλα και εκκαλυπτικώς άγονσιν ημάς έπι 
το συμπέρασμα, ώς 6 τοιοντος “  αϊ ρέουσι διά της 
επιφάνειας ιδρώτες, είσι νοητοί πόροι’ άΛΛά μην 
το πρώτον* το δεύτερον άρα ” · το γάρ pew τούς 
ιδρώτας έκκαλυπτικόν έστι τον  πόρους είναι, διά 
το προειλήφθαι ότι διά ναστοΰ σώματος υγρόν ού 
δνναται φέρεσθαι.

143 Ή  ούν άπόδειξις και λόγος είναι οφείλει και 
σννακτικός και αληθής και άδηλον εχων συμ
πέρασμα [κ α ι]1 εκκαλυπτόμενον νπο τής δυνάμεως 
τώ ν λημμάτων, και διά τούτο είναι λέγεται άπό- 
δειξις λόγος δι* ομολογουμένων λημμάτων κατά 
συναγωγήν έπιφοράν έκκαλύπτων άδηλον.

Διά τούτων μεν οΰν σαφήνιζειν εΐώθασι τήν 
έννοιαν τής άποδείξεως.

ΙΓ'.—ΒΙ ΒΣΤΙΝ ΑΠΟΔΕΙΞΙΣ

144 Ό τ ι  δε ανύπαρκτός εστιν ή άπόδειξις, άπ’ αυτών 
ών λέγονσιν έπιλογίζεσθαι δυνατόν, έκαστον τών 
περιεχομένων εν τή έννοια διατρέποντα. οΐον γοΰν 
ό Adyos σύγκειται εξ άξιωμάτων, τά  δε σύνθετα 
πράγματα ού δυναται ύπάρχειν εάν μή τά εξ 
ών συνέστηκεν άλλήλοις συνυπάρχη, ώς πρόδηλον 
άπό κλίνης και τών παραπλήσιων, τά δε μέρη του

1 [καί] ΟΠ1. Τ.

° See the definition of “ proof” in §§ 135-136. It is with 
“  hypothetical syllogisms ”  that Sextus is here concerned. The
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this man will be rich ; therefore he will be rich ’*; 
for we assent to the conclusion not so much on account 
of the logical force of the premisses as because of our 
belief in the statement of the god. But some argu- 142 
ments conduct us to the conclusion by way of dis
covery as well as o f progression, like the follow
ing : “  I f  sweat pours through the surface, there are 
insensible pores ; but the first is true, therefore also 
the second ”  ; for the pouring o f the sweat makes 
discovery o f the fact o f the existence o f pores, 
because of the prior assumption that moisture cannot 
pass through a solid body.

So, then, proof ought to be an argument which 143 
is deductive and true and has a non-evident con
clusion which is discovered by the potency o f the 
premisses ; and because of this, proof is defined as 
“  an argument which by means o f agreed pre
misses discovers by way of deduction a non-evident 
inference.”  It is in these terms, then, that they are 
in the habit o f explaining the conception o f proof.

Chapter XIII.— D oes Proof exist?

That proof has no real existence may be inferred 144 
from their own statements, by refuting each of the 
assumptions implied in its conception.® Thus, for 
instance, the argument is compounded of judgements, 
but compound things cannot exist unless its component 
elements mutually co-exist, as is pre-evident from 
the case o f a bed and similar objects ; but the parts

“ component elements”  of the syllogism (or “ argument” ) 
are the “ judgements ”  (or propositions) which go to form 
its “  premisses.”
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λόγου άλλήλοις ού συνυπάρχει, δτε γάρ λόγο μεν 
τό πρώτον λήμμα, ούδεπω υπάρχει ούτε το ετερον 
λήμμα ούτε ή επιφορά' δτε δε τό δεύτερόν φαμεν, 
τό μεν πρότερον λήμμα ούκετι υπάρχει, ή δε 
επιφορά ούδεπω εσ τιν  δτε δε την επιφοράν προ- 
φερόμεθα, τά  λήμματα αυτής ούκετι ύφεστηκεν. 
ού συνυπάρχει άρα άλλήλοις τά  μέρη τοΰ λόγου· 
δθεν ούδε 6 λόγος ύπάρχειν δόξει,

145 Χω/Η? δε τούτων 6 συνακτικός λόγος ακατά
ληπτος εσ τ ιν  εί γάρ οΰτος κρίνεται από τής τοΰ  
συνημμένου ακολουθίας, ή δε κατά τό συνημμενον 
ακολουθία άνεπικρίτως διαπεφώνηται και εστιν 
ίσως ακατάληπτος, ώς εν τφ  περί σημείου λόγω  
ύπεμνήσαμεν, και ό συνακτικός λόγος ακατάληπτος

146 όσται. οι γε μην διαλεκτικοί φασιν άσύνακτον 
λόγον γίγνεσθαι ήτοι παρά διάρτησιν ή παρά 
ελλειφιν ή παρά τό κατά μοχθηρόν ήρωτήσθαι 
σχήμα, ή κατά παρολκήν. οΐον κατά διάρτησιν 
μεν δταν μη εχη τά  λήμματα ακολουθίαν προς 
άλληλά τε και την επιφοράν, ώς 6 τοιοΰτος 1 ει 
ήμερα εστι, φως εσ τιν  αλλά μην πυροι εν άγορα

147 πωλοΰνται· Δίων άρα περιπατεΐ.”  παρά δε παρ
ολκήν δταν εύρίσκηται λήμμα παρελκον προς την 
τοΰ λόγου συναγωγήν, οΐον “  εί ήμερα εστι, φως 
εσ τιν  αλλά μήν ήμερα εστιν, αλλά και Δίων περι- 
πατεΐ· φως άρα εστιν.”  παρά δε τό εν μοχθηρφ 
ήρωτήσθαι σχήματι δταν μη ή τό σχήμα τοΰ λόγου 
συνακτικόν, οΐον δντων συλλογισμών, ώς φασί, 
τούτων  “  εί ήμερα εστι, φώς εσ τιν  αλλά μήν 
ημβρα eorw  φως αρα earir, €6 ημ€ρα €<m, φως 
εσ τιν  ούχι δε φώς εσ τ ιν  ούκ άρα ήμερα εστιν,”

244
° i.e. the Stoics, cf. §§ 166, 235.
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of an argument do not mutually co-exist. For when 
we are stating the first premiss, neither the second 
premiss nor the inference is as yet in existence ; and 
when we are stating the second premiss, the first 
is no longer existent and the inference is not yet 
existent; and when we announce the inference, its 
premisses are no longer in being. Therefore the parts 
of the argument do not mutually co-exist; and hence 
the argument too will seem to be non-existent.

But apart from this, the conclusive argument is 145 
non-apprehensible; for if it is judged by the coherence 
of the hypothetical premiss, and the coherence in 
that premiss is a matter of unsettled dispute and is 
probably non-apprehensible, as we suggested in our 
chapter (xi.) “  On the Sign,”  then the conclusive 
argument also will be non-apprehensible. Now the 140 
Dialecticians 0 assert that an argument is inconclusive 
owing to inconsistency or to deficiency or to its being 
propounded in a bad form or to redundancy. An 
example of inconsistency is when the premisses are 
not logically coherent with each other and with the 
inference, as in the argument “ If it is day, it is light; 
but in fact wheat is being sold in the market; there
fore Dion is walking.”  And it is a case of redundancy 147 
when we find a premiss that is superfluous for the logic 
of the argument, as for instance “ If it is day, it is 
light; but in fact it is day and Dion also is walking ; 
therefore it is light.”  And it is due to the bad form 
in which it is propounded when the form of the argu
ment is not conclusive ; for whereas the really syllo
gistic arguments are, they say, such as these : “  If it 
is day, it is light; but in fact it is day ; therefore it 
is light ”  ; and “  If it is day, it is light; but it is not 
light; therefore it is not day,”—the inconclusive
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ο λόγος ασύνακτός εστιν ουτος “  el ήμερα eon , 
φως earι ν  άλλα μην φως εσ τ ιν  ήμερα άρα εστιν.”

148 επεί γάρ επαγγέλλεται, το σννημμενον οντος1 τοΰ  
εν αντω ήγ ον μενού εΐναι καί το λήγον, εΙκότως 
τοΰ ήγ ου μόνου προσλαμβανόμενου επάγεται καί το 
λήγον, καί τοΰ λήγοντος αναιρούμενου αναιρείται 
καί το ήγούμενον εΐ γάρ ήν το  ήγούμενον, ήν άν 
καί το λήγον. τοΰ δε λήγοντος προσλαμβανόμενου 
ον πάντως τίθεται καί το ήγούμενον ουδέ γάρ 
νπισχνεΐτο το  σννημμενον τω  λήγοντι ακόλουθεΐν 
το ήγούμενον, άλλα τω  ήγουμενιρ το λήγον μόνον.

149 διά τοΰτο ουν 6 μεν εκ σννημμενον καί τοΰ ήγου- 
μενου το λήγον σννάγων συλλογιστικός εΐναι λέ
γεται, καί 6 εκ συνημμένου καί τοΰ αντικείμενου 
τοΰ λήγοντος το άντικείμενον τω  ήγουμενιρ σνν
ά γω ν  6 δε εκ συνημμένου καί τοΰ λήγοντος το 
ήγούμενον σννάγων ασύνακτός, ώς 6 προειρημένος, 
παρό καί αληθών δντων των λημμάτων αύτοΰ 
φεΰδος συνάγει, όταν λυχνιαίον φωτός οντος νυκτός 
λεγηται. το μεν γάρ “  ει ήμερα εστι, φως εστι ”  
σννημμενον αληθές εστιν, καί ή “  άλλα μήν φως 
εστι ”  πρόσληφις, ή δε “  ήμερα άρα ”  επιφορά

150 φευδής. κατά παράλειφιν δε εστι μοχθηρός λόγος 
εν ω παραλείπεταί τι των προς τήν συναγωγήν 
τοΰ συμπεράσματος χρησιμευόντων· οΐον ύγιοΰς 
οντος, ώς οΐονται, τοΰ λόγου τούτου “  ήτοι αγαθός 
εστιν ό πλοΰτος ή κακός ή αδιάφορος’ ούτε δβ 
κακός εστιν ούτε αδιάφορος* αγαθός άρα εστιν,”

1 6vros Heintz: tvrbs m s s . Bekk.
β i.e. (in Stoic terminology) definitely valid and con

clusive ; cf. § 168 infra. Note that the term συν-ημμένον 
(“ combination ”) mostly means the “ hypothetical, or major,
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argument runs thus : “  If it is day, it is light; but 
in fact it is light; therefore it is day.”  For since the 148 
major premiss announces that if its antecedent exists 
its consequent also exists, naturally when the ante
cedent is admitted the consequent also is inferred, 
and when the consequent is denied the antecedent 
also is denied ; for if the antecedent had existed, 
the consequent also would have existed. But when 
the consequent is admitted, the antecedent is not 
necessarily admitted as well; for the major premiss 
did not promise that the antecedent should follow 
the consequent, but only the consequent the ante
cedent.

Hence, the argument which deduces the conse- 149 
quent from the major premiss and the antecedent is 
said to be syllogistic,® and also that which deduces 
the opposite of the antecedent from the major premiss 
and the opposite of the consequent; but the argu
ment which, like that stated above, deduces the ante
cedent from the major premiss and the consequent 
is inconclusive, so that it makes a false deduction, 
even though its premisses are true, whenever it is 
uttered by lamplight at night. For though the 
major premiss “ I f it is day, it is light ” is true, and 
also the minor premiss, “  but in fact it is light,” the 
inference “  therefore it is day ” is false. And the 150 
argument is faulty by deficiency, when it suffers from 
the omission of some factor needed for the deducing 
of the conclusion : thus, for instance, while we have, 
as they think, a valid argument in “ Wealth is either 
good or bad or indifferent; but it is neither bad nor 
indifferent; therefore it is good,” 6 the following
premiss of a hypothetical syllogism,” but sometimes the 
whole syllogism. * Of. iii. 177 ff.
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φαύλος εστι παρά ελλειφιν οντος ο λόγος ** ήτοι 
αγαθός εστιν ό πλούτος η κακός· ονκ εστι δβ κακός· 
αγαθός άρα εστίν.”  εάν ονν δείξω ότι ούδεμία 
διαφορά τω ν άσννάκτων διακρίνεσθαι δνναται κατ 
αυτούς από των συνακτικών, εδειξα οτι ακατά
ληπτος εστιν ό συνακτικός λόγος, ώς π€ριττάς είναι 
τάς κατά διαλεκτικήν αύτοΐς φερομενας άπειρο - 
λόγιας, δείκνυμι δε όντως.

*0 κατά διάρτησιν άσννακτος λόγος ελεγετο 
όγνωρίσθαι εκ του μη εχειν ακολουθίαν τά  λήμματα 
αύτοΰ προς άλληλα και την επιφοράν, επει οΰν 
της γνώσεως της ακολουθίας ταύτης δει προ- 
ηγεΐσθαι την κρίσιν του συνημμένου, άνεπίκριτον 
δε' εστι τό σννημμενον, ώς επελογισάμην, αδιά
κριτος εσται και ό κατά διάρτησιν άσννακτος 
λόγος. καί γάρ ό λεγων κατά διάρτησιν άσυν- 
ακτον είναι τινα λόγον, φάσιν μεν προφερόμενος 
μόνην άντιτιθεμενην αντω φάσιν εξει την άντι- 
κειμενην τη προειρημένη· άποδεικνύς δε διά λόγον 
άκονσεται ότι δει τον λόγον τούτον πρότερον 
συνακτικόν είναι, εΐθ’ όντως άποδεικννειν ότι ά- 
συνάρτητα τά  λήμματα τον διηρτησθαι λεγόμενόν 
λόγου, ον γνωσόμεθα δε εί εστιν άποδεικτικός, 
μη εχοντες συνημμένου σύμφωνον κρίσιν, η κρί
νου μεν εΐ άκολονθεΐ τη διά των λημμάτων τοΰ  
λόγου συμπλοκή τό συμπέρασμα, καί κατά τούτο 
οΰν ούχ εξομεν διακρίνειν των συνακτικών τον 
κατά διάρτησιν μοχθηρόν είναι λεγόμενον. * 248

° Over 300 volumes, dealing with grammar and logic 
(“ dialectic” ), are ascribed to Chrysippus. 

b With §§ 152-156 cf. Adv. Log. ii. 435 ff.
' i.e. the syllogism as a whole, which is a “ combination ”
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is faulty by way of deficiency : “  Wealth is either 
good or bad ; but it is not bad ; therefore it is good.”
If, then, I shall show that, according to them, it is 151 
impossible to distinguish any difference between the 
inconclusive and the conclusive arguments, I shall have 
shown that the conclusive argument is non-apprehens- 
ible, so that their endless disquisitions on “  dialectic ” a 
are superfluous. And I show it in this wise.

It was said that the argument which is inconclusive 152 
owing to inconsistency is recognized by the want of 
coherence which marks its premisses in their relation 
both to each other and to the inference.6 Since, then, 
the recognition of this coherence ought to be preceded 
by the judgement on the hypothetical syllogism,® and 
that syllogism, as I have argued, does not admit of 
judgement, the argument that is inconclusive through 
inconsistency will likewise be incapable of being dis
tinguished. For he who declares that any particular 153 
argument is inconclusive through inconsistency will, 
if he is merely uttering a statement, find himself 
opposed by a statement which contradicts his own ; 
while if he tries to prove it by argument, he will be 
told that this argument o f his must itself be conclusive 
before he can prove that the premisses o f the argu
ment said to be inconsistent are devoid of consistency. 
But we shall not know whether it is probative, since 
we have no agreed test of the syllogism whereby 
to judge whether the conclusion follows the logical 
connexion formed by the premisses. And thus, also, 
we shall be unable to distinguish the argument that 
is faulty through inconsistency from those that are 
conclusive.
of premisses and conclusion, cf. $ 137 ; for another sense of 
the word cf. note on § 149.
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164 Τά δε αυτά εροΰμεν προς τον λεγοντα μοχθηρόν 
είναι λόγον τινά παρα το iv φαύλω σχηματι ηρω- 
τησθαι· 6 γάρ κατασκευάζων ότι μοχθηρόν τι 
σχημά εστιν, ούχ εξει όμολογούμενον συνακτικόν

155 λόγον δι* ου δυνησεται συνάγειν ο φησιν. δυνάμει 
δε άντειρήκαμεν1 διά τούτων2 και προς τούς πει- 
ρωμενους παρ' ελλειφιν άσυνάκτους λόγους είναι 
δεικνυναι. εί γάρ 6 εντελής <καϊ>3 άπηρτισμενος 
αδιάκριτος εστι, και ό εν ελλείφει άδηλος εσται. 
και ετι ό διά λόγου δεικνυναι τινά ελλιπή βουλό- 
μενος λόγον, μη εχων συνημμένου κρίσιν ώ μο
λογη μενην, δι ης κρίνειν δυνησεται την ακολουθίαν 
τοΰ ύπ* αύτοΰ λεγομένου λόγου, ου δυνησεται 
κεκριμενως και όρθώς λεγειν ότι ελλιπής εστιν.

156 Ά λλα και ό κατά παρολκην λεγόμενος είναι 
μοχθηρός αδιάκριτος εστιν από τω ν αποδεικτικών, 
όσον γάρ επί τη παρολκη και οι θρύλονμενοι παρά 
τοΐς στωικοΐς αναπόδεικτοι άσύνακτοι εύρεθή- 
σονται, ών αναιρούμενων η πάσα διαλεκτική άνα- 
τρεπεταί' οντοι γάρ είσιν ούς φασιν άποδείζεως 
μεν μη δεΐσθαι προς την εαυτών συστασιν, απο
δεικτικούς δε ύπάρχειν του και τούς άλλους συν
άγειν λόγους. οτι δε παρελκουσιν, εσται σαφές 
εκθεμενων ημών τούς αναπόδεικτους και ούτως ο 
φαμεν επιλογιζομενων.

157 Πολλούς1 μεν αναπόδεικτους όνειροπολοΰσιν, πεντε 
δε τούτους μάλιστα εκτίθενται, εις ούς οι λοιποί

1 άντΐΐρήκαμΐν Τ :  άντειρήσομΐν ΕΑΒ: άνταρήοθω L, Bekk.
* τούτων Τ, cj. Bekk.: τοΰτο mss. * <καΙ> add. Τ. 223

β i.e. those which need no proof as being self-evident; 
cf. Aristotle’s “ perfect syllogisms,” and i. 69; Adv.Log. ii.
223 ff.
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And we will make the same reply to the man who 154 
says that an argument is unsound owing to its being 
propounded in a faulty form ; for he who maintains 
that a form is unsound will have no argument agreed 
to be conclusive whereby he will be able to draw the 
conclusion he states. And hereby we have also 155 
potentially refuted those who try to show that there 
are arguments which are inconclusive through de
ficiency. For if the complete and finished argument 
is indistinguishable <from others>, the deficient also 
will be non-evident. And, further, he who proposes 
to prove by argument that a certain argument is 
deficient, seeing that he has no agreed test of a 
hypothetical syllogism whereby he can judge the 
coherence of the argument he is talking about, will 
be unable to make a tested and true pronouncement 
that it is deficient.

Moreover, the argument that is said to be faulty 156 
through redundancy is indistinguishable from those 
that are probative. For, so far as concerns redun
dancy, even the “  non-demonstrable ”  arguments® so 
much talked o f by the Stoics will be found to be 
inconclusive, and if they are demolished the whole of 
dialectic is overturned ; for they are the arguments 
which, they say, need no proof to establish them, 
and themselves serve as proofs of the conclusiveness 
o f the other arguments. And that they are re
dundant will be clear when we have set forth these 
non-probative arguments and thus confirm our state
ment by reasoning.

N ow there are, in their imaginings, many non- 157 
demonstrable arguments, but the five which they 
chiefly propound, and to  which all the rest can, it
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πάντες άναφέρεσθαι δοκοΰσιν, πρώτον τον εκ 
συνημμένου καί τοΰ ηγουμένου το λήγον συν- 
άγοντα, οΐον “  el ημέρα έστι, φως έστιν' άλλα μην 
ημέρα έστιν' φως άρα έστιν ”  δεύτερον τον εκ 
συνημμένου και του αντικειμένου του ληγοντος το 
αντικείμενου του ηγουμένου συνάγοντα, οΐον “  εΐ 
ημέρα έστι, φως έστιν' ούκ έστι δε φως' ούκ άρα

158 ημέρα έστιν.”  τρίτον τον εζ αποφατικού συμ
πλοκής και ενός των εκ της συμπλοκής το αντι
κείμενου τοΰ λοιπού συνάγοντα, οΐον “  ούχι ημέρα 
έστι και νυξ έστιν' ημέρα δε έστιν' ούκ άρα νυξ 
έστιν.”  τέταρτον τον εκ διεζευγμένου και ενός 
των επεζευγμένων το αντικείμενου τοΰ λοιπού 
συνάγοντα, οΐον “  ήτοι ημέρα έστιν ή νυξ έσ τιν  
ημέρα δέ έστιν' ούκ άρα νύξ έστιν.”  πέμπτου τον 
εκ διεζευγμένου και τοΰ αντικειμένου ενός των  
επεζευγμένων τό λοιπόν συνάγοντα, οΐον “  ήτοι 
ήμερα εστιν η νυξ εσ τ ιν  ουχι οε νυξ έσ τιν  ήμερα 
άρα έστιν.”

159 Ούτοι μεν οΰν είσιν οί θρυλούμενοι αναπόδεικτοι, 
πάντες δέ μοι δοκοΰσιν άσύνακτοι είναι κατά παρολ- 
κήν. αύτίκα γοΰν, ινα από τοΰ πρώτου άρξώμεθα, 
ήτοι όμολογεΐται ότι ακολουθεί τό “  φως έστιν ”  τω  
“  ημέρα έστιν ”  ήγ ου μένω αύτω εν τω  “  εί ημέρα 
εστι, φως έστιν ”  συνημμένω, ή άδηλόν εστιν. 
άλλ’ εί μεν άδηλόν έστιν, ού δώσομεν τό συν
ημμένου ώς όμολογούμενον εί δέ πρόδηλόν έστιν 
ότι όντος τοΰ “ ημέρα έσ τιν”  έξ ανάγκης έστι καί

° Literally, the “ combination,” which here (as in § 104) 
means the hypothetical major premiss, of which the “ if,” 
clause is the “ antecedent,” the other clause the “ consequent.”
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seems, be referred, are these. The first is that which 
deduces the consequent from the major premiss ° and 
the antecedent, as for example “ If it is day, it is 
light; but in fact it is day ; therefore it is light. ”  The 
second is that which deduces the opposite of the 
antecedent from the major premiss and the opposite of 
the consequent, as for example “  I f  it is day, it is 
light; but it is not light; therefore it is not day.” 
The third deduces from the negation of a coupled 158 
premiss6 and <the affirmation of> one o f its clauses the 
opposite of the other clause, as for example “ It is not 
both night and day ; but it is day ; therefore it is 
not night.”  The fourth deduces from a disjunctive 
premiss and one of its alternative clauses the opposite 
of the other, as for example “ Either it is day or it is 
night; but it is day; therefore it is not night.”  The 
fifth0 deduces from a disjunctive premiss and the 
opposite of one o f its clauses the other clause, as for 
example “ Either it is day or it is night; but it is not 
night; therefore it is day.”

These, then, are the much talked o f non-demon- 159 
strable arguments, but they all seem to me to be 
inconclusive through redundancy. Thus for instance, 
to begin with the first, either it is agreed, or else it 
is non-evident, that in the major premiss “  I f  it is 
day, it is light,”  the clause “  it is light ”  follows from 
its antecedent “  it is day. ”  But if this is non-evident, 
we shall not grant the major premiss as agreed ; 
if, however, it is pre-evident that if  the clause “  it is 
day ”  be true, the clause “  it is light ”  will necessarily

t k i.e. a premiss consisting of two clauses “ coupled” by 
“ and”  (or “ both . . . and” ); a “ conjunctive”  premiss 
(as^opposedto a “  disjunctive,”  coupled by “ either . . .  or ” ).
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το “  φως εστιν,”  είπόντων ημών ότι ήμερα εστιν, 
συνάγεται και το φως εστιν, ώς άρκεΐν τον τοιοΰτον 
λόγον “  ημέρα εστι, φως άρα εστιν,”  και παρέλκειν 
τό “  εί ημέρα έστι, φως εστιν ”  συνημμένον.

160 *Ομοίως δε φερόμεθα και επί του δευτέρου αν
απόδεικτου. ήτοι γάρ ενδέχεται του ληγοντος μη
„  ♦  \ / νί * > £  / > \  \  >οντος eivat το ηγούμενον, η ονκ rat. αΛΛ
εί μεν ενδέχεται, ούκ εσται υγιές τό συνημμένον 
εί δε ούκ ενδέχεται, άμα τω  τεθηναι τό  “  ούχί τό 
λήγον ”  τίθεται καί τό “  ούχί τό ηγούμενον,”  καί 
παρέλκει πάλιν τό συνημμένον, τής συνερωτήσεως 
τοιαύτης γινομένης “  ούχί φως εστιν, ούκ άρα 
ημέρα εστιν.”

161 *0 δε αύτός λόγος καί επί του τρίτου αναπό
δεικτου. ήτοι γάρ πρόδηλόν εστιν ότι ούκ εν
δέχεται τα εν τή συμπλοκή συνυπάρζαι άλλήλοις, η 
άδηλον, καί εί μεν άδηλον, ού δώσομεν τό απο
φατικόν τής συμπλοκής’ εί δε πρόδηλον, άμα τω  
τεθήναι τό έτερον αναιρείται τό λοιπόν, και 
παρέλκει τό αποφατικόν τής συμπλοκής, ούτως
ημών ερωτώντων “  ημέρα εστιν, ούκ άρα νύζ 
» »» εστιν.

162 Τά δε παραπλήσια λέγομεν καί επί τοΰ τετάρτου 
καί επί τοΰ πέμπτου αναπόδεικτου. ήτοι γάρ 
πρόδηλόν εστιν ότι εν τω  διεζευγμένω τό μεν 
αληθές εστι τό δε φεΰδος μετά μάχης τελείας, όπερ 
επαγγέλλεται τό διεζευγμένον, ή άδηλον, καί ει 
μεν άδηλον, ού δώσομεν τό διεζευγμένον’ εί δε 
πρόδηλον, τεθέντος ενός απ' αύτών φανερόν εστιν 
ότι τό λοιπόν ούκ εστιν, καί άναιρεθέντος ενός

• An example of the syllogismus decurtatus, which has but 
one premiss; cf. § 167.
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be true also, then, once we have asserted that “ it is 
day,”  the statement “  it is light ”  is also inferred, so 
that an argument in the form “  It is day, therefore 
it is light ”  is sufficient,® and the major premiss “  If 
it is day, it is light ”  is redundant.

And in the case o f the second non-demonstrable 160 
argument we make a similar objection. For it is 
either possible or impossible for the antecedent to be 
true when the consequent is not true. But if this 
is possible, the major premiss will not be valid ; 
while if it is impossible, at the moment of positing 
“ Not the consequent ”  we posit also “  Not the ante
cedent,” and the major premiss is redundant once 
again, the argument propounded being “ It is not 
light, therefore it is not day.”

The same reasoning applies also to the third non-161 
demonstrable argument. For either it is pre-evident 
that it is impossible for the clauses in the coupled 
premiss mutually to co-exist, or else it is non-evident. 
And if it is non-evident we shall not grant the nega
tive of the coupled premiss; but if it is pre-evident, 
at the moment of positing the one clause the other 
is annulled, and the negative o f the coupled premiss 
is redundant when we propound the argument in the 
form “  It is day, therefore it is not night.”

And we deal in like manner with the fourth non- 162 
demonstrable argument and the fifth. For either it is 
pre-evident or it is non-evident that in the disjunctive 
premiss one clause is true, the other false, in complete 
contradiction, as the disjunctive proclaims. And if 
this is non-evident, we shall not grant the disjunctive ; 
but if it is pre-evident, if one of its clauses be affirmed 
it is apparent that the other is not true, and if one 
is negated it is pre-evident that the other is true, so
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πρόδηλον ότι τό λοιπόν εστιν, ώς άρκεΐν awe ρωτάν 
όντως “  ήμερα εστιν, ούκ άρα ννζ εστιν,”  “  ούχι 
ήμερα εστιν, νύζ άρα εστιν,”  και παρελκειν τό  
διεζευγμενον.

163 Παραπλήσια δε λεγειν ενεστι και περί τω ν κατ- 
ηγορικών καλούμενων συλλογισμών, οΐς μάλιστα 
χρώνται οι από τοΰ περιπάτου. οΐον γοΰν εν 
τοντω  τώ  λόγω “  τό δίκαιον καλόν, τό καλόν 
αγαθόν, τό δίκαιον άρα αγαθόν ”  ήτοι όμολογεΐται 
και πρόδηλόν εστιν ότι τό καλόν αγαθόν εστιν, ή 
αμφισβητείται και εστιν άδηλον. άλλ’ εί μεν 
άδηλόν εστιν, ού δοθήσεται κατά την τοΰ λόγου 
συνερώτησιν, και διά τούτο ού συνάζει ό συλ
λογισμός" εί δε πρόδηλόν εστιν ότι παν δπερ αν 
ή καλόν, τοΰτο πάντως καί αγαθόν εστιν, άμα τώ  
λεχθήναι ότι τάδε τι καλόν εστι συνεισάγεται καί 
τό αγαθόν αυτό είναι, ώς άρκεΐν την τοιαυτην 
συνερώτησιν “  τό δίκαιον καλόν, τό δίκαιον άρα 
αγαθόν,”  καί παρελκειν τό ετερον λήμμα εν φ τό

104 καλόν αγαθόν είναι ελεγετο. ομοίως δε καί εν τω  
τοιουτφ λόγω “  Σωκράτης άνθρωπος, πας άν
θρωπος ζώον, Σωκράτης άρα ζώον,”  εί μεν ούκ 
εστι πρόδηλον αύτόθεν ότι παν ό τι περ αν ή 
άνθρωπος, τοΰτο καί ζώόν εστιν, ούχ όμολογεΐται 
ή καθόλου πρότασις, ουδέ δώσομεν αύτην εν τή

165 συνερωτήσει. εί δε επεται τω  άνθρωπόν τινα είναι 
τό καί ζώον αύτόν ύπάρχειν, καί διά τοΰτο αληθής 
εστιν όμολογουμενως ή ‘ ‘ πας άνθρωπος ζώον 
πρότασις, άμα τώ  λεχθήναι ότι Σωκράτης άν
θρωπος συνεισάγεται καί τό ζώον αύτόν είναι, ώς 
άρκεΐν την τοιαυτην συνερώτησιν “  Σωκράτης 
άνθρωπος, Σωκράτης άρα ζώον,”  καί παρελκειν 
2 5 6
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that it is sufficient to frame the argument thus—“  It 
is day, therefore it is not night,”  or “  It is not day, 
therefore it is night ”  ; and the disjunctive premiss 
is redundant.

One may also make similar observations on the so- 163 
called “  categorical ”  syllogisms, which are chiefly 
used by the Peripatetics.® Thus, for example, in the 
argument—“ The just is fair, but the fair is good, 
therefore the just is good,”  6 either it is agreed and 
pre-evident that “  the fair is good,”  or it is disputed 
and is non-evident. But if it is non-evident, it will 
not be granted in the process o f deduction, and 
consequently the syllogism will not be conclusive ; 
while if it is pre-evident that whatsoever is fair is also 
without exception good, at the moment o f stating 
that this particular thing is fair the fact that it is 
good is likewise implied, so that it is enough to put 
the argument in the form “ The just is fair, therefore 
the just is good,”  and the other premiss, in which it 
was stated that “  the fair is good,”  is redundant. So 164 
too in an argument such as this—“ Socrates is a man ; 
every man is an animal; therefore Socrates is an 
animal,”—if it is not at once pre-evident that what
soever is man is always also animal, the universal 
premiss is not agreed, and neither will we admit it in 
the process of deduction. But if the fact that he is a 105 
man is logically followed by the fact that he is also an 
animal, and in consequence the premiss “ Every man 
is an animal ”  is by agreement true, at the moment of 
stating that “ Socrates is a man ”  we admit therewith 
that he is also an animal, so that an argument in the 
form “ Socrates is a man, therefore Socrates is an

“ Aristotle dealt only with this form of proof; later Peri
patetics with the hypothetical and disjunctive forms as well. 

* Cf. Plato, Alcib. I. 116.
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166 την “  7τα? άνθρωπος ζώον ”  πρότασιν. παρα
πλήσιας δε μεθόδοις και ini των άλλων πρώτων 
κατηγορικών λόγων χρησθαι δυνατόν εστιν, ινα μη 
νΰν ενδιατρίβωμεν.

Πλήν €7766 παρελκουσιν οΰτοι οι λόγοι iv οΐς την 
ύποβάθραν τω ν συλλογισμών οί διαλεκτικοί τίθεν
ται, όσον €776 τη παρολκη διατρεπεται πάσα ή 
διαλεκτική, μη δνναμενων ημών διακρΐναι τούς 
7ταρελκοντας και διά τοΰτο άσυνάκτους λόγους από

167 τών συνακτικών καλούμενων συλλογισμών, εί δε 
ούκ άρεσκει τισι λόγους μονολημμάτους είναι, ούκ 
είσίν άξιοπιστότεροι * *Αντιπάτρου, ός ουδέ τούς 
τοιούτους λόγους άποδοκιμάζει.

Διά ταΰτα μεν ουν άνεπίκριτός εστιν 6 παρά τοΐς 
διαλεκτικοΐς συνακτικός καλούμενος λόγος. αλλά 
και ό άληθης λόγος άνευρετός εστι διά τε τά  
προειρημένα και επει πάντως οφείλει εις αληθές 
λήγειν. τό γάρ συμπέρασμα τό αληθές εΐναι λεγό-

168 μζνον ήτοι φαινόμενόν εστιν η άδηλον, και φαινό- 
μενον μεν ούδαμώς' ου γάρ αν δεοιτο τοΰ διά τών  
λημμάτων εκκαλυπτεσθαι δι εαυτόν προσπΐπτον 
καί ούχ τ]ττον τώ ν λημμάτων αύτοΰ φαινόμενον. 
εί δε άδηλον, επει περί τών άδηλων άνεπικρίτως 
διαπεφώνηται, καθάπερ έμπροσθεν ύπεμνήσαμεν, 
διόπερ καί άκατάληπτά εστιν, άκατάληπτον εσται 
καί τό συμπέρασμα τοΰ αληθούς εΐναι λεγομένου 
λόγου, εί δε [καϊ\ τοΰτο άκατάληπτον εστιν, ου

β i.e. of the First Figure: the previous examples are cases of 
Barbara and Barit, so “ the others ” would belong to 
Celarent and Ferio. But Heintz’s suggestion, τρόπων των 
(for πρώτων), “ the other figures,” may well be right.

* i.s. Stoics and Peripatetics, cf. § 146 supra.
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animal ”  is sufficient, and the premiss “  Every man is 
an animal ”  is redundant. And (not to dwell on the 166 
matter now) in the case of the other primary e cate
gorical arguments also it is possible to employ similar 
methods of reasoning.

Since, however, these arguments which the Dialec
ticians 6 lay down as the foundations of their syllo
gisms are redundant, by reason of this redundancy 
the whole of Dialectic is thus far overthrown, seeing 
that we cannot distinguish the redundant, and conse
quently inconclusive, arguments from what are called 
the conclusive syllogisms. But if some persons dis- 167 
approve of arguments being o f a “  one-premiss form,”  
they deserve no more credence than does Antipater c 
who does not reject such arguments.

For these reasons, then, the argument named by 
the Dialecticians “  conclusive ”  is not judged accept
able. But further, the “  true ”  d argument is indis- 
coverable both for the foregoing reasonse and because 
it ought in all cases to end in truth. For the con
clusion which is said to be true is either apparent 
or non-evident. And it is certainly not apparent; 168 
for it would not need to be disclosed by means of the 
premisses if it were perceptible of itself and no less 
apparent than its premisses. But if it is non-evident, 
then, since there is an unsettled dispute concerning 
things non-evident, as we mentioned above/ and they 
are in consequence non-apprehensible, the conclusion 
also o f the argument said to be true will be non- 
apprehensible. And if this is non-apprehensible,

* A. of Tarsus was head of tiie Stoic School circa 150-30 
b.c. ; cf. Adv. Log. ii. 443 for Chrysippus on the “ curtailed 
syllogism.”

d Cf. § 143.
* See §§ 85-94 supra, and § 138. 1 Cf. § 116.
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γνωσόμεθα πότερον αληθές έστι το συναγόμενον η 
φεΰδος. άγνοήσομεν οΰν πότερον αληθής έστιν ό 
λόγος ή ψευδής, και άνεΰρετος εσται 6 αληθής 
λόγος.

169 "Ινα δέ και ταΰτα παρώμεν, ό διά προδήλων 
άδηλον σννάγων άνευρετός έστιν. εί γάρ έπεται 
τή διά των λημμάτων αυτόν συμπλοκή ή έπιφορά, 
το δ’ επόμενον και το λήγον πρός τ ί  εστι καί προς 
τδ ηγούμενον, τά δε πρός τι συγκαταλαμβάνεται 
άλλήλοις, ώς παρεστήσαμεν, εί μεν άδηλόν εστι 
τδ συμπέρασμα, άδηλα εσται και τά λήμματα, εί 
δε πρόδηλα εστι τά  λήμματα, πρόδηλον εσται και 
τό συμπέρασμα άτε σνγκαταλαμβανόμενον αύτοΐς 
προδήλοις ονσιν, ώς μηκέτι εκ προδήλων άδηλον

170 συνάγεσθαι. διά δε ταΰτα ουδέ εκ καλύπτεται νπο 
των λημμάτων ή επιφορά, ήτοι άδηλος οΰσα καί 
μη καταλαμβανομένη, ή πρόδηλος καί μη δεομένη 
του έκκαλΰφοντος. εί τοίνυν ή άπόδειζις λόγος 
εΐναι λέγεται κατά συναγωγήν, τοντέστι συνακτι- 
κώς, διά τινων όμολογουμένως αληθών επιφοράν 
εκκαλυπτων άδηλον, νπεμνήσαμεν δέ ημείς ότι 
οΰτε λόγος τις έστιν οΰτε συνακτικος ούτε αληθής 
οΰτε διά τινων προδήλων άδηλον συνάγων ούτε 
εκκαλνπτικός του συμπεράσματος, φανερόν έστιν 
δτι ανυπόστατος έστιν ή άπόδειζις.

171 Και κατ έκείνην δε τήν έπιβολήν ανύπαρκτον ή 
καί άνεπινόητον εύρήσομεν τήν άπόδειζιν. 6 γάρ 
λέγων εΐναι άπόδειζιν ήτοι γενικήν τίθησιν άπό- 
δειζιν ή ειδικήν τινα' άλλ* οΰτε τήν γενικήν οΰτε 
ειδικήν άπόδειζιν τιθέναι δυνατόν, ώς ΰπομνήσο- * 6

■ Cf. §§ 117 ff„ 125.
6 Cf. §§ 135, 143 if. * Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 382 ff.
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we shall not know whether the deduction is true or 
false. Thus we shall be in ignorance as to whether the 
argument is true or false, and the “  true ” argument 
will be indiscoverable.

But, to pass over these objections also, the argu- 169 
ment which deduces what is non-evident by means 
o f pre-evident premisses is indiscoverable. For if the 
inference follows from the combination of its premisses, 
and what follows and forms the consequent is relative 
and relative to the antecedent, and relatives are 
apprehended, as we have shown,0 simultaneously,— 
then, if the conclusion is non-evident, the premisses 
also will be non-evident, while if the premisses are 
pre-evident the conclusion also will be pre-evident, 
as being apprehended along with the pre-evident 
premisses, so that no longer is there a deduction of 
what is non-evident from pre-evident premisses. And 170 
for these reasons, neither is the inference revealed by 
the premisses, as it is either non-evident and not 
apprehended, or pre-evident and not in need of any
thing to reveal it. So that if proof is defined b as “ an 
argument which by deduction, that is conclusively, 
reveals a non-evident inference by means o f certain 
premisses agreed to be true,”  while we have shown 
that there exists no argument either conclusive or 
true or which deduces a non-evident conclusion by 
means o f evident premisses or serves to reveal its 
conclusion,—then it is apparent that proof is without 
real existence.

That proof is unreal, or even inconceivable, we shall 171 
discover also from the following line o f attack.® He 
who asserts the existence o f proof posits either a 
general or a particular proof; but, as we shall suggest, 
it is not possible to posit either the general or the
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μ ε ν  παρά δε ταύτας άλλο τι νοεΐν ούκ ενδεχεται· 
ούκ άρα δύναταί τις ώς ύπάρχουσαν τιθεναι τήν

172 άπόδειζιν. ή μεν οΰν γενική άπόδειζις ανυπό
στατος εστι διά τάδε, ήτοι εχει λήμματά τινα 
καί τινα επιφοράν ή ούκ εχει. και εί μεν ούκ εχει, 
ονο€ αποό€ΐξις eartv* et oe λήμματα τινα €χ€ΐ και 
επιφοράν τινα, επει παν τό άποδεικννμενον οϋτω  
καί άποδεικνύον επί μέρους εστίν, ειδική εσται 
άπόδειζις' ούκ άρα εστι τις γενική άπόδειζις.

173 <χΛΛ* ουδέ ειδική, ήτοι γάρ τό εκ των λημμάτων 
και τής επιφοράς σύστημα άπόδειζιν εροΰσιν, ή 
τό σύστημα των λημμάτων μ όνον ούθετερον δε 
τούτων εστίν άπόδειζις, ώς παραστήσω’ ούκ άρα

174 εστιν ειδική άπόδειζις. τό μεν οΰν σύστημα τό  
εκ τω ν λημμάτων καί τής επιφοράς ούκ εστιν 
άπόδειζις πρώτον μεν ότι μέρος τι εχουσα άδηλον, 
τουτεστι την επιφοράν, άδηλος εσται, όπερ ά 
τοπο ν  εί γάρ άδηλός εστιν ή άπόδειζις, αύτη 
δεήσεται τοΰ άποδείζοντος αυτήν μάλλον ή 
ετερων εσται άποδεικτική.

175 Ειτα καί επεί πρός τ ί  φασιν είναι τήν άπόδειζιν 
καί πρός τήν επιφοράν, τά  δε πρός τι πρός ετεροις 
νοείται, ώς αύτοί φασιν, ετερον είναι δει τό  άπο- 
δεικνύμενον τής άποδείζεως’ εί οΰν τό συμπέρασμά 
εστι τό άποδεικνύμενον, ού νοηθήσεται ή άπό- 
δειζις συν τω  συμπεράσματι. καί γάρ ήτοι συμ
βάλλεται τι πρός τήν άπόδειζιν εαυτόν τό συμ
πέρασμα ή ούδαμώς’ άλλ’ εί μεν συμβάλλεται, 
εαυτόν εσται εκκαλυπτικόν, εί δε ού συμβάλλεται 
αλλά παρελκει, ούδε μέρος τής άποδείζεως εσται,
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particular proof; and besides these no other can be 
conceived; no one, therefore, can posit proof as really 
existing. Now the general proof is unreal for the 172 
following reasons. It either has or has not certain 
premisses and a certain inference. And if it has them 
not, it is not even proof; while if it has premisses and 
an inference, then, since everything which proves or is 
proved in this way belongs to the class of “  particu
lars,”  a proof will be particular ; therefore no general 
proof exists. Nor yet any particular proof. For they 173 
will describe as proof either the system made up of 
the premisses and the inference 6 or only the system 
of the premisses ; but neither o f these is proof, as I 
shall show ; therefore particular proof does not exist. 
Now the system composed of the premisses and the 174 
inference is not proof because, firstly, it contains a 
non-evident part—that is to say, the inference—and 
so will be non-evident, which is absurd ; for if the 
proof is non-evident, instead of serving to prove other 
things it will itself be in need of something to prove it.

Moreover, since they assert that proof is a relative 175 
thing and relative to the inference, and relatives, as 
they themselves affirm, are conceived in relation to 
other things, the thing proved must be other than 
the proof; if, then, the thing proved is the conclusion, 
the proof will not be conceived along with the con
clusion. For the conclusion either contributes some
thing to its own proof or does not do so ; but if it 
contributes, it will serve to reveal itself, while if it 
does not contribute but is redundant it will not be 
even a part o f the proof, since we shall declare the

“ Of. τά eVi μέρους, § 87 supra; “ things of a partial char
acter ” as opposed to “ wholes ” or genera.

b Gf. § 135 supra.
263



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

€7T€t κάκ€ΐνην κατά παρολκήν έροϋμ€ν eivai μοχ-
17C θηράν. αλλ’ ούδέ τό σύστημα τω ν λημμάτων 

μόνων άπόόειζις άν €ΐη· τις γάρ άν €ΐποι το οΰτω  
λεγόμ€νον “  el ημέρα 'έστι, φως έσ τιν  άλλα μην 
ημζρα έστιν η λογον eivai η οιανοιαν ολως 
άπαρτίζαν; ούκ άρα ούδέ τό σύστημα τω ν λημ
μάτων μόνον άπόδ€ΐξίς έστιν. ουδέ η €ΐδική άρα 
άττόδειξις ύττ6στάσιν εχει. el δέ μήτ€ η €ΐδικη 
άπόδ€ΐξις ύφέστηκ€ μήτ€ η γ€νική, παρά δε ταύτας 
ούκ έστιν evvoeiv άπόδ€ΐζιν, ανυπόστατος έστιν η 
άπόδ€ΐξις.

177 Έ τι έκ τούτων τό άννπόστατον της άποδ€ΐζ€ως 
eveoTiv ύπομιμνήσκειν. el γάρ έστιν άπόδαξις, 
ήτοι φαινομένη φαινομένου έστιν έκκαλυπτικη η 
άδηλος άδηλου η άδηλος φαινομένου η φαινομένη 
άδηλου· ούδ€νός δε τούτων έκκαλυπτικη δύναται

178 έπινο€ΐσθαι· άνεπινόητος άρα έστιν. el μέν γάρ 
φαινομένη φαινομένου έκκαλυπτικη έστιν, εσται 
τό έκκαλυπτόμ€νον άμα φαινόμενόν τε καί άδηλον, 
φαινόμ€νον μέν έπ€ΐ τοιοΰτον eivai ύπ€τέθη, άδηλον 
δε έπ€ΐ δεΐται του έκκαλύφοντος και ούκ έζ έαυτοΰ 
ύποπίπτ€ΐ ημΐν σαφώς, el δε άδηλος άδηλου, αύτη 
δεησεται τοΰ έκκαλύφοντος αύτην και ούκ εσται 
έκκαλυπτικη έτέρων, οιrep άφέστηκ€ της έννοιας

179 τής άποδ€ίζεως. διά δέ ταϋτα ούδέ άδηλος προ
δήλου δύναται eivai άπόδειξις. αλλ’ οι)δέ πρό
δηλος άδηλου· επει γάρ πρός τι έστιν, τά  δέ πρός 
τι άλλήλοις συγκαταλαμβάν€ται, συγκαταλαμβανό- 
μ€νον τή πρόδηλη) αποδείξει τδ άποδ€ΐκνυσθαι 
λ€γόμ€νον πρόδηλον εσται, ώς π€ριτρέπ€σθαι τον 
λόγον και μη €υρίσκ€σθαι πρόδηλον την άδηλου άπο-
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proof to be faulty by reason of redundance. Nor yet 176 
will the system composed of the premisses by itself 
be proof; for who would maintain that a statement 
in the form “  If it is day, it is light; but in fact it is 
day,”  either is an argument or completely expresses 
a piece of reasoning ? So then, neither does the 
system of the premisses alone constitute proof. There
fore the particular proof has no real existence either.
But if neither the particular nor the general proof has 
real existence, and besides these one can conceive 
no other proof, then proof is without real existence.

And it is possible to show the unreality of proof 177 
from these further considerations. If proof exists, 
either as apparent it serves to reveal what is apparent, 
or as non-evident what is non-evident, or as non- 
evident what is apparent, or as apparent what is 
non-evident; but it cannot be conceived as serving 
to reveal any of these ; therefore it is inconceivable.
For if it as apparent serves to reveal the apparent, 178 
the thing revealed will be at once both apparent and 
non-evident—apparent because it was assumed to be 
such, and non-evident because it needs a revealer 
and is not clearly perceived by us of itself. And if 
as non-evident it reveals the non-evident, it will itself 
need something to reveal it and will not serve to 
reveal other things, which is foreign to the conception 
of proof. And for these reasons neither can there 179 
be a non-evident proof of the pre-evident; nor yet 
a pre-evident proof of the non-evident; for since 
they are relatives, and relatives are apprehended 
together, that which is said to be proved, being 
apprehended together with its pre-evident proof, will 
be pre-evident, so that the argument is reversed and 
the proof probative of the non-evident is not found
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δεικτικήν. εί ουν μήτε φαινομενη φαινομένου εστίν 
ή άπόδειζις μήτε άδηλος αδήλου μήτε άδηλος προ
δήλου μήτε πρόδηλος αδήλου, παρά δε ταΰτα ούδεν 
είναι λέγονσιν, λεκτεον μηδέν είναι την άπόδειζιν.

180 Προ? τουτοις κάκεΐνο λεκτεον. διαπεφώνηται 
περί τής άποδείζεως· οί μεν γάρ μηδε είναι λεγουσιν 
αυτήν, ώς οί μηδέν δλως είναι φάσκοντες, οί δε 
είναι, ώς οί πολλοί των δογματικών ημείς δε μη

181 μάλλον είναι αυτήν ή μη είναι φαμεν. καί άλλως 
ή άπόδειζις δόγμα πάντως περιεχει, περί παντός 
δέ δόγματος διαπεφωνήκασιν, ώστε περί πάσης 
άποδείζεως ανάγκη είναι διαφωνίαν, εί γάρ τής 
άποδείζεως του είναι κενόν λόγου ενεκεν 6μολογ θυ
μένης καί το είναι κενόν συνομολογεΐται, δήλον 
ότι οί άμφισβητοϋντες περί του είναι κενόν καί 
περί τής άποδείζεως αύτοϋ άμφισβητοΰσιν καί 
περί των άλλων δογμάτων, ών εΐσίν αί αποδείξεις, 
ό αυτός λόγος, πάσα τοίνυν άπόδειζις αμφισ
βητείται καί εν διαφωνία εστίν.

182 Έπεί ουν άδηλός εστιν ή άπόδειζις διά την δια
φωνίαν την περί αυτής (τά γάρ διάφωνα, καθό 
διαπεφώνηται, άδηλά εστιν), ούκ εστιν εζ εαυτής 
προΰπτος άλλ* * εζ άποδείζεως οφείλει ήμΐν συνίστα- 
σθαι. ή οΰν άπόδειζις δι* ής κατασκευάζεται ή 
άπόδειζις, όμολογουμενη μεν καί προΰπτος ούκ 
εσται (ζητοΰμεν γάρ νυν εί εστιν άπόδειζις δλως), 
διαφωνούμενη δε καί άδηλος οδσα δεήσεται άπο
δείζεως άλλης, κάκείνη άλλης, καί μεχρις άπειρου.

β i.e. is real, as opposed to phenomenal; so Xenophanes, 
Xeniades, Gorgias, cf. § 18.

* For this Sceptic formula cf. i. 188.
* The Epicurean proof of Void ran thus: “ If motion
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to be pre-evident. If, therefore, proof is neither 
apparent o f the apparent, nor non-evident of the 
non-evident, nor non-evident of the pre-evident, nor 
pre-evident of the non-evident, and besides these, as 
they say, there is no other alternative, then we 
must declare that proof is nothing.

Furthermore, there is this also to be said. Proof 180 
is a matter of controversy ; for some declare that it 
does not even exist, as do those who assert that 
nothing at all exists,0 but others, including the 
majority of the Dogmatists, that it does exist; and 
we affirm that it is “  no more ” 6 existent than non
existent. And besides, proof always contains a 181 
dogma, and they are in dispute about every dogma, 
so that there must necessarily be dispute about every 
proof. For if (for the sake of argument) when the 
proof for the existence of void is accepted the exist
ence of void is likewise accepted,® it is plain that 
those who dispute the existence of void dispute its 
proof also ; and the same argument applies to all the 
other dogmas with which the proofs are concerned. 
Therefore every proof is questioned and is in dispute.

Since, then, proof is non-evident, owing to the 182 
controversy which exists concerning it (for things 
controverted, in so far as controverted, are non- 
evident), its existence is not self-evident but needs 
to be established for us by proof. The proof, then, 
by which proof is established will not be evident and 
agreed (for we are now inquiring whether proof in 
general exists), and being thus in dispute and non- 
evident it will need another proof, and this again a 
third, and so on ad infinitum. But it is impossible to
exists, Void exists; but motion does exist; therefore Void 
exists.” Cf. § 245, Adv. Log. ii. 329 ff.
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αδύνατον δε άπειρα άποδεΐζαΐ' αδύνατον άρα παρα· 
στησαι δτι εστιν άπόδειξις.

183 Ά λ λ ’ ουδέ διά σημείου δυναται εκκαλυπτεσθαι. 
ζητούμενου γάρ του εί εστι σημεΐον, και αποδείξεων 
τοΰ σημείου δεόμενου προς την εαυτοΰ υπαρξιν, ό 
δι* άλλήλων εύρίσκεται τρόπος, της μεν αποδείξεων 
σημείου δεόμενης, τοΰ δε σημείου πάλιν άπο- 
δείξεως· δπερ άτοπον. διά δε ταΰτα ουδέ επι- 
κρΐναι δυνατόν εστι την περί της αποδείξεων 
διαφωνίαν, επει χρήζει μεν κριτηρίου η επίκρισις, 
ζητησεως δε οϋσης περί τοΰ εί εστι κριτηριον, ών 
παρεστήσαμεν, καί διά τοΰτο αποδείξεων τοΰ  
κριτηρίου δεόμενου της δεικνυουσης δτι εστι τι 
κριτηριον, δ διάλληλος τρόπος της απορίας εύρί-

184 σκεται πάλιν, εί οΰν μήτε δι αποδείξεων μήτε 
διά σημείου μήτε διά κριτηρίου εστιν ύπομνήσαι 
δτι εστιν άπόδειξις, άλλ' ούδ’ εξ εαυτής πρόδηλόν 
εστιν, ώς παρεστήσαμεν, άκατάληπτον εσται εί 
εστιν άπόδειξις. διά δε τοΰτο καί ανύπαρκτος 
εσται ή άπόδειξις· νενόηται μεν γάρ συν τω  άπο- 
δεικνυναι, άποδεικνυναι δε ούκ αν δύναιτο μη 
καταλαμβανόμενη, διόπερ ουδέ άπόδειξις εσται.

185 Ταυτα μεν ώς εν ύποτυπώσει καί προς την άπό- 
δειξιν άρκεσει λελεχθαι. οί δε δογματικοί τουναν
τίον κατασκευάζοντας φασιν δτι ήτοι άποδεικτικοί 
είσιν οι κατά τής άποδείξεως ήρωτημενοι λόγοι ή 
ούκ άποδεικτικοί. καί εί μεν ούκ άποδεικτικοί, 
ού δυνανται δεικνυναι δτι ούκ εστιν ή άπόδειξις' εί 
δε άποδεικτικοί είσιν, αυτοί ουτοι την ύπόστασιν

■ C §§ 104 ffM 121.
* Cf. §§ 48 if. supra.
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prove an infinite series ; therefore it is impossible to 
show that proof exists.

But neither can it be revealed by means of a sign. 183 
For since it is a matter of inquiry whether sign 
exists,® and since the sign needs proof to ensure its 
reality, we find ourselves involved in circular reason
ing—the proof requiring a sign, and the sign in turn 
a proof; which is absurd. And for these reasons 
neither is it possible to decide the controversy re
garding proof, seeing that the decision requires a 
criterion, but—because it is a matter of inquiry, as 
we have shown,6 whether a criterion exists, and con
sequently the criterion needs a proof showing the 
existence of a criterion—we are again involved in 
the perplexity of circular reasoning. If, then, neither 184 
by proof nor by sign nor by criterion it is possible to 
show that proof exists, and it is not evident of itself 
either, as we have shown,® then it will be non-appre- 
hensible whether proof exists. Consequently, proof 
will also be unreal; for it is conceived together with 
the act o f proving, and were it not apprehended it 
would be unable to prove.4 Wherefore proof will not 
exist.

Thus much it will be enough to say by way of 185 
outline and in criticism of proof. The Dogmatists, 
however, maintaining the opposite view assert that 
the arguments propounded against proof are either 
probative or not probative ; and if they are not 
probative, they are incapable of showing that proof 
does not exist; while if they are probative, they

d i.e. if “ proof” is non-apprehensible it must also be 
unreal or non-existent, because non-apprehensible “ proof” 
is incapable of “ proving” anything, and “ proof” apart 
from “ proving ” is inconceivable—the “ conception ” of the 
one necessarily implying the other.
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186 TVS άποΒείξεως e/c περιτροπής είσάγονσιν. δθεν 
και τοιοΰτον συνερωτώσι λόγον· “ εί εστιν άπόΒειξις, 
εστιν άπόΒειξις' εί ούκ εστιν άπόΒειξις, εστιν άπό- 
Βειξις· ήτοι Βε εστιν άπόΒειξις η ούκ εστιν άπό- 
Βειξις’ εστιν άρα άπόΒειξις.”  από Βε της αυτής 
Βυνάμεως και τούτον ερωτώσι τον λόγον· “ τό τοΐς 
άντικειμενοις επόμενον ον μόνον αληθές εστιν άλλα 
καί άναγκαΐον άντίκειται Βε ταϋτα άλληλοις 
* εστιν άπόΒειξις—ούκ εστιν άπόΒειξις/ ών εκα- 
τερω ακολουθεί τό είναι άπόΒειξιν' εστιν άρα 
άπόΒειξις.”

187 Έ ν ε σ η  μεν ονν προς ταϋτα άντιλεγειν, οΐον 
γοΰν, επεί μη νομίζομεν τινα λόγον εΐναι άποΒεικ- 
τικόν, καί τους κατά της άποΒείξεως λόγους ού 
πάντως φαμεν άποΒεικτικούς είναι αλλά φαίνεσθαι 
ημιν πιθανούς· οι Βε πιθανοί ούκ εξ άνάγκης είσίν 
άποΒεικτικοί. εί δε άρα καί άποΒεικτικοί είσιν, 
δπερ ού Βιαβεβαιούμεθα, πάντως καί αληθείς, 
αληθείς Βε είσι λόγοι Βι* αληθών αληθές συνάγοντες· 
ούκοϋν άληθης εστιν αύτών η επιφορά. ην Βε γε 
αυτή “  ούκ εστιν άρα άπόΒειξις”  ’ αληθές άρα εστι

188 τδ  “  ούκ εστιν άπόΒειξις ”  εκ περιτροπής. Βύναν- 
ται δε οί λόγοι καί καθάπερ τα  καθαρτικά φάρ
μακα ταΐς εν τω  σώματι ύποκειμεναις νλαις εαντα 
σννεξάγει, οϋτω καί αύτοί τοΐς άλλοις λόγοις τοΐς 
άποΒεικτικοΐς εΐναι λεγομενοις καί εαυτούς συμ- 
περιγράφειν. τούτο γάρ ούκ εστιν άπεμφαΐνον, 
επεί καί η φωνή αύτη η “  ούΒεν εστιν αληθές * ii.

β Lit. “  reversal ”  of the argument; cf. § 128, A d v . Log.
ii. 463.
2 7 0

themselves involve the reality of proof by self
refutation.0 Hence also they propound an argument ige 
in this form 6 : “ I f  proof exists, proof exists ; if 
proof exists not, proof exists ; but proof either exists 
or exists n o t ; therefore proof exists.”  With the 
same intention they propound also this argument:
“  That which follows logically from contradictories is 
not only true but necessary ; ‘ proof exists ’ and 
‘ proof exists not ’ are contradictories, and the 
existence o f proof follows from each of them ; there
fore proof exists.”

Now to this we may reply, for instance, that, because ig7 
we do not believe that any argument is probative, 
we do not assert either that the arguments against 
proof are absolutely probative but that they appear 
to us plausible; but those that are plausible are 
not necessarily probative. Yet if they actually are 
probative (which we do not positively affirm) they 
certainly are also true. And true arguments are 
those which deduce what is true by means o f true 
premisses ; wherefore their inference is true. Now 
the inference was this—“  therefore proof does not 
exist ”  ; therefore the statement “  proof does not 
exist ”  is true by reversing the argument. And just 188 
as purgative medicines expel themselves together 
with the substances already present in the body, so 
these arguments are capable of cancelling themselves 
along with the other arguments which are said to be 
probative.® Nor is this preposterous, since in fact

b Cf. § 131 for this hypothetical syllogism with double 
major premiss. Here, as there, the Dogmatists argue that 
the Sceptics’ proof that “  proof exists not ”  refutes itself, the 
very proof they employ being itself an “ existent”  proof.

• C f. i. 206, A d v . L og . ii. 480.
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ού μ όνον τ ω ν  άλλων έκ αστον  αναιρεί, άλλα και 
εαυτήν εκείνοις συμπ εριτρεπ ει.

"Ο  τ ε  λόγος ο ΰ το ς  δύνα τα ι δείκνυσθαι ά σύνακ τος  
“  εί εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις, εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις' εΐ ούκ  εσ τ ιν  
άπ όδειξις, εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις' ή το ι δε εσ τ ιν  ή  ούκ  
ε σ τ ιν · εσ τ ιν  άρα ,”  και διά  πλειόνω ν μ εν , ώ ς  δε 
προς τ ο  π αρόν αρκ ούντω ς διά τοΰδε  τ ο ΰ  επιχειρη -

189 μ α το ς . εΐ υ γ ιές  εσ τ ι  το  συνημμ ενον το ύ τ ο  “  εί 
εστιν  άπ όδειξις, εσ τ ιν  ά π όδειξις ,”  δει τ ό  ά ντικ εί- 
μενον το ΰ  εν α ύτω  λ ή γο ντο ς , τ ο υ τ ε σ τ ι  τ ο  “  ούκ  
εστιν  άπ όδειξις ,”  μ άχεσθα ι τ ω  “ εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις ” · 
το ύ το  γά ρ  εσ τ ι  τ ο ΰ  συνη μ μ ένου  τό  η γούμ ενον , 
άδύνατον δε εσ τ ι κ α τ  αύτούς συνημμ ενον υγ ιές  
είναι εκ μ α χομ ενώ ν ά ξ ιω μ ά τω ν  σ υ νεσ τώ ς . τ ό  μ εν  
γά ρ  συνημμ ενον επ αγγέλλετα ι ο ν το ς  τ ο ΰ  εν α ύ τω  
η γουμ ένου  είναι και τ ό  λ η γον , τ ά  δε μ αχόμ ενα  
τούνα ντίον , ο ν το ς  τ ο ΰ  ετερου  α ύ τώ ν  όπ οιουδηπ οτε  
άδύνατον είναι τ ό  λοιπόν ύπ αρχειν. ο ν το ς  άρα  
ύγ ιοΰς  τοΰδε  τ ο ΰ  συνη μ μ ένου  “  εί εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις, 
εστιν  άπ όδειξις ”  ού  δύνα τα ι υ γ ιέ ς  είναι τ ο ΰ τ ο  τ ό  
συνημμ ενον “  εί ούκ  εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις, εσ τ ιν  ά π ό -

190 δ ε ιξ ις .”  πάλιν  δ ’  αΰ σ υ γχ ω ρ ο ύ ν τω ν  η μ ώ ν  καθ' 
ύπόθεσιν υγ ιές  είναι τό δ ε  τ ό  συνη μ μ ενον “  εί ούκ  
εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις, εσ τ ιν  ά π όδειξις ,”  δύνα τα ι σ υ ν -  
υπαρχειν τ ο  €ΐ ζσ τιν  αττοοςιξις  τ ω  ονκ  €στιν  
ά π όδειξις .”  εί δε δύνα τα ι α ύ τω  συνυπ άρχειν , ού  
μ ά χετα ι α ύ τω . εν άρα τ ω  “  εί εσ τ ιν  ά π όδειξις , 
εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις ”  συνη μ μ ενω  ού  μ ά χετα ι τ ό  ά ν τ ι-  
κείμενον τ ο ΰ  εν α ύ τω  λ ή γο ντο ς  τ ω  εν α ύ τω  
ή γουμ ενω , ώ σ τε  ούκ εσ τα ι υ γ ιέ ς  πάλιν τ ο ΰ τ ο  τό  
συνημμ ενον, εκείνου κ α τά  σ υ γχ ώ ρ η σ ιν  ώ ς  ύ γ ιο ΰ ς

191 τιθέμ ενου , μ η  μ α χομ ενου  δε  τ ο ΰ  “  ούκ  εσ τ ιν  
2 7 2
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the saying “  nothing is true ”  not only refutes every 
other saying but also nullifies itself as well.

And as regards this argument— “ I f  proof exists, 
proof exists ; if proof does not exist, proof exists ; 
but it either exists or exists n o t; therefore it exists ”
—there are a number of ways by which it can be 
shown to be inconclusive, but for the moment the 
following method may suffice. I f the hypothetical 188 
premiss “  If proof exists, proof exists ”  is valid, the 
contradictory of its consequent, namely “ proof does 
not exist,”  must conflict with “  proof exists,”  for this 
is the antecedent of the hypothetical premiss. But, 
according to them, it is impossible for a hypothetical 
premiss to be valid when composed of conflicting 
clauses. For the hypothetical premiss promises 
that when its antecedent is true its consequent is 
also true, whereas conflicting clauses contrariwise 
promise that if either one o f them is true the other 
cannot possibly be true. I f  therefore the premiss 
“  I f  proof exists, proof exists ”  is valid, the premiss 
“ I f  proof exists not, proof exists ”  cannot be valid. 
And again, conversely, if we grant b y  way of 190 
assumption that the premiss “  I f  proof exists not, 
proof exists ’* is valid, then the clause “  I f  proof 
exists ”  can co-exist with “  proof exists not.”  But if 
it can co-exist with it, it is not in conflict with it. 
Therefore, in the premiss “ If proof exists, proof 
exists,”  the contrary of its consequent is not in 
conflict with its antecedent, so that, conversely, 
this premiss will not be valid, as the former was 
posited, b y  agreement, as valid. And as the clause 191 
“  proof exists not ”  is not in conflict with “  proof
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απόδειξις** τ ώ  “  εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις  ”  ούδε τό  δ ιεζευγ -  
μ ενον υγ ιές  εσ τα ι τ ό  “  ή το ι εσ τ ιν  ά π όδειξις  η 
ούκ εστιν  ά π όδειξις” · τ ό  γά ρ  υγ ιές  δ ιεζευγμ ενον  
επ αγγέλλετα ι εν τω ν  εν α ύ τώ  υγ ιές  είναι, τ ό  δε 
λοιπόν ή τα  λοιπό, ψεύδος ή ψευδή μετά, μ ά χη ς, η 
εΐπερ υγ ιές  εσ τ ι τ ό  δ ιεζευγμ ενον , πάλιν φαΰλον  
εύρίσκεται τ ό  “  εί ούκ  εσ τ ιν  άπ όδειξις, εσ τιν  
άπ όδειξις ”  συνημμ ενον, εκ μ α χομ ενώ ν σ υ νεσ τώ ς . 
ούκοΰν ά σύμ φ ω νά  τ ε  εσ τ ι  και άλλήλων άναιρετικα  

192 τά  εν τώ  λ ό γω  τ ώ  προειρημενω  λήμ μ ατα · διόπερ  
ούκ εσ τ ιν  υ γ ιή ς  6 λ όγο ς , άλλ ’ ούδε ό τ ι  ακολουθεί 
τ ι  το ΐς  άντικειμενοις δύναντα ι δεικνύναι, μη εχ οντες  
κριτήριον ακολουθίας, ώ ς  επ ελογισάμεθα .

Ύ αΰτα  δε εκ π εριουσίας λόγο μ εν. εί γά ρ  πιθανοί 
μ εν είσιν οι ύπερ τη ς  ά π οδείξεω ς λ όγο ι (εσ τω σ α ν  
γά ρ ), π ιθαναϊ δε καί α ί προς τη ν  άπ όδειξιν λ εγ ό -  
μεναι επ ιχειρήσεις, επεχειν ανάγκη καί περί τή ς  
άπ οδείξεω ς, μη μάλλον είναι άπ όδειξιν  ή μ η  είναι 
λ έγοντα ς .

ΙΔ '.—ΠΕΡΙ ΣΥΛΛΟΓΙΣΜΩΝ

193 Διδ καί περί τω ν  θρυλουμενώ ν συλ λ ογισμ ώ ν  ίσ ω ς  
π εριττόν  ε σ τ ι  διεξιενα ι, τ ο ύ τ ο  μ εν  συμ π ερ ιτρεπ ο- 
μ ενω ν  α ύ τώ ν  τή  υπ άρξει τή ς  άπ οδείξεω ς  (δήλον  
γα,ρ ό τ ι  εκείνης μ η  ουσ η ς ούδε απ οδεικτικός λ όγος  
χ ώ ρ α ν  εχει), τ ο ύ τ ο  δε καί δυνάμ ει διά  τ ω ν  έ μ 
π ροσθεν ήμ,ΐν λελεγμενώ ν άντειρη κ ότω ν η μ ώ ν  π ρος  
α ύτο υ ς , ο τε  περί τή ς  παρολκής διαλεγόμενοι μ έθ 
οδόν τ ινα  ελεγομεν δ ι* * ή ς  ενδεχετα ι δεικνύναι ό τ ι

« See §§ 145 ff.
* Of. §§ 159-162 against the Stoics, and 163-166 against 

the Peripatetics.
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exists,”  the disjunctive “  Either proof exists or 
proof exists not ”  will not be valid ; for the valid 
disjunctive promises that one of its clauses is valid, 
but the other or others false and contradictory.
Or else, if the disjunctive be valid, the hypothetical 
premiss “  If proof exists not, proof exists ”  is, in 
turn, found to be fallacious, as composed of conflicting 
clauses. So then the premisses in the foregoing 
argument are discordant and mutually destructive ; 
wherefore the argument is not valid. And further, 192 
they are unable even to show that anything follows 
logically from the contradictories, since, as we have 
argued,® they possess no criterion o f logical con
sequence or deduction.

But this discussion is, in fact, superfluous. For if, 
on the one hand, the arguments in defence o f proof 
are (let it be granted) plausible, while, on the other 
hand, the criticisms directed against proof are also 
plausible, then we must necessarily suspend judge
ment concerning proof also, and declare that proof is 
“  no more ”  existent than non-existent.

Chapter X IV .—Concerning Syllogisms

So then it is also superfluous, perhaps, to discuss 193 
in detail the much vaunted “  syllogisms,”  since, for 
one thing, they are included in the refutation o f the 
existence o f “  proof ”  (for it is plain that if this is 
non-existent there is no place either for probative 
argument), and for another, we have implicitly con
tradicted them in our previous statements, when 
in discussing redundancy6 we mentioned a certain 
method by which it is possible to show that all the 
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πάντες οί άποΒεικτικοί λόγοι τώ ν τε στωικών και 
των περιπατητικών άσυνακτοι τνγχάνουσιν όντες.

194 όζ επιμέτρου δε ου χείρον ίσως και ίΒία περί αυτών 
Βιαλαβεΐν, έπεϊ μάλιστα επ’ αύτόΐς μέγα φρονοΰσιν. 
πολλά μεν οΰν εστι λέγειν το άνυπόστατον αυτών 
υπομιμνήσκοντας· ώς εν ύποτυπώσει δε αρκεί τήΒε 
τή μεθόΒω χρήσθαι κατά αυτών, λέξω δε και νυν 
περί τών άναποΒείκτων τούτων γάρ αναιρούμενων 
και οι λοιποί συμπαντες λόγοι Βιατρέπονται, την 
άπόΒειζιν τοΰ συνάγειν απ’ αυτών εχοντες.

195 Ή  πρότασις τοίνυν αυτή “  πας άνθρωπος ζώον ”  

εκ τώ ν κατά μέρος επαγωγικώς βεβαιοΰται· εκ 
γάρ του Σωκράτην άνθρωπον όντα και ζώον είναι, 
και ΪΙλάτωνα ομοίως και Αιώνα καί έκαστον τώ ν  
κατά μέρος, Βυνατόν είναι Βοκεΐ Βιαβεβαιοΰσθαι 
καί ότι πας άνθρωπος ζώόν έστιν, ώς εί καν εν 
τι τώ ν κατά μέρος έναντιουμενον φαίνοιτο τοΐς 
άλλοις, ούκ έστιν υγιής ή καθόλου πρότασις, οΐον 
γοΰν, έπεί τά μεν πλεΐστα τώ ν ζώων την κάτω 
γένυν κινεί, μόνος δ ε  ό  κροκόΒειλος τήν άνω, ούκ 
έστιν αληθής ή “  παν ζώον τήν κάτω γένυν κινεί ”

196 πρότασις. όταν οΰν λέγωσι “  πας άνθρωπος ζώον, 
Σωκράτης δ* άνθρωπος, Σωκράτης άρα ζώον,”  
εκ τής καθόλου προτάσεως τής  “  πας άνθρωπος 
ζώον ”  τήν κατά μέρος πρότασιν συνάγειν βουλό- 
μενοι, τήν “  Σωκράτης άρα ζώον,”  ή Βή βεβαιω
τική τής καθολικής προτάσεώς εστι κατά τον 
επαγωγικόν τρόπον, ώς ύπεμνήσαμεν, εις τον

■ For the phrase έξ έν ιμέτρου, “  into the bargain,”  ef. § 47 
su p ra .

276

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 193-196

probative arguments of the Stoics and the Peripa
tetics are really inconclusive. Yet perhaps it will not 194 
be amiss to go further® and deal with them separately, 
especially since these thinkers pride themselves upon 
them. Now there is much that one can say by way 
of suggesting their unreality, but in an outline sketch 
it is sufficient to treat of them by the method which 
follows. And I will deal at present with the axiom
atic 6 arguments ; for if these are destroyed all the 
rest o f the arguments are overthrown as well, since 
it is from these that they derive the proof of their 
deductions.

Well then, the premiss “  Every man is an animal ”  195 
is established by induction from the particular in
stances ; for from the fact that Socrates, who is a 
man, is also an animal, and Plato likewise, and Dion 
and each one o f the particular instances,® they think 
it possible to assert that every man is an animal; 
so that if even a single one o f the particulars should 
apparently conflict with the rest the universal premiss 
is not valid ; thus, for example, when most animals 
move the lower jaw, and only the crocodile the upper,d 
the premiss “ Every animal moves the lower jaw ”  is 
not true. So whenever they argue “  Every man is an 196 
animal, and Socrates is a man, therefore Socrates is 
an animal,”  proposing to deduce from the universal 
proposition “  Every man is an animal ”  the particular 
proposition “  Socrates therefore is an animal,”  which 
in fact goes (as we have mentioned) to establish by way 
of induction the universal proposition, they fallinto the

6 Or “  non-demonstrable,”  including here categorical 
syllogisms as well as those mentioned in § 157 su p ra .

• O f. AristoL A n a l .  p r .  ii. S 3  on logical “  induction.”
4 C f .  Hdt. ii. 68 f Aristot. H is t .  A n .  iii. 7.
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διάλληλον έμπίπτουσι λόγον, την μεν καθολικήν 
πρότασιν δι έκάστης τω ν κατά μέρος <έπαγωγικώς 
βεβαιοΰντες, την δε κατά μέρος >ι έκ της καθολικής

197 συλλογιστικούς, παραπλησίως δέ και έπ'ι τοΰ  
τοιουτου λόγου “  'Σωκράτης άνθρωπος, ούδεϊς δέ 
άνθρωπος τετράπους, Σωκράτης άρα ούκ εστι 
τετράπους ”  την μεν “  ούδεϊς άνθρωπος τετρά- 
πους ”  πρότασιν έκ τω ν κατά μέρος έπαγωγικώς 
βουλόμενοι βεβαιοΰν, εκάστην δε των κατά μέρος 
εκ της "  ούδεϊς άνθρωπος τετράπους ”  συλλογι- 
ζεσθαι θέλοντες, τη κατά τον διάλληλον απορία 
περιπίπτουσιν.

198 * Ομοίως δε έφοδευτέον και τούς λοιπούς των  
παρά τοΐς περιπατητικούς λεγομένων αναπόδεικ
των. άλλα και τούς τοιουτους “  εί ημέρα έστι, 
φως έστιν ” · τό τε γάρ “  εί ημέρα έστι, φως εστι ’ 
συνακτικόν έστιν, ώς φασί, τοΰ “  φως ε σ τ ι ”  τό  
τε  “  φως εστι ”  μετά τοΰ “  ημέρα εστι ”  βεβαιωτι
κόν έστι τοΰ “  εί ημέρα εστι, φως έστιν ού γάρ 
άν υγιές ένομίσθη το προειρημέναν συνημμένον 
είναι, εί μη πρότερον τεθεώρητο συνυπάρχον αει

199 τό “  φως εστι ”  τω  "  ημέρα έστιν.”  εί οΰν δει 
προκατειληφέναι ότι ημέρας ούσης πάντως έστι 
και φως εις τό συνθείναι τό “  εί ημέρα έστι, φως 
έστι ”  συνημμένον, διά δε τοΰ συνημμένου τούτου  
συνάγεται τό  [οτι] ημέρας ούσης φως είναι, την 
μεν συνύπαρζιν τοΰ ημέραν είναι και τοΰ φως είναι 
συνάγοντος τοΰ 11 εί ημέρα έστι, φως έστι ”  συνημ
μένου όσον έπι τω  προκειμένω άναποδείκτω, το  
δε συνημμένον της συνυπάρζεως των προειρημένων

1 ζέταγωγικΰι βεβαιοΰντβί, rijr Si κατά μέροί> supplevi: 
lacunam indie. BekW.
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error o f circular reasoning, since they are establishing 
the universal proposition inductively by means of each 
of the particulars and deducing the particular proposi
tion from the universal syllogistically. So likewise in 197 
the case of such an argument as“  Socrates is a man, but 
no man is four-footed, therefore Socrates is not four- 
footed,”  by proposing to establish the premiss “  No 
man is four-footed ”  by induction from the particular 
instances while wishing to deduce each several parti
cular from the premiss ”  No man is four-footed,”  they 
become involved in the perplexity o f the circular 
fallacy.

And a similar criticism may be passed upon the 198 
rest o f the “  axiomatic ”  arguments, as they are 
called by the Peripatetics ; and also upon arguments 
in the form “  I f  it is day, it is light.”  For the pro
position “  If it is day, it is light ”  is capable, they say, 
of proving that “  it is light,”  and the clause “  it is 
light ”  in conjunction with “  it is day ”  serves to 
establish the proposition “  I f  it is day, it is light.”
Fo* the hypothetical premiss stated above would not 
have been considered valid unless the constant co
existence of “ it is light”  with “ it is day ” had already 
been observed. If, then, one has to apprehend 199 
beforehand that when there is day there certainly 
is light also, in order to construct the hypothetical 
premiss “ I f it is day, it is light,”  while by means 
o f this premiss we deduce that when it is day it 
is light, the co-existence of the being of day and of 
night being proved (so far as depends on the axiom
atic argument before us) by the premiss “ If it 
is day, it is light,”  and that premiss in turn being 
established by the co-existence of the facts aforesaid,

279



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

βεβαιούσης, κάνταΰθa 6 Βιάλληλος τρόπος της 
απορίας άνατρέπει την ύπόστασιν τοΰ λόγου.

200 'Ομοίως Βέ καί έπι τον τοιουτου λόγον 11 el 
ημέρα έστι, φως έσ τιν  ονχϊ Be φως έστιν* ούκ άρα 
ημέρα έστιν.”  έκ μέν γάρ τοΰ μη άνευ φωτός 
ημέραν θεωρεισθαι υγιές αν elvai νομισθείη τό “ el 
ημέρα έστι, φως έστι ”  συνημμένον, ώς ειγε καθ’ 
ύπόθεσιν ημέρα μέν φανείη ποτέ φως Βέ μη, 
φεΰΒος αν λεχθείη τό συνημμένον elvai· όσον δε 
έπι τω  προειρημένα) άναποΒείκτω τό μη elvai 
ημέραν φωτός μη οντος Βιά τοΰ “  el ημέρα έστι, 
φως έστι ”  συνάγεται, ώστε έκάτερον αυτών προς 
την εαυτόν βεβαίωσιν χρήζειν τοΰ τό έτερον βε
βαίως είλήφθαι, ΐνα Βι αύτοΰ πιστόν γένηται κατά

201 τον Βιάλληλον τρόπον, άλλα και εκ τοΰ μη Βυνα- 
σθαι άλλήλοις συνυπάρχειν τινά, οΐον ημέραν, εΐ 
τυχοι, και νύκτα, τό τε αποφατικόν της συμπλοκής, 
το ονχ ήμερα εστι και ννξ εστι, και το οι- 
εζενγμενον, το ήτοι ήμερα έστιν η ννξ €στιν, 
υγιή νομίζοιτο αν είναι, αλλά τό  μη συνυπάρχειν 
αυτά βεβαιοΰσθαι νομίζονσι Βιά τε τοΰ άποφατικοΰ 
της συμπλοκής και τοΰ Βιεζευγμένου, λέγοντες 
“  ούχι ημέρα έστι και νύξ έσ τ ιν  άλλα μην νύξ 
έσ τιν  ούκ άρα ημέρα έστιν.”  “  ήτοι ημέρα έστιν 
ή νύζ έστιν' άλλα μην νύζ έσ τιν  ούκ άρα ημέρα 
εστιν, η ονχι oe ννξ €στιν* ήμερα αρα εστιν.

202 δθεν ημείς πάλιν επιλογιζόμεθα ότι el μέν προς 
την βεβαίωσιν τοΰ Βιεζευγμένου και τοΰ τής συμ
πλοκής άποφατικοΰ χρήζομεν τοΰ προκατειληφέναι 
ότι τα εν αύτοΐς περιεχόμενα ά,ζιώματά έστιν 
άσυνύπαρκτα, τό Βέ άσυνύπαρκτα ταΰτα είναι συν-
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—in this case also the fallacy of circular reasoning 
overthrows the substance of the argument.

So likewise with an argument in the form “  If it is 200 
day, it is light; but it is not light; therefore it is not 
day.”  For from the fact that we do not observe day 
without light the hypothetical premiss “ I f it is 
day, it is light ”  might be considered to be valid; 
just as if, should day, let us suppose, at some 
time appear, without the appearance of light, the 
premiss would be said to be false ; but, so far as 
concerns the axiomatic argument aforesaid, the non
existence of day when light is non-existent is proved 
by the premiss “  I f  it is day, it is light,”  so that 
each of these statements needs for its confirmation 
the secure grasp o f the other in order thereby to 
become credible by means o f circular reasoning. 
Moreover, from the fact that some things are 201 
unable to co-exist—take, for instance, if you like, day 
and night—both the conjunctive a negation “ Not day 
exists and night exists ”  and the disjunctive “  Either 
day exists or night exists ”  might be considered to be 
valid. But they consider that their non-co-existence is 
established both by the negative of the conj unctive and 
by the disjunctive, arguing “  Not day exists and night 
exists ; but in fact night exists ; day therefore exists 
not ”  ; and “  Either it is day or it is night; but in 
fact it is night; therefore it is not day,”  or “  it is not 
night, therefore it is day.”  Whence we argue again 202 
that if for establishing the disjunctive proposition and 
the negative of the conjunctive we require to appre
hend beforehand the fact that the judgements they 
contain are incapable of co-existence, while they 
believe that they are deducing this incapacity for
• For the “ conjunctive”  or “ coupled” premiss see § 158, note.
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άγειν δοκονσι διά τε  του διεζενγμενον καί του της  
συμπλοκής αποφατικού, ο δι* άλλήλων είσάγεται 
τρόπος, μή δυναμενων ημών μήτ€ τοΐς προειρη- 
μενοις τροπικοϊς πιστεύειν άνεν του το άσυνύπ- 
άρκτον των εν αύτοΐς περιεχομένων αξιωμάτων 
καταλαβεΐν, μήτ€ τό  άσυννπαρκτον αυτών δια- 
βεβαιοΰσθαι προ της τώ ν συλλογισμών διά τώ ν

203 τροπικών συν€ρωτήσ€ως. διόπερ ούκ εχοντες πόθεν 
άρξόμεθα τής πίστεως διά τό παλίνδρομον, λεξομεν 
μήτε τον τρίτον μήτε τον τέταρτον μήτε τον  
πεμπτον τώ ν αναπόδεικτων όσον επι τούτο ις 
ύπόστασιν εχειν.

Τ οσαΰτα μεν και περί συλλογισμών επι του 
παρόντος άρκεσει λελεχθαι.

ΙΕ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΕΠΑΓΩΓΗΣ

204 Έ,νπαραίτητον δ€ είναι νομίζω και τον περί 
επαγωγής τρόπον, επει γάρ από τών κατά μέρος 
πιστοΰσθαι βούλονται δι αυτής τό καθόλου, ήτοι 
πάντα επιόντες τά  κατά μέρος τούτο ποιήσουσιν 
η τινα. αλλ et μβν τινα , αpepaiog €σται η €7Γ- 
αγωγή, ενδεχόμενόν του εναντιοΰσθαι τώ  καθόλου 
τινά τών παραλειπόμενων κατά μέρος εν τή επ- 
αγωγή' εί δε πάντα, αδύνατα μοχθήσουσιν, απείρων 
οντων τών κατά μέρος και απεριορίστων, ώσθ* 
ούτως εκατέρωθεν, οΐμαι, συμβαίνει σαλεύεσθαι 
την επαγωγήν.
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co-existence by means o f both the disjunctive and 
the negative conjunctive, we involve ourselves in 
circular reasoning, seeing that we are unable either 
to give credence to the aforesaid premisses without 
having apprehended the incapacity for co-existence 
o f the judgements they contain, or to affirm 
positively that incapacity before concluding the 
syllogisms based on these premisses. Consequently, 203 
as we possess no principle on which to ground belief 
owing to the circular style of the argument, we shall 
declare that, so far as depends on these statements, 
neither the third nor the fourth nor the fifth of the 
“  axiomatic ”  syllogisms ° possesses valid substance.

For the present, then, it will suffice to have said 
thus much concerning syllogisms.

Chapter XV.—Concerning Induction

It is also easy, I consider, to set aside the method 204 
of induction. For, when they propose to establish 
the universal from the particulars by means of induc
tion, they will effect this by a review either of all 
or of some of the particular instances. But if they 
review some, the induction will be insecure, since 
some of the particulars omitted in the induction may 
contravene the universal; while if they are to review 
all, they will be toiling at the impossible, since the 
particulars are infinite and indefinite. Thus on both 
grounds, as I think, the consequence is that induction 
is invalidated.

e For the “ five non-demonstrable (or axiomatic) syllog
isms ”  see §§ 157-158 supra.
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ΙΓ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΟΡΩΝ

205 Ά λλα  κ α ι  ε π ι  τ η  π ε ρ ί  ο ρ ώ ν  δ η  τ ε χ ν ο λ ο γ ί α  μ ε γ α  

φ ρ ο ν ο ΰ σ ιν  ο ί  δ ο γ μ α τ ι κ ο ί ,  η ν  τ ώ  λ ο γ ι κ ώ  μ ε ρ ε ι  τ η ς  

κ α λ ο ύ μ ε ν η ς  φ ιλ ο σ ο φ ία ς  ε γ κ α τ α λ ε γ ο υ σ ι ν . φ ό ρ ε  ο ΰ ν  

κ α ι  π ε ρ ί  ο ρ ώ ν  ο λ ί γ α  ε π ι  τ ο ν  π α ρ ό ν τ ο ς  ε ϊπ ω μ ε ν .

Προ? π ο λ λ ά  τ ο ίν υ ν  χ ρ η σ ι μ ε ύ ε ι ν  τ ο ύ ς  ο ρ ο ύ ς  τ ω ν  

δ ο γ μ α τ ι κ ώ ν  δ ο κ ο ύ ν τ ω ν ,  δ ύ ο  τ α  ά ν ω τ ά τ ω  κ ε φ ά λ α ια  

<ά>1 π ε ρ ι λ η π τ ι κ ά  π ά σ η ς  [^?]2 λ ό γ ο υ σ ιν  ά ν α γ -

206 κ α ι ό τ η τ ο ς  α υ τ ώ ν  ίσ ω ς  ε ν ρ ή σ ε ι ς ·  η  γ ά ρ  ώ ς  π ρ ο ς  

κ α τ ά λ η φ ι ν  η  ώ ς  π ρ ο ς  δ ι δ α σ κ α λ ία ν  ε ν  π α σ ι  π α ρ α -  

δ ε ι κ ν υ ο υ σ ι  τ ο υ ς  ό ρ ο υ ς  α ν α γ κ α ίο υ ς ,  ε ά ν  ο ΰ ν  ύ π ο -  

μ ν ή σ ω μ ε ν  ό τ ι  π ρ ο ς  ο υ δ έ τ ε ρ ο ν  τ ο ύ τ ω ν  χ ρ η σ ι μ ε ύ ο υ σ ι ,  

π ε ρ ι τ ρ ό φ ο μ ε ν ,  ο ί μ α ι ,  π ά σ α ν  τ η ν  γ ε γ ε ν η μ ό ν η ν  π ε ρ ί  

α υ τ ώ ν  π α ρ ά  τ ο ΐ ς  δ ο γ μ α τ ι κ ο ΐ ς  μ α τ α ιο π ο ν ία ν .

207 Ε υ θ έ ω ς  ο ΰ ν ,  ε ί  ό μ ε ν  α γ ν ο ίύ ν  το ο ρ ισ τ ό ν  ο ύ χ  

ο ΐό ς  τ ε  ε σ τ ι  τ ο  μ η  γ ι ν ω σ κ ό μ ε ν ο ν  α ύ τ ώ  ό ρ ίσ α σ θ α ι ,  

ό δε γ ιν ώ σ κ ω ν ,  ε ΐ θ * ο ρ ι ζ ό μ ε ν ο ς  ο ύ κ  ε κ  τ ο υ  ό ρ ο ν  

τ ό  ο ρ ισ τ ό ν  κ α τ ε ί λ η φ ε ν  ά λ Χ  ε π ι  π ρ ο κ α τ ε ι λ η μ μ έ ν α )  

τ ο υ τ ω  τ ο ν  ό ρ ο ν  ε π ισ υ ν τ ε θ ε ικ ε ν ,  π ρ ο ς  κ α τ ά λ η φ ι ν  

τ ώ ν  π ρ α γ μ ά τ ω ν  ό  ό ρ ο ς  ο ύ κ  ε σ τ ι ν  α ν α γ κ α ίο ς ,  κ α ι  

γ ά ρ  ε π ε ί  π ά ν τ α  μ ε ν  ό ρ ί ζ ε σ θ α ι  β ό λ ο ν τ ε ς  κ α θ ά π α ζ  

ο ύ δ ε ν  ό ρ ι ζ ό μ ε θ α  δ ι ά  τ η ν  ε ι ς  ά π ε ιρ ο ν  ε κ π τ ω σ ιν ,  

τ ι ν ά  δ ε  κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε σ θ α ι  κ α ί  δ ί χ α  τ ώ ν  ό ρ ω ν  ό μ ο -  

λ ο γ ο ΰ ν τ ε ς  ο ύ κ  α ν α γ κ α ίο υ ς  π ρ ο ς  κ α τ ά λ η φ ι ν  τ ο υ ς  

ό ρ ο υ ς  ά π ο φ α ίν ο μ ε ν ,  κ α θ ’ ο ν  τ ρ ό π ο ν  τ ά  μ η  ό ρ ισ θ ό ν τ α  

κ α τ ε λ η φ θ η  δ υ ν α μ ό ν ω ν  η μ ώ ν  π ά ν τ α  χ ω ρ ί ς  τ ώ ν

208 ό ρ ω ν  κ α τ α λ α μ β ά ν ε ι ν ,  η  κ α θ ά π α ζ  ο ύ δ ε ν  ό ρ ισ ό μ ε θ α  

[διά τ η ν  ε ι ς  ά π ε ιρ ο ν  ε κ π τ ω σ ι ν ] η  ο ύ κ  α ν α γ κ α ίο υ ς  

τ ο ύ ς  ό ρ ο υ ς  ά π ο φ α ν ο ΰ μ ε ν .

1 <Λ> add. Τ. * [is] om. mss.
·  C f . %  4  su p ra .

284

Chapter XVI.—Concerning D efinitions

Further, the Dogmatists take great pride in their 205 
systematic treatment o f definitions, which they include 
in the logical division o f their Philosophical System, 
as they call it. So come and let us now make a few 
observations on definitions.

Now while the Dogmatists hold that definitions 
have many uses, you will probably find that these fall 
under two main heads which, as they say, include all 
their necessary uses ; for, as they explain, definitions 206 
are necessary in all cases either for apprehension a o r  

for instruction. If, then, we shall show that they are 
of use for neither of these purposes, we shall, I think, 
bring to naught all the labour so vainly spent on them 
by the Dogmatists.

So then, without preliminary, if, on the one hand, 207 
the man who knows not the object o f definition is 
unable to define the object unknown to him, while, 
on the other hand, the man who knows and proceeds 
to define has not apprehended the object from its 
definition but has put together his definition to fit 
the object already apprehended, then the definition 
is not necessary for the apprehension o f objects. And 
since, if we propose to define absolutely all things, 
we shall define nothing, because of the regress a d  

in f in itu m  ; while if we allow that some things are 
apprehended even without definitions, we are declar
ing that definitions are not necessary for apprehen
sion, seeing that we are able to apprehend all things 
apart from definitions in the same way as the un
defined objects were apprehended,—then we shall 208 
either define absolutely nothing or we shall declare 
that definitions are not necessary.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 205-208
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Διά δε ταΰτα ούδε προς διδασκαλίαν αυτούς 
εΰροιμεν αν αναγκαίους· ώς γαρ 6 πρώτος το 
πράγμα γνούς εγνω τούτο χωρίς ορού, κατά το 
παραπλήσιου καί ο διδασκόμενος αυτό δύναται

209 χωρί? ορού διδαχθήναι. ετι από τω ν άριστών 
επικρίνουσι τούς ορούς, καί φασι μοχθηρούς ορούς 
είναι τούς περιέχοντας τι τώ ν μη προσόντων τοΐς 
όριστοΐς, ήτοι πάσιν η τισίν. διόπερ όταν είττη 
τις τον άνθρωπον είναι ζώον λογικόν αθάνατον η 
ζώον λογικόν θνητόν γραμματικόν, οπού μεν μη- 
δενός οντος ανθρώπου αθανάτου, όπου δε τινών 
μη γραμματικών οντων, φασι μοχθηρόν είναι τον

210 όρον, τάχα μεν καί άνεπίκριτοί είσιν οι οροί διά 
την απειρίαν τών κατά μέρος, εξ ών επικρίνεσθαι 
όφείλουσιν· είτα ούκ αν καταληπτικοί τε και δι
δακτικοί τούτων εΐεν εξ ών επικρίνονται δηλονότι 
προεπεγνωσμενων, εΐγε άρα, και προκατειλημμέ
νων.

Π ώ? δε ούκ άν εΐη γελοιον το λεγειν ώς οί οροί 
χρησιμεύουσι προς κατάληψιν η διδασκαλίαν η 
σαφήνειαν ολως, ασάφειαν ήμΐν επεισκυκλοΰντες

211 τοσαύτην; οΐον γοΰν, ΐνα τι και παίξωμεν, εΐ τις 
παρά του βουλόμενος πυθεσθαι εί άπήντηται αύτώ  
άνθρωπος επί ίππου όχου μένος καί κύνα εφελκό- 
μενος, την ερώτησιν οϋτω ποιήσαιτο “  ώ ζώον 
λογικόν θνητόν, νοΰ καί επιστήμης δεκτικόν, 
άπήντητό σοι ζώον γελαστικόν πλατυώνυχον, 
επιστήμης πολιτικής δεκτικόν, ζώω θνητώ χρε- 
μετιστικώ τά  σφαιρώματα εφηδρακός, εφ- 
ελκόμενον ζώον τετράπουν ύλακτικόν; ”  πώς ούκ 
άν εΐη καταγέλαστος, εις αφασίαν οϋτω γνωρίμου

β Cf. §§ 26, 28 for this definition of Man.
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And for these reasons they are not necessary for 
instruction either, as we shall discover. For just as 
the man who first perceived the object perceived 
it apart from definition, so likewise the man who 
receives instruction about it can be instructed without 
definition. Moreover, they judge the definitions by 209 
the objects defined and declare those definitions to 
be faulty which include any attributes not belonging 
either to all or to some of the objects defined. Hence, 
whenever one states that man is “  a rational immortal 
animal ”  or “  a rational mortal literary animal,”  
whereas no man is immortal, and some are not literary, 
such a definition they say is faulty. And it may be 210 
also that the definitions do not admit of judgement 
owing to the infinity of the particulars by which they 
ought to be judged ; and consequently they will not 
convey apprehension and instruction regarding the 
objects whereby they are judged, which evidently 
have been known beforehand, if at all, and appre
hended beforehand.

And how could it be other than absurd to assert 
that definitions are o f use for apprehension or instruc
tion or elucidation of any kind, when they involve us in 
such a fog o f uncertainty ? Thus, for instance, to take 211 
a ridiculous case, suppose that one wished to ask 
someone whether he had met a man riding a horse 
and leading a dog and put the question in this form—
“ O rational mortal animal, receptive of intelligence 
and science, have you met with an animal capable of 
laughter, with broad nails and receptive o f political 
science,® with his (posterior) hemispheres seated on a 
mortal animal capable o f neighing, and leading a 
four-footed animal capable o f barking ? ” —how would 
one be otherwise than ridiculous, in thus reducing the
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πράγματος εμβολών τον άνθρωπον δια τούς 
ορούς;

Ονκοΰν άχρηστον είναι τον όρον όσον επι τούτοις 
212 Λεκτεον, ειτ ουν λόγος είναι λεγοιτο διά βραχείας 

νπομνήσεως εις έννοιαν ημάς άγων τω ν ύποτεταγ- 
μενων ταις φωναΐς πραγμάτων, ώς Βήλόν γε (ού 
γάρ;) εκ τω ν μικρώ πρόσθεν ημιν είρημενων, είτε 
λόγος ο τό τ ί  ήν είναι Βηλών, είτε δ βούλεται τις. 
και γάρ τ ί  εστιν ό δρος βουλόμενοι παριστάν εις 
άνηνντον εμπίπτουσι διαφωνίαν, ην Βιά την προ- 
αίρεσιν της γραφής παρίημι νΰν, εί και δοκεΐ Βια- 
τρεπειν τούς ορούς.

Ύοσαΰτα μεν και περί ορών άπόχρη μοι νΰν 
λελεχθαι.

ΙΖ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΔΙΑΙΡΕΣΕΩΣ

213 *Έπεϊ Βε τινες τω ν δογματικών την διαλεκτικήν 
είναι φασιν επιστήμην συλλογιστικήν επαγωγικήν 
οριστικήν διαιρετικήν, διελεχθημεν δε ημείς ήδη̂  
μετά τούς περί τον  κριτηρίου και του σημείου και 
τής άποδείζεως λόγους περί τε συλλογισμών και 
επαγωγής και περί όρων, ονκ άτοπον ήγούμεθα 
είναι και περί διαιρεσεως βραχέα διαλαβεΐν. 
γίνεσθαι τοίνυν την διαίρεσίν φασι τετραχώς' ή 
γάρ όνομα εις σημαινόμενα διαιρεΐσθαι ή δλον εις 
μέρη ή γένος εις είδη ή είδος εις τά  καθ' έκαστον.

β The Aristotelian definition of “  Definition,”  the previous 
definition being probably Stoic.

* The definition of “  Dialectic,”  and also the four kinds of 
“  Division,”  here mentioned are given by Alcinous, a second- 
century (a .t>.) Eclectic. As used by Plato and Aristotle, 
“ Division”  includes only the 3rd and 4th kinds (i.e. 
“ logical”  as distinguished from grammatical (§ 214) and
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man to speechlessness concerning so familiar an object
because of one’s definitions ?

So then we must declare that, so far as we may 
judge by this, the definition is useless, whether it be 212 
described as “ a statement which by a brief reminder 
brings us to a conception of the objects which underlie 
the terms,”— as is plain (is it not ?) from what we 
have said just a moment ago,—or as “ a statement 
declaratory of the essence,”  α or what you like. For 
in fact, in their desire to propound a definition of the 
definition they plunge into an endless controversy 
which I now pass over, because of the plan of my 
present treatise, although it seems to overthrow 
definitions.

So what I have said about definitions is enough 
for the present.

Chapter XVII.—Concerning D ivision

Inasmuch as some of the Dogmatists6 affirm that 213 
“  Dialectic ”  is “ a science dealing with syllogism, 
induction, definition and division,”  and, after our 
arguments concerning the criterion and the sign and 
proof, we have already discussed syllogisms and 
induction as well as definitions, we deem that it will 
not be amiss to treat shortly of “  division ” also. 
Division then, as they allege, is effected in four ways : 
either a name, or word, is divided into its significations, 
or a whole into parts, or a genus into species, or a

arithmetical (§§215-218) division). Logical “ division ” is the 
process of defining a class-name by splitting it up into its 
component parts—the “  genus ”  into “  species,”  the “  species ” 
into particulars. By it we enumerate the classes of objects 
denoted by the name or term which is “  divided.”
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ότι δε οΰδενός τούτων εστιν επιστήμη διαιρετική, 
ράδιον ίσως επελθεΐν.

ΙΗ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΗΣ ΟΝΟΜΑΤΟΣ ΕΙΣ ΣΗΜΑΙΝΟΜΕΝΑ 
ΔΙΑΙΡΕΣΕΩΣ

214 Ευθέως οΰν τάς επιστήμας των φύσει φασίν 
είναι, των θεσει δε ουδαμώς. και εικότως' ή μεν 
γάρ επιστήμη βέβαιόν τι και άμετάπτωτον πράγμα 
είναι θελει, τα δε θεσει ραδίαν εχει και εύμετάπτω- 
τον την μεταβολήν, ταΐς εναλλαγαΐς των θεσεων, 
αΐ είσιν εφ' ήμΐν, ετεροιού μένα, επεί οΰν τα ονό
ματα θεσει σημαίνει και ού φύσει (πάντες γάρ άν 
συνίεσαν πάντα τα υπό των φωνών σημαινόμενα, 
ομοίως "Ελληνες τε και βάρβαροι, προς τώ και 
εφ’ ήμΐν εΐναι τα σημαινόμενα οΐς άν βονλώμεθα 
όνόμασιν ετεροις αεί δηλοΰν τε καί σημαίνειν), 
πώς άν δυνατόν εΐη διαιρετικήν ονόματος εις 
σημαινόμενα επιστήμην εΐναι; ή πώς επιστήμη  ̂
σημαινόντων τε καί σημαινομενων, ώς οΐονται 
τινες, ή διαλεκτική δύναιτ άν ύπάρχειν;

Ιθ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΟΑΟΤ ΚΑΙ ΜΕΡΟΤΣ

215 Περί δε όλου καί μέρους διαλεξόμεθα μεν καί 
εν τοΐς φυσικοΐς δη λεγόμενόις, επί δε τοϋ παρόντος 
περί της λεγομενης διαιρεσεως τοϋ όλου εις τα  
μέρη αυτοΰ τάδε λεκτεον. όταν λεγη τις διαιρεΐσθαι

α That “ names ” exist “ by nature ” was held by Hera- 
cleitus, Cratylus, Stoics and Epicureans ; Aristotle and the 
Sceptics took the other view, θέσει, “ by convention ” (or 
human ordinance), like the more usual νύμψ, is opposed to 
* 9 0
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species into particulars. But it is probably easy to 
show that, on the contrary, in respect o f none of these 
does a divisive science exist.

C h a pter  XVIII.—C oncerning t h e  D ivision  of a  
N am e  into  T hings sign ified

Now they at once assert that the sciences o f natural 214 
objects exist whereas those o f conventional objects 
have no existence, and that with reason. For science 
claims to be a thing that is firm and invariable, but 
the conventional objects are easily liable to change 
and variation, because their character is altered by 
the shifting of the conventions which depend upon 
ourselves. Since, then, the significance of names is 
based on convention and not on nature a (for otherwise 
all men, barbarians as well as Greeks, would under
stand all the things signified by the terms, besides 
the fact that it is in our power at any time to point 
out and signify the objects by any other names we 
may choose), how would it be possible for a science 
capable o f dividing a name into its significations to 
exist ? Or how could Dialectic really be, as some 
imagine, a “  science o f things which signify and are 
signified ”  ?

C h a pter  XIX.—C oncerning W hole and  P a r t

Whole and part we shall discuss in what we call 216 
our physical treatise,6 but at present we have to deal 
with the so-called division of the whole into its parts. 
When a man says that the decad is being divided into
φΐ·σ*ι, “ by nature.” much as we contrast the “ artificial”  
with the “ natural.”

* C f. iii. 82 if.; A d v . Phys. i. 297 ff., 330 ff., ii. 30i.
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την δεκάδα είς μονάδα1 και δυο και τρία και τεσ- 
σαρα, ον διαιρείται els ταϋτα ή δεκάς. άμα γάρ 
τώ  τδ τρωτόν αυτής άρθήναι μέρος, ίνα κατά 
σνννώοπσιν νυν τούτο δώμεν, οΐον την μονάδα, 
o v K e T i  υποκειται ή οεκας, οΛλ evvea και ολως

216 ετερόν τι παρά την δεκάδα, η ονν των λοιπών 
άφαίρεσίς τε και διαίρεσις ονκ άπο τής δεκάδος 
γίν€ται άλλ* από τινων άλλων, καθ’ εκάστην 
άφαίρ€σιν ετεροιουμενων.

Τάχα ονν ονκ ενδέχεται το δλον διαιρεΐν els τά 
λεγάμενα etvai αυτόν μέρη. και γάρ el διαιρείται 
το δλον els μόρη, οφείλει1 τά μέρη εμπεριέχεσθαι 
τω δλω προ τής διαιρεσεως, ού περιεχεται δε ίσωs. 
οΐον γοΰν, ΐνα επί Trjs δεκάδος στήσω μεν πάλιν τον 
λόγον, Trjs δεκάδος μέρος φασι πάντως είναι τά 
εννεα · διαιρείται γοΰν els εν και εννέα. αλλά και 
τά οκτώ όμοίοις' διαιρείται γάρ είς οκτώ και δυο. 
καί τά επτά ομοίως και εξ και πέντε καί τέσσαρα

217 καί τρία και δύο και εν. el οΰν ταϋτα πάντα εν 
τη δεκάδι περιεχεται και συντιθέμενα μετ’ αυτής 
πεντεκαιπεντήκοντά γίνεται, εν τοΐς δέκα περι- 
εχεται πεντε καιπεντή κοντά' οπερ άτοπον. ούκονν 
ούτε περιεχεται εν τη δεκάδι τά λεγάμενα αυτής 
είναι μέρη, ούτε ή δεκάς είς εκείνα διαιρεισθαι 
δύναται ώς ολον είς μέρη, ά μηδε δλως εν αυτή 
θεωρείται.

218 Τά δε αντά άπαντήσεται και επι των μεγεθών, 
όταν το δεκάπηχυ μεγεθος, εί τνχοι, διαιρεΐν 
εθελοι τις. ονκ ενδεχεται οΰν ίσως διαιρεΐν ούδε 
δλον είς μέρη.

1 μονάδα Τ , cj. B e k k . : μίαν mss.
• 6φΐΐλει Heintz: φι\ίΐ mss., Bekk.
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one and two and three and four, the decad is not 
being divided into these. For as soon as its first part, 
say one, is subtracted—granting for the moment that 
this can be done—there no longer subsists the decad 
but the number nine, something quite different from 
the decad. Hence the division and the subtraction 216 
o f the other parts is not made from the decad but 
from some other numbers, and these vary with each 
subtraction.

Probably then it is impracticable to divide the 
whole into what are called its parts. For, in fact, if 
the whole is divided into parts, the parts ought to be 
comprised in the whole before the act o f division, 
but probably they are not so comprised. Thus for 
example—to base our argument once more on the 
decad—they say that nine is certainly a part o f the 
decad, since it is divided into one plus nine. But so 
likewise is the number eight, since it is divided into 
eight plus two ; and so also are the numbers seven, 
six, five, four, three, two and one. I f  then all these 217 
numbers are included in the decad, and when added 
together with it make up fifty-five, then fifty-five is in
cluded in the number ten, which is absurd. Therefore 
neither are its so-called parts included in the decad 
nor can the decad be divided into them, as a whole 
into parts, since they are not even seen in it at all.

And the same objections will confront us in the case 218 
of magnitudes a also, supposing one should wish, for 
example, to divide the magnitude o f ten cubits. 
Probably, then, it is not practicable to divide a whole 
into parts.

a The subject of geometry, as numbers are of arithmetic.
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K'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΓΕΝΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΕΙΔΩΝ

219 Ούκοΰν 6 περί τών γενών καί των ειδών υπο
λείπεται λόγος, περί οΰ πλατυτέραν μεν εν άλλοις 
διαλεξόμεθα, ώς εν συντόμω 8ε νΰν ταΰτα λεξομεν. 
εί μεν εννοήματα είναι τα γένη και τα εΐ8η λε- 
γουσιν, αί κατά του ηγεμονικού και της φαντασίας 
επιχειρήσεις αυτούς διατρέπουσιν· εί 8ε ιδίαν 
ύπόστασιν αύτοΐς άπολείπουσιν, τί προς τούτο

220 έροΰσιν; εί εστι τα γένη, ήτοι τοσαΰτά εστιν δσα 
τα εΐ8η, η εν εστι κοινόν πάντων των ειδών αυτού 
λεγομένων είναι γένος, εί μεν οδν τοσαΰτά εστι 
τα γένη δσα τα εΐ8η αυτών, ούκετ αν εΐη κοινόν 
γένος, δ εις αύτά διαιρεθήσεται. εί δε εν είναι 
λέγοιτο εν πάσι τοΐς εΐδεσιν αυτού το γένος, ήτοι 
δλου αυτού έκαστον είδος αυτού μετέχει η μέρους 
αυτού. άλλ’ δλου μεν ούδαμώς' άμηχανον γάρ 
ςστιν εν τι ύπαρχον άλλω και άλλω κατά ταύτό 
περιέχεσθαι ούτως ώς δλον εν έκάστω θεωρεΐσθαι 
τών εν οΐς είναι λέγεται. εί δε μέρους, πρώτον 
μεν ούκ ακολουθήσει τώ εΐδει τό γένος παν, ώς 
ύπολαμβάνουσιν, ούδέ 6 άνθρωπος εσται ζώον άλλα 
μέρος ζώου, ο Ιον ουσία, ούτε δε έμψυχος ούτε

221 αισθητική. εΐτα μεντοι και ήτοι ταύτοΰ λεγοιτο 
αν μετεσχηκεναι πάντα τα είδη μέρους τού γένους 
αυτών, ή ετέρου και ετέρου, αλλά ταύτοΰ μεν ούκ 
ενδέχεται διά τά προειρημένα, εί δε άλλου και

° No such discussion is to be found in the extant works of 
Sextus.

* i.e. the Stoics ; ef. §§ 29 ff., 70 ff., Adv. Log. i. 370 ff. for 
the Sceptic criticisms.

* This view is Plato’s, the former Aristotle’s. The following 
objections are like those brought against the Platonic theory
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There still remains, then, the subject o f genera and 219 
species, which we shall discuss more at large else
where,® but here we shall deal with them concisely.
If, on the one hand, they 6 assert that genera and 
species are mental concepts, our criticisms of the 
“  regent part ”  and o f “  presentation ”  refute them ; 
whereas i f  they assign to them a substantiality of 
their own, how will they reply to this objection ? I f  220 
the genera exist, either they are equal in number to 
the species or else there is one genus common to all 
the species which are said to belong to it. If, then, 
the genera are equal in number to their species, there 
will no longer be a common genus to be divided into 
the species ; while if  it shall be said that the genus 
exists as one in all its species, then each species partakes 
of either the whole or a part o f it.c But it certainly 
does not partake o f the whole ; for it is impossible 
that what is one real object should be equally included 
in separate things in such a way as to appear as a 
whole in each of those things in which it is said to 
exist. And if  it partakes o f a part, then, in the first 
place, all the genus will not, as they suppose, accom
pany the species, nor will “  man ”  be “  an animal ”  
but a part o f an animal—he will be substance, for 
example, but neither animate nor sensitive.4* * Then, 221 
in the next place, all the species will be said to partake 
either o f the same part o f their genus or o f different 
parts ; but to partake o f the same part is impossible 
for the reasons stated above ; while if they partake
of “ participation ” by Aristotle and in the Parmenides of 
Plato.

<* i.e. a part of the Genus is taken as meaning a part of its 
definition; cf. § 224 for this definition of the genus animal.”
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άλλου, ούτε όμοια άλλήλοις έσται τα εΐδη κατά 
γένος, δπερ ού προορίζονται, άπειρόν τε έσται 
γένος έκαστον εις άπειρα τεμνόμενον ού μόνον τα  
είδη άλλα και τά καθ' έκαστον, εν οις και αύτοΐς 
μετά των ειδών αυτού θεωρείται· ού γάρ μόνον 
άνθρωπος αλλά και ζώον ό Αίων είναι λέγεται, εί 
δε ταντα άτοπα, ούδέ κατά μέρος μετέσχηκε τά  
είδη τού γένους αύτών ενός δντος.

222 Ει δε μήτε όλου μετέσχηκεν έκαστον είδος τού  
γένους μήτε μέρους αύτοΰ, πώς αν λέγοιτο εν 
είναι γένος εν πάσι τοΐς εΐδεσιν αύτοΰ, ώστε καί 
εις αυτά διαιρεΐσθαι; τάχα ούκ αν εχοι τις λέγειν 
μη ούχί άναπλάσσων τινάς είδωλοποιησεις, αι ταΐς 
εκείνων αύτών άνεπικρίτοις διαφωνίαις κατά τάς 
σκεπτικάς εφόδους περιτραπησονται.

223 Βρός δε τούτοις κάκεΐνο λεκτέον. τά  είδη τοΐα  
η τοΐά εσ τιν  τούτων τά  γένη ήτοι και τοΐα και 
τοΐα η τοΐα μεν τοΐα δε ου η ούτε τοΐα ούτε τοΐα. 
οΐον έπεί τώ ν τινών τά μέν εστι σώματα τά  δέ 
άσώματα, και τά μέν αληθή τά  δε φευδή, και ένια 
μέν λευκά, εί τύχοι, ένια δε μέλανα, και ένια μέν 
μέγιστα ένια δε σμικρότατα, καί τά  άλλα ομοίως, 
τό  τι λόγου ένεκεν, ο φασιν είναι τινες γενικώτατον,

224 η πάντα έσται ή τά  έτερα ή ούδέν. άλλ* εί μέν 
ούδέν εστιν ολως τό  τι, ούδέ τό  γένος, πέρας έχει

“ The stock name for a specimen of “ Man,” cf. i. 189, 
and §§ 227 if.

b e.a. the Platonic Ideas, cf. iii. 189.
c The argument here is that it is impossible to conceive a 

number of opposite qualities, such as are possessed by the 
multitude of species and particulars included in the “ genus,” 
co-existing in the unity of the genus; while if they do not 
all co-exist in it, the ,rgenus” ceases to be inclusive of all
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of different parts, the species will be generically 
dissimilar one to another (which they will not admit), 
and each genus will be infinite because cut up into 
infinite sections (not into the species only but also 
into the particulars, since it is actually seen in these 
along with its species ; for Dion ® is said to be an 
animal as well as a man). But if these consequences 
are absurd, then not even by way of parts do the 
species partake of their genus, it being a unity.

If, then, each several species partakes neither of 222 
the whole genus nor o f a part of it, how can it be said 
that the one genus exists in all its parts so as to be 
actually divided into them ? No one, probably, could 
make such a statement unless by concocting some 
imaginary entities,6 which will be overturned, as the 
attacks of the Sceptics show, by the unsettled disputes 
of the Dogmatists themselves.

Furthermore, there is this to be said.® The species 223 
are of this kind or of that kind : the genera o f these 
species either are o f both this kind and that kind, or 
of this kind but not o f that kind, or neither of this 
kind nor of that kind. When, for instance, o f the 
“ somethings ” (or particulars) some are corporeal 
others incorporeal, and some true others false, and 
some (it may be) white others black, and some very 
large others very small, and so on with the rest, the 
genus “  something ” (to take it for the sake of argu
ment), which some regard as the summum genus,d will 
either be all these or some of them or none. But 224 
if the “  something,”  and the genus too, is absolutely

its proper species and particulars; and if it includes none of 
the opposites, it is wholly unrelated to its particulars, and 
has no claim to be termed a “ genus.”

d The Stoic view, cf. §§ 86 f. supra.
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ή ζήτησις. εί δε πάντα είναι ρηθείη, προς τώ  
αδύνατον etvai τό λεγόμενον, έκαστον1 των ειδών 
καί των καθ' έκαστον εν οΐς εστι δεήσει πάντα 
είναι, ώς γάρ, επει το ζώον, ώς φασίν, ουσία 
εστίν έμψυχος αισθητική, έκαστον των ειδών αύτοϋ 
και ουσία είναι λεγεται και έμψυχος καί αισθητική, 
ούτως εί το γένος και σώμά εστι καί άσώματον 
καί ψευδες καί αληθές καί μελαν, εί τύχοι, καί 
λευκόν καί σμικρότατον καί μεγιστον καί τάλλα 
πάντα, έκαστον των ειδών καί τών καθ' έκαστον 
πάντα εσται· οπερ ου θεωρείται, ψευδός οΰν καί 

225 τούτο, εί δε τα ετερα μόνα εστι, τούτων τό γένος 
τών λοιπών ούκ εσται γένος, οΐον εί σώμα τό τι, 
τών άσωμάτων, καί εί λογικόν τό ζώον, τών 
αλόγων, ώς μήτε άσώματον τί είναι μήτε άλογον 
ζώ ον3 καί επί τών άλλων ομοίως’ οπερ άτοπον. 
ούκοϋν ούτε καί τοΐον καί τοΐον τό γένος, ούτε 
τοΐον μεν τοΐον δε ου, ούτε μην ούτε τοΐον ούτε 
τοΐον δυναται είναι [γένος]· εί δε τούτο, ουδέ εστιν 
όλως τό γένος.

Εί δε λεγοι τις ότι δυνάμει πάντα εστι τό γένος, 
λεξομεν ώς τό δυνάμει τι όν δει τι καί ενεργεία 
είναι, οΐον ού δυναται τις γραμματικός είναι εί μη 
καί3 ενεργεία. καί τό γένος οΰν εί δυνάμει πάντα 
εστίν, ερωτώμεν αυτούς τί εστιν ενεργεία, καί

1 έ κ α σ τ ο ν  cj. Bekk.: καί m s s .
* ζωον post ehai m s s . ,  edd., transp. Papp.
* el μτ) καί Τ : μ-ή rts m s s . ,  ών add. Bekk.

“ Aristotle regarded the relation of Genus to Species as 
that of Potentiality to Actuality, \.«. of unrealized possibility
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none of them, the inquiry comes to an end. And if 
we should say that it is all of them, then, besides the 
impossibility of such a statement, each of the species 
and of the particulars wherein it exists will have to 
be all. For just as when the genus “ animal ” is, as 
they assert, “  an animate sensitive substance,”  each 
of its species is said to be substance and animate and 
sensitive, so likewise if the genus is both corporeal 
and incorporeal and false and true and black, it may 
be, and white and very small and very large, and all 
the rest, each of the species and of the particulars will 
be all these—which is contrary to observation. So 
this too is false. But if the genus is some of them 225 
only, the genus o f these will not be the genus o f the 
rest; if, for instance, the genus “  something ”  is 
corporeal it will not be that of the incorporeal, and if 
the genus *' animal ”  is rational it will not be that of 
the irrational, so that there -is neither an incorporeal 
“  something ”  nor an irrational animal, and so like
wise with all other cases ; and this is absurd. There
fore the genus cannot be either o f both this and that 
kind, or o f this kind but not o f that, or o f neither this 
kind nor that; and if this be so, neither does the 
genus exist at all.

And if one should say that the genus is potentially 
all things,® we shall reply that what is potentially 
something must also be actually something, as, for 
instance, no one can be potentially literary without 
being so actually. So too, if the genus is potentially 
all things, what, we ask them, is it actually ? And
to what is real and determinate, or of the germinal to the 
fully evolved. As the “ actuality” of the oak is implicit 
in the “ potency ” of the acorn, so the plurality of “ actual ” 
particulars are implicit in the “ potency ” of the unitary 
“ genus.”
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ούτω μενουσιν at αύταί άπορίαι. τάναντία μ&
226 y&P πάντα ενεργεία είναι, ού δύναται. άλλ' ονδε 

τά μεν καί ενεργεία τα δε δυνάμει μόνον, οΐον σώμα 
μεν ενεργεία, δυνάμει δε άσώματον. δυνάμει γάρ 
εστιν δ οΐόν τε εστιν ενεργεία ύποστήναι, τό  δε 
σώμα ενεργεία αδύνατόν εστιν άσώματον γενεσθαι 
κατ' ενεργειαν, ώστε εί <τό τ ι> 1 λόγου χάριν σώ>μά 
εστιν ενεργεία, ούκ εστιν άσώματον δυνάμει, και 
τό άνάπαλιν. ούκοϋν ούκ ενδεχεται τό  γένος τά  
μεν ενεργεία είναι τά  δε δυνάμει μόνον. εί δε 
ούδεν ολως εστιν ενεργεία, ούδε ύφεστηκεν. 
ούκοϋν ούδεν εστι τό γένος, ο διαιρεΐν εις τά  είδη 
λεγουσιν.

227 Έ τ ι  και τούτο θεάσασθαι άξιον. ώσπερ γάρ 
επεί 6 αύτός εστιν 'Αλέξανδρος καί Πάρις, ούκ 
ενδεχεται τό μεν “  *Αλέξανδρος περιπατεΐ ”  άληθες 
εΐναι, τό δε “  ΤΙάρις περιπατεΐ ”  φεΰδος, ούτως 
εί τό αυτό εστι τό άνθρώπω* εΐναι θεωνι καί 
Αίωνι, εις σύνταξιν άξιώματος άγομενη η άνθρω
πος προσηγορία η άληθες η φεΰδος επ' άμφοτερων 
ποιήσει τό άξίωμα. ού θεωρείται δε τοΰτο · του  
μεν γάρ Αίωνος καθημενού θεωνος δε περιπα- 
τοΰντος τό  “  άνθρωπος περιπατεΐ ”  εφ' οΰ μεν 
λεγόμενον άληθες εστιν εφ' ού δε φεΰδος. ούκ άρα 
κοινή εστιν άμφοτερων ή άνθρωπος προσηγορία, 
καί ή αύτη άμφοΐν, άλλ* εί άρα, ιδία εκατερου.

1 <τό rt> add. Heintz.
* το ανθρώπω cj. R. Philippson: το άνθρωπον Τ, cj. Papp.: 

τψ άνθρώπω MSS·» Bekk.
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thus we find that the same difficulties remain. For 
it cannot actually be all the contraries ; nor yet can 226 
it be some of them actually and some only potentially 
—corporeal, for instance, actually and incorporeal 
potentially. For it is potentially that which it is 
capable of really being actually, but that which is 
actually corporeal is incapable of becoming incor
poreal in actuality, so that if, for example, the genus 
“  something ”  is actually corporeal it is not potenti
ally incorporeal, and vice versa. It is impossible, 
therefore, for the genus to be some things actually 
and some only potentially. But if it is absolutely 
nothing actually, it has no substantial existence. 
Hence the genus, which they say they divide into 
the species, is nothing.

And further, here is another point worthy o f notice. 227 
Just as, because Alexander and Paris a are identical, 
it is impossible that the statement “ Alexander walks ”  
should be true when “ Paris walks ”  is false, so also if 
“  manhood ”  is identical for both Theon and Dion, 
the term “  man ”  when introduced as an element in 
a judgement will cause the judgement to be equally 
true or false in the case of both. But this is not what 
we find ; for when Dion is sitting and Theon walking, 
the judgement “  man walks ”  is true when used of 
the one, but false o f the other. Therefore the term 6 
“  man ”  is not common to them both and the same 
for both but, if  applicable at all, it is peculiar to one 
of the two.

e Two names of the son of Priam who carried off Helen 
to Troy.

6 “ Term,” i.e. (in Stoic usage) “ common noun or 
appellative ” (Diog. Laert. vii. 58).
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KA'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΚΟΙΝΩΝ ΣΤΜΒΕΒΗΚΟΤΩΝ

228 Παραπλήσια δε λεγεται καί περί τών κοινών 
συμβεβηκότων. εί γαρ εν και το αυτό συμβεβηκε 
Δίωνί τε και Θεωνι τό όράν, εάν καθ' ύπόθεσιν 
φθάρη μεν Δίων, θεώ ν  δε περιη καί όρα, ήτοι την 
δρασιν του εφθαρμενου Δίωνος αφθαρτον μενειν 
εροΰσιν, δπερ άπεμφαίνει, η την αυτήν δρασιν 
εφθάρθαι τε και μη εφθάρθαι λεζουσιν, δττερ ατοπον  
ουκ αρα η Θεωνος δρασις η αύτη εστι τη Δίωνος, 
αλλ €ΐ αρα, ιοια e/carepou. και γαρ €ΐ ταντον  
συμβεβηκε Δίωνί τε και Θεωνι τό άναπνεΐν, ουκ 
ενδεχεται την εν Θεωνι αναπνοήν είναι, την εν 
Δίωνι δε μη είναι- ενδεχεται δε του μεν φθαρεντος 
του δε περιόντος' ουκ αρα η αυτή εστιν.

Περί μεν οΰν τούτων επί τοσοΰτον νυν άρκεσει 
συντόμως λελεχθαι.

ΚΒ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΣΟΦΙΣΜΑΤΩΝ

229 Ουκ ατοπον δε ίσως και τω  περί τω ν σοφισ
μάτων επιστήσαι λόγω δια βραχέων, επεί καί εις 
την τούτων διάλυσιν άναγκαίαν είναι λεγουσι την 
διαλεκτικήν οΐ σεμνύνοντες αυτήν, εί γαρ των τε 
αληθών καί φευδών λόγων, φασίν, εστιν αυτή 
διαγνωστική, φευδεΐς δε λόγοι καί τα. σοφίσματα, 
καί τούτων  άν ειη διακριτική λυμαινομενων την 
αλήθειαν φαινομέναις πιθανότησιν. δθεν ώς βοη- 
θουντες οί διαλεκτικοί σαλεύοντι τω  βίω καί την 
έννοιαν καί τας διάφορός καί τας επιλύσεις δη τών

β The Stoics; cf. § 94 supra for the definition of Dialectic. 
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Chapter XXI.— Concerning Common Properties

Similar arguments apply also to the “  common 228 
properties.”  For if  vision is one and the same 
property in Dion and in Theon, then, suppose that 
Dion should perish and Theon survive and retain his 
sight, either they will assert that the vision of the 
perished Dion remains unperished, which is incredible, 
or they will declare that the same vision has both 
perished and not perished, which is absurd ; therefore 
the vision o f Theon is not identical with Dion’s but, 
if anything, the vision o f each is peculiar to himself. 
And if breathing is an identical property in Dion and 
Theon, it is impossible that breathing should exist 
in Theon and not exist in Dion ; but this is possible 
when the one has perished and the other survives; 
therefore it is not identical.

However, as regards this subject, this concise state
ment will be sufficient for the present.

Chapter XXII.— Concerning Sophisms

It will not, perhaps, be amiss to give our attention 229 
for a moment to the subject of Sophisms, seeing that 
those who glorify Dialectic α declare that it is indis
pensable for exposing sophisms. For, they say, if 
Dialectic is capable of distinguishing true and false 
arguments, and sophisms are false arguments, it will 
also be capable o f discerning these, which distort the 
truth by apparent plausibilities. Hence the dialec
ticians, by way of assisting life b when it totters, strive 
earnestly to teach us the conception o f sophisms, their

* i.e. the views and conduct of ordinary people, cf. i. 23,
165.
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σοφισμάτων μετά σπουδής ημάς πειρώνται διδά- 
σκειν, λέγοντες σόφισμα είναι λόγον πιθανόν και 
δεδολιευμένον ώστε προσδέζασθαι την επιφοράν 
ήτοι φευδή ή ώμοιωμένην φευδει ή άδηλον ή

230 άλλως άπρόσδεκτον, οΐον φευδή μεν ώς επί τούτου 
τοΰ σοφίσματος εχει “  ούδείς δίδωσι κατηγόρημα 
πιεΐν κατηγόρημα δε εστι τό άφίνθιον π ιεΐν  
ούδείς άρα δίδωσιν άφίνθιον πιεΐν,”  ετι δε δμοιον 
φευδει ώς επί τούτου “  ο μήτε ενεδέχετο μήτε 
ενδέχεται, τούτο ούκ έστιν άτοπον ούτε δε ενεδέ- 
χετο ούτε ενδέχεται τό ό ιατρός, καθό ιατρός εστι, 
φονεύει <ούκ άρα άτοπόν εστι τό ό ιατρός, καθό

231 ιατρός εστι, φονεύει}.1”  έτι δε άδηλον ούτως 
“  οίιχί καί ήρώτηκά τ ί  σε πρώτον, καί ούχί οι 
αστέρες άρτιοί είσιν ήρώτηκα δέ τ ί  σε πρώ τον  
οί άρα αστέρες άρτιοί είσιν.”  έτι Se άπρόσδεκτον 
άλλως, ώς οί λεγόμενοι σολοικίζοντες λόγοι, οΐον 
“  ο βλέπεις, έσ τιν  βλέπεις δέ φρενιτικόν έστιν
V I / υ  <ί Λ f A  V f A  ηapa φρενιτικόν. o opas, έσ τιν  ορας οε ψλεγ· 

μαίνοντα τόπ ον  έστιν άρα φλεγμαίνοντα τόπον. ”
232 Είτα μέντοι καί τάς επιλύσεις αυτών [όράν ήτοι] 

παριστάν έπιχειροΰσι, λέγοντες επί μεν τοΰ πρώτου 
σοφίσματος ότι άλλο διά τών λημμάτων συγ- 
κεχώρηται καί άλλο έπενήνεκται. συγκεχώρηται 
γάρ τό μη πίνεσθαι κατηγόρημα, καί είναι κατη
γόρημα τό άφίνθιον πίνειν, ούκ αυτό τό άφίνθιον. 
διό δέον επιφέρειν “  ούδείς άρα πίνει τό άφίνθιον

1 <ονκ . . . φονεύει} add. cj. Bekk.

β Or “ meaningless.” The Stoics held that every “ judge
ment” or “ proposition” (αξίωμα) was significant; so the
804

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 229-232

differences and their solutions. They declare that a 
sophism is “  a plausible argument cunningly framed 
to induce acceptance o f the inference, it being either 
false or resembling what is false or non-evident or 
otherwise unacceptable.”  It is false, for example, 230 
in the case o f the sophism “  Nobody offers one a 
predicate to drink; but * to drink absinth ’ is a 
predicate ; nobody therefore offers one absinth to 
drink.”  Or again, it may resemble the false, as in 
this case—“ What neither was nor is possible is not 
absurd®; but it neither was nor is possible for a doctor, 
qua doctor, to murder ; therefore it is not absurd that 
a doctor, qua doctor, should murder.”  Or again, it 231 
may be non-evident, as thus—“  It is not true both 
that I have asked you a question first and that the 
stars are not even in number ; but I have asked you 
a'question first; therefore the stars are even.”  Or 
again, it may be otherwise unacceptable, like the 
so-called solecistic6 arguments, such as—“ That at 
which you look exists ; but you have a frenzied look ; 
therefore ‘ frenzied ’ exists ”  ; or “  What you gaze at 
exists ; but you gaze at an inflamed spot; therefore 
‘ at an inflamed spot ’ exists.”

Moreover, they attempt also to set forth solutions 232 
of the sophisms, saying in the case of the first sophism 
that one thing is established by the premisses and 
another inferred in the conclusion. For it is estab
lished that a predicate is not drunk and that “ to drink 
absinth ”  is a predicate, but not “  absinth ” by 
itself. Hence, whereas one ought to infer “  Nobody
proposition “ this is not possible ” is not άτοπον, in this sense 
of the word.

6 i.e. ungrammatical, involving the use of an adjective for 
a noun, the accusative for the nominative case (as here τόνον 
for τόποή, and the like. Of. Aristot. Soph. E l. cc. 14, 32.
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/ 99 ft > \ > \  Λ  / » /TTiveiV) 07T€p eariv αληυ€ς, €π€νην€κται ουοεις

άρα άφίνθιον π ίνει" δπερ εστι φεΰδος, ον συναγό-
233 μενον εκ τω ν συγκεχωρημενων λημμάτων, επί 

δε του δεύτερον δτι δοκεΐ μεν επι φεΰδος άπάγειν 
ώς ποιεΐν τούς άνεπιστάτους δκνεΐν αύτω συγ- 
κατατίθεσθαι, συνάγει δε αληθές, το “  ούκ άρα 
άτοπόν εστι το 6 ιατρός, καθό Ιατρός εστι, 
φονεύει.”  ούδεν γάρ αξίωμα άτοπόν εστιν, αξίωμα 
be eart το ο ιατρός, κααο ιατρός εστι, (povevei ·

234 διό ουδέ τούτο άτοπον. ή δε επϊ το άδηλον 
απαγωγή φασιν δτι εκ τοΰ γένους των μεταπιπ- 
τόντων εστίν. μηδενός γάρ προηρωτημενου κατά 
την ύπόθεσιν τό αποφατικόν της συμπλοκής αληθές 
γίνεται, φενδοΰς τής συμπλοκής οϋσης παρά τό 
εμπεπλεχθαι φεΰδος τό  “  ήρώτηκά τ ί  σε πρώτον ”  
εν αυτή. μετά  δε τό ερωτηθήναι τό αποφατικόν 
τής συμπλοκής, τής προσλήφεως άληθοΰς γινό
μενης, “  ήρώτηκα δε τί σε πρώτον,”  διά το  
ήρωτήσθαι προ τής προσλήφεως τό αποφατικόν 
τής συμπλοκής ή τοΰ αποφατικού τής συμπλοκής 
πρότασις γίνεται φευδής τοΰ εν τώ  σνμπεπλεγμενω 
φευδους γενομενου άληθοΰς· ώς μηδέποτε δννασθαι 
συναχθήναι τό  συμπέρασμα μή συνυπάρχοντος τοΰ

235 άποφατικοΰ τής συμπλοκής τή  προσλήφει. τους  
δε τελευταίους, φασίν ενιοι,1 τούς σολοικίζοντας 
λόγους άτόπως επάγεσθαι* παρά την συνήθειαν.

Τοιαντα μεν οΰν τινες διαλεκτικοί φασι περί 
σοφισμάτων (καί γάρ άλλοι άλλα λεγουσιν) · ταΰτα

1 (ριοι ΜΤ: tvdα L, Bekk.
* έττάγ(σθαι Τ ί iirdyew mss., Bekk.
• i.e. meaningless—a Stoic dictum. 
h i.e. the third Sophism, in § 231.
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therefore drinks the ‘ to drink absinth,’ ” which 
is true, the inference drawn is “  Nobody therefore 
drinks absinth,” which is false, as not deduced from 
the established premisses. And as regards the 233 
second sophism, they explain that while it seems to 
lead in a false direction, so that it makes the inatten
tive hesitate in assenting to it, its conclusion is true, 
namely “ It is not therefore absurd that the doctor, 
qua doctor, should murder.”  For no judgement 
is absurd,® and “ the doctor, qua doctor, murders ” 
is a judgement, so that neither is it absurd. And 234 
the method of leading up to the non-evident6 deals, 
they say, with the class of things that are variable/
For when, according to the assumption, no previous 
question has been asked, the negation of the con
junctive premiss is true, the conjunctive or major 
premiss being false because of its inclusion of the false 
clause. “  I have asked you a question first.” But 
after the negation of the major has been asked, as the 
minor premiss “  I have asked you a question first ” 
has become true, owing to the fact that the negation 
of the major has been asked before the minor premiss, 
the first clause in the negation of the major becomes 
false while the false clause in the major has become 
true ; so that it is never possible for the conclusion 
to be deduced if the negation of the major premiss 
does not co-exist with the minor premiss. And as 235 
to the last class—the solecistic arguments—some 
declare that they are introduced absurdly, contrary to 
linguistic usage.

Such are the statements made by some of the 
Dialecticians concerning sophisms—though others

* i.e. judgements which change from truth to falsehood; 
cf. Diog. Laert. vii. 76.

VOL. i  M 3 0 7



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

δε τάς μέν των είκαιοτέρων άκοάς ίσως δύναται 
γαργαλίζειν, περιττά δέ εστι καί μάτην αύτοϊς 
πειτονημένα. και τούτο δυνατόν μεν ίσως καί απο 
των ήδη λ η γ μ έ ν ω ν  ήμΐν όράν ύπεμνήσαμεν γαρ 
ότι μη δύναται τό αληθές και τό φεΰδος κατα τους 
διαλ€Κτικούς καταλαμβάνεσθαι, ττοικίλως tc άλλως 
καί τω  τα  μαρτύρια της συλλογιστικής δυναμ€ως 
αυτών, την άπόδειζιν και τους αναπόδεικτους δια-

236 τρέπεσθαι λόγους, είς δε τον προκείμενον τόπον 
Ιδίως και άλλα μέν πολλά λέγειν ενεστιν, ώς δε 
εν συντόμω νυν τόδε λεκτέον.

"Οσα μέν σοφίσματα ιδίως η διαλεκτική δυνασθαι 
δοκεΐ διελέγχειν, τούτων η διάλυσις άχρηστος 
έστιν· όσων δε η διάλυσις χρησιμεύει, ταΰτα ο μεν 
διαλεκτικός ούκ αν διαλύσειεν, οί δε εν έκαστη 
τέχνη την επί των πραγμάτων παρακολούθησιν

237 εσχηκότες. ευθέως γοΰν, ΐνα ενός η δευτέρου 
μνησθώμεν παραδείγματος, ερωτηθέντος ιατρω 
τοιούτου σοφίσματος “  κατά τάς νοσους εν ταΐς 
παρακμαΐς την τε ποικίλην δίαιταν καί τον οίνον 
δοκιμαστέον επί πάσης δε τυπώσεως νόσου προ 
της πρώτης διατρίτου πάντως γίνεται παρακμή’ 
άναγκαΐον άρα προ της πρώτης διατρίτου την τε 
ποικίλην δίαιταν καί τον οίνον ώς τό πολύ παρα- 
λαμβάνειν ”  6 μέν διαλεκτικός ούδέν αν είπεΐν εχοι 
προς διάλυσιν τοΰ λόγου, καίτοι χρησίμην ουσαν,

238 ό δέ ιατρός διαλύσεται τό σόφισμα, είδώς οτι 
παρακμή λέγεται δίχως η τε  τοΰ όλου νοσήματος 
καί ή εκάστης έπιτάσεως μερικής από της ακμής

“ Cf. §§ 80 ff. supra. * Cf. §§ 144 ff., 156 ff.
* The “ Methodic ” School of medicine held that the pro

gress of a disease was marked by three-day periods of increas- 
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indeed make other statements ; and what they say 
may be able, perhaps, to tickle the ears of the casual 
hearer, superfluous though it is and the result of vain 
labour on their part. Probably this can be seen from 
what we have said already a ; for we have shown that 
truth and falsehood, according to the Dialecticians, 
cannot be apprehended, and that by a variety of 
arguments as well as by the refutation o f their 
evidences for the validity o f the syllogism, namely 
proof and axiomatic arguments.6 And there are 236 
many other special objections bearing on the topic 
before us which we might mention, but now, for 
brevity’s sake, we mention only this one.

As regards all the sophisms which dialectic seems 
peculiarly able to expose, their exposure is useless ; 
whereas in all cases where the exposure is useful, it 
is not the dialectician who will expose them but the 
experts in each particular art who grasp the con
nexion o f the facts. Thus, for instance, to mention 237 
one or two examples, if a sophism such as this were 
propounded—“  In diseases, at the stages o f abate
ment, a varied diet and wine are to be approved; 
but in every type o f disease an abatement inevitably 
occurs before the first third day c ; it is necessary, 
therefore, to take for the most part a varied diet 
and wine before the first third day,” —in this case 
the dialectician would be unable to assist in exposing 
the argument, useful though the exposure would be, 
but the doctor will expose the sophism, since he 238 
knows that the term “  abatement ”  is used in two 
senses, o f the general “  abatement ”  in the disease 
and o f the tendency to betterment after the crisis in
ing (up to the crisis) or decreasing severity; for the former 
they prescribed a light diet.
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ροπή προς το κρεισσον, και προ μ ε  τής πρώτης 
διατρίτον ώς το πολύ γίνεται παρακμή ή της επι- 
τάσεως της μερικής, τήν Sc ποικίλην δίαιταν ούκ 
εν ταντη δοκιμάζομε άλλ’ εν τή παρακμή τοΰ  
ολου νοσήματος, δθεν και διηρτήσθαι λεζει τα  
λήμματα του λόγον, ετερας μ ε  παρακμής iv τω  
προτερω λήμματι λαμβανομενης, τοντεστι τής τον  
ολον πάθονς, ετερας δε iv τω  δεντερω, τοντόστι 
τής μερικής.

239 ΐΐάλιν tc επί τίνος πνρεσσοντος κατά πνκνωσιν 
επιτεταμεην ερωτηθεντος τοΰ τοιοντον λόγον “  τα  
εναντία τω ν εναντίων ιάματα εσ τιν  εναντίον δε 
τή νποκειμενη πνρώσει το φνχρόν κατάλληλον 
άρα τή νποκειμενη πνρώσει τό φνχρόν ’ ’ 6 μεν

240 διαλεκτικός ήσνχάσει, 6 δε ιατρός είδώς τίνα μ ε  
εστιν προηγονμενως προσεχή πάθη, τίνα δε σνμ- 
πτώματα τούτων, ερεΐ μή επί των σνμπτωμάτων 
προκόπτειν τον λόγον (αμελεί γοΰν προς τήν επί- 
χνσιν τοΰ φνχρόν πλείονα γίνεσθαι σνμβαίνειν τήν 
πνρωσιν) άλλ’ επί των προσεχών παθών, και τήν 
μεν στεγνωσιν είναι προσεχή, ήτις ον την πνκνωσιν 
άλλα τον χαλαστικόν τρόπον τής επιμελείας απαιτεί, 
τό Sc τής επακολονθονσης θερμασίας ον προηγον
μενως πρόσεχες, δθεν μηδε τό κατάλληλον είναι 
δοκονν αντή.

241 Και όντως μ ε  επί τοΐς σοφίσμασι τοΐς χρησίμως 
άπαιτοΰσι τήν διάλνσιν ον δ ε  εζει λεγειν 6 διαλεκ-

0 Cf. Hippocrates, De flat. 2 ; for morbid “ contraction ” 
counteracted by “ dilatation”  or “ relaxation” cf. i. 238. 
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the strained local conditions, and this improvement 
in the local strain generally occurs before the first 
third day, but it is not for this but for the general 
abatement in the disease that we recommend the 
varied diet. Consequently he will say that the 
premisses are discordant, since one kind of “  abate
ment ”  is adopted in the first premiss, namely that 
of the general condition, and another—that o f the 
local condition—in the second premiss.

Again, in the case of one who suffers from fever 239 
due to aggravated “  contraction ”  or obstruction, if 
an argument is propounded in the form— “ Opposites 
are cures of opposites a ; cold is the opposite of the 
present feverish condition ; therefore cold is the 
treatment which corresponds to the present feverish 
condition,”—here again the dialectician will keep 
silence, but the doctor, since he knows what morbid 240 
states are fundamentally persistent and what are 
symptoms of such states, will declare that the argu
ment does not apply to the symptoms (not to mention 
the fact that the result of the application o f cold is 
to aggravate the feverish condition) but to the per
sistent morbid states, and that the constipation is 
persistent but requires an expansive method of treat
ment rather than contraction, whereas the resultant 
symptom of inflammation is not fundamentally per
sistent, nor (consequently) is the state o f cold which 
seems to correspond thereto.

Thus, as regards sophisms the exposure of which 241 
is useful, the dialectician will not have a word to say,
By “ corresponding”  is meant the appropriate “ counter
acting ”  remedy. The “  persistent ”  or “  deep-seated ”  
(ττροσβχή) morbid states are distinguished from the super
ficial “  symptoms ”  which the Methodic School disregarded 
as accidentals.
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τικός, έρωτήσας δέ ήμΐν τοιουτους λόγους “  εί 
ούχί και καλά κέρατα έχεις και κέρατα έχεις, 
κέρατα έχεις· ούχι δε καλά κέρατα έχεις και κέρατα

242 έχεις· κέρατα άρα έχεις .”  “  εΐ κινείται τι, ήτοι 
εν φ  έστι το πω κινείται, ή έν φ ονκ εστιν· ούτε 
δε εν φ έστιν, μένει γάρ, ούτε εν φ μη έσ τιν  
πώς γάρ άν ένεργοίη τι εν εκείνω εν φ μηδέ την

243 άρχην έστιν;  ονκ άρα κινείται τ ι .”  “  ήτοι το ον 
γίνεται η το μη ον. το μεν οΰν ον ού γίνεται, 
έστι γάρ· άλΧ ουδέ το μη o r  το μεν γάρ γινό
μενον πάσχει τι, τό δέ μη ον ού πάσχει, ούδέν

244 άρα γίνεται.”  "  η χιών ύδωρ έστι πεπηγός· μέλαν 
δέ το ύδωρ εσ τιν  μέλαινα άρα έστιν ή χιών.”

Καί τοιουτους τινάς άθροίσας ϋθλους συνάγει 
τάς όφρΰς, καί προχειρίζεται την διαλεκτικήν, καί 
πάνυ σεμνώς έπιχειρεΐ κατασκευάζειν ήμΐν δι 
αποδείξεων συλλογιστικών ότι γίνεται τι καί ότι 
κινείται τι καί ότι ή χιών έστι λευκή καί ότι κέρατα 
ούκ έχομεν, καίτοι γε άρκούντος ίσως του την 
ένάργειαν αύτοΐς άντιτιθέναι προς τό θραυεσθαι την 
διαβεβαιωτικήν θέσιν αυτών διά τής έκ τώ ν  
φαινομένων ίσοσθενοΰς αυτών άντιμαρτυρήσεως. 
ταϋτά τοι καί έρωτηθείς φιλόσοφος τον κατά της 
κινήσεως λόγον σιωπών περιεπάτησεν, καί οι κατα 
τον βίον άνθρωποι πεζάς τε καί διαποντίους στέλ- 
λονται πορείας κατασκευάζουσί τε ναΰς καί οικίας

β The ceratine or “ Horn-fallacy ” (invented by the 
Megarics, cf. Diog. Laert. ii. Ill, vi. 39) is generally put in 
a simpler form—“ If you have not lost anything, you have 
it; you have not lost horns, therefore you have horns ” (a 
joke aimed at cuckolds, thinks Fabricius). Sextus’s com
plex syllogism seems much more clumsy (if the text is right).
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but he will propound for us arguments such as these e 
—** I f it is not so that you both have fair horns and 
have horns, you have horns ; but it is not so that 
you have fair horns and have horns ; therefore you 
have horns.”  “  I f  a thing moves, it moves either in 242 
the spot where it is or where it is n o t ; but it moves 
neither in the spot where it is (for it is at rest) nor 
in that where it is not (for how could a thing be 
active in a spot where it does not so much as exist ?); 
therefore nothing moves.”  b ”  Either the existent 243 
becomes or the non-existent; now the existent does 
not become (for it exists); nor yet does the non
existent (for the becoming is passive but the non
existent is not passive); therefore nothing becomes.” *
“  Snow is frozen water ; but water is black ; there- 244 
fore snow is black.”  a

And when he has made a collection o f such trash 
he draws his eyebrows together, and expounds 
Dialectic and endeavours very solemnly to establish 
for us by syllogistic proofs that a thing becomes, a 
thing moves, snow is white, and we do not have 
horns, although it is probably sufficient to confront 
the trash with the plain fact in order to smash up 
their positive affirmation by means o f the equipollent 
contradictory evidence derived from appearances. 
Thus, in fact, a certain philosopher/ when the argu
ment against motion was put to him, without a word 
started to walk about; and people who follow the usual 
way o f life proceed on journeys by land and sea and

6 Cf. § 245, iii. 7, and Adv. Gramm. 311, where this argu
ment is ascribed to Diodorus the Megaric.

* In Adv. Log. i. 71 this argument is ascribed to Gorgias.
* Anaxagoras held this notion about snow, cf. i. 33.
* Diogenes the Cynic (Diog. Laert vi. 39); see iii. 66. 

Cf. Boswell’s story of how Dr. Johnson refuted Berkeley.
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καί παιδοποιοΰνται τω ν κατά τής κινήσεως και
245 γενεσεως άμελοΰντες λόγων. φέρεται Be και 

'Η ροφίλου του Ιατρού χαρίεν άπομνημονευμα · 
συνεχρόνισε γάρ ούτος Διοδώρω, δς εναπειροκαλών 
τή διαλεκτική λόγους διεζήει σοφιστικούς ̂  κατα 
τ€ άλλων πολλών και τής κινήσεως. ως ουν εκ
βολών πore ώμον 6 Διόδωρος ήκε θεραπευθησομενος 
ώς τον  *Ηρόφιλον, εχαριεντίσατο εκείνος ̂  προς 
αυτόν λόγων “  ήτοι εν ω ήν τόπω ο ώμος ων εκ- 
πεπτωκεν, ή εν ώ ούκ ήν' ούτε δε εν ω ην ούτε 
εν ώ ούκ ήν' ούκ άρα εκπεπτωκεν,”  ώς τον σοφι
στήν λιπαρεΐν εάν μεν τούς τοιούτους λογους, την 
δε εζ ιατρικής άρμόζουσαν αύτώ προσαγειν θερα-

246 πείαν. αρκεί γάρ, οΐμαι, τό εμπείρως τε καί αδο- 
ζάστως κατά τάς κοινάς τηρήσεις τε και προλήψεις  ̂
βιοΰν, περί των εκ δογματικής περιεργιας και 
μάλιστα εξω τής βιωτικής χρείας λεγομένων 
επεχοντας. εί ουν όσα μεν εύχρήστως αν επιλυθειη, 
ταϋτα ούκ αν διαλύσαιτο ή διαλεκτική, όσα δε 
επιλύεσθαι δοίη τις άν ίσως ύπ* αύτής σοφίσματα, 
τούτων ή διάλυσις άχρηστός εστιν, άχρηστός εστι 
κατά την επίλυσιν των σοφισμάτων ή διαλεκτική.

247 Και απ’ αυτών δε τω ν παρά τοΐς διαλεκτικοΐς 
λεγομένων όρμώμενός τις ούτως αν συντομως 
ύπομνήσειε περιττά είναι τά  περί τω ν σοφισμάτων 
παρ' αύτοΐς δη τεχνολογούμενα, επί την τέχνην 
την διαλεκτικήν φασιν ώρμηκεναι οι διαλεκτικοί 
ούχ απλώς ύπερ του γνώναι τι εκ τίνος συνάγεται,

β A famous anatomist of Cos, circa 300 b .c. For Diodorus
Cronos cf. i. 234.

6 This refers back to the end of § 244, § 245 being paren
thetic.
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build ships and houses and beget children without pay
ing any attention to the arguments against motion 
and becoming. And we are told of an amusing retort 245 
made by the physician Herophilus α : he was a con
temporary of Diodorus who, being given to juggling 
with dialectic, used to promulgate sophistical argu
ments against motion as well as many other things.
So when Diodorus had dislocated his shoulder he 
came to Herophilus to get treated, and the latter 
jestingly said to him—“ Your shoulder has been put 
out either in the place where it was or where it was 
n o t; but it was put out neither where it was nor 
where it was n o t ; therefore it has not been put 
out ”  ; so that the Sophist begged him to leave such 
arguments alone and apply the treatment prescribed 
by medical art as suitable to his case. For * * 6 it is, I 248 
think, sufficient to conduct one’s life empirically and 
undogmatically in accordance with the rules and 
beliefs that are commonly accepted, suspending judge
ment regarding the statements derived from dogmatic 
subtlety and furthest removed from the usage of 
life.0 If, then, dialectic would fail to expose any of 
the sophisms which might usefully be exposed, while 
the exposure o f all the sophisms which we might 
perhaps grant it capable of exposing is useless, 
then in respect of the exposure o f sophisms dialectic 
is useless.

Starting even from the actual statements made by 247 
the dialecticians one might show concisely in this wise 
that their technical arguments about sophisms are 
superfluous. The dialecticians assert that they have 
resorted to the art o f dialectic not simply for the sake 
o f ascertaining what is deduced from what but chiefly

e The traditional Sceptic attitude, cf. i. 15, 23 ff., etc.
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άλλα προηγουμένως υπέρ τοΰ δι αποδεικτικών 
λόγων τά άληθή και τά ψευδή κρίνειν έπίστασθαι· 
λέγουσι γοΰν είναι την διαλεκτικήν επιστήμην άλη-

248 θών και ψευδών και ουδετέρων, επει τοίνυν αυτοί 
φασιν άληθη λόγον είναι τον  δι* αληθών λημμάτων 
αληθές συνάγοντα συμπέρασμα, άμα τώ  έρω- 
τηθήναι λόγον ψευδός έχοντα το συμπέρασμα 
είσόμεθα οτι ψευδής εστιν και ου συγκαταθησόμεθα 
αύτώ. ανάγκη γάρ και αυτόν τον λόγον ήτοι μη 
είναι συνακτικόν ή μηδέ τά  λήμματα εχειν αληθή.

249 και τούτο δήλον εκ τώνδε. ήτοι ακολουθεί τό εν 
τώ  λόγω ψευδές συμπέρασμα τή  διά τών λημ
μάτων αύτοΰ συμπλοκή ή ούκ ακολουθεί, άλλ* 
εί μέν ούκ ακολουθεί, ουδέ συνακτικός λόγος εσται* 
λέγουσι γάρ συνακτικόν γίνεσθαι λόγον όταν ακό
λουθή τή  διά τών λημμάτων αύτοΰ συμπλοκή τό 
εν αύτώ συμπέρασμα, εί δε ακολουθεί, ανάγκη 
και την διά τών λημμάτων συμπλοκήν είναι ψευδή 
κατά τάς αυτών εκείνων τεχνολογίας· φασί γάρ 
οτι τό ψευδός ψευδει μέν ακολουθεί, άληθει δέ

250 ούδαμώς. οτι δε ο μη συνακτικός ή μη αληθής 
λόγος κατά αύτούς ούδέ αποδεικτικός εστιν, δήλον 
εκ τώ ν έμπροσθεν είρημένων.

Εί τοίνυν ερωτηθέντος λόγου εν ω ψεϋδός εστι 
το συμπέρασμα, αύτόθεν γινώσκομεν ότι ούκ εστιν 
αληθής ούδέ συνακτικός 6 λόγος, εκ τοΰ συμ
πέρασμα εχειν ψευδές, ού συγκαταθησόμεθα αύτώ, 
καν μή γινώσκωμεν παρά τ ι τό  απατηλόν εχει. 
ώσπερ γάρ ουδ* οτι αληθή εστι τά  υπό τών ψηφο- 
παικτών γινόμενα συγκατατιθέμεθα, άλλ ισμεν

8 1 6

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, II. 247-250

for the sake of knowing how to discern the true and 
the false by means of probative arguments. Thus 
they declare that dialectic is “  the science of what is 
true and false and neither.”  Since, then, they assert 248 
that a true argument is one which draws a true con
clusion by means of true premisses,® when an argu
ment is propounded which has a false conclusion we 
shall at once know that it is false and shall not yield 
it assent. For the argument itself must either be 
illogical or contain premisses that are not true. The 249 
following considerations show this clearly : The false 
conclusion in the argument either follows from the 
combination formed by its premisses, or it does not 
so follow. But if it does not so follow, neither will 
the argument be logically sound; for an argument, 
they say, is logically sound when its conclusion follows 
from the combination formed by its premisses. If, 
again, it does so follow, then—according to their own 
technical treatises—the combination formed by its 
premisses must necessarily be false; for they say that 
the false follows from the false and nohow from the true.6 
And from what we have already saide it is plain that 250 
according to them the argument which is not logically 
sound or not true is not probative either.

If, then, when an argument is propounded with a 
false conclusion we know at once that the argument 
is neither true nor logically sound, because of its false 
conclusion, we shall not assent to it, even if we fail 
to see wherein the fallacy lies. For just as we refuse 
our assent to the truth of the tricks performed by 
jugglers and know that they are deluding us, even

• Cf. §§ 137 IF.
* Cf. Aristot. Anal. pr. ii. 2 ; Diog. Laert. vii. 81.

* Cf. § 139.
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ότι άπατώσιν καν μη γινώσκωμεν όπως άπατώσιν, 
ούτως ουδέ τοΐς φευΒεσι μεν πιθανοΐς Be είναι 
Βοκοϋσι λόγοις πειθόμεθα, καν μη γινώσκωμεν 
όπως παραλογίζονται.

251 *Η επεί ον μόνον επί φεΰΒος άπάγειν το σόφισμά
φασιν1 άλλα και επί άλλας άτοπίας, κοινότερον 
οντω συνερωτητεον. 6 ερωτώμενος λόγος ήτοι
επί τι άπρόσΒεκτον ημάς άγει η επί τι τοιοΰτον 
ως χρήναι αυτό προσΒεχεσθαι. άλλ’ εί μεν το  
Βευτερον, ούκ άτόπως αύτω συγκαταθησόμεθα · 
εί Be επί τ ι  άπρόσΒεκτον, ούχ ημάς τη άτοπια 
Βεήσει σνγκατατίθεσθαι προπετώς Βιά την πιθα
νότητα, άλλ’ εκείνους άφίστασθαι του λόγου τοϋ  
τοΐς άτόποις αναγκάζοντας σνγκατατίθεσθαι, ειγε 
μη ληρεΐν παιΒαριωΒώς άλλα τάληθη ζητεΐν, ώς

252 νπισχνοϋνται, προηρηνται. ώσπερ γάρ εί όΒός 
ειη επί τινα κρημνόν φερουσα, ούκ ώθοΰμεν αυτούς 
εις τον κρημνόν Βιά τό όΒόν τινα είναι φερουσαν 
επ’ αυτόν, άλλ’ άφιστάμεθα της 6Βοΰ Βιά τον 
κρημνόν, οϋτω καί εί λόγος ειη επί τι όμολογου- 
μενως άτοπον ημάς άπάγων, ούχί τω  άτόπω σ υγ 
καταθησόμεθα Βιά τον λόγον, άλλ’ άποστησόμεθα

253 τοϋ λόγον Βιά την άτοπίαν. όταν ούν ούτως ημΐν 
συνερωτάται λόγος, καθ’ εκάστην πρότασιν εφ- 
εζομεν, εΐτα τοϋ όλου συνερωτηθεντός λόγου τά  
Βοκονντα επάζομεν.

Και ειγε οι περί τον Χρύσιππον Βογματικοί εν 
τη συνερωτήσει τοϋ σωρίτον προϊόντος τοϋ λόγοι 

1 τ ό  σόφισμά φασιν Τ : tois σοφίσμασιν m s s . ,  Bekk.

β The fallacy of the “ Heap ” (acervalis), so-called because 
commonly framed thus: “ This is a heap of grain: take away 
one grain—two grains—three grains, and so on—is it still a 
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if we do not know how they do it, so likewise we 
refuse to believe arguments which, though seemingly 
plausible, are false, even when we do not know how 
they are fallacious.

Further, since the sophism leads, they say, not only 251 
to falsehood but also to other absurdities, we must 
discuss it more at large. The argument propounded 
leads us either to an inadmissible conclusion or to one 
of such a sort that we must needs admit it. In the 
latter case we shall assent to it without absurdity ; 
but if it leads to what is inadmissible, it is not we that 
ought to yield hasty assent to the absurdity because 
of its plausibility, but it is they that ought to abstain 
from the argument which constrains them to assent 
to absurdities, if  they really choose to seek truth, as 
they profess, rather than drivel like children. Thus, 252 
suppose there were a road leading up to a chasm, we 
do not push ourselves into the chasm j ust because there 
is a road leading to it but we avoid the road because 
of the chasm ; so, in the same way, if there should be 
an argument which leads us to a confessedly absurd 
conclusion, we shall not assent to the absurdity just 
because of the argument but avoid the argument 
because of the absurdity. So whenever such an 253 
argument is propounded to us we shall suspend 
judgement regarding each premiss, and when finally 
the whole argument is propounded we shall draw 
what conclusions we approve.

And if the Dogmatists of the School of Chrysippus 
declare that when the “ Sorites ” a is being propounded
heap?” Or ‘‘ Does one grain make a heap? Or, if not,
2,3 ,. . . a: grains?” The essence of the fallacy is that “ aliqu id 
minutatim et gradatim additur aut demitur ” (Cicero, Lucull.
16). In modern Logic “ Sorites ” denotes a chain of syllogisms 
in which all the conclusions save the last are suppressed.
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φασί δεΐν ΐστασθαι καί επεχειν, ινα μη εκπεσωσιν 
εις άτοπίαν, πολύ δήπου μάλλον άν ήμΐν άρμόζον 
εΐη σκεπτικοΐς οΰσιν, ύποπτεύουσιν ατοπίαν, μη 
προπίπτειν κατά τάς συνερωτήσεις των λημμάτων, 
άλλ’ επεχειν καθ' έκαστον εως της όλης συνε ρω -

254 τήσεως του λόγου, καί ημείς μεν άδοζάστως από 
της βιωτικής τηρήσεως όρμώμενοι τούς απατηλούς 
ούτως εκκλίνομεν λόγους, οί δογματικοί δε 
άδυνάτως εζουσι διακρΐναι το σόφισμα από του 
δεόντως δοκοΰντος ερωτάσθαι λόγου, εΐγε χρή 
δογματικώς αυτούς επικρΐναι καί δτι συνακτικόν 
εστι τό σχήμα του λόγου καί δτι τα  λήμματά εστιν

255 αληθή ή ούχ ούτως εχει· ύπεμνήσαμεν γάρ έμ
προσθεν δτι ούτε τούς συνακτικούς λόγους δύνανται 
καταλαμβάνειν ούτε αληθές είναι τι κρίνειν οΐοι 
τε είσι, μήτε κριτήριον μήτε άπόδειξιν όμολογου- 
ιχενως εχοντες, ώς εκ τω ν λεγομένων ύπ αυτών
7 , / Λ f  * 5»εκείνων υπεμνησαμεν. παρελκει ουν οσον επι
τούτοις ή θρυλουμενη παρά τοΐς διαλεκτικοΐς περί 
των σοφισμάτων τεχνολογία.

256 Παραπλήσια δε καί επί τής διαστολής τω ν  
αμφιβολιών λεγομεν. εί γάρ ή αμφιβολία λεξις 
εστί δύο καί πλείω σημαίνουσα και αι λεζεις 
σήμαίνουσι θεσει, δσας μεν χρήσιμον εστιν αμφι
βολίας διαλύεσθαι, τουτεστι τάς εν τινι των εμ
πειριών, ταύτας οί καθ' εκάστην τέχνην εγγεγυμ- 
νασμενοι διαλύσονται, την εμπειρίαν εχοντες αυτοί 
τής ύπ* αυτών πεποιημενης θετικής χρήσεως των  
ονομάτων κατά τών σημαινομενων, ο δε διαλεκ-

257 τικός ούδαμώς, οΐον ώς επί ταύτης τής αμφιβολίας
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they ought to halt while the argument is still proceeding 
and suspend judgement,to avoid falling into absurdity, 
much more, surely, would it be fitting for us, who are 
Sceptics, when we suspect absurdity, to give no hasty 
approval of the premisses propounded but rather to 
suspend judgement about each until the completion 
of the whole series which forms the argument. And 254 
whereas we, by starting undogmatically from the 
observation of practical life, thus avoid these fallacious 
arguments, the Dogmatists will not be in a position 
to distinguish the Sophism from the argument which 
seems to be correctly propounded, seeing that they 
have to pronounce dogmatically that the form of the 
argument is, or is not, logically sound and also that 
the premisses are, or are not, true. For we have 255 
shown above that they are neither able to apprehend 
the logically valid arguments nor yet capable o f 
deciding that a thing is true, since—as we have shown 
from their own statements—they possess neither a 
Criterion nor a Demonstration that commands general 
agreement. Thus far, then, the technical treatment 
o f Sophisms so much talked of amongst the Dialec
ticians is otiose.

And we say much the same regarding the distin- 256 
guishing o f ambiguities. For if the Ambiguity is a 
word or phrase having two or more meanings, and it 
is by convention α that words have meaning, then all 
such ambiguities as can be usefully cleared up—such, 
that is, as occur in the course of some practical affair— 
will be cleared up, not certainly by the dialectician, 
but by the craftsmen trained in each several art, as 
they have personal experience of the conventional 
way adopted by themselves of using the terms to 
denote the objects signified—as, for example, in the 257
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“  εν ταΐς παρακμαΐς τήν ποικίλην δίαιταν και τον 
οίνον δοκιμαστεον.”  ήδη δε καί κατά τον βίον άχρι 
και τούς παΐδας όρώμεν δ ιαστελλο μόνους αμφι
βολίας, ών η διαστολή χρησιμεύειν αντοΐς δοκεΐ. 
el γοΰν τις ομώνυμους οΐκότας εχων κελεύοι 
παίδιον κληθήναι αύτώ τον Μάνην, el τύχοι, (τούτο 
γάρ τοϋνομα τοΐς οΐκόταις έστω κοινόν) πεύσεται 
6 παΐς ποιον, καί el πλείονας και διαφόρους τις 
οίνους εχων λόγοι τώ  παιδίω “  εγχεόν μοι του 
οίνου πιεΐν,”  ομοίως ό παΐς πεύσετα ι ποιου.

258 ούτως ή εν εκάστοις εμπειρία του χρησίμου την 
διαστολήν εΙσάγει.

"Οσαι μεντοι μή εν τινι των βιωτικών εμπειριών 
είσιν άμφιβολίαι, άλΧ εν δογματικαΐς οΐήσεσι 
κεΐνται καί είσιν ίσως άχρηστοι προς τό άδοξάστως 
βιοΰν, περί ταύτας Ιδίως 6 διαλεκτικός εχων άναγ- 
κασθήσεται και εν αύταΐς ομοίως επεχειν κατά 
τάς σκεπτικάς εφόδους, καθό πράγμασιν άδήλοις 
καί άκαταλήπτοις ή και άνυποστάτοις ίσως είσι

259 συνεζευγμεναι. αλλά περί μεν τούτων και είσαϋθις 
διαλεξόμεθα· el δε τις δογματικός πρός τι τούτων  
άντ ιλόγειν επιχειροίη, κρατύνει τον σκεπτικόν 
λόγον, εκ τής εκατέρωθεν επιχειρήσεως και τής 
άνεπικρίτου διαφωνίας τήν περί των ζητούμενων 
εποχήν και αυτός βεβαιών.

Τοσαΰτα και περί αμφιβολιών είπόντες αυτού 
που περιγράφομεν %και τό δεύτερον τώ ν υπο
τυπώσεων σύνταγμα.

• Cf. § 237.
6 i.e. his special attitude, as a Dogmatist, towards ambigu

ities.
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case of the ambiguity “ In periods of abatement one 
should sanction a varied diet and wine.” 0 And in 
the ordinary affairs of life we see already how people 
—ay, and even the slave-boys— distinguish ambi
guities when they think such distinction is of use. 
Certainly, if a master who had servants named alike 
were to bid a boy called, say, “  Manes ”  (supposing 
this to be common name for a servant) to be sum
moned, the slave-boy will ask “ Which one ? ”  And 
if a man who had several different w;nes were to 
say to his boy “ Pour me out a draught of wine,”  
then too the boy will ask “ Which one ? ” Thus it 258 
is the experience of what is useful in each affair that 
brings about the distinguishing of ambiguities.

All such ambiguities, however, as are not involved 
in the practical experiences of life but in dogmatic 
opinions, and are no doubt useless for a life void of 
dogmatism,—concerning these the Dialectician, in 
his own peculiar position,* 6 will be similarly forced, 
in view of the Sceptic attacks, to suspend judge
ment, in so far as they are probably linked up with 
matters that are non-evident and non-apprehensible, 
or even non-substantial. This subject, however, we 259 
shall discuss later on c ; and if any Dogmatist should 
attempt to refute any of our statements he will be 
strengthening the Sceptic argument by adding support 
to their suspension of judgement about the matters 
in question as a result of our mutual antagonism and 
interminable dissension.

Having said thus much concerning ambiguities we 
now conclude therewith our Second Book of Outlines.

* No such discussion is to be found in the extant works of 
Sextus.
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1 ITept μεν τοΰ λογικού μέρους της λεγομένης 
φιλοσοφίας ώς εν ύποτυπώσει τοσαΰτα αρκούντως 
λεγοιτο αν.

Α'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΤ ΦΤΣΙΚΟΤ ΜΕΡΟΤΣ

Κατά δε τον αυτόν τρόπον της συγγραφής και 
το φυσικόν μέρος αυτής έπιόντες ού προς έκαστον 
των λεγομένων αύτοΐς κατά τόπον άντεροΰμεν, 
αλλά τά  καθολικώτερα κινεΐν έπιχειρήσομεν, οΐς 
συμπεριγράφεται και τά λοιπά, άρζόμεθα δβ από 
τοΰ περί αρχών λόγου.

Β'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΡΧΩΝ ΔΡΑΣΤΙΚΩΝ

Και επειδή παρά τοΐς πλείστοις συμπεφώνηται 
των αρχών τάς μεν ύλικάς είναι τάς δε δραστικός, 
από των δραστικών την αρχήν τοΰ λόγου ποιησό- 
μεθα' ταυτας γάρ και κυριωτέρας τών υλικών 
φασιν είναι.

Γ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΘΕΟΪ

2 Οΰκοΰν έπεί θεόν εΐναι δραστικώτατον αίτιον οι 
πλείονς άπεφήναντο, πρότερον περί θεού σκοπή-

β For the Stoic division of “ Philosophy ” into three parts 
—logic, physics and ethics—see ii. 13. * Cf. ii. 84.
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Concerning the logical division of what is called 1 
“ Philosophy ” ® the foregoing account may suffice by 
way of outline.

Chapter I.—Of the Physical D ivision

Pursuing the same method of exposition in our 
investigation of the Physical division of Philosophy, 
we shall not refute each of their statements in order, 
but we shall endeavour to overthrow those of a more 
general character 6 wherein the rest also are included.

Let us begin with their doctrine of Principles.®

Chapter II.— Of E fficient Principles

Since it is agreed by most that of Principles some 
are material and some efficient, we shall make our 
argument start with the efficient; for these, as they 
assert, are superior to the material.

Chapter III.—Concerning God

Since, then, the majority have declared that God 2 
is a most efficient Cause, let us begin by inquiring

* “ Principles,” or “ origins ” (άρχat), which are assumed to 
explain existence: fundamental realities: here used prac
tically as a synonym for “ Causes ” {αίτια).
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σωμεν, εκείνο προειπόντες δτι τώ  μεν βίω κατ- 
ακολουθοΰντες άδοξάστως φαμεν είναι θεούς καί 
σεβομεν θεούς καί προνοεΐν αυτούς φαμεν, προς 
δε την προπέτειαν των δογματικών τάδε λεγομεν.

Ύών εννοούμενων ημΐν πραγμάτων τάς ουσίας 
επινοεΐν όφείλομεν, οιον εί σώματά εστιν η άσώ- 
ματα. άλλα καί τα εΐδη · ου γάρ αν τις ίππον 
εννοήσαι δυναιτο μη ούχί πρότερον το είδος του 
ίππου μαθών. τό τε εννοουμενον εννοεΐσθαί που

3 οφείλει, επεί οΰν των δογματικών οί μεν σώμά 
φασιν εΐναι τον θεόν οί δε άσώματον, καί οί μεν 
ανθρωποειδή οί δε ου, καί οί μεν εν τόπω οί δε 
ου, καί τών εν τόπω οί μεν εντός κόσμου οί δε 
εκτός, πώς δυνησόμεθα έννοιαν θεού λαμβάνειν 
μήτε ουσίαν εχοντες αύτοΰ όμολογουμενην μήτε 
είδος μήτε τόπον εν ω εΐη; πρότερον γάρ εκείνοι 
όμολογησάτωσάν τε καί συμφωνησάτωσ αν οτι 
τοΐόσδε εστιν ό θεός' εΐτα ημΐν αυτόν ύποτυπω - 
σάμενοι ούτως άζιουτωσαν ημάς έννοιαν θεού λαμ- 
βάνειν. ες όσον δε άνεπικρίτως διαφωνοΰσιν, τ ί  
νοήσομεν ήμεΐς όμολογουμενως παρ' αυτών ούκ 
εχομεν.

4 Ά λ λ * * άφθαρτόν τι, φασί, καί μακάριον εννοήσας, 
τον θεόν εΐναι τούτο νόμιζε, τούτο δε εστιν εϋηθες· 
ώς γάρ 6 μη είδώς τον Αιώνα ουδέ τά συμβεβη- 
κότα αύτώ ώς Αίωνι δυναται νοείν, ούτως επεί

°  Cf. A d v . Phys. i. 13 if. It is argued here (1) that God is 
not “ conceived,” §§ 2-5 ; nor (2) “ apprehended,” §§ 6-11. 
C f. § 218 infra.

b Literally “ life ”  ; cf. i. 23 f.
* “ Substances ”  in the logical sense, as opposed to 

“  properties.”
d The Stoics held God to be “  corporeal,”  not “  of human 
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about God,® first premising that although, following 
the ordinary view,6 we affirm undogmatically that 
Gods exist and reverence Gods and ascribe to them 
foreknowledge, yet as against the rashness of the 
Dogmatists we argue as follows.

When we conceive objects we ought to form con
ceptions of their substances0 as well, as, for instance, 
whether they are corporeal or incorporeal. And also 
of their forms ; for no one could conceive “  Horse ”  
unless he had first learnt the horse’s form. And 
of course the object conceived must be conceived 
<as existing> somewhere. Since, then, some of the 3 
Dogmatists assert that God is corporeal, others that 
he is incorporeal, and some that he has human form, 
others not, and some that he exists in space, others 
n o t ; and of those who assert that he is in space some 
put him inside the world, others outside d ; how shall 
we be able to reach a conception of God when we have 
no agreement about his substance or his form or his 
place of abode ? Let them first agree and consent 
together that God is of such and such a nature, and 
then, when they have sketched out for us that nature, 
let them require that we should form a conception of 
God. But so long as they disagree interminably, we 
cannot say what agreed notion we are to derive 
from them.

But, say they,e wffien you have conceived of a Being 4 
imperishable and blessed, regard this as God. But 
this is foolish ; for just as one who does not know Dion 
is unable also to conceive the properties which belong 
to him as Dion, so also when we do not know the
form,”  “ inside the world ”  ; the Epicureans, “ corporeal,”
“ of human form,” “ outside the world ” ; Aristotle, “ incor
poreal ” and “  not in space.”  Cf. § 218 infra.

* i.e. the Stoics and Epicurus, cf. § 219 infra.
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ούκ ΐσμεν την ουσίαν του θεού, ουδέ τα  συμβεβη- 
κότα αύτω μαθεΐν τε και εννόησαν δυνησόμεθα. 

δ χωρίς δ'ε τούτων είπάτωσαν ήμΐν τ ί  εστι το  
μακάριον, πότερον το ενεργούν κατά αρετήν και 
ττρονοούμενον των ΰφ’ εαυτό τεταγμενων, η τό 
άνενεργητον και μήτε αυτό πράγματα εχον μήτε 
ετερω παρέχον· και γάρ καί περί τούτου διαφωνή- 
σαντες άνεπικρίτως άνεννόητον ήμΐν πεποιήκασι τό  
μακάριον, διά δε τούτο καί τον θεόν.

6 "Ινα δε καί επινοήται ό θεός, επεχειν ανάγκη 
περί τού πότερον εστιν ή ούκ εστιν όσον επί τοΐς 
δογματικοΐς. τό γάρ είναι τον θεόν πρόδηλον μεν 
ούκ εστιν. εί γάρ εξ εαυτού προσεπιπτεν, συν- 
εφώνησαν άν οι δογματικοί τις εστι καί ποδαπός 
καί πού* ή άνεπίκριτος δε διαφωνία πεποίηκεν 
αυτόν άδηλον ήμΐν είναι δοκέΐν καί άποδείξεως

7 δεόμενον. 6 μεν ούν άποδεικνύων1 οτι εστι θεός, 
ήτοι διά προδήλου τούτο άποδείκνυσιν ή δι* αδήλου, 
διά προδήλου μεν ούν ούδαμώς- εί γάρ ήν πρόδηλον 
τό  άποδεικνύον ότι εστι θεός, επεί τό άποδεικνύ- 
μενον προς τω  άποδεικνύντι νοείται, διό καί συγ- 
καταλαμβάνεται αύτω, καθώς καί παρεστήσαμεν, 
πρόδηλον εσται καί τό είναι θεόν, συγκαταλαμ- 
βανόμενον τω  άποδεικνύντι αύτό προδήλω οντι. 
ούκ εστι δε πρόδηλον, ώς ύπεμνήσαμεν ούδέ άπο-

8 δείκνυται άρα διά προδήλου, άλλ* ούδε δι’ αδήλου.
1 άποδεικνύων Τ : \4ywv Steph., Bekk.: om. MSS.

° The Epicurean Deity as contrasted with the Platonic 
and Stoic. Cf. Lucretius ii. 646 if.:

omnis enim per se divom natura necessest 
inmortali aevo summa cum pace fruatur 
semota ab nostris rebus seiunctaque longe.
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substance o f God we shall also be unable to learn 
and conceive his properties. And apart from this, let 6 
them tell us what a “  blessed ”  thing is— whether it is 
that which energizes according to virtue and fore
knows what is subject to itself, or that which is void 
of energy and neither performs any work itself nor 
provides work for another.® For indeed about this 
also they disagree interminably and thus render 
“ the blessed ”  something we cannot conceive, and 
therefore God also.

Further, in order to form a conception o f God one 6 
must necessarily—so far as depends on the Dog
matists—suspend judgement as to his existence or 
non-existence. For the existence of God is not pre- 
evident.6 For if God impressed us automatically, 
the Dogmatists would have agreed together regard
ing his essence, his character, and his place ; whereas 
their interminable disagreement has made him seem 
to us non-evident and needing demonstration. Now 7 
he that demonstrates the existence o f God does so by 
means o f what is either pre-evident or non-evident. 
Certainly not, then, by means o f the pre-evident; 
for if what demonstrates God’s existence were pre- 
evident, then—since the thing proved is conceived 
together with that which proves it, and therefore is 
apprehended along with it as well, as we have estab
lished c—God’s existence also will be pre-evident, it 
being apprehended along with the pre-evident fact 
which proves it. But, as we have shown, it is not 
pre-evident; therefore it is not proved, either, by a 
pre-evident fact. Nor yet by what is non-evident. For 8

b i.e. plainly manifest, self-evident, cf. i. 178. 
* Cf. ii. 179, 128.
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το γάρ άδηλον τό άποδεικτικόν τοΰ εΐναι θεόν, 
άποδείξεως χρήζον, εί μεν διά προδήλου λέγοιτο 
άποδείκννσθαι, ούκέτι άδηλον εσται άλλα πρόδηλον 
[το εΐναι θεόν].1 ούκ άρα το αποδεικτικόν αύτοΰ 
άδηλον διά προδήλου άποδείκνυται. άλλ’ ουδέ δι’ 
αδήλου' είς άπειρον γάρ έκπεσεΐται 6 τούτο λέγων, 
αιτούντων ημών άει άπόδειξιν τοΰ φερομένου 
αδήλου προς άπόδειξιν τοΰ προκειμένου. ούκ άρα 

9 έξ ετέρου δύναται άποδείκνυσθαι τό εΐναι θεόν, εί 
δε μήτε εξ εαυτοΰ έστι πρόδηλον μήτε εξ ετέρου 
άποδείκνυται, άκατάληπτον εσται εί έστι θεός.

Έ τι και τοΰτο λεκτέον. 6 λέγων εΐναι θεόν ήτοι 
προνοεΐν αυτόν των εν κόσμω φησίν ή ου προνοεΐν, 
και εί μεν προνοεΐν, ήτοι πάντων ή τινών. άλλ’ εί 
μεν πάντων προυνόει, ούκ ήν αν ούτε κακόν τι 
ούτε κακία εν τώ  κόσμω · κακίας δε πάντα μεστά  
εΐναι λέγουσιν ούκ άρα πάντων προνοεΐν λεχθή -

10 σεται ό θεός, εί δε τινών προνοεΐ, διά τ ί  τώνδε 
μεν προνοεΐ τώνδε δε ου; ήτοι γάρ καί βούλεται 
καί δυναται πάντων προνοεΐν, ή βούλεται μεν ού 
δύναται δέ, ή δύναται μεν ού βούλεται δέ, ή ούτε 
βούλεται ούτε δύναται. άλλ’ εί μεν καί ήβούλετο 
καί ήδύνατο, πάντων αν προυνόει- ού προνοεΐ δε 
πάντων διά τά  προειρημένα’ ούκ άρα καί βούλεται 
καί δύναται πάντων προνοεΐν. εί δε βούλεται μεν 
ού δύναται δέ, άσθενέστερός έστι τής αιτίας δι ήν

11 ού δύναται προνοεΐν ών ού προνοεΐ* έστι δέ παρά

1 [τό . . . Θε6ν\ del. Papp.
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if the non-evident fact which is capable of proving 
God’s existence, needing proof as it does, shall be said 
to be proved by means of a pre-evident fact, it will 
no longer be non-evident but pre-evident. Therefore 
the non-evident fact which proves his existence is not 
proved by what is pre-evident. Nor yet by what is 
non-evident; for he who asserts this will be driven 
into circular reasoning when we keep demanding 
proof every time for the non-evident fact which he 
produces as proof of the one last propounded. Con
sequently, the existence of God cannot be proved 
from any other fact. But if God’s existence is neither 9 
automatically pre-evident nor proved from another 
fact, it will be inapprehensible.

There is this also to be said. He who affirms that 
God exists either declares that he has, or that he has 
not, forethought for the things in the universe, and 
in the former case that such forethought is for all 
things or for some things. But if he had forethought 
for all, there would have been nothing bad and no 
badness in the world ; yet all things, they say, are full 
of badness ; hence it shall not be said that God fore
thinks all things. If, again, he forethinks some, why 10 
does he forethink these things and not those ? For 
either he has both the will and the power to forethink 
all things, or else he has the will but not the power, or 
the power but not the will, or neither the will nor the 
power. But if he had had both the will and the 
power he would have had forethought for all things ; 
but for the reasons stated above he does not forethink 
a ll; therefore he has not both the will and the power 
to forethink all. And if he has the will but not the 
power, he is less strong than the cause which renders 
him unable to forethink what he does not forethink :
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την θεόν επίνοιαν το άσθενεστερον είναι τίνος 
αυτόν, εΐ δε δυναται μεν πάντων προνοεΐν, ον 
βούλεται δε, βάσκανος αν είναι νομισθείη. ει δε 
ούτε βούλεται ούτε δυναται, και βάσκανος εστι 
και ασθενής, δπερ λεγειν περί θεοΰ άσεβουντων 
εστιν. ονκ άρα προνοεΐ των εν κόσμω ο θεός.

Εί δε ονδενός πρόνοιαν ποιείται ονδε εστιν αντοΰ 
εργον ονδε αποτέλεσμα, ούχ εξει τις είπεΐν πόθεν 
καταλαμβάνει ότι εστι θεός, εΐγε μήτε εξ εαυτόν 
φαίνεται μήτε δι αποτελεσμάτων τινών καταλαμ
βάνεται. και διά ταΰτα άρα άκατάληπτόν εστιν εΐ

12 0στι θεός, εκ δε τούτων επιλογιζόμεθα ότι ίσως 
άσεβεΐν αναγκάζονται οί διαβεβαιωτικώς λεγοντες 
είναι Θεόν πάντων μεν γάρ αυτόν προνοεΐν λεγοντες 
κακών αίτιον τον θεόν είναι φήσονσιν, τινών δε ή 
και μηδενός προνοεΐν αυτόν λεγοντες ήτοι βάσκανον 
τον θεόν ή ασθενή λεγειν άναγκασθήσονται, ταΰτα  
δε εστιν άσεβουντων προδήλως.

Δ'.-ΠΕΡΙ ΑΙΤΙΟΤ

13 "Ινα δε μή και ημάς βλασφημεΐν επιχειρήσωσιν 
οι δογματικοί δι απορίαν του πραγματικώς ήμΐν 
άντιλεγειν, κοινότερον περί του ενεργητικού αίτιου 
διαπορήσομεν, πρότερον επιστήσαι πειραθεντες τή  
τον  αίτιου επίνοια, δσον μεν οΰν επί τοΐς λεγο- 
μενοις υπό τώ ν δογματικών ούδ* αν εννοήσαί τις  το 
αίτιον δυναιτο, εΐγε προς τφ  διαφώνους καί άλλο- 
κότους έννοιας τοΰ αιτίου <άποδιδόναι>,1 ετι καί 
την ΰπόστασιν αντοΰ πεποιήκασιν άνενρετον διά

1 <άποδιδ6ναι> add. Τ, Bekk. cj.
β i.e. by charging us with atheism.
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but it is contrary to our notion of God that he should 11 
be weaker than anything. And if, again, he has the 
power but not the will to have forethought for all, he 
will be held to be malignant; while if he has neither 
the will nor the power, he is both malignant and weak 
—an impious thing to say about God. Therefore 
God has no forethought for the things in the universe.

But if he exercises no forethought for anything, and 
there exists no work nor product of his, no one will be 
able to name the source o f the apprehension of God’s 
existence, inasmuch as he neither appears of himself 
nor is apprehended by means o f any o f his products.
So for these reasons we cannot apprehend whether 
God exists. And from this we further conclude that 12 
those who positively affirm God’s existence are prob
ably compelled to be guilty o f impiety ; for if they 
say that he forethinks all things they will be declaring 
that God is the cause of what is evil, while if they say 
that he fore thinks some things or nothing they will 
be forced to say that God is either malignant or weak, 
and obviously this is to use impious language.

Chapter IV.—Concerning Cause

To prevent the Dogmatists attempting also to 13 
slander us,e because of their inability to refute us 
in a practical way, we shall discuss the question of 
the efficient Cause more at large when we have first 
tried to give attention to the conception of Cause. 
Now so far as the statements o f the Dogmatists are 
concerned, it would be impossible for anyone even to 
conceive Cause, since, in addition to offering dis
crepant and contradictory conceptions o f Cause, they 
have rendered its substance also indiscoverable by
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14 την περί a ντο διαφωνίαν, οι μεν γάρ σώμα οι 
δε άσώματον τδ αίτιον είναι φασίν. δόξαι δ* αν 
αίτιον είναι κοινότερον κατ' αυτούς δι* δ ενεργούν 
γίνεται τδ αποτέλεσμα, οΐον ώς ό ήλιος η η τού  
ήλιον θερμότης τού χεΐσθαι τον κηρόν η της χύσεως 
τον κηρού, και γαρ εν τούτω  διαπεφωνηκασιν, οι 
μεν προσηγοριών αίτιον είναι τδ αίτιον φάσκοντες, 
οΐον της χύσεως, οί δε κατηγορημάτων, οΐον τού  
χεΐσθαι. διό, καθάπερ εΐπον, κοινότερον άν είη 
το αίτιον τούτο δι’ ο ενεργούν γίνεται τδ απο
τέλεσμα.

15 Τούτων δέ των αιτίων οι μεν πλείους ηγούνται 
τα  μεν συνεκτικά είναι τα  δέ συναίτια τά  δέ 
σύνεργά, και συνεκτικά μέν ύπάρχειν ών παρόντων 
πάρεστι τδ αποτέλεσμα καί αίρομένων αίρεται καί 
μειουμένων μειούται (ούτω γάρ την περίθεσιν της 
στραγγάλης αίτιον είναι φασι τού πνιγμού), συν- 
αίτιον δέ ο την ίσην εισφέρεται δύναμιν ετέρω 
συναιτίω πρδς τδ είναι τδ αποτέλεσμα (ούτως 
έκαστον των έλκόντων τδ άροτρον βοών αίτιον 
είναι φασι της όλκης τού αρότρου), συνεργδν δέ δ 
βραχεΐαν εισφέρεται δύναμιν καί πρδς τδ μετά 
ραστώνης ύπάρχειν τδ αποτέλεσμα, οΐον όταν δυοΐν 
βάρος τι βασταζόντων μόλις τρίτος τις προσελθών 
συγκουφίση τούτο.

16 "Ενιοι μέντοι καί παρόντα μελλόντων αίτια 
εφασαν είναι, ώς τά προκαταρκτικά, οΐον την επι- 
τεταμένην ηλίωσιν πυρετού, τινές δε ταύτα παρ- 
ητήσαντο, επειδή τδ αίτιον πρός τι ύπάρχον καί

° e.g. Plato’s " Ideas ’’ and the Pythagorean" Numbers” ; 
cf. § 32, Adv. Pkys. i. 364.

b Cf. Plato, Cratyl. 413 a ,  Phileb. 26 e  ; Adv. Phys. i. 228. 
334

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 14-16

their disagreement about it. For some affirm Cause 14 
to be corporeal, others incorporeal.® In the broad 
sense, a Cause would seem to be, according to them,
" That by whose energizing the effect comes about ” ; 6 
as, for example, the sun or the sun’s heat is the cause 
of the wax being melted or of the melting of the 
wax. For even on this point they are at variance, 
some declaring that Cause is causal of nouns, such as 
“  the melting,”  others of predicates, such as “  being 
melted.”  Hence, as I said, in the broad sense Cause 
will be “  that by whose energizing the effect comes 
about.”

The majority of them hold that of these Causes 15 
some are immediate,® some associate, some co
operant ; and that causes are “  immediate ”  when 
their presence involves the presence, and their re
moval the removal, and their decrease the decrease, 
of the effect (it is thus, they say, that the fixing on 
of the halter causes the strangling) ; and that an 
“ associate ”  cause is one which contributes a force 
equal to that of its fellow-cause towards the produc
tion of the effect (it is thus, they say, that each of the 
oxen which draw the plough is a cause of the drawing 
of the plough) ; and that a “ co-operant ” cause is 
one which contributes a slight force towards the easy 
production of the effect, as in the case when two men 
are lifting a heavy load with difficulty the assistance 
of a third helps to lighten it.

Some of them, however, have asserted further that 16 
things present are causes of things future, being 
" antecedents ”  ; as when intense exposure to the 
sun causes fever. But this view is rejected by some, 
on the ground that, since the Cause is relative to

e Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 1, 2 4 3 .
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-ηρος τό αποτέλεσμα ον ον δόναται προηγεΐσθαι 
αντοΰ ώς αίτιον.

Έ ν δε τη περί αυτών διαπορησει τοιάδε λεγομεν.

Ε'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΤΙΝΟΣ ΑΙΤΙΟΝ
17 ΐΐιθανόν εστιν είναι τό α ίτιον  πώς γάρ αν 

αΰξησις γενοιτο, μείωσις, γενεσις, φθορά, καθόλου 
κίνησις, τώ ν φυσικών τε  καί φυχικών αποτελεσ
μάτων έκαστον, ή τον παντός κόσμου διοίκησις, 
τα άλλα πάντα, εΐ μη κατά τινα αΙτίαν; και γάρ 
εί μηδέν τούτων ώς προς την φύσιν υπάρχει, 
λεξομεν ότι διά τινα αιτίαν πάντως φαίνεται ημΐν

18 τοιαΰτα όποια ονκ εστιν. άλλα και παντα εκ 
πάντων και ώς έτνχεν άν ην μη ονσης αίτιας, 
οΐον ίπποι μεν εκ μυών, εί τυχοι, γεννηθήσονται, 
ελεφαντες δε εκ μνρμήκων και εν μεν ταίς 
Αίγυπτίαις θήβαις όμβροι ποτέ εξαίσιοι και χιόνες 
άν εγίνοντο, τα, δε νότια όμβρων ον μετεΐχεν, ει 
μη αιτία τις ην, δι ην τα, μεν νοτιά εστι δυσχείμέρα,

19 αυχμηρά δε τά προς την εω. και περιτρεπεται 
δε ό λεγων μηδέν αίτιον είναι· εί μεν γάρ απλώς 
και άνευ τίνος αιτίας τοΰτό φησι λεγειν, άπιστος 
εσται, εί δε διά τινα αιτίαν, βουλόμενος άναιρείν τό 
αίτιον τίθησιν, άποδιδούς1 αιτίαν δι ην ονκ εστιν 
αίτιον.

1 άποδίδού! Kayser, Papp.: άτοδιδόσθω m s s . ,  Bekk. •
• Cf. § 25 infra.
b To mark the distinction between αίτιον and atria, I 

render the former by “ Cause,” the latter by “ cause.” 
The latter seems used mostly of the particular instance, 
the former of the general notion; or (as in §§ 19, 23, 24) 
the former of the cause of existence, the latter of the cause 
of cognition.
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something existent and to a real effect, it cannot 
precede it as its cause.0

As regards this controversy, our position is as 
follows :

Chapter V.—D oes A nything cause A nything ?

That Cause exists is plausible ; for how could 17 
there come about increase, decrease, generation, 
corruption, motion in general, each o f the physical 
and mental effects, the ordering of the whole universe, 
and everything else, except by reason of some cause 5 ? 
For even if none o f these things has real existence,® 
we shall affirm that it is due to some cause that they 
appear to us other than they really are. Moreover, if  18 
cause were non-existent everything would have been 
produced by everything and at random. Horses, 
for instance, might be born, perchance, o f flies, 
and elephants o f ants ; and there would have been 
severe rains and snow in Egyptian Thebes, while the 
southern districts would have had no rain, unless 
there had been a cause which makes the southern 
parts stormy, the eastern diy. Also, he who asserts 19 
that there is no Cause is refuted; for if he says that 
he makes this assertion absolutely and without any 
cause, he will not win credence; but if he says that 
he makes it owing to some cause, he is positing 
Cause while wishing to abolish it, since he offers us 
a cause to prove the non-existence o f Cause.

* Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 201. “ These things,” being “ appear
ances” (or phenomena), may not really exist in the form 
in which they “ appear” to us: the “ real” may differ from 
the “ phenomenal,” but even so a “ Cause ” of that differ
ence must be assumed.
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Διά ταΰτα μέν οΰν πιθανόν όσην είναι το αίτιον
20 on  δε και το λέγειν μη elvai τινός τι αίτιον 

πιθανόν εστι, φανερόν εσται λόγους ημών έκθε- 
μένων ολίγους από πολλών επι του παρόντος προς 
την τούτου ύπόμνησιν. οΐον γοΰν αδύνατόν εστι 
το αίτιον εννοησαι πριν τό αποτέλεσμα τούτου  
καταλαβεΐν ώς αποτέλεσμα αυτού' τότε γάρ γνώ 
ριζα μεν οτι αίτιόν εστι τού αποτελέσματος, όταν

21 εκείνο ώς αποτέλεσμα καταλαμβάνω μεν. άλλ* ουδέ 
τό αποτέλεσμα τού αιτίου ώς αποτέλεσμα αυτού 
καταλαβεΐν δυνάμεθα, εάν μη καταλάβω μεν τό  
αίτιον τού αποτελέσματος ώς αίτιον αυτού' τότε  
γάρ και ότι αποτέλεσμά εστιν αυτού γινώσκειν 
δοκοΰμεν, όταν τό αίτιον αυτού ώς αίτιον αυτού

22 καταλάβωμεν. εΐ οΰν ίνα μεν έννοησωμεν τό  
αίτιον, δει προεπιγνώναι τό αποτέλεσμα, ίνα δε 
τό αποτέλεσμα γνώμεν, ώς έφην, δει προεπίστασθαι 
τό αίτιον, 6 διάλληλος της απορίας τρόπος άμφω 
δείκνυσιν άνεπινοητά, μήτε τού αίτιου ώς αιτίου 
μήτε τού αποτελέσματος ώς αποτελέσματος επι- 
νοεΐσθαι δυναμένου· έκατέρου γάρ αυτών δεομένου 
τής παρά θατέρου πίστεως, ούχ έζομεν από τίνος 
αυτών άρζόμεθα τής έννοιας, διόπερ ουδέ άπο- 
φαίνεσθαι δυνησόμεθα ότι εστι τ ί  τίνος αίτιον.

23 *Ινα δε και έννοεΐσθαι δύνασθαι τό αίτιον συγ- 
χωρήση τις, άκατάληπτον αν είναι νομισθείη διά 
την διαφωνίαν. δς μεν γάρ φησιν είναι τ ί  τίνος 
αίτιον, ήτοι απλώς και από μηδεμιάς όρμώμενος 
αιτίας εύλογου τούτο φησι λέγειν, ή διά τινας 
αιτίας επί την συγκατάθεσιν ταύτην ίέναι λέξει. 
και εί μεν απλώς, ούκ έσται πιστότερος τού λέγον-
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For these reasons, then, the existence o f Cause is 
plausible. But that it is also plausible to say that 20 
nothing is the Cause of anything will be evident when 
we have set forth, to suit the occasion, a few of the 
many arguments which go to prove this case. Thus 
it is, for example, impossible to conceive the Cause 
before apprehending its effect as its effect; for we only 
recognize that it is causative of the effect when we 
apprehend the latter as an effect. But we cannot 21 
either apprehend the effect of the Cause as its effect 
unless we apprehend the Cause of the effect as its 
Cause; for we think we know that it is its effect only 
when we have apprehended the Cause o f it as its 
Cause. If, then, in order to conceive the Cause, we 22 
must first know the effect, while in order to know 
the effect we must, as I said, have previous knowledge 
o f the Cause, the fallacy o f this circular mode o f 
reasoning proves both to be inconceivable, the Cause 
being incapable o f being conceived as Cause, and the 
effect as effect. For since each of them needs the 
evidence o f the other, we shall not be able to say 
which conception is to have the precedence. Hence 
we shall be unable to declare that anything is the 
Cause o f anything.

And even were one to grant that Cause can be 23 
conceived, it might be held to be inapprehensible 
because o f the divergency of opinion. For he who 
says that there is some Cause of something either 
asserts that he makes this statement absolutely and 
without basing it on any rational cause, or else he will 
declare that he has arrived at his conviction owing 
to certain causes.® If, then, he says that he states it 
“  absolutely,”  he will be no more worthy o f credence

• Of., for the following arguments, i. 164.
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

το? απλώς μηδέν είναι μηδενός α ίτιον εί δε καί 
αίτιας λεξει δι* a? είναι τ ί  τίνος αίτιον νομίζω, 
το ζητούμενον διά του ζητούμενου παριστάν επι
χειρήσει· ζητούντων γάρ ημών εί εστι τ ί  τίνος 
αίτιον, αυτός ώς αιτίας οϋσης του είναι αίτιον

24 αίτιον είναι φησίν. καί άλλως, επεί περί της 
ύπάρξεως του αιτίου ζητοϋμεν, δεήσει πάντως 
αυτόν καί της αιτίας του είναι τι αίτιον αιτίαν 
παρασχεΐν, κάκεΐνης άλλην, καί μάχρις άπειρου, 
αδύνατον δε απείρους αιτίας παρασχεΐν αδύνατον 
άρα διαβεβαιωτικώς άποφήναι ότι εστι τ ί  τίνος 
αίτιον.

25 Πρός τουτοις ήτοι ον καί ύφεστώς ηδη αίτιον το  
αίτιον ποιεί τό αποτέλεσμα, η μη ον αίτιον, και 
μη ον μεν ούδαμώς· εί δε ον, δει αυτό πρότερον 
ύποστηναι καί προγενεσθαι αίτιον, εΐθ* ούτως 
επάγειν τό αποτέλεσμα, όπερ ύπ* αυτού άπο- 
τελεΐσθαι λεγεται οντος ηδη αιτίου. άλλ* επεί πρός 
τ ί  εστι τό αίτιον καί πρός τό  αποτέλεσμα, σαφές 
οτι μη δυναται τούτου ώς αίτιον προϋποστηναι * 
ούδε ον άρα αίτιον τό αίτιον άποτελεΐν δυναται τό

26 ου εστίν αίτιον, εί δε μήτε μη δν αίτιον αποτελεί 
τι μήτε ον, ούδε αποτελεί τι. διό ούδε αίτιον εσται· 
άνευ γάρ του άποτελεΐν τι τό αίτιον ου δυναται ώς 
αίτιον νοεΐσθαι.

*Οθεν κάκεΐνο λεγουσί τινες. τό αίτιον ήτοι 
συνυφίοτασθαι δει τώ  άποτελεσματι η προϋφ- 
ίστασθαι τούτου η μετ αυτό γίγνεσθαι, τό  μεν 
ούν λεγειν οτι τό αίτιον εις ύπόστασιν άγεται μετά  
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than the man who asserts “  absolutely ”  that nothing 
is a cause of anything ; whereas if he shall mention 
causes on account of which he holds that something 
causes something, he will be attempting to support 
the matter in question by means of that matter itself; 
for when we are examining the question whether 
anything is the Cause of anything, he asserts that 
Cause exists since there exists a cause for the existence 
o f Cause. Besides, since we are inquiring about the 24 
reality of Cause, it will certainly be necessary for him 
to produce a cause for the cause of the existence of 
Cause, and of that cause yet another, and so on ad 
infinitum. But it is impossible to produce causes 
infinite in number. It is impossible, therefore, to 
affirm positively that anything is Cause of anything.

Moreover, the Cause, when it produces the effect, 25 
either is and subsists already as causal or is non-causal. 
Certainly it is not non-causal; while if it is causal, it 
must first have subsisted and become causal, and 
thereafter produces the effect which is said to be 
brought about by it as already existing Cause. But 
since the Cause is relative and relative to the effect, 
it is clear that it cannot be prior in existence to the 
latter; therefore not even as being causal can the 
Cause bring about that whereof it is Cause. And if it 26 
does not bring about anything either as being or as 
not being causal, then it does not bring anything 
about; and hence it will not be a Cause; for apart 
from its effecting something the Cause cannot be 
conceived as Cause.

Hence some people argue thus: The Cause must 
either subsist along with its effect or before it or must 
come into being after it. Now to say that the Cause 
is brought into existence after the appearance o f its
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SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

την γένεσιν του αποτελέσματος αύτοΰ μη καί 
γελοΐον ή. άλλ* ούδέ προϋφίστασθαι δύναται τού-

27 τ ο ν  προς αύτό γάρ νοεΐσθαι λέγεται, τα δε προς 
τι φασίν αυτοί, καθό πρός τι εστίν, συνυπάρχειν 
και συννοεΐσθαι άλλήλοις. άλλ* ουδέ συνυφίστα- 
σθαν εί γάρ άποτελεστικόν αύτοΰ έστί, το δε 
γινόμενον υπό δντος ήδη γίνεσθαι χρή, πρότερον 
δει τό  αίτιον γενέσθαι αίτιον, είθ' ούτως ποιεΐν τό  
αποτέλεσμα, εί οΰν τό αίτιον μήτε προϋφίσταται 
τοΰ αποτελέσματος αύτοΰ μήτε συνυφίσταται 
τούτω , άλλ’ ουδέ <τό αποτέλεσμα >ι προ αύτοΰ 
γίνεται, μήποτε ούδέ ύποστάσεως ολως μετέχει.

28 σαφές δέ ίσως ότι καί διά τούτων η επίνοια τοΰ  
αιτίου πάλιν περιτρέπεται. εί γάρ τό αίτιον ώς 
μέν πρός τι ού δύναται τοΰ αποτελέσματος αύτοΰ 
προεπινοηθηναι, ΐνα Sc ώς αίτιον τοΰ αποτελέσ
ματος αύτοΰ νοηθή, δει αύτό προεπινοεΐσθαι τοΰ  
αποτελέσματος αύτοΰ, αδύνατον δέ προεπινοηθηναι 
τι εκείνου οδ προεπινοηθηναι [τι] ού δύναται, 
αδύνατον άρα εστίν επινοηθηναι τό αίτιον.

29 Έ κ  τούτων οΰν λοιπόν επιλογιζόμεθα ότι ει* 
πιθανοί μέν είσιν οι λόγοι καθ' ους νπεμνησαμεν 
ώς χρή λέγειν αίτιον είναι, πιθανοί δέ καί οι παρ- 
ιστάντες ότι μη προσήκει αίτιον είναι τι άποφαί- 
νεσθαι, καί τούτων προκρίνειν τινάς ούκ ενδέχεται 
μήτε · σημεϊον μήτε κριτήριον μήτε άπόδειξιν 
όμολογουμένως ημών εχόντων, ώς έμπροσθεν 
παρεστήσαμεν, επέχειν ανάγκη καί περί τής ύπο
στάσεως τοΰ αιτίου, μη μάλλον είναι ή μη είναι 1

1 <τ4 άτοτέ\(σμα> add. Τ , Kayser: μετ’ αύτό cj. Steph.
* el Τ : i-rd B ek k .: om. mss.
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effect would seem ridiculous. But neither can it subsist 
before the effect; for it is said to be conceived in rela
tion thereto, and they affirm that relatives, in so far as 27 
they are relative, co-exist with each other and are 
conceived together. Nor, again, can it subsist along 
with its effect; for if it is productive o f the effect, 
and what comes into existence must so come by the 
agency of what exists already, the Cause must have 
become causal first, and this done, then produces its 
effect. If, then, the Cause neither subsists before its 
effect, nor subsists along with it, nor does the effect 
precede the Cause, it would seem that it has no 
substantial existence at all. And it is clear probably 28 
that by these arguments the conception o f Cause is 
overthrown again. For if Cause as a relative notion 
cannot be conceived before its effect, and yet, if it is 
to be conceived as causative o f its effect, it must be 
conceived before its effect, while it is impossible for 
anything to be conceived before that which the con
ception of it cannot precede,—then it is impossible for 
the Cause to be conceived.

From all this we conclude finally that—if the 29 
arguments by which it was shown e that we ought to 
affirm the existence o f Cause are plausible, and if the 
arguments which go to prove that it is improper to 
declare that any Cause exists are likewise plausible, 
and if  it is inadmissible to prefer any o f these argu
ments to the others, since, as we have shown above,6 
we confessedly possess neither sign nor criterion nor 
proof,—we are compelled to suspend judgement con
cerning the real existence o f Cause, declaring that 
a Cause is “ no m ore”  existent than non-existent,

• Cf. §§ 17 ff.
* Cf. ii. 18, 101, 134 ff.

343



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

τι αίτιον λέγοντας δσον επί τοΐς λεγόμενό ις υπό 
τω ν δογματικών.

Γ'.—ΠΕΡΙ TAIKfiN ΑΡΧΟΝ
30 ΤΙερι μεν ουν της δραστικής τοσαΰτα νυν άρ- 

κεσει λελεχθαι· σνντόμως δε και περί των υλικών 
καλούμενων αρχών λεκτεον. δτι τοίννν αύταί 
εισιν ακατάληπτοι, ρόδιον συνιδεΐν εκ της περί 
αυτών γεγενημενης διαφωνίας παρά τοΐς δογ- 
ματικοΐς. Φερεκύδης μεν γάρ ο Σιύριος γην είπε 
την πόντων είναι αρχήν, Θαλής δε ό ΜιΛ^σιο? 
ύδωρ, *Αναξίμανδρος δε ό ακουστής τούτου το  
άπειρον, * Αναξιμενης δε και Διογένης 6 Ά π ολ -  
λωνιότης αέρα, "Ιππασος δε ό Μεταποντΐνος πυρ, 
Ή,ενοφόνης δε 6 Κολοφώνιος γην και ύδωρ, Ο ίνο- 
πίδης δε 6 Χίος πυρ και αέρα, *Ιππων δε ό 'Ρ^* 
γΐνος πυρ και ύδωρ, Όνομάκριτος δε εν τοΐς

31 Όρφικοΐς πυρ και ύδωρ και γην, οι δε περί τον 
'Κμπεδοκλεα προς τοΐς στωικοΐς πυρ αέρα ύδωρ 
γην—περί γάρ τής τερατολογουμενης άποίου παρά 
τισιν ύλης, ήν ουδέ αυτοί καταλαμβόνειν δια- 
βεβαιοΰνται, τ ί  δει και λεγειν; οί δε περί ’Α ρισ
τοτέλη τον περιπατητικόν πΰρ αέρα ύδωρ γήν,

32 τδ κυκλοφορητικόν σώμα, Δημόκριτος δε και 
*Επίκουρος άτόμους, *Αναξαγόρας δε ό Κλαζο- 
μενιος όμοιομερείας, Διόδωρος δε ό επικληθείς

• With the following sections cf. Adv. Phys. i. 360 ff.,
ii. 310 if.; and for the arguments employed, i. 164.

6 Pherecydes, circa 650 b.c., was a semi-scientific cosmo- 
gonist; Oenopides was an astronomer and mathematician of 
the fifth century b.c. ; Onomacritus was an Athenian religious 
poet, said to be the author of some of the Orphic hymns. 
For the other names see Introd.
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if  we are to judge by the statements made by the 
Dogmatists.

Chapter VI.— Concerning M aterial Principles

So far, then, as concerns the efficient Principle this 30 
account will suffice for the present. But we must also 
give a brief account o f what are called the Material 
Principles.® Now that these are inapprehensible may 
easily be gathered from the disagreement which 
exists about them amongst the Dogmatists. For 
Pherecydes of Syros* * 6 declared earth to be the 
Principle o f all things ; Thales o f Miletus, water; 
Anaximander (his pupil), the Unlimited; Anaxi
menes and Diogenes o f Apollonia, air ; Hippasus of 
Metapontum, fire ; Xenophanes o f Colophon, earth 
and water ; Oenopides of Chios, fire and air ; Hippo 
of Rhegium, fire and water; Onomacritus, in his 
Orphica, fire and water and earth; the School of 31 
Empedocles as well as the Stoics, fire, air, water and 
earth—for why should one even mention that mys
terious “ indeterminate matter ”  which some of 
them talk about,0 when not even they themselves 
are positive that they apprehend it ? Aristotle 
the Peripatetic <takes as his Principles> fire, air, 
water, earth,and the ‘ ‘ revolving body ” d; Democritus 32 
and Epicurus, atoms ; Anaxagoras o f Clazomenae, 
homoeomeries*; Diodorus,surnamed Cronos, minimal

* For this “ formless ” or “ unqualified ” primary matter 
of the Stoics cf. Adv. Phys. i. 11, ii. 312.

d i.e. the quinta essentia, aether (αΙθήρ fr. del θΰν,
“ ever-speeding,” Plato, Cratyl. 410 b , Aristot. De Caelo i. 3).

* i.e. “ things with like parts,” or “ homogeneous sub
stances,” is Aristotle’s name for Anaxagoras’s “ seeds of 
things,” or material “ elements ” ; cf. Introd. p. xi.
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Κρόνος ελάχιστα καί άμερή σώματα, 'Ηρακλείδης 
δ€ ό Ποντικό? και Άσκληπιάδης ό Βιθυνός άνάρ- 
μονς όγκους, οι δε περί Πυθαγόραν τούς αριθμούς, 
οι δε μαθηματικοί τά περατα των σωμάτων, 
Στράτων 8ε ό φυσικός τας ποιότητας.

33 Τ οσαύτης τοίνυν καί ετι πλείονος διαφωνίας 
γεγενημενης περί των υλικών αρχών παρ αύτοΐς, 
ήτοι πάσαις συγκαταθησόμεθα ταΐς κειμεναις στά- 
σεσι καί ταΐς άλλαις η τισίν. άλλα πάσαις μεν ου 
δυνατόν ου γάρ δήπου δυνησόμεθα καί τοΐς περί 
* Ασκλη πιάδην συγκατατίθεσθαι, θραυστά είναι τα  
στοιχεία λεγουσι καί ποιά, καί τοΐς περί Δημό
κριτον, άτομα ταΰτα είναι φάσκουσι καί άποια, 
καί τοΐς περί ’Αναξαγόραν, πάσαν αισθητήν ποιό-

34 τητα περί ταΐς όμοιομερείαις άπολείπουσιν. εί δε 
τινα στάσιν των άλλων προκρινοΰμεν, ήτοι άπλώς 
καί άνευ άποδείξεως προκρινοΰμεν η μετά άπο
δείξεως. άνευ μεν οΰν άποδείξεως ού συνθησόμεθα· 
εί δε μετά άποδείξεως, άληθη δει την άπόδειξιν 
είναι, αληθής δε ούκ αν δοθείη μη ούχί κεκριμενη 
κριτηρίω άληθεΐ, άληθες δε κριτήριου είναι δεί-

35 κνυται δι άποδείξεως κεκριμενης. εί τοίνυν ΐνα 
μεν ή άπόδειξις ή προκρίνουσά τινα στάσιν άληθής 
είναι δειχθή, δει τό κριτήριου αυτής άποδεδεΐχθαι, 
ΐνα δε τό κριτήριου άποδειχθή, δει την άπόδειξιν 
αύτοϋ προκεκρίσθαι, ό διάλληλος εύρίσκεται τρόπος, 
δς ούκ εάσει προβαίνειν τον λόγον, τής μεν άπο
δείξεως άεί κριτηρίου δεόμενης άποδεδειγμενου,

36 του κριτηρίου δε άποδείξεως κεκριμενης. εί δε

° Asclepiades (first century b .c . ) ,  a physician at Rome, 
held a theory of non-sensible, frangible “ molecules ” (67*01) 
of matter always in motion ; by collision with one another 
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and non-composite bodies ; Heracleides Ponticus and 
Asclepiades the Bithynian,0 homogeneous masses; 
the School of Pythagoras, the numbers ; the Mathe
maticians, the limits of bodies ; Strato the Physicist, 
the qualities.

Since, then, there exists amongst them as much 33 
divergence as this, and even more, regarding the 
Material Principles, we shall give assent either to all 
the positions stated, and all others as well, or to some 
of them. But to assent to all is not possible ; for 
we certainly shall not be able to assent both to 
Asclepiades, who says that the elements can be 
broken up and possess qualities, and to Demo
critus, who asserts that they are indivisible and 
void of quality, and to Anaxagoras, who leaves 
every sensible quality attached to the homoeomeries. 
Yet if we shall prefer any one standpoint, or view', 34 
to the rest, we shall be preferring it either abso
lutely and without proof or with proof.6 Now with
out proof we shall not yield assent; and if it is to 
be with proof, the proof must be true. But a true 
proof can only be given when approved by a true 
criterion, and a criterion is shown to be true by 
means of an approved proof. If, then, in order 35 
to show the truth of the proof which prefers any 
one view, its criterion must be proved, and to prove 
the criterion in turn its proof must be pre-estab
lished, the argument is found to be the circular one 
which wdll not allow the reasoning to go forward, 
since the proof keeps always requiring a proved 
criterion, and the criterion an approved proof. And 36

these “ molecules ” break in pieces, and when re-united be
come objects of sense.

* For this form of argument cf. ii. 183.
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aεϊ το κριτήριον κριτηρίω κρίνειν και την άπόδειξιν 
αποδείξει1 άποδεικνύναι βούλοιτό τις, εις άπειρον 
εκβληθήσεται* εΐ τοίννν μήτε πάσαις ταΐς περί 
στοιχείων στάσεσι δυνάμεθα σνγκατατίθεσθαι μήτε 
τινι τούτων, επεχειν προσήκει περί αυτών.

37 Δυνατόν μεν ουν ίσως εστι και διά τούτων μόνων 
ύπομιμνήσκειν την των στοιχείων και των υλικών 
αρχών άκαταληφίαν ΐνα δε και άμφιλαφεστερον 
τούς δογματικούς ελεγχειν εχωμεν, ενδιατρίφομεν 
συμμετρως τώ  τόπω. και επει πολλαί και σχεδόν 
άπειροί τινες είσιν αί περί στοιχείων δόξαι, καθώς 
ύπεμνήσαμεν, τό μεν προς εκάστην λε'γειν είδικώς 
νΰν παραιτησόμεθα διά τον χαρακτήρα τής σ υγ 
γραφής, δυνάμει δε προς πάσας άντεροϋμεν. επει 
γάρ ήν άν τις είπη περί στοιχείων στάσιν, ήτοι 
επί σώματα κατενεχθήσεται ή επί άσώματα, άρκειν 
ήγούμεθα ύπομνήσαι ότι ακατάληπτα μεν εστι τά  
σώματα ακατάληπτα δε τά  άσώματα· διά γάρ 
τούτου σαφές εσται ότι καί τά στοιχειά εστιν 
ακατάληπτα.

Ζ'.—ΕΙ ΚΑΤΑΛΗΠΤΑ ΤΑ ΣΩΜΑΤΑ 
38 "Σώμα τοίνυν λεγουσιν είναι τινες δ οΐόν τε  

ποιεΐν ή πάσχειν. όσον δε επί ταύτη τή επίνοια 
άκατάληπτόν εστι τούτο, τό  μεν γάρ αίτιον ά- 
κατάληπτόν εστι, καθώς ύπεμνήσαμεν μη εχοντες 
δε είπειν εί εστι τι αίτιον, ουδέ εί εστι τι πάσχον 
είπεΐν δυνάμεθα· τό γάρ πάσχον πάντως υπό

1 άποδεί&ι M L T : δι airo5et£ews B e k k .
* {κβ\ηΟήσ€ται Τ, Nauck: έμβλ. mss., B e k k .

• A favourite classification of the Stoics, cf. Adv. Phya, 
ii. 218.
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should any one propose to approve the criterion by a 
criterion and to prove the proof by a proof, he will 
be driven to a regress ad infinitum. Accordingly, if  
we are unable to assent either to all the views 
held about the elements or to any one of them, it is 
proper to suspend judgement about them.

Now though it is, perhaps, possible to show by 37 
these arguments alone the inapprehensibility o f the 
elements and of the Material Principles, yet in order 
that we may be able to refute the Dogmatists in a 
more comprehensive manner we shall dwell on this 
topic at appropriate length. And since the opinions 
about the elements are, as we have shown, numerous 
and well-nigh infinite, we will excuse ourselves— 
because of the character of our present treatise— 
from discussing each opinion in detail, but will make 
answer to them all implicitly. For since the elements, 
whatever view one takes o f them, must be finally 
regarded either as corporeal or incorporeal,® we think 
it enough to show that corporeal things are inappre
hensible and incorporeal things inapprehensible; for 
thus it will be clear that the elements also are 
inapprehensible.

Chapter VII.— A re Bodies apprehensible?

Some say that Body is that which is capable o f 38 
being active or passive.6 But so far as this concep
tion goes it is inapprehensible. For, as we have 
shown, Cause is inapprehensible ; and if we cannot 
say whether any Cause exists, neither can we say 
whether anything passive exists; for what is passive

* This definition is ascribed to Pythagoras in Adv. Phya. 
i. 366.
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αιτίου πάσχα, ακατάληπτου δε δντος και του  
αιτίου και του πάσχοντος, διά ταΰτα άκατάληπτον

39 εσται και το σώμα, rives- δε σώμα είναι λεγουσι 
το τριχή διαστατόν μ€τά άντιτυπίας. σημεΐον μεν 
γάρ φασιν οΰ μέρος ούθεν, γραμμήν δε μήκος 
άπλατες, επιφάνειαν δε μήκος μετά πλάτους· όταν 
δε αυτή και βάθος προσλάβη και άντιτυπίαν, 
σώμα είναι, περί οΰ νυν εστιν ήμΐν ο λόγος, συν- 
εστώς εκ τε μήκους και πλάτους καί βάθους καί

40 άντιτυπίας. εΰμαρής μεντοι καί 6 προς τούτους 
λόγος, το γάρ σώμα ήτοι ούδεν παρά ταΰτα είναι 
λεζουσιν ή ετερόν τι παρά την συνελευσιν τών  
προειρημενών, καί εξωθεν μεν του μήκους τε και 
του πλάτους καί τοΰ βάθους καί τής άντιτυπίας 
ουδέν αν εΐη το σώμα · εί δε ταΰτά εστι το σώμα, 
εάν δείξη τις δτι άνυπαρκτά εστιν, άναιροίη αν 
καί το σώμα’ τά γάρ δλα συναναιρεΐται τοΐς 
εαυτών πασι μερεσιν.

Ποικίλως μεν οΰν εστι ταΰτα ελεγχειν το δε νΰν 
άρκεσει λεγειν δτι εί εστι τά  περατα, ήτοι γραμμαί

41 είσιν ή επιφάνειαι ή σώματα, εί μεν οΰν επι
φάνειαν τινα ή γραμμήν είναι λεγοι τις, καί τώ ν  
προειρημενών έκαστον ήτοι κατά ιδίαν ύφεστάναι 
δυνασθαι λεχθήσεται ή μόνον περί τοΐς λεγομενοις 
σώμασι θεωρεΐσθαι. αλλά καθ' εαυτήν μεν ύπ- 
άρχουσαν ήτοι γραμμήν ή επιφάνειαν δνειροπολεΐν 
ίσως εΰηθες. εί δε περί τοΐς σώμασι θεωρεΐσθαι 
λεγοι το μόνον καί μή καθ' εαυτό ύφεστάναι τούτων

β Cf. η. 30, Adv. Phys. i. 367, ii. 12.
6 In geometry “ Limits ”  (or “  boundaries ” ) was used to
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is certainly made passive by a Cause. And when both 
the Cause and the passive object are inapprehensible, 
the result will be that Body also is inapprehensible. 
But some define Body as what has three dimensions 39 
combined with resistance or solidity.® For they de
scribe the point as that which has no parts, the line 
as length without breadth, the surface as length with 
breadth ; and when this takes on both depth and 
resistance there is formed Body—the object o f our 
present discussion—it being composed of length and 
breadth and depth and resistance. The answer, 40 
however, to these people is simple. For they will 
say either that Body is nothing more than these 
qualities, or that it is something else than the com
bination o f the qualities already mentioned. Now 
apart from length and breadth and depth and solidity 
the Body would be nothing; but if these things are 
the Body, anyone who shall prove that they are un
real will likewise abolish the Body; for wholes are 
abolished along with the sum of their parts.

Now it is possible to disprove these dimensions in a 
variety o f ways ; but for the present it will be enough 
to say that if the Limits * 6 exist, they are either lines 
or surfaces or bodies. If, then, one should affirm the 41 
existence of a surface or a line, then it will be affirmed 
that each o f the afore-mentioned objects either can 
subsist o f itself or is cognized solely in connexion 
with so-called Bodies. But to imagine either a line 
or a surface as existing o f itself is doubtless silly. 
While if it should be said that each of these objects 
is cognized solely in connexion with the Bodies and 
has no independent existence, it will thereby be
denote the lines or surfaces by which any magnitude is 
“ bounded.”
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έκαστον, πρώτον μεν αύτόθεν δοθησεται το μη εξ 
αυτών γεγονεναι τα  σώματα (εχρην γάρ, οΐμαι, 
ταΰτα πρότερον ύπόστασιν καθ' εαυτά εσχηκεναι, 
καί οντω συνελθόντα πεποιηκεναι τα  σώματα),

42 εΐτα ουδέ εν τοΐς καλούμενους σώμασιν ύφεστηκεν.
Και τούτο διά πλειόνων μεν εστιν ύπομιμνήσκειν, 

άρκεσει δε νΰν τα εκ της αφής άπορούμενα λεγειν. 
εΐ γάρ άπτεται άλλήλων τα  παρατιθέμενα σώματα, 
τοΐς περασιν αυτών, οΐον ταΐς επιφανείαις, φαύει 
άλληλων. αΐ οΰν επιφάνειαι ολαι μεν δι όλων 
άλληλαις ούχ ενωθησονται κατά την άφην, επεϊ 
σύγχυσις εσται η άφη και 6 χωρισμός τών άπτο-

43 μενών διασπασμός· δπερ ου θεωρείται, ει δε άλλοι? 
μεν μερεσιν η επιφάνεια άπτεται της τού παρα
τιθέμενου αύτη σώματος επιφάνειας, άλλοι? δε 
συνηνωται τώ  σώματι ου εστί πέρας, * * *χ ούκ άρα 
ουδέ περί σώματι θεώρησαι δύναταί τις μήκος και 
πλάτος άβαθες, δθεν ουδέ επιφάνειαν.

*0/χοιω? δε και δυο επιφανειών καθ' ύπόθεσιν 
παρατιθέμενων άλληλαις κατά τά περατα αυτών 
εις ά λήγουσι, κατά το λεγόμενον αυτών μήκος 
εΐναι, τουτεστι κατά γραμμάς, αί γραμμαί αΰται, 
δι* ών άπτεσθαι λέγονται άλληλων αί επιφάνειαι, 
ούχ ενωθησονται μεν άλληλαις (συγχυθεΐεν γάρ 
αν)' ει δε εκάστη αυτών άλλοι? μεν μερεσι τοΐς 1

1 The lacuna marked here is to denote that there is prob
ably an omission in the m s s . (and Bekk.) of something 
corresponding to the insertion of T—“  (terminus) non eritsine 
profunditate differentibus eius partibus intellectis secundum 
profunditatem hac quidem cui opponitur tangenti hac autem 
secundum <quod> coniungitur corpori cuius est terminus.”  
Mutsch. inserts a Greek version of this in his text, and I give 
an English version between brackets.
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granted, in the first place, that the Bodies are not 
generated from them (for if so, I suppose, these 
objects ought to have had independent existence first, 
and then have combined to form the Bodies); and 42 
further, they have no real existence even in the so- 
called Bodies.

This can be shown by several arguments, but for 
the present it will suffice to mention the difficulties 
which arise from <rthe fact of> touch.0 For if juxta
posed Bodies touch one another they are in contact 
with their Limits—for example,, with their surfaces. 
The surfaces, then, will not be completely unified one 
with another as a result of touching, since otherwise 
touch would be fusion and the separation of things 
touching a rending apart; and this is not what we 
find. And if the surface touches the surface of the 43 
juxtaposed Body with some of its parts, and with 
other parts is united with the Body o f which it is a 
limit, <it will not be without depth, since its parts 
are conceived as different in respect o f depth, one 
part touching the juxtaposed Body, the other being 
that which effects its union with the Body whereof 
it is a limit>. Hence, even in connexion with Body 
one cannot imagine length and breadth without 
depth, nor, consequently, surface.

So likewise when two surfaces are, let us imagine, 
juxtaposed along the limits where they come to an 
end, by way of what is called their “  length,”  that is to 
say by way of their “  lines,”  then these lines, by means 
o f which the surfaces are said to touch each other, 
will not be unified (else they would be fused to
gether) ; yet if each of them touches the line which

“ For arguments based on “  touch,”  or contact, ef. A d v .  
P h y s .  i. 258 ff.t A d v .  Geom . 34 if.
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κατά πλάτος άπτεται της παρατιθέμενης αυτή 
γραμμής, άλλοι? δε συνηνωται τη επιφάνεια ής 
εστι πέρας, ούκ εσται άπλατης, δθεν ουδέ γραμμή, 
ει δε μήτε γραμμή εστιν εν σώματι μήτε επι
φάνεια, ούδε μήκος η πλάτος η βάθος εσται εν 
σώματι.

44 Ει δε' τι? σώματα είναι τα  περατα λεγοι, σύν
τομος εσται η προς αυτόν άπόκρισις. εΐ γάρ τό 
μήκος σώμα εστιν, δεήσει τούτο εις τάς τρεις 
αύτοΰ μερίζεσθαι διαστάσεις, ών εκάστη σώμα 
ούσα πάλιν αύτη διαιρεθησεται εις διαστάσεις 
άλλας τρεις, αΐ εσονται σώματα, και εκείναι εις 
άλλας ομοίως, και τούτο  μέχρι? απείρου, ώς 
απειρομεγέθες γίνεσθαι τό σώμα εις άπειρα μερι
ζόμενοι δπερ άτοπον. ούδε σώματα άρα εισιν 
αί προειρημεναι διαστάσεις, εΐ δε μήτε σώματά 
εϊσι μήτε γραμμαί η επιφάνειαι, ούδε είναι νομι- 
σθησονται.

46 yΑκατάληπτος δε εστι και η άντιτυπία. αυτή 
γάρ εΐπερ καταλαμβάνεται, άφη καταλαμβάνοιτο 
αν. εάν ούν δείξωμεν ότι ακατάληπτος εστιν η 
άφη, σαφές εσται ότι ούχ οΐόν τε εστι καταλαμ- 
βάνεσθαι την άντιτυπίαν. ότι δε ακατάληπτος 
εστιν η άφη, διά τούτων επιλογιζόμεθα. τά  
απτό μένα άλληλων ήτοι μερεσιν άλληλων άπτεται 
η όλα όλων. όλα μεν ούν όλων ούδαμώς· ενω- 
θησεται γάρ ούτω και ούχ άφεται άλληλων. άλλ* 
ούδε μερεσι μ ερώ ν τά  γάρ μέρη αύτών ώς μεν 
προς τά  όλα μέρη εστίν, ώς δε προς τά  μέρη

46 εαυτών όλα. ταΰτα ούν τά  όλα, ά εστιν ετερων 
μέρη, όλα μεν όλων ούχ άφεται διά τά  προειρη-
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lies next to it breadth-wise with some of its parts 
and by others is united with the surface o f which it 
is a limit, it will not be without breadth, and, con
sequently, it will not be a line. But if there exists 
in Body neither line nor surface, neither length nor 
breadth nor depth will exist in Body.

And should anyone assert that the Limits are 44 
bodies, he can be answered very shortly. For if 
length is a body, it must needs be divided into its 
three dimensions, and each of these, in turn, being a 
body will be divided into three other dimensions, 
which will be bodies, and these likewise into others, 
and so on ad infinitum, so that the Body comes to be 
of infinite size, being divided into an infinity of parts: 
this result is absurd, and therefore the dimensions 
aforesaid are not bodies. But if they are neither 
bodies nor lines nor surfaces, they will be held to have 
no existence.

Soliditye also is inapprehensible. For if it is 45 
apprehended, it must be apprehended by touch. If, 
then, we shall prove that touch is inapprehensible, it 
will be clear that it is impossible for solidity to be 
apprehended. That touch is inapprehensible we 
argue as follows. Things which touch one another 
either touch with their parts or as wholes touching 
wholes. Now they certainly will not touch as wholes; 
for then they will be unified instead of being in 
contact with one another. Nor yet through parts 
touching parts ; for their parts, though in relation to 
the wholes they are parts, are wholes in relation 
to their parts. So these wholes, which are parts of 46 
other things, will not touch as wholes touching wholes,

• Or “ resistance,” § 39 ; for this quality, as treated by 
Epicurus, cf. Adv. Phya. ii. 222.
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μένα, άλλ* ουδέ μέρεσι μερών' καί γάρ τά  τούτων  
μέρη ώς προς τά εαυτών μέρη όλα δντα ούτε δλα 
όλων άφεται ούτε μέρεσι μερών, εΐ δέ μήτε κατά 
ολότητα μήτε κατά μέρη γινομένην αφήν κατα- 
λαμβάνομεν, ακατάληπτος έσται ή αφή. διά δε 
τούτο και ή άντιτυπία. δθεν και το σώμα· εί γάρ 
ούδέν εστι τούτο παρά τάς τρεις διαστάσεις και 
την άντιτυπίαν, έδείζαμεν δε άκατάληπτον τούτων  
έκαστον, και το  σώμα εσται άκατάληπτον.

Οΰτω μεν ουν, όσον έπϊ τή έννοια του σώματος,
47 άκατάληπτον εστιν εί έστι τι σώμα · λεκτέον δε και 

τούτο εις το προκείμενον. τώ ν δντων τά  μέν φασιν 
είναι αισθητά τά  δε νοητά, και τά  μέν τη διάνο ία 
καταλαμβάνεσθαι τά  δέ ταΐς αίσθήσεσιν, και τάς 
μέν αισθήσεις άπλοπαθεΐς είναι, την δε διάνοιαν 
άπο της τώ ν αισθητών καταλήφεως επί την κατά- 
ληφιν τώ ν νοητών ίέναι. εί ουν έστι τι σώμα, ήτοι 
αισθητόν εστιν ή νοητόν, καί αισθητόν μέν ούκ 
εσ τιν  κατά γάρ συναθροισμόν μήκους καί βάθους 
καί πλάτους καί άντιτυπίας καί χρώματος καί 
άλλων τινών καταλαμβάνεσθαι δοκεΐ, συν οΐς θεω
ρείται' αί δε αισθήσεις άπλοπαθεΐς είναι λέγονται

48 παρ' αύτοΐς. εί δε νοητόν είναι λέγεται το σώμα, 
δει τι πάντως ύπάρχειν εν τη φύσει τώ ν πραγ
μάτων αισθητόν, άφ’ ου ή τώ ν σωμάτων νοητών 
δντων εσται νόησις. ούδέν δέ έστι παρά το σώμα 
καί το άσώματον, ών το μέν άσώματον αύτόθεν 
νοητόν εστι, το  δέ σώμα ούκ αισθητόν, ώς ύπ-

• C f. § 38.
* This means that each sense is specialized, so that it is 

capable of receiving only one kind of impression (e.g. the 
sight is affected by colour, but not by sound or solidity) { 
cf. § 108.
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for the reasons aforesaid, nor yet through parts 
touching parts ; for their parts, too, being wholes 
relatively to their own parts, will not be in contact 
either as wholes with wholes or as parts with parts. 
But if we apprehend the occurrence of touch neither 
by way of wholeness nor by way of parts, touch will be 
inapprehensible. And, consequently, solidity also ; 
and, therefore, Body ; for if this is nothing more than 
the three dimensions plus Solidity, and we have 
proved that each of these is inapprehensible, Body 
also will be inapprehensible.

Thus, then, if we are to judge by the conception e of 
Body, it is inapprehensible whether any body exists ; 
and about this problem there is this also to be said. 47 
Of existing things some, they say, are sensible, others 
intelligible, and the latter are apprehended by the 
reason, the former by the senses, and the senses are 
“  simply-passive,”  b while the reason proceeds from 
the apprehension o f sensibles to the apprehension 
of intelligibles. I f then any body exists, it is either 
sensible or intelligible. Now it is not sensible ; for it 
is supposed to be apprehended as a conglomeration of 
length and depth and breadth and solidity and colour 
and various other things, along with which it is ex
perienced ; whereas, according to their statements, 
the senses are “  simply-passive.”  And if Body is said 48 
to be intelligible, there must certainly be pre-existent 
in the nature of things some sensible object from 
which to derive the notion o f bodies, they being 
intelligible. But nothing exists save Body and the 
Incorporeal, and of these the Incorporeal is essenti
ally intelligible,* and Body, as we have shown, is not 

* i.e. in the view of the Stoics, but not of the Sceptics, 
for the inapprehensibility of the “  Incorporeal”  is proved in 
§ 50 a d  fin .
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εμνήσαμεν. μη όντος οΰν εν τη φύσει τω ν πραγ
μάτων αισθητού τίνος άφ* ον η νόησις έσται του  
σώματος, ούδέ νοητόν έσται τό σώμα, εί δε μήτε 
αισθητόν εστι μήτε νοητόν, παρά, δε ταντα ούδέν 
εστι, λεκτέον όσον επί τώ  λόγω μηδέ είναι τό

49 σώμα, διά ταϋτα οΰν ημείς άντιτιθέντες τους 
κατά, του σώματος λόγους τώ  φαίνεσθαι [δοκτείν]1 
ύπαρχον τό σώμα, συνάγομεν την π€ρΙ του σώ 
ματος εποχήν.

Ύή δε του σώματος άκαταληφία συνεισάγεται 
καί τό ακατάληπτου είναι τό άσώματον. αί γάρ 
στερήσεις τώ ν έξεων νοούνται στερήσεις, οΐον 
όράσεως τνφλότης και ακοής κωφότης καί επί τών  
άλλων παραπλησίως. διόπερ ίνα στερησιν κατα- 
λάβωμεν, δει την έξιν ημάς προκατειληφεναι ής 
λέγεται στέρησις είναι ή στέρησις· άνεννόητος γάρ 
τις ών της όράσεως ούκ αν δυναιτο λέγειν ότι 
ορασιν όδε ούκ έχει, όπερ εστι τδ τυφλόν είναι.

50 €ΐ οΰν στέρησις σώματός εστι τό άσώματον, τώ ν  
δε έξεων μη καταλαμβανομένων αδύνατον τάς 
στερήσεις αυτών καταλαμβάνεσθαι, καί δέδεικται 
ότι τό  σώμα ακατάληπτου εστιν, ακατάληπτου 
εσται καί τό  άσώματον. καί γάρ ήτοι αισθητόν 
εστιν ή νοητόν, είτε δε αίσθητόν εστιν, άκατά- 
ληπτόν εστι διά την διαφοράν τώ ν ζώων καί τώ ν  
ανθρώπων καί τώ ν αισθήσεων καί τώ ν περιστάσεων 
καί παρά τάς επιμιξίας καί τά  λοιπά τώ ν προειρη
μένων ήμΐν έν τοΐς περί τών δέκα τρόπ ω ν είτε 
νοητόν, μη διδομένης αύτόθεν της τών αισθητών 
καταλήφεως, άφ* ής όρμώμενοι τοΐς νοητοΐς επι- 
βάλλειν δοκοΰμεν, ουδέ ή τώ ν νοητών αύτόθεν

1 [ δ ο /ceii'] om. Τ.
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sensible. Since, then, no sensible object exists in the 
nature of things from which we can derive the notion 
of Body, Body will not be intelligible either. And if 
it is neither sensible nor intelligible, and besides these 
nothing else exists, we must declare that, so far as this 
argument goes, Body has no existence. Accordingly 49 
we, by thus opposing the arguments against Body to 
the apparent existence of Body, infer suspension o f 
judgement concerning Body.

The inapprehensibility of Body involves also that 
of the Incorporeal. For privations are conceived as 
privations of states or faculties, as, for example, blind
ness of sight, deafness of hearing, and similarly with 
the rest. Hence, in order to apprehend a privation, 
we must first have apprehended the state of which 
the privation is said to be a privation ; for if one had 
no conception of sight one would not be able to assert 
that this man does not possess sight, which is the 
meaning of being blind. If then Incorporealitv is 50 
the privation of Body, and when states are not appre
hended it is impossible for the privations of them to 
be apprehended, and it has been proved that Body 
is inapprehensible, Incorporeality also will be in
apprehensible. Moreover, it is either sensible or 
intelligible. And if it is sensible, it is inapprehensible 
because of the variance amongst animals and men, 
the senses and the circumstances, and owing to the ad
mixtures and all the other things we have previously 
described in our exposition of the Ten Tropes.® If, 
again, it is intelligible, since the apprehension of 
sensibles, which is supposed to form the starting-point 
from which we attain to the intelligibles,6 is not 
immediately given, neither will the apprehension of

• Cf. i. 86 ff. * Cf. ii. 10.
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κατάληφις δοθήσεται, διόιτερ ουδέ ή τοΰ άσω- 
μάτου.

61 *Ό τε  φάσκων καταλαμβάνειν τό άσώματον ήτοι 
αίσθήσει τοΰτο παραστησει καταλαμβάνειν ή διά 
λόγου, και αίσθήσει μεν ούδαμώς, επειδή αι μεν 
αισθήσεις κατά επερεισιν και νύξιν άντιλαμβάνεσ,θαι 
δοκοΰσι των αισθητών, οΐον η δρασις, εάν τε κατά 
εντασιν1 γίνηται κώνου, εάν τε κατά ειδώλων απο
κρίσεις τε και επικρίσεις, εάν τε <κατ >* άκτίνων 
η χρωμάτων άποχύσεις, και η ακοή δε, ήν τε 6 
πεπληγμενος αήρ ην τε τά μόρια της φωνής 
φερηται περί τά ώτα καί πλήττη τό ακουστικόν 
πνεύμα ώστε την άντίληφιν τής φωνής άπεργά- 
ζεσθαι. αλλά και αΐ όδμαί τή ρινί και οι χυμοί 
αΰ τή γλώττη προσπίπτουσιν, και τά την άφήν 

52 κινοϋντα ομοίως τή αφή. τά  δε άσώματα επ- 
ερεισιν τοιαυτην υπομενειν ούχ οΐά τε εστιν, ώστε 
ούκ αν δυναιτο τή αίσθήσει καταλαμβάνεσθαι.

*Αλλ* ουδέ διά λ όγου. εί μεν γάρ λεκτόν εστιν 
6 λόγος και άσώματος, ώς οΐ στωικοί φασιν, ό 
λε'γων διά λόγου καταλαμβάνεσθαι τά  άσώματα 
τό  ζητούμενον συναρπάζει, ζητούντων γάρ ημών 
εί δυναται άσώματόν τι καταλαμβάνεσθαι, αυτός 
ασώματόν τι λαβών απλώς διά τούτου την κατά- 
ληφιν τώ ν άσωμάτων ποιεΐσθαι θελει. καίτοι 
αυτός 6 λόγος, εΐπερ άσώματός εστι, τής τώ ν  

63 ζητούμενων εστι μοίρας, πώς οΰν αποδείξει τις  
1 ΐντασιν Kayser: ΐνστασιν m s s . ,  Bekk. 

________________ * </car’> add. T, cj. Bekk.________________
e The first of these theories o f vision is that o f Chrysippus 

(a cone o f light connecting eye with object), the second that 
o f Democritus and Epicurus, the third that of Empedocles, 
Pythagoreans, Plato (Tim. 45 b ) and Aristotle.
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the intelligibles be given immediately, nor, conse
quently, that of Incorporeality.

Also, he who asserts that he apprehends the In- 61 
corporeal will maintain that he apprehends it either 
by sense or by means o f reason. Certainly not by 
sense, since it is supposed that the senses perceive 
the sensibles by way of “  impression ”  and “  indenta
tion,”—take sight, for instance, whether it occur by 
reason of the tension of a cone, or of the emissions and 
immissions of images, or by effusions o f rays or 
colours 0 ; and hearing too, whether it be the smitten 
air b or the parts o f the sound that are carried round 
the ears and smite the acoustic breath so as to effect 
the perception of sound. Smells also impinge on the 
nose and flavours on the tongue, and likewise objects 
of touch on the sense of touch. But incorporeals are 52 
incapable of submitting to impression o f this kind, so 
that they could not be apprehended by sense.

Nor yet by means of reason. For if the reason 
is “  verbally expressible ”  c and incorporeal, as the 
Stoics assert, he who says that incorporeals are 
apprehended by means of reason is begging the 
question. For when our question is—“ Can an 
incorporeal object be apprehended ? ”  he assumes an 
incorporeal object and then, by means of it alone, 
claims to effect the apprehension o f incorporeals. Yet 
reason itself, if it is incorporeal, belongs to the class 
of things which are in question. How, then, is one to 53

6 Cf. Plato, Tim. 67 b ; Diog. Laert. vii. 158 ; “ acoustic 
breath ”  is Stoic for the air within the ear, cf. ii. 70.

e For the Stoic theory of “  expression ”  (λΐκτόν) cf. ii.
81,104. Logos (“  reason ” or “ word ’ ’) is from the same stem 
as Lekton (“ what can be put into words”  or “  meaning ” ), 
which—as contrasted with “ uttered words ” —was termed by 
the Stoics “ incorporeal.”
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on π ρ ό τερ ο ν  τ ο ϋ τ ο  τ ό  ά σ ώ μ α το ν  κ α τα λ α μ β ά νετα ι, 
φ ημί δέ το ν  λ ό γ ο ν ; el μ εν  γ ά ρ  δι’ άλλου ά σ ω μ ά το υ ,  
κάκείνου ζη τ ή σ ο μ ε ν  τ η ν  ά π ό δ ειξιν  τ η ς  κ α τα λ ή -  
φ ε ω ς , καί τ ο ϋ τ ο  μ εχ ρ ις  α π είρ ου ' εΐ δε διά σ ώ μ α τ ο ς ,  
ζη τ ε ίτ α ι  καί π ερί τ η ς  κ α τα λ ή ψ εω ς τ ω ν  σ ω μ ά τ ω ν · 
διά τ ίν ο ς  οΰν  Β είξομ εν  ό τ ι  κ α τα λ α μ β ά νετα ι τ ό  
σ ώ μ α  τ ό  εις ά π ό δ ειξιν  τ η ς  κ α τα λ ή φ εω ς τ ο ϋ  ά σ ω 
μ ά το υ  λ όγου  λ α μ β α νό μ εν ο ν ;  εΐ μ εν  διά σ ώ μ α τ ο ς ,  
είς άπ ειρον εκ β α λ λ ό μ εθα , εΐ δε δι* ά σ ω μ ά το υ , εις  
το ν  Βιάλληλον τ ρ ό π ο ν  εκ π ίπ το μ εν . μ εν ο ν το ς  οΰν  
ο ύ τ ω ς  ά κ α τα λ η π το υ  τ ο ϋ  λ ό γ ο υ , εΐπερ  ά σ ώ μ α τ ό ς  
ε σ τ ιν , ού κ  α ν  Βύναιτό τ ι ς  λ εγ ε ιν  Βι α ύ το ΰ  κ α τ α -  
λ α μ β ά νεσ θ α ι τ ό  ά σ ώ μ α τ ο ν .

64 Εί δέ σ ώ μ ά  ε σ τιν  ό  λ ό γ ο ς , επ εί καί π ερ ί τ ω ν  
σ ω μ ά τ ω ν  Β ια π εφ ώ νη τα ι π ό τερ ο ν  κ α τα λ α μ βά νετα ι  
η  ο υ , διά τ η ν  λ εγομ ενη ν  σ υ νεχ ή  ρ υσιν  α υ τ ώ ν , ώ ς  
μηΒε τ η ν  τόδε1 Β εΐξιν επ ιδ ε χ ε σ θ α ι, μηΒε είναι ν ο -  
μ ίζ ε σ θ α ι  (παρό καί 6  Π λ ά τ ω ν  γ ινόμ ενα  μ ε ν  ό ντα  
δε ο υ δ έπ ο τε  κ α λ έΐ τ α  σ ώ μ α τ α ) , ά π ορ ώ  π ώ ς  ε π ι -  
κ ρ ιθ ή σ ετα ι η π ερί τ ο ϋ  σ ώ μ α τ ο ς  Βιαφ ωνία, μ ή τ ε  
σ ώ μ α τ ι  μ ή τ ε  ά σ ω μ ά τ ω  τ α υ τ ή ν  ορ ώ ν  επ ικ ρίνεσθα ι  
Βυναμενην διά τ ά ς  μ ικ ρ ώ  π ρ ό σ θ εν  είρη μ εν α ς  
ά τ ο π ία ς . οΰκ οϋν  ού δ ε λ ό γ ω  δ υ να τόν  ε σ τ ι  κ α τ α -

65 λ α μ βά νειν  τά ά σ ώ μ α τ α . εί δέ μ ή τ ε  α ισ θ ή σ ει  
υ π ο π ίπ τε ι  μ ή τ ε  διά λ ό γ ο υ  κ α τα λ α μ β ά νετα ι, ούΒ* 
άν ό λ ω ς κ α τα λ α μ β ά ν ο ιτο .

Εί τοίνυ ν  μ ή τ ε  π ερί τ ή ς  ύ π ά ρ ζ ε ω ς  τ ο ϋ  σ ώ μ α τ ο ς  
μ ή τ ε  π ερ ί τ ώ ν  ά σ ω μ ά τ ω ν  οΐόν τ ε  ε σ τ ι δια β ε β α ιώ -  
σ α σ θ α ι, καί π ερ ί τ ώ ν  σ το ιχ ε ίω ν  εσ τιν  εφ εκ τεον ,

1 τύδε Apelt: τότε m s s . ,  Bekk.
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prove that this particular incorporeal (I mean reason) 
is previously apprehended ? For if it is by means of 
another incorporeal, we shall ask for the proof of its 
apprehension also, and so on ad infinitum ; whereas, if 
it is by means of a body, the apprehension of bodies 
is also in question ; by what means, then, are we 
to prove that the body which is assumed in order to 
prove the apprehension of the incorporeal reason is 
itself apprehended ? If by means of a body, we are 
plunged into infinite regress ; while if  we do so by 
means of an incorporeal, we are wrecked on circular 
reasoning. Reason, then, since it is incorporeal, re
maining thus inapprehensible, no one will be able to 
say that by means o f it the incorporeal is appre
hended.

But if reason is a body, inasmuch as about bodies 54 
also there is much controversy as to whether or not 
they are apprehended, owing to what is called their 
“ continual flux,” ® which gives rise to the view that 
they do not admit o f the title “  this ”  and are non
existent—just as Plato6 speaks o f bodies as “  becom
ing but never being,”— I am perplexed as to how 
this controversy about Body is to be settled, as I see 
that it cannot "be settled, because of the difficulties 
stated a moment ago, either by a body or by an 
incorporeal. Neither, then, is it possible to appre
hend the incorporeals by reason. And if they are 55 
neither objects o f sense nor apprehended by means 
of reason, they will not be apprehended at all.

If, then, it is impossible to be positive either 
about the existence of Body or about the In
corporeals, we must also suspend judgement con
cerning the Elements, and possibly about the things

» Cf. ii. 28.
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τάχα δε καί περί τών μετά τα στοιχεία, ειγε 
τούτων τα μεν σώματα τα δε άσώματα, και περί 
άμφοτερων ήπόρηται. πλήν άλλα των τε δρασ
τικών αρχών και τών υλικών διά ταΰτα εφεκτών 
ούσών άπορός εστιν 6 περί αρχών λόγος.

Η'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΚΡΑΣΕΩΣ
66 "Ira δε και ταΰτα παραλίπη τις, πώς άρα και 

γίνεσθαί φασι τα συγκρίματα εκ τών πρώτων 
στοιχείων, μήτε θίξεως και αφής ύπαρχουσης 
μήτε κράσεως ή μίξεως όλως; ότι μεν γάρ ουδεν 
εστιν ή αφή, και μικρώ πρόσθεν ύπεμνησα, δτε 
περί της ύποστάσεως τοΰ σώματος διελεγόμην 
ότι δε ουδέ ο τρόπος της κράσεως όσον επί τοΐς 
λεγομενοις ύπ* * αυτών δυνατός εστι, διά βραχέων 
επιστήσω. πολλά μεν γάρ λεγεται περί κράσεως, 
καί σχεδόν άνήνυτοι περί τοΰ προκειμενου σκεμ- 
ματός είσι παρά τοΐς δογματικοΐς στάσεις* οθεν 
ενθεως άμα τη άνεπικρίτω διαφωνία καί τό άκατά- 
ληπτον τοΰ σκάμματος συνάγοιτ άν. ημείς δε νΰν 
την προς έκαστον αυτών άντίρρησιν παραιτησάμενοι 
διά την πρόθεσιν της συγγραφής, τάδε λεξειν επί 
τοΰ παρόντος άποχρώντως υπολαμβάνομεν.

57 Τά κιρνάμενα εξ ουσίας καί ποιοτήτων συγκεΐ- 
σθαι φασίν. ήτοι ουν τάς μεν ουσίας αυτών μί-

α For the four (or five) “ elements ” cf. §§ 30, 31 ; for “ the 
things behind ” them (from the point of view of cognition), 
i.e. primary bodies or stuff, cf. § 32.

* i.e. the primary bodies out of which, as “ elements,” the 
(four) so-called “ elements ” (earth, air, fire, water) were 
said by the Stoics to be compounded.

e For “ touch” cf. i. 50, 96, iii. 45-46. “ Mixture” (of 
solids as well as fluids) is a wider term than “ blending.”
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which lie behind the Elements α as well, seeing that 
of these some are bodies, others incorporeals, and 
both of these are matters of doubt. In fact, when 
both the active and the material Principles, for these 
reasons, call for suspense o f judgement, the doctrine 
of Principles is open to doubt.

C h a pter  VIII.—C oncerning M ixtu re

But, to pass over these problems, how do they 56 
explain the production o f the compounds from the 
primary elements,6 when neither contact and touch 
nor mixture or blendingc has any existence at all ? 
For that touch is nothing I showed a moment ago, 
when I was discussing the subsistence of Body ; and 
that the method of Mixture is equally impossible on 
their own showing, I shall briefly demonstrate. For 
there is much argument about Mixture, and the rival 
views held by the Dogmatists d on the problem pro
pounded are well-nigh endless ; and hence we might 
straightway infer, along with the indeterminable con
troversy, the inapprehensibility of the problem. And 
we shall for the moment, owing to the design of our 
treatise, excuse ourselves from answering all their 
views in detail, deeming that the following remarks 
will amply suffice for the present.

They declare that mixed things are composed of 57 
substance and qualities. I f  so, one must declare

d Especially Aristotle {J>e gen. et corr. i. 10) and the Stoics. 
The following argument is against the latter. As Aristotle 
says, “ mixture ” effects some change, but not a total change, 
in the things mixed, which must be such as are capable of 
mutually affecting one another, and capable also of being 
easily decomposed into their constituent particles: he defines 
“ mixture ”  as “  the union of mixables which have undergone 
alteration.”
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γνυσθαι φήσεi τις τάς δε ποιότητας μηδαμώς, ή 
τάς μεν ποιότητας αναμίγννσθαι μηκότι δε τάς 
ουσίας, η μηθετερον αναμίγννσθαι θ ατό ρω, η άμ- 
φότ€ρα όνοΰσθαι άλλήλοις. άλλ* el μεν οϋτ€ αί 
ποιότητες ούτε αί ουσίαι άναμίγνυνται άλληλοις, 
άνεπινόητος εσται η κρασις· πώς γάρ μια αΐσθησις 
από των κιρναμόνων γίνεσθαι συμβήσεται, εΐγε 
κατά μηδέν των προειρημενών μίγνυται άλληλοις

58 τά κιρνάμενα; εΐ δε αί μεν ποιότητες απλώς παρα- 
κεΐσθαι λεχθεΐεν άλλήλαις αί δε ούσίαι μίγννσθαι, 
καί ούτως άτοπον αν εΐη τό λεγόμενον· ου γάρ 
κεχωρισμόνων τών ποιοτήτων τών εν ταΐς κρά- 
σεσιν άντιλαμβανόμεθα, άλλ* ώς μιας από τών 
κιρναμενων άποτελουμενης αίσθανόμεθα. εΐ δε τάς 
μεν ποιότητας μίγννσθαι λόγοι τις τάς δε ουσίας 
μηδαμώς, αδύνατα λεξει · ή γάρ τών ποιοτήτων 
ύπόστασις εν ταΐς ούσίαις εστίν, διόπερ γελοιον 
αν εΐη λεγειν ώς αί μεν ποιότητες χωρισθεΐσαι 
τών ουσιών [/cat]1 Ιδία μίγνυνταί που άλλήλαις, 
άποιοι δε αί ούσίαι χωρίς υπολείπονται.

69 Αείπεται λόγειν ότι καί αί ποιότητες τών κιρνα- 
μόνων καί αί ούσίαι χωροΰσι δι* άλλήλων καί μιγνυ- 
μεναι την κρασιν άποτελοϋσιν. ο τών προειρη
μενών εστίν άτοπώτερον αδύνατος γάρ εστιν ή 
τοιαυτη κρασις. οΐον γοΰν εάν δέκα κοτυλαις 
ϋδατος κώνειου χυλοΰ κοτύλη μιχθή, παντί τώ  
νδατι συνανακίρνασθαι αν λεγοιτο τό κώνειον εί 
γοΰν καί τι βραχντατον μέρος του μίγματος λάβοι 

1 [καί] om. Τ, Creuzer.
* Here “ blend ” is used merely as a synonym for “ mix.”
6 Chrysippus held that “ mixture ” is not effected by 

superficial “juxtaposition ” but by the mutual “ permeation ” 
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either that their substances are blended® but not 
their qualities, or their qualities blended but not their 
substances any longer, or neither blended with the 
other, or both unified with each other. But if neither 
the qualities nor the substances are blended with one 
another, Mixture will be inconceivable ; for how will 
a single sensation result from the things mixed if the 
things mixed are blended with one another in none 
o f the ways stated above ? And if it should be said 58 
that the qualities are simply juxtaposed and the 
substances blended, even so the statement would be 
absurd; for we do not perceive the qualities in the 
mixtures as separate objects but as a single sense- 
impression produced by the mixed things. And any
one who should assert that the qualities are blended, 
but the substances not, would be asserting the im
possible ; for the reality of the qualities resides in 
the substances, so that it would be ridiculous to 
assert that the qualities by themselves, in separation 
from the substances, are somehow blended with one 
another, while the substances are left apart void of 
quality.

It only remains to say that both the qualities and 69 
the substances of the mixed things permeate one 
another * 6 and by their blending produce Mixture. 
But this is a more absurd view than any of the fore
going ; for such a mixture is impossible. Thus, for 
example, if a cup of hemlock juice were blended with 
ten cups of water, it will be said that the hemlock is 
mixed in with all the water ; for certainly if one were 
to take even the least portion of the mixture he would

or “ interpenetration” of the constituents of the mixture: 
“ qualities” as well as substances he regarded as corporeal 
and thus capable of being “ penetrated.”
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τι?, εύρήσει πεπληρωμένον αυτό της τοΰ κωνβίου 
60 δυνάμβως. e l  h e έπιμίγνυται το κώνειο ν παντι 

μέρει τοΰ ύόατος καί παρεκτείνεται αύτώ όλον 
όλω κατά re την των ουσιών καί των ποιοτήτων 
αυτών hi* άλλήλων δίοδον, ϊν* όντως ή κράσις 
γένηται, τα he παρβκτ€ΐνόμ€να άλλήλοις καθ* άπαν 
μέρος τον ίσον επέχει τόπον, διδ και ισα  άλλήλοις 
εστιν, ΐση έσται η κοτύλη τοΰ κωνβίου ταΐς δέκα  
κοτύλαις τοΰ ύόατος, ώς είκοσι κοτύλας όφείλειν 
elvai το μίγμα η δυο μάνας, όσον επί T jjh e τη 
υποθέσει τοΰ τρόπου της κράσβως' καί κοτύλης 
πάλιν vhaTOS ταΐς βικοσι κοτύλαις όσον επί τώ  
λόγω της ύποθέσβως έπεμβληθείσης τεσσαράκ οντα  
κοτυλών οφείλει το μέτρον είναι η πάλιν δυο μόνων, 
επειδή καί την κοτύλην είκοσι κοτύλας ενδεχεται 
νοεΐν, όσαις παρεκτείνεται, καί τάς είκοσι κοτύλας 

6ΐ μίαν, ή συνεξισοΰνται. δυνατόν δε οΰτω κατά μίαν 
κοτύλην έπεμβάλλοντα καί ομοίως συλλογιζόμενον 
συνάγειν ότι at εικοσιν όρώμεναι τοΰ μίγματος 
κοτύλαι όισμυριαί που καί προς όφείλουσιν είναι 
όσον επί τη υποθέσει τοΰ τρόπου της κρασεως, αι 
δε αυται καί δυο μόναι· όπερ άπεμφάσεως υπερ
βολήν ούκ άπολέλοιπεν. ούκοΰν άτοπος εστι και 

62 αυτή ή ύπόθεσις της κράσεως. εΐ δε ούτε τ ω ν  
ουσιών μόνων μιγνυμένων άλλήλαις ούτε τών 
ποιοτήτων μόνων ούτε άμφοτέρων ούτε ούθετέρου 
δυναται γίνεσθαι κράσις, παρά δε ταυ τα  οΰδεν 
οιον τ ε  εστιν έπινοειν, άνεπινόητος ό τρόπος της 
τε κράσεως καί όλως της μίξεως εστιν. hi όπερ 
εί μήτε κατά θίξιν παρατιθέμενα άλλήλοις τα 
καλούμενα στοιχεία μήτε άνακιρνώμενα ή μιγνύ- 
μενα ποιητικά τών συγκριμάτων είναι δυναται, 
368
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find it full of the potency of the hemlock. Yet if the 60 
hemlock is blended in with every particle of the water 
and is distributed as a whole over the whole volume 
of the water and through the mutual interpenetration 
o f both their substances and their qualities, so that 
Mixture may in this way result; and if the things so 
distributed over each other in every particle occupy 
an equal space, so that they are equal to each other,— 
then the cup of hemlock will be equal to the ten cups 
o f water, so that the blend must consist o f twenty 
cups or o f only two, according to the assumption now 
made as to the mode of Mixture. And if, again, a 
cup of water were poured into the twenty cups, 
then—according to the theory assumed—the quantity 
is bound to be forty cups or, again, only two, since it 
is admissible to conceive either the one cup as all 
the twenty over which it is distributed, or the twenty 
cups as the one with which they are equalized. And 61 
by thus pouring in a cup at a time and pursuing the 
same argument it is possible to infer that the twenty 
cups seen in the blend must be twenty thousand and 
more, according to the theory of Mixture assumed, 
and at the same time only two—a conclusion which 
reaches the very height of incongruity. Wherefore 
this theory of Mixture also is absurd.

But if Mixture cannot come about by the mutual 62 
blending either of the substances alone or of the 
qualities alone or o f both or of neither, and it is 
impossible to conceive any other ways than these, 
then the process o f Mixture and of blending in 
general is inconceivable. Hence, if the so-called 
Elements are unable to form the compounds either 
by way of contact through juxtaposition or by
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άνεπινόητός εστιν ή κατά τους δογματικούς φυσιο
λογία και όσον «τι τούτω  τω  λόγω.

θ . — ΠΕΡΙ ΚΙΝΗΣΕΩΣ

63 Προ? δε τοΐς προειρημενοις ήν επιστήσαι τω  
περί των κινήσεων λόγω, ω  και1 αδύνατος αν 
είναι νομισθείη ή κατά τούς δογματικούς φυσιο
λογία. πάντως γάρ κατά τινα κίνησιν των  τε 
στοιχείων καί της δραστικής άρχής οφείλει yiW- 
σθαι τά  συγκρίματα, εάν ούν ύπομνήσωμ€ν ότι 
μηδέν βΐδος κινήσεως όμολογεΐται, σαφές εσται ότι 
και διδόμενων καθ' ύπόθεσιν τω ν προειρημενών 
απάντων μάτην ό καλούμενος φυσικός λόγος τοΐς 
δογματικόΐς διεξώδευται.

I '.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΗΣ ΜΕΤΑΒΑΤΙΚΗΣ ΚΙΝΗΣΕΩΣ

64 Φασί τοίνυν οί δοκοΰντες εντελεστερον περί 
κινήσεως διειληφεναι εξ είδη ταύτης ύπάρχειν, 
τοπικήν μετάβασιν, φυσικήν μεταβολήν, αΰξησιν, 
μείωσιν, γενεσιν, φθοράν, ημείς ούν εκάστω των  
προειρημενών ειδών της κινήσεως κατ' ιδίαν επι- 
στήσομεν, από της τοπικής μεταβάσεως άρξά- 
μενοι. εστιν ούν αϋτη κατά τούς δογματικούς καθ' 
ήν τόπον εκ τόπου περιέρχεται το κινούμενον ήτοι 
καθ' ολότητα ή κατά μέρος, δλον μεν ώς επί των  
περιπατουντων, κατά μέρος δε ως επι τής περί 
κεντρω κινούμενης σφαίρας· όλης γαρ αυτής 
μενούσης εν τω  αύτω τόπω τά μόρη τους τοπους 
αμείβει.

1 ψ καί ego  : και ώι mss., Bekk. : καί om. Steph.
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mixture or blending, then, so far as this argument 
goes, the physical theory of the Dogmatists is in
conceivable.

C h apter  IX.— C oncerning M otion

In addition to the foregoing we might have dwelt 63 
on the argument about the kinds o f motion, since 
this also might be held to render the physical theory 
o f the Dogmatists impossible. For the formation o f 
the compounds must certainly be due to some motion 
both of the elements and of the efficient Principle.
If, then, we shall show that no one kind of motion is 
generally agreed upon, it will be clear that, even if 
all the assumptions mentioned above be granted, the 
Dogmatists have elaborated their so-called “ Physical 
Doctrine ”  in vain.

C h a pter  X.—C oncerning T ran sien t  M otion

Now those who are reputed to have given the most 64 
complete classification of Motion assert that six kinds 
of it exist—local transition, physical change, increase, 
decrease, becoming, perishing.® We, then, shall deal 
with each of the aforesaid kinds of motion separately 
beginning with local transition. According, then, to 
the Dogmatists, this is the motion by which the moving 
object passes on from place to place, either wholly 
or partially—wholly as in the case o f men walking, 
partially as when a globe is moving round a central 
axis, for while as a whole it remains in the same place, 
its parts change their places.

e Cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 37 ff.; Aristot. Phys. vii. 2, Cat eg.
15 a 13; Plato, Laws, x . 894.

VOL. I o 371



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

65 Tρεΐς δε, οϊμαι, γεγόνασιν at άνωτάτω περί 
κινησεως στάσεις. 6 μεν γάρ βίος1 καί τινες των  
φιλοσόφων είναι κίνησιν ύπολαμβάνονσιν, μη είναι 
8ε Παρμενίδης τε και Μελισσος και άλλοι τινες. 
μη μάλλον δε είναι η μη κίνησιν εφασαν οι σκεπ
τικοί· όσον μεν γάρ επί τοΐς φαινομενοις δοκεΐν 
είναι κίνησιν, όσον δε επί τώ  φιλοσοφώ λόγω μη 
ύπαρχειν. ημείς ούν εκθεμενοι την άντιρρησιν τω ν  
τε  είναι κίνησιν ύπολαμβανόντων καί τω ν μηδέν 
είναι κίνησιν άποφαινομενων, εάν την διαφωνίαν 
εύρίσκωμεν ίσοσθενη, μη μάλλον είναι η μη εΐναι 
κίνησιν λεγειν άναγκασθησόμεθα όσον επί τοΐς

66 λεγομενοις. άρξόμεθα δε από τω ν νπάρχειν αυτήν 
λεγόντων.

Οΰτοι δη τη  εναργείς μάλιστα επερείδονται· εί 
γάρ μη εστι, φασί, κίνησις, πώς μεν από ανατολών 
επί δνσμάς ό ήλιος φερεται, πώς τάς τον  έτους 
ώρας ποιεί, παρά τούς προς ημάς συνεγγισμονς 
αυτού καί τάς άφ' ημών αποστάσεις γιγνομενας; 
η πώς νήες άπό λιμένων άναχθεΐσαι καταίρονσιν 
επί λιμένας άλλους πάμπολυ τώ ν προτερων άφ- 
εστώ τας; τίνα δε τρόπον ό την κίνησιν άναιρών 
πρόεισι της οικίας καί αύθις αναστρέφει; ταΰτα  
δη τελεως αναντίρρητα είναι, διό καί τών κυνικών 
τις ερωτηθείς κατά της κινήσεως λόγον ούδεν άπ- 
εκρίνατο, άνεστη δε καί εβάδισεν, εργω καί διά 
της εναργείας παριστάς ότι υπαρκτή εστιν ή 
κίνησις.

1 βίο! Τ : Bias mss., Bekk.

« Lit. “ by life,” cf. i. 165, ii. 244.
* Such as Zeno and Diodorus Cronos, cf. ii. 242.
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The main views held about motion are, I imagine, 65 
three. It is assumed by ordinary people “ and by 
some philosophers that motion exists, but by Par
menides, Melissus and certain others b that it does 
not exist; while the Sceptics have declared that it is 
“  no more ”  existent than non-existent; for so far as 
the evidence o f phenomena goes it seems that motion 
exists, whereas to judge by the philosophic argument 
it would seem not to exist. So when we have ex
posed the contradiction which lies between those 
who believe in the existence o f motion and those who 
maintain that motion is naught, if  we shall find the 
counter-arguments o f equal weight,0 we shall be 
compelled to declare that, so far as these arguments 
go, motion is “  no more "  existent than non-existent. 
We shall begin with those who affirm its real 66 
existence.

These base their view mainly on “  evidence." d If, 
say they, motion does not exist, how does the sun 
move from east to west, and how does it produce the 
seasons of the year, which are brought about by its 
approximations to us and its recessions from us ? Or 
how do ships put out from harbours and cast anchor 
in other harbours very far distant from the first ? And 
in what fashion does the denier of motion proceed 
from his house and return to it again ? These facts 
are perfectly incontestable. Consequently, when one 
of the Cynics * had an argument against motion put 
to him, he made no reply but stood up and began 
to walk, thus demonstrating by his action and by 
“ evidence "  that motion is capable of real existence.

• Cf. i. 26 for “ equipollence ” as leading to Sceptic 
suspension.”
d %.«. what is plainly obvious, cf. § 266.
• Cf. ii. 244.

878



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Ούτοι μεν ουν οντω δυσωπεΐν επιχειροΰσι τούς
67 r fs  εναντίας αύτοΐς στάσεως όντας· οί δε την 

νπαρζιν της κινησεως άναιροΰντες λόγοις επι- 
χειροΰσι τοιοντοις. εί κινείται τι, ήτοι ύφ' εαυτόν 
κινείται η ύφ' ετερον. άλλ' εί μεν ύφ* έτερον, [το 
yap λεγόμενον νφ' εαυτού κινεΐσθαι] ήτοι άναιτίως 
κινηθήσεται η κατά τινα αιτίαν, άναιτίως μεν 
ούδέν φασι γίνεσθαι· εί δε κατά τινα αιτίαν κινεί
ται, η αιτία, καθ' ην κινείται, κινητική αυτόν 
γενήσεται, δθεν εις άπειρον εκπίπτει κατά την

68 μικρω πρόσθεν είρημενην επιβολήν, άλλως τε καί 
εί τό κινούν ενεργεί, τό δε ενεργούν κινείται, 
κάκεΐνο δεησεται κινοΰντος ετερον, καί τό δεύτερον 
τρίτου, καί μέχρις άπειρον, ώς άναρχον γίνεσθαι 
την κίνησιν δπερ άτοπον. ούκ άρα παν τό κινον- 
μενον ύφ' ετερον κινείται, άλλ' ουδέ νφ' εαυτού, 
επεί γάρ παν τό κινούν ήτοι προωθούν κινεί η 
επισπώμενον η άνωθοΰν η ενθλΐβον, δεησει τό  
εαντο κινούν κατά τινα των προειρημενών τρόπων

69 εαυτό κινειν. άλλ* εί μεν προωστικώς εαυτό κινεί, 
εσται εξόπισθεν εαντοΰ, εί δε επισπαατικώς, έμ
προσθεν, εί δε άνωστικώς, ύποκάτω, εί δε εν- 
θλιπτικώς, επάνω. άδυνατον δε αυτό τι εαντοΰ 
επάνω είναι η έμπροσθεν η νποκάτω η οπίσω · 
άδννατον άρα νφ' εαντοΰ τι κινεΐσθαι. εί δε μήτε 
ύφ' εαυτού τι κινείται μήτε ύφ' ετερον, ουδέ 
κινείται τι.

70 Ει δε τις επί την ορμήν καί την προαίρεσιν κατα- 
φενγοι, ύπομνηστέον αυτόν της περί τού εφ' ημιν 
διαφωνίας, καί ότι άνεπίκριτος αϋτη καθεστηκεν,

° An Aristotelian phrase : freedom of choice was denied 
by fatalists, such as Democritus and the Stoics.
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So these men attempt in this way to put to shame 
those who hold the contrary opinion ; but those who 67 
deny the existence of motion allege such arguments 
as these : I f a thing is moved, it is moved either 
by itself or by another thing. But if it is moved by 
another, it will be moved either causelessly or owing 
to some cause. Nothing, they assert, is moved 
causelessly ; but if it is moved owing to some cause, 
the cause owing to which it moves will be what 
makes it move, and thus we are involved in an 
infinite regress, according to the criticism stated a 
little while ago. Moreover, if the movent thing 68 
is active, and what is active is moved, that movent 
thing will need another movent thing, and the 
second a third, and so on ad infinitum, so that the 
motion comes to have no beginning ; which is absurd. 
Therefore the thing that moves is not always moved 
by another. Nor yet by itself. Since every movent 
causes motion either by pushing forward or by draw
ing after or by pushing up or by thrusting down, what 
is self-movent must move itself in one o f the aforesaid 
ways. But if it moves itself propulsively, it will be 69 
behind itself; and if by pulling after, it will be in 
front o f itself; and if by pushing up, it will be below 
itself; and if by thrusting down, it will be above 
itself. But it is impossible for anything to be above 
or before or beneath or behind its own se lf; therefore 
it is impossible for anything to be moved by itself. 
But if nothing is moved either by itself or by another, 
then nothing is moved at all.

And if anyone should seek refuge in the notions 70 
o f “  impulse ”  and “  purpose "  we must remind him of 
the controversy about “  what is in our power,” ® and
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κριτηριον ημών της αλήθειας άχρι νΰν ούχ εύρη- 
κότων.

71 Έ τ ι  κάκεΐνο λεκτεον. εί κινείται τι, ήτοι εν ώ  
εστι τόπω κινείται ή εν ω ούκ εστιν. ούτε δε εν 
ώ εστιν· μενει γάρ εν αύτώ, εΐπερ εν αύτώ εστιν* 
ούτε εν ώ μη εστιν· όπου γάρ τι μη εστιν, εκεί 
ουδέ δράσαί τι ούδέ παθεΐν δύναται. ούκ άρα 
κινείται τι. οΰτος δέ 6 λόγος εστι μεν Διόδωρόν 
τοΰ Κρόνου, πολλών δε αντιρρήσεων τετύχηκεν, 
ών τάς πληκτικωτερας διά τον τρόπον της συγ
γραφής εκθησόμεθα μετά της φαινομενης ήμΐν 
επικρίσεως.

72 Φασιν οΰν τινες δτι δνναταί τι εν ώ εστι τόπω  
κινεΐσθαΐ’ τάς γοΰν περί τοΐς κεντροις περιδινου- 
μενας σφαίρας εν τώ  αύτω μενούσας τόπω κινεί - 
σθαι. προς οΰς μεταφερειν χρή τον λόγον εφ’ 
έκαστον τώ ν μερών της σφαίρας, και υπομιμνή
σκοντας δτι δσον επί τώ  λόγω μηδε κατά μέρη 
κινείται, συνάγειν δτι μηδε εν ω εστι τόπω κινείται

73 τι. τό δε αυτό ποιήσομεν καί προς τους λέγοντας 
δτι τό κινούμενον δυοΐν εχεται τόπων, τοΰ τε εν 
ώ εστι καί τοΰ εις ον φερεται. πευσόμεθα γάρ 
αυτών πότε φερεται τό κινούμενον από τοΰ εν ώ 
εστι τόπου εις τον ετερον, άρα δτε εν τώ  πρώτω  
τόπω εστιν ή δτε εν τώ  δευτερω. άλλ’ δτε μεν 
εν τώ  πρώτω τόπω εστιν, ού μετέρχεται είς τον 
δεύτερον· ετι γάρ εν τώ  πρώτω εσ τιν  δτε δε ούκ

74 δστιν εν τούτω , ού μετέρχεται απ' αύτοΰ. προς 
τώ  καί συναρπάζεσθαι τό ζητούμενον εν ω γάρ 
μη εστιν, ούδε ενεργεΐν εν αύτώ δνναται· ού γάρ

« Of. Π. 18 ff. 
870

* Cf. ii. 245.
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how it is still unsettled, since hitherto we have failed 
to find a criterion o f truth.®

Further, there is this also to be said. I f  a thing 71 
moves, it moves either in the place where it is or in 
that where it is not. But it does not move in the 
place where it is, for if it is in it, it remains in i t ; 
nor yet does it move in the place where it is not; 
for where a thing is not, there it can neither effect 
nor suffer anything. Therefore nothing moves. This 
argument is, in fact, that of Diodorus Cronos,6 but it 
has been the subject of many attacks, of which we 
shall describe, owing to the character of our treatise, 
only the more formidable, together with a judgement 
of their value, as it seems to us.

Some, then, assert that a thing can move in 72 
the place where it is ; at any rate the globes which 
revolve round their axes move while remaining in the 
same place.0 Against these men we should transfer 
the argument which applies to each o f the parts of the 
globe, and, reminding them that, to judge by this 
argument, it does not move even in respect o f its 
parts, draw the conclusion that nothing moves in the 
place where it is. And we shall take the same course 73 
in replying to those who declare that the moving 
thing occupies two places, that wherein it is and that 
whereto it shifts. For we shall ask them when the 
moving object shifts from the place wherein it is to 
the other place—whether while it is in the first place 
or while it is in the second. But when it is in the first 
place it does not pass over into the second, for it is 
still in the first; and when it is not in this, it is not 
passing from it. And besides, the question is being 74 
begged ; for where it is not, there it cannot be active.

• Cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 93, 103.
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δήητου φερεσθαι εις τινα τόπον συγχώρησα τις 
εκείνο απλώς ο μη δίδω σι κιν€Ϊσθ αι.

75 Tire? μεντοι κάκ€Ϊνο φασίν· τόπος λεγεται 
διχώς, ο μεν iv πλάτ€ΐ, οιον ώς εμοΰ η οικία, 6 δε 
προς ακρίβειαν, ώς λόγου χάριν ό περιτετυπωκως 
μου την επιφάνειαν τοΰ σώματος αήρ. λεγεται οΰν 
cv τόπω κινέΐσθαι τό κινούμενον ουκ εν τω  προς 
ακρίβειαν άλλ* * εν τω  κατά πλάτος. προς οΰς 
ενεστιν, ύποδιαιροΰντας τον εν πλάτει τόπον, λεγειν 
ότι τούτου εν ω μεν εστι κυρίως το κινέΐσθαι λεγό
μενόν σώμα, ώς εν τω  προς ακρίβειαν αύτοΰ τόπω, 
εν ώ  δε ουκ εστιν, ώς εν τοΐς λοιποΐς μερεσι τοΰ  
κατά πλάτος τόπου· εΐτα συνάγοντας ότι μήτε εν 
ώ εστι τόπω κινέΐσθαι τι δύναται μήτε εν ω μη 
εστιν, επιλογίζεσθαι ότι μηδέ εν τω  κατά πλάτος 
καταχρηστικώς λεγομενω τόπω κινέΐσθαι τι δύ- 
ναται · συστατικά γάρ εστιν αύτοΰ τό τε εν ω εστι 
προς ακρίβειαν και εν ω προς ακρίβειαν ουκ εστιν, 
ών εν ούθετερω κινέΐσθαι τι δύνασθαι δεδεικται.

7β Έ ρωτητεον δε κάκεΐνον τον λόγον, εί κινείται τι, 
ήτοι κατά το  πρότερον πρότερον κινείται ή κατά 
άθρουν μεριστον διάστημα♦ ούτε δέ κατά το πρότερον 
πρότερον δύναταί τι κινέΐσθαι, ούτε κατά το άθρουν 
μεριστον διάστημα, ώς δείξομεν ούδε κινείται τι άρα.

• Cf. §§ 119, 131. “ Place” in the “ exact” or narrow 
sense means the precise portion of space occupied by an 
object, as distinguished from “ place” in the “ broad” or 
“ extended ” sense in which it includes surrounding portions 
of space. The latter sense of “ place ” was adopted in order 
to make “ motion in place” feasible; but Sextus argues 
that it fails to do so.

* The following sections, 76-80, criticize two kinds of 
motion, (1) successive motion, by which the moving body 
occupies the first part of the intervening space first will» its
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For surely no one will allow that any object to which 
he does not grant motion at all can shift to any place.

Some, however, make this statement: Place is 75 
used in two senses, the broad sense, as for example 
“  my house,”  and the exact sense,® as for instance 
“  the air which enfolds the surface of my body.”  So 
the moving object is said to move in place, “  place ”  
being used not in the exact sense but in the 
broad sense. To these we can reply by dividing up 
“ place ”  in the broad sense, and saying that in one 
part of it the body said to be moved properly exists, 
this being its own “ place ” in the exact sense, and in 
the other part it does not exist, this being the remain
ing portions of “  place ”  in the extended sense ; next 
we shall argue that an object can move neither in 
the place where it is nor in that where it is not, and 
so conclude that nothing can move even in what is 
perversely termed ‘ ‘ place ” in the broad sense ; for 
this is composed of the place wherein it is in the exact 
sense and the place wherein it is not, and it has been 
proved that a thing cannot move in either of these.

We should also propound the following argument.6 76 
I f  a thing moves it moves either by way of orderly, 
or gradual, progression or by occupying the divisible 
interval all at once ; but in neither of these ways can 
a thing move, as we shall prove ; so that it does not 
move at all.
own first part, next with its second part, and so on till all 
its parts have passed through all the parts of the “ interval.” 
(Here it is assumed that both the moving body and the 
spatial distance, or “ interval,” are divisible; but, argues 
Sextus, whether they are infinitely divisible or divisible only 
into a limited number of indivisible parts, in either case motion 
is found to be impossible.) (2) Momentaneous motion (§§ 78- 
79), by which the moving body passes into the whole of the 
interval in a single moment of time.
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’Ό τι μεν οΰν κατά τό πρότερον πρότερον ούκ 
ενδέχεται τι κινεΐσθαι, αύτόθεν δηλον. εί μεν γάρ 
εις άπειρον τέμνονται τά  σώματα και οί τόποι 
και οί χρόνοι οΐς κινεΐσθαι λέγεται τά  σώματα, ού 
γενησεται κίνησις, αδυνάτου οντος τοΰ πρώτον τι 
εν άπείροις εύρεθήναι, άφ’ ου πρώτου κινησεται το

77 κινεΐσθαι λεγόμενον, εί δε εις άμερές καταλήγει τά  
προειρημένα, καί έκαστον των κινουμένων ομοίως 
το πρώτον άμερές του τόπου τώ  πρώτω έαυτοΰ 
άμερεΐ μετέρχεται χρόνω, πάντα τά κινούμενα 
έστιν ισοταχή, οΐον 6 ταχύτατος ίππος καί η χε- 
λώνη· οπερ τοΰ προτέρου έστιν άτοπώτερον. 
ούκ άρα κατά το πρότερον πρότερον γίνεται η 
κίνησις.

ΆΛΑ’ ούδε κατά το άθρουν μεριστόν διάστημα.
78 εί γάρ από τώ ν φαινομένων, ώς φασί, μαρτυρεΐσθαι 

τά  άδηλα χρη, έπεί, ινα τις άνύση σταδιαΐον 
διάστημα, δει πρότερον αυτόν άνύσαι τό πρώτον 
τοΰ σταδίου μέρος καί τό δεύτερον δεύτερον καί 
τά άλλα ομοίως, ούτω καί παν τό κινούμενον κατά 
τό πρότερον πρότερον κινεΐσθαι προσήκει, έπεί 
τοί γε εί άθρόως διιέναι τό κινούμενον λέγοιτο 
πάντα τά  μέρη τοΰ τόπου έν ω κινεΐσθαι λέγεται, 
έν πάσιν άμα έσται τοΐς μέρεσιν αύτοΰ, καί εί τό 
μεν φυχρόν εΐη μέρος τό δε θερμόν τοΰ δι* οΰ 
ποιείται την κίνησιν, η τό μέν, εί τύχοι, μέλαν τό  
δε λευκόν ώστε καί χρώζειν τά έντυγχάνοντα 
δύνασθαι, τό κινούμενον έσται θερμόν τε άμα καί

79 φυχρόν καί μέλαν καί λευκόν όπερ άτοπον. εΐτα 
καί πόσον άθρόως διέξεισι τόπον τό κινούμενον

380

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 78-79

Now that a thing can not move in orderly progres
sion is plain on the face of it. For if bodies, and also 
the places and the times in which the bodies are said 
to move, are divided to infinity, motion will not occur, 
it being impossible to discover amongst the infinite 
any first thing wherefrom the object said to move will 
derive its initial movement. And if the aforesaid 77 
objects are reducible to atomic parts, and each of the 
moving things passes equally in an atomic period of 
time with its own first atom into the first atomic point 
of space, then all moving things are of equal velocity 
—the speediest horse, for instance, and the tortoise e ; 
which is a result even more absurd than the former. 
Therefore motion does not take place by way of 
orderly progression.

Nor yet by way o f immediate occupation o f the 
divisible interval. For if one ought, as they declare, 78 
to take the apparent as evidence for the non-apparent, 
since, in order to complete the distance o f a stade 
a man must first complete the first portion o f the 
stade, and secondly the second portion, and so on with 
the rest, so likewise everything that moves ought to 
move by way of orderly progression ; for surely if we 
should assert that the moving thing passes all at once 
through all the portions of the place wherein it is 
said to move, it will be in all the portions thereof at 
once, and if one portion of the place through which it 
has its motion should be cold, another hot, or, may
hap, one black, another white, so as to be able also to 
colour things in contact,—then the moving thing will 
be at once hot and cold and black and white, which is 
absurd. Next let them tell us how much space the 79

° Cf. the Eleatic puzzle of “ Achilles ” (and the tortoise); 
cf. Aristot. Phya. vi. 9.
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είπάτωσαν. ει μεν γάρ αόριστον τοϋτον είναι 
φησουσιν, προσΒεζονταί τι κινεΐσθαι διά πόσης 
της γης άθρόως· εί 8ε τούτο φευγουσιν, όρισάτωσαν 
ήμΐν το μεγεθος του τόπον, το μεν γάρ προς 
ακρίβειαν επιχειρεΐν όριζε ιν τον τόπον οΰ πλέον 
Βιάστημα ούΒε κατά το άκαριαΐον δννήσεται δι- 
ελθεΐν το κινουμενον άθρόως, προς τω  άποκληρω- 
τικόν και προπετες η καί γελοΐον ίσως είναι, εις 
την άρχήθεν απορίαν εμπίπτει* πάντα γάρ εσται 
ισοταχή, είγε έκαστον αυτών ομοίως κατά περι- 
ωρισμενους τόπους τάς μεταβάσεις των κινήσεων

80 ποιείται, εί 8ε φησουσιν ότι μικρόν μεν, ου προς 
άκρίβειαν 8ε περιωρισμενον τόπον άθρόως κινείται 
το κινουμενον, ενεσται ήμΐν κατά την σωριτικήν 
άπορίαν άεϊ τω  ύποτεθεντι μεγεθει άκαριαΐον προσ- 
τιθεναι μεγεθος τόπον, εί μεν γάρ στήσονταί που 
τοιαυτην ποιούμενων ημών σννερώτησιν, πάλιν 
εις τον άκριβή περιορισμόν καί την τερατείαν εκεί
νην εμπεσοΰνταί' εί δε προσήσονται την παρανξησιν, 
άναγκάσομεν αυτούς σωγχωρεΐν άθρόως τι 8υνα- 
σθαι κινηθήναι διά του μεγέθους τής γής άπάσης. 
ώστε ουδέ κατά άθρουν μεριστόν Βιάστημα κινείται

81 τά κινεΐσθαι λεγάμενα. εί δε μήτε κατά άθρουν 
μεριστόν τόπον μήτε κατά το πρότερον πρότερον 
κινείται τι, ουδέ κινείται τι.

Ύαϋτα μεν οΰν καί ετι πλείω τούτων φασίν οι 
την μεταβατικήν κίνησιν άναιροΰντες. ημείς δε

β Cf. § 77. This is further explained in Adv. Phys. i. 154: 
“ If all is indivisible (time, bodies, and space), all moving 
bodies will be of equal velocity (e.g. the sun and the tortoise), 
since an indivisible interval is completed by all alike in an 
indivisible moment of time.” In this § 79 the difficulties as 
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moving thing passes through all at once. For if they 
shall assert that it is limitless, they will be granting 
that a thing moves through the whole o f the earth all 
at once ; while if they shirk this conclusion, let them 
define for us the extent of the space. But, on the one 
hand, the attempt to define precisely the space or 
interval beyond which the thing moving all at once 
will be unable to advance so much as a hair’s-breadth 
is probably not merely presumptuous and rash or even 
ridiculous, but plunges us again into the original 
difficulty e ; for all things will be of equal velocity, 
if each o f them alike has its transitional movements 
over definite intervals o f space. And if, on the other 80 
hand, they shall assert that the moving thing moves 
all at once through a space that is small but not 
precisely determined, it will be open to us to adopt 
the sorites argument b and keep constantly adding a 
hair’s-breadth of space to the breadth assumed. And 
if, then, they shall make a halt anywhere while we 
are pursuing this argument, they will be reverting to 
the monstrous theory of precise definition as before; 
while if they shall assent to the process of addition, 
we shall force them to grant that a thing can move 
all at once through the whole of the earth. Con
sequently, objects said to be in motion do not move 
by occupying a divisible interval all at once. But if 81 
a thing moves neither thus instantaneously nor by 
way of gradual progression, it does not move at all.

These, and yet more than these, are the arguments 
used by those who reject transient motion. But we,
regards the quantity of space passed through by the moving 
body on the momentaneous theory are exposed: it must be 
conceived either as (1) unlimited or (2) precisely limited, or 
(3) small, but not precisely limited; but all these views lead 
to absurdities. * Cf. ii. 253.
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μήτε τούς λόγους τούτους μήτε το φαινόμενου, 
ω κατακολουθούντες είσάγουσι την ύποστασιν της 
κινήσεως, δυνάμενοι διατρέπειν, όσον έπί τη άντι- 
θέσει των  re φαινομένων καί τω ν λόγων, επέχομεν 
περί του πότερον έστι κίνησις η ούκ εστιν.

ΙΑ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΤΕΗΣΕΩΣ ΚΑΙ ΜΕΙΩΣΕΩΣ

82 Τ ω  δε αύτώ χρώμενοι λογισμώ καί περί αύξή- 
σεώς τε καί περί μειωσεως επεχομεν ή γαρ εν- 
άργεια δοκεΐ την ύποστασιν αυτών είσάγειν, ήν 
οι λόγοι διατρέπειν δοκοϋσιν. η θέασαι γ ο ύ ν  τό  
αύξόμενον δν καί ύφεστώς εις μέγεθος έπιδιδόναι 
προσηκει, ώς εΐγε έτέρω προσθεσεως γενομένης 
έτερον ηύξηκέναι τις λέγοι, φεύσεται. έπεί τοί- 
νυν ή ουσία ουδέποτε εστηκεν άλλ’ αεί ρεΐ τε 
καί ετερα άνθ' ετερας επεισκρίνεται, τό ηύξηκέναι 
λεγόμενον ούκ εχει την προτέραν ουσίαν καί μετά  
ταυτής άλλην την προστεθεΐσαν άλλ* * δλην ετεραν.

83 ώσπερ οΰν εί, λόγου χάριν, ξύλου τριπήχεος δντος 
δεκάπηχυ ετερον άγαγών τις ηύξηκεναι τό τρίπηχυ 
λεγοι, φεύσεται διά τό  ολον ετερον είναι τούτο  
εκείνου, ούτω καί επί παντός τού αϋξεσθαι λεγο
μένου, της προτέρας ύλης άπορρεούσης καί ετερας 
επεισιούσης, εί προστίθεται τό προστίθεσθαι λεγό
μενον, ούκ αν αύξησίν τις ειποι τό τοιοΰτον είναι, 
άλλ* εξ όλου ετεροίωσιν.

84 Ό  δβ αύτός καί περί τής μειωσεως λόγος' τό  
γάρ μη ύφεστώς ολως πώς αν μεμειώσθαι λέγοιτο;

Λ Cf. § 66.
* i.e. material substance, which Heracleitus and Plato said 

was “ in flux,” cf. i. 217 ff., ii. 28.
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being unable to refute either these arguments or the 
apparent facts on which the view of the reality of 
motion is based, suspend our judgement—in view 
of the contradiction between appearances and argu
ments—regarding the question as to the existence 
or non-existence o f  motion.

Chapter X I .— Concerning Increase and D ecrease

Employing the same reasoning we suspend judge- 82 
ment also concerning both increase and decrease. 
For the outward evidence® seems to support their 
reality, which the arguments seem to refute. For 
just consider : That which increases must grow in 
size as a stable substance, so that it will be false 
for anyone to say that one thing increases when an 
addition is made to another. Since then substance 6 is 
never stable but always in flux, one part supplanting 
another, the thing said to have increased does not 
retain its former substance together with the added 
substance but has its substance all different. Just 83 
as if, for example, when there is a beam three cubits 
long a man should bring another o f ten cubits and 
declare that the beam of three cubits had increased, he 
would be lying because the one is wholly different from 
the other; so too in the case of every object which is 
said to increase, as the former matter flows away and 
fresh matter enters in its place, if what is said to be 
added is added, one should not call such a condition 
increase but complete alteration.

The same argument applies also to decrease.0 For 84 
how could that which has no stable existence be said

e Cf. Adv. Phi/s. i. 977 ff.
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προς Be τοντοις, el η μεν μείωσις γίνεται κατά 
άφαίρ€σιν η Be ανξησις κατά πρόσθεσιν, ούΒεν Be 
εστιν οντε άφαίρεσις οντε πρόσθεσις, ονκοΰν ούΒε 
ή μείωσις ουδέ η ανξησις εστι τι.

ΙΒ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΑΦΑΙΡΕΣΕΩΣ ΚΑΙ ΠΡΟΣΘΕΣΕΩΣ

86 &Οτι Be ουδόν ecmv άφαίρεσις, εντεΰθεν Φ λ ο γ ί 
ζονται. el άφαιρεΐται τι από τίνος, ήτοι το ίσον 
από του ίσον άφαιρεΐται η το μεΐζον από τοΰ  
ελάσσονος η τό ελασσον από τον μείζονος. κατά 
ούδενα δε τω ν τρόπων τούτων άφαίρεσις γίνεται, 
ώς παραστησομεν · αδύνατος άρα εστιν ή άφαίρεσις.

"Οτι Be κατ ουδόνα των προειρημενών τρόπων 
η άφαίρεσις γίνεται, Βήλον εντεύθεν, τό άφαιρου- 
μενον από τίνος εμπεριεχεσθαι χρη προ της

86 άφαιρεσεως τω  άφ' ου άφαιρεΐται. ούτε δε τό 
ίσον εν τω  ΐσω περιεχεται, οΐον τά εξ εν τοΐς εξ' 
μεΐζον γάρ είναι Βει τό περιεχον τοΰ περιεχομένου 
και τό άφ* ον άφαιρεΐται τι τοΰ άφαιρουμόνον, ινα 
μετά την άφαίρεσιν ύπολείπηταί τι· τουτω1 γάρ 
Βιαφερειν Βοκεϊ της παντελοΰς άρσεως η άφαίρεσις' 
ούτε το μεΐζον εν τω  μικρότερα), οΐον τά  εξ εν τοΐς

87 πόντε' άπεμφαίνει γάρ. διά δε τοΰτο ούΒε τό  
ελασσον εν τω  μείζονι. εΐ γάρ εν τοΐς εξ περι- 
όχεται τά  πόντε ώς εν πλειοσιν ελασσόνα, και εν 
τοΐς πόντε περισχεθήσεται τά τόσσαρα και εν τοΐς 
τετταρσι τά  τρία και εν τοΐς τρισι τά  δυο και εν 
τοντοις τό εν. εξει οΰν τά εξ πόντε τόσσαρα τρία 
δυο εν, ών σνντεθεντων γίνεται ό πεντεκαίδεκα 
αριθμός, ος εν τω  εξ περιεχεσθαι συνάγεται διδο-

1 τούτψ Mutsch.: τοΰτο mss., Bekk.
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to have decreased ? Besides, if  decrease takes place 
by way of subtraction, and increase by addition, and 
neither subtraction nor addition is anything, then 
neither decrease nor increase is anything.

Chapter XII.—Concerning Subtraction and 
A ddition

That subtractionα is nothing they argue thus: If 85 
anything is subtracted from anything, either equal 
is subtracted from equal, or greater from less, or 
less from greater. But in none of these ways does 
subtraction take place, as we shall show; therefore 
subtraction is impossible.

That subtraction takes place in none of these ways 
is plain from what follows : What is subtracted from 
anything ought, before its subtraction, to be in
cluded in that from which it is subtracted. But the 86 
equal is not included in the equal—six, for instance, 
in six ; for what includes must be greater than what 
is included, and that from which the subtraction is 
made than what is subtracted, in order that there 
may be some remainder after the subtraction; for 
it is this which is held to distinguish subtraction 
from complete removal. Nor is the greater included 
in the less—six, for instance, in five ; for that is 
irrational. And for this reason, neither is the less 87 
included in the greater. For if five is included in six, 
as less in greater, four will be included in five, three 
in four, two in three, and one in two. Therefore six 
will contain five, four, three, two, and one, which 
when put together form the number fifteen, and 
this we conclude is included in six, if it be granted

• Of. Adv. Phys. i. 297 ff.
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μενού του το  ελασσον iv τώ  μείζονι περιεχεσθαι. 
ομοίως δε καί iv τώ  πεντεκαίΒεκα τώ  iv τώ  εξ 
εμπεριεχόμενα) 6 τριακοντακαιπεντε αριθμός περι- 
εχεται καί κατα ύπόβασιν άπειροι. άτοπον 8ε 
το λεγειν άπειρους αριθμούς εμπεριεχεσθαι τώ  I f  
αριθμώ’ άτοπον άρα καί το λεγειν ότι εν τώ  μεί-

88 ζονι περιεχεται τό ελασσον. εί ουν χρη τό άφ- 
αιρουμενον από τίνος περιεχεσθαι εν εκείνω άφ* 
ού άφαιρεΐσθαι μελλει, ούτε δε το Ισον εν τώ  ΐσω  
περιεχεται ούτε το μεΐζον εν τώ  μικρότερα) ούτε 
τό μικρότερον εν τώ  μείζονι, ούδε άφαιρεΐταί τι 
από τίνος.

Καί μην εί άφαιρεΐταί τι άπό τίνος, η δλον άπό 
όλου άφαιρεΐταί η μέρος άπό μέρους η ολον άπό

89 μέρους η μέρος άπό όλου, ολον μεν ουν άφ- 
αιρεΐσθαι λεγειν ήτοι άπό όλου η άπό μέρους άπ- 
εμφαίνει προΒηλως, λείπεται δε λεγειν τό μέρος 
άφαιρεΐσθαι ήτοι άπό όλου η από μέρους' οπερ 
εστίν άτοπον. οΐον γοΰν, ΐνα επί άριθμών σ τή 
σω μεν τον λόγον του σαφούς ενεκα, έστω Βεκάς, 
καί άπό ταυτης άφαιρεΐσθαι λεγεσθω μονάς. 
αυτή ουν η μονάς ούτε άπό όλης της ΒεκάΒος 
άφαιρεΐσθαι Βύναται ούτε άπό τοΰ λειπομενου 
μέρους της ΒεκάΒος, τουτεστι της εννεάΒος, ώς 
παραστησω’ ούκοΰν ουδέ άφαιρεΐταί.

00 Et γάρ ή μονάς άπό όλης άφαιρεΐταί της ΒεκάΒος, 
επεί η Βεκάς ούτε ετερόν τ ί  εστι παρά τάς Βεκα 
μονάΒας ούτε τις τών μονάΒων άλλ* η συνελευσις

° The addition of the numbers 1 . . .  5 gives 15; of 1 . . .  4, 
10; of 1 . . .  3, 6 ; of 1 and 2, 3; so we get the total 35 = 
15+10 + 6 + 3 + 1 ;  cf. Adv. Phys. i. 304 ff. But perhaps 
we should read 105 tor 35 (έκατ&ν for τριάκοντα) ,  as 1 . . .  14 
= 105.
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that the less is included in the greater. So likewise 
in the fifteen which is included in the six there is 
included the number thirty-five,® and so on, step by 
step, to infinity. But it is absurd to say that infinite 
numbers are included in the number six ; and so it is 
also absurd to say that less is included in greater.
If, then, what is subtracted from a thing must be 88 
included in that from which it is to be subtracted, 
and neither equal is included in equal, nor greater 
in less, nor less in greater, then nothing is subtracted 
from anything.

Again, if anything is subtracted from anything, it 
is either a whole subtracted from a whole, or a part 
from a part, or a whole from a part, or a part from 
a whole. But to say that a whole is subtracted 89 
from either a whole or a part is plainly nonsense. It 
remains, then, to say that a part is subtracted either 
from a whole or from a part; which is absurd. Thus 
for example—basing our argument on numbers for 
the sake of clearness—let us take ten and suppose 
that from it one is subtracted. This one, then, cannot 
be subtracted either from the whole ten or from the 
remaining part o f the ten, as I shall show ; therefore 
it is not subtracted at all.6

For if the one is subtracted from the whole ten, 90 
since the ten is neither something other than the 
ten ones nor one o f the ones, but the aggregate of

6 In what follows it is argued (§§ 90, 91) that 1 cannot be 
subtracted from a “ whole 10,” 10 being ten ones, so that 
the subtracted 1 must be subtracted from each of those ones, 
including itself, and thus 10 -  1 = 0. Further, as the number 
1 (the “ monad ”) is indivisible, it does not admit of sub
traction : and the l to be subtracted must fall into 10 parts, 
and thus be itself a 10, if it is subtracted 10 separate times 
from the units of the 10.
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πασών των μονάδων, από εκάστης μονάδος άφ- 
αιρεΐσθαι οφείλει ή μονάς, ΐνα από όλης άφαιρήται 
τής δεκάδος. μάλιστα μεν ονν από μονάδος ούδεν 
δνναται άφαιρεΐσθαι" αδιαίρετοι γάρ είσιν αί 
μονάδες, και διά τούτο ούκ άφαιρεθήσεται ή

91 μονάς από τής δεκάδος ούτως, εί δέ καί δοίη τις 
από εκάστης τω ν μονάδων άφαιρεΐσθαι την μονάδα, 
δέκα εξει μέρη ή μονάς, δέκα δε εχουσα μέρη 
δεκάς1 εσται. αλλά και επεί δέκα ετερα μέρη άπο- 
λελειπται, άφ* ών άφήρηται τά  τής μονάδος λεγο- 
μενης δέκα μέρη, εσται τά  δέκα είκοσι, άτοπον 
8e λεγειν το εν δέκα είναι καί τά  δέκα είκοσι καί 
τό αδιαίρετον κατά αυτούς διαιρεΐσθαι. άτοπον 
άρα τό λεγειν από όλης τής δεκάδος άφαιρεΐσθαι 
την μονάδα.

92 ΆΛΑ’ ούδε από τής ύπολειπομενης εννεάδος 
άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς· τδ μεν γάρ άφ* οΰ τι άφ- 
αιρεΐται ού μενει ολόκληρον, ή δε εννεάς μετά την 
άφαίρεσιν εκείνης τής μονάδος ολόκληρος μενει. 
καί άλλως, επεί ή εννεάς ούδεν εστι παρά τάς 
εννεα μονάδας, εί μεν από όλης αύτής λεγοιτο 
άφαιρεΐσθαι ή μονάς, εννεάδος άφαίρεσις εσται, 
εί δε άπό μέρους των εννεα, εί μεν από των  
οκτώ, τά  αυτά άτοπα ακολουθήσει, εί δε από 
τής εσχάτης μονάδος, διαιρέτην είναι φήσουσι

93 την μονάδα, δπερ άτοπον. ούκοΰν ούδε από τής 
εννεάδος άφαιρεΐται ή μονάς. εί δε μήτε άπό 
όλης τής δεκάδος άφαιρεΐται μήτε άπό μέρους

1 denis Τ ί μονάς mss., Bekk.

° i.e. the Dogmatists, who assumed the indivisibility of 
the “ one.” In the next sections (92-93) it is shown that “ a
890
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the ones, the one ought to be subtracted from each 
of the ones in order to be subtracted from the whole 
ten. Now from a one, above all, nothing can be 
subtracted; for the ones are indivisible, and on this 
account the one will not be subtracted from the ten 
in this way. And even were we to grant that the 91 
one is subtracted from each of the ones, the one will 
contain ten parts, and as containing ten parts it will 
be a ten. And further, since ten other parts remain, 
after the subtraction o f the ten parts o f the so-called 
one, the ten will be twenty. But it is absurd to say 
that the one is ten and the ten twenty, and to divide 
what, according to them,® is indivisible. Wherefore 
it is absurd to say that the one is subtracted from the 
whole ten.

Neither is the one subtracted from the remaining 92 
nine ; for that from which anything is subtracted 
does not remain entire, but the nine does remain 
entire after the subtraction o f that one. Besides, 
since the nine is nothing more than the nine ones, if 
it should be said that the one is subtracted from the 
whole nine, the sum subtracted will be nine, or if 
from a part of it, then in case it be eight the same 
absurd results will follow, while if the subtraction is 
made from the last one, they will be affirming the 
divisibility of the one, which is absurd. So then, 93 
neither from the nine is the one subtracted. But if 
it is neither subtracted from the whole ten nor from

part cannot be subtracted from a part,” i.e., in the case of 
the “ Decad,” you cannot subtract 1 from 9: for 10 -  1 still 
leaves an “ entire ” 9; and if 9 = 9 x 1, and 1 is subtracted from 
each of the 9 ones, the subtracted 1 will be 1x9;  and the 
same applies to subtraction of 1 from other “ parts ” of the 
“ Decad” (8, 7, 6, etc.), of which the last is 1, which, as 
indivisible, does not admit of subtraction.
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αυτής, ούδε μέρος άπό δλου ή μέρους άφαιρεΐ- 
σθαι δύναται. εί οΰν μήτε ολον άττο δλου τι 
άφαιρεΐται μήτε μέρος άττο δλου μήτε δλον άττο 
μέρους μήτε μέρος άττο μέρους, ούδε άφαιρεΐται τι 
άττό τίνος.

94 Ά λλα και ή ττρόσθεσις των άδυνατών είναι παρ' 
αύτοΐς ύπείληπται. τό γάρ προστιθέμενον, φασίν, 
ήτοι εαυτώ προστίθεται ή τώ  προϋποκειμενω ή 
τώ  εξ άμφοΐν συνεστώτι· τούτων  δε ούδεν εστιν 
υγιές· ούκοΰν ούδε προστίθεται τι τινί. οΐον γοΰν 
έστω τι τετρακοτυλιαΐον πλήθος, και προστιθεσθω 
κοτύλη, ζητώ τίνι προστίθεται· εαυτή μεν γάρ 
ου δύναται, επεϊ τό μεν προστιθέμενον ετερόν εστι 
του  (5 προστίθεται, ούδεν δε εαυτού ετερόν εστιν.

95 άλλ’ ούδε τω  εξ άμφοΐν, τού τετρακοτυλιαίου και 
τής κοτύλης· πώς γάρ αν προστεθείη τι τω  μηδεπω 
δντι; και άλλως, εί τω  τετρακοτυλιαίω και τή  
κοτύλη μίγνυται ή κοτύλη ή προστιθέμενη, 4ξα- 
κοτυλιαΐον εσται πλήθος άπό τού τετρακοτυλιαίου 
και τής κοτύλης και τής προστιθέμενης κοτύλης.

96 εί δε μόνω τψ τετρακοτυλιαίου προστίθεται ή 
κοτύλη, επει τό παρεκτεινόμενόν τινι ίσον εστιν 
εκείνω ω παρεκτείνεται, τω  τετρακοτυλ ιαίω πλήθει 
ή κοτύλη παρεκτεινομενη διπλασιάσει τό  τετρά- 
κοτυλιαΐον ώς γίνεσθαι τό παν πλήθος οκτώ  
κοτυλών· δπερ ού θεωρείται, εί ούν μήτε εαυτό) 
προστίθεται τό προστίθεσθαι λεγόμενον μήτε τώ  
προϋποκειμενω μήτε τώ  εξ άμφοΐν τούτων, παρά 
δε ταϋτα ούδεν εστιν, ουδέ προστίθεται ούδεν 
ούδενί.

89 2

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III 93-96

a part of it, no part can be subtracted from either a 
whole or a part. If, then, nothing is subtracted either 
as whole from whole or as part from whole, nor as 
whole from part or as part from part, then nothing 
is subtracted from anything.

Moreover, addition is regarded by them 0 as one of 94 
the impossibles. For, they say, that which is added 
is added either to itself or to what pre-exists or to 
the compound of both; but none of these alternatives 
is sound; therefore nothing is added to anything. 
Suppose, for instance, a measure of four cups,6 and 
add to this a cup. To what, I ask, is it added? for 
it cannot be added to itself, since what is added must 
be other than that whereto it is added, but nothing 
is other than itself. Neither is it added to the com- 95 
pound of the four cups and the one cup ; for how 
could anything be added to what does not yet exist ? 
Besides, if  the added cup is blended with the four 
cups and the one cup, six cups will be the measure 
resulting from the four cups and the one cup and 
the added cup. And if the cup is added to the four 96 
cups alone, since that which is extended over any
thing is eqi^il to that over which it extends, the cup 
which extends over the measure of four cups will 
double the four cups so that the whole measure 
becomes eight cups—a result contrary to experience.
If, then, what is said to be added is neither added to 
itself nor to what pre-exists nor to the compound of 
these, and besides these there are no other alter
natives, then there is no addition o f anything to 
anything.

• i.e. the Sceptics. 6 Cf. § 59.
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ΙΓ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΜΕΤΑΘΕΣΕΩΣ

97 Tfj δε τής προσθεσεως καί της άφαιρεσεως καί 
τής τοπικής κινήσεως ύποστάσει συμπεριγράφεται 
καί ή μετάθεσις' αυτή γάρ από τίνος μεν εστιν 
άφαίρεσις τινί δε πρόσθεσις μεταβατικώς.

ΙΔ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΟΑΟΤ ΚΑΙ ΜΕΡΟΪΣ

98 Καί τδ όλον δε και τό  μέρος. κατά μεν γάρ 
συνελευσιν και πρόσθεσιν τω ν μερών τό όλον 
γίγνεσθαι δοκεΐ, κατ άφαίρεσιν δε τίνος ή τινών 
παύεσθαι του όλον είναι, και άλλως δε, εί εστι 
τι δλον, ήτοι ετερόν εστι παρά τά  μέρη αύτοΰ ή

99 αυτά τά μέρη αύτοΰ τό δλον εστιν. ετερόν μεν 
ουν των μερών ούδεν φαίνεται τό δλον είναι' α 
μελεί γοΰν αναιρούμενων τώ ν μερών ούδεν υπο
λείπεται, ΐνα ετερόν τι παρά ταΰτα λογισώμεθα τό 
ολον. €L oe αντα  τα μζρη το ολον εστιν, ονομα 
εσται μόνον τό δλον καί προσηγορία κενή, ύπό- 
στασιν δε ιδίαν ούχ εξει, καθάπερ ουδέ διάστασίς 
εστι τι παρά τά διεστώτα ούδε δόκωσνς παρά τά  
δεδοκωμενα. ούκ άρα εστι τι δλον.

100 ’ΑΛΑ’ ούδε μέρη, εί γάρ εστι μέρη, ήτοι τοΰ  
δλου ταΰτά εστι μέρη ή άλλήλων ή εαυτοΰ έκαστον. 
ούτε δε τοΰ δλ ου, επεί μηδε εστι τι παρά τά  μέρη 
(καί άλλως τά  μέρη ούτως εσται μέρη εαυτών, 
επεί έκαστον τών μερών συμπληρωτικόν είναι 
λεγεται τοΰ δλου), ούτε άλλήλων, επεί τό μέρος

394*

° Lit. “ is cancelled,” cf. i. 13.
* Cf. ii. 215 ff., Adv. Phys. i. 330 ff.

Chapter XIII.—Concerning T ransposition

Together with the existence o f addition and sub- 97 
traction and local motion transposition also is 
abolished,® for this is subtraction from a thing and 
addition to a thing by way of transition.

Chapter XIV.— Concerning W hole and Part

So too with both whole and part.6 For the whole 98 
is held to come about by the combination and addition 
of the parts, and to cease from being a whole by the 
subtraction o f one or more parts. Besides, if a whole 
exists, it is either other than its parts 0 or its parts 
themselves form the whole. Now it is apparent that 99 
the whole is nothing other than its parts ; for certainly 
when the parts are removed there is nothing left, so 
as to enable us to account the whole as something else 
besides its parts. But if the parts themselves form 
the whole, the whole will be merely a name and an 
empty title,1* * and it will have no individual existence, 
just as separation * also is nothing apart from the 
things separated, or laying beams apart from the 
beams laid. Therefore no whole exists.

Nor yet parts. For if parts exist, either they are 100 
parts of the whole, or of one another, or each one of 
itself. But they are not parts of the whole, since it 
is nothing else than its parts (and besides, the parts 
will on this assumption be parts of themselves, since 
each of the parts is said to be complementary to the 
whole); nor yet of one another, since the part is said

* The view of Epicurus ; the Stoics said that the whole is 
neither the same as its parts nor different,

* Cf. ii. 214, 227.
* Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 344 f., ii. 27.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 97-100
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εμπεριεχεσθαι δοκεΐ εν εκείνω οΰ εστι μέρος, καί 
ατοπόν εστι λεγειν την χεΐρα, el τύχοι, iv τώ  πόδι

101 περιεχεσθαι. άλλ* ουδέ έκαστον εαυτού μέρος 
εσταί' διά γάρ την περιοχήν εσται τι 4αντοΰ μεΐζον 
και ελαττον. el οΰν μήτε του δλου μήτε εαυτών 
μήτε άλλήλων μ4ρη εστι τα  λεγάμενα είναι μέρη, 
ούδενός εστι μέρη. el δε μηδενός εστι μόρη, ουδέ 
εστι μόρη' τα  γάρ πρός τι αλλήλοις συναναιρεΐται.

Ταΰτα μεν οΰν απλώς1 εΐρήσθω κατά παρεκ- 
βασιν, επειδή άπαξ δλου και μέρους επεμνήσθημεν.

ΙΕ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΦΤΣΙΚΗΣ ΜΕΤΑΒΟΛΗΣ

102 *Ανυπόστατον δε είναι λεγουσί τινες και την 
καλού μόνην φυσικήν μεταβολήν, λόγοις επιχειρούν· 
τες τοιοΰτοις. εί μεταβάλλει τι, ήτοι σώμα εστι 
το μεταβάΧλον ή άσώ ματον εκάτερον δε τούτων  
ήπόρηταί' άπορος άρα εσται και ό περί της μετά-

103 βολής λόγος, εί μεταβάλλει τι, κατά τινας ενέρ
γειας αίτιου και πάσχαν μεταβάλλει. <άλλ’ ούχ 
ώς πάσχον μεταβάλλει> ·* διατρεπεται γάρ ή του 
αίτιου ύπόστασις, ω  το πάσχον συμπεριτρεπεται

104 μή όχον υπό δτου πάθη, ουδέ μεταβάλλει τι άρα. 
[δ] el μεταβάλλει τι, ήτοι το δν μεταβάλλει ή το  
μή όν. το μεν οΰν μή δν ανυπόστατον εστι και 
ούτε πάσχειν τι ούτε δράν δύναται, ώστε ουδέ

1 άπλω$ ego : Λ\λω$ mss., Bekk.
2 <ά\\’ . . . μεταβάλλει} addidi: <3 Αδύνατον} add. Apelt.
α Of. §§ 86 if. supra. The notion of “ part ” involves that 

of a “ whole” which “ includes”  it, and of which it is 
“ part.”

" “ Part ” and “ whole ” are “ co-relative ” notions, each 
implying the other, and relative things are “ apprehended 
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to be included ® in that whereof it is part, and it is 
absurd to assert that, say, the hand is included in 
the foot. Neither will each be a part o f itself; for, 101 
because o f the inclusion, it will be both greater and 
less than itself. If, then, the so-called parts are parts 
neither o f the whole nor of themselves nor of one 
another, they are parts of nothing. But if they are 
parts o f nothing, parts have no existence; for co
relatives are annulled together.6

Let thus much be said, then, o f a general character, 
by way of digression, seeing that once already we 
have dealt with the subject of whole and part.

Chapter XV.—Concerning Physical Change

Some, too, maintain that what is called “  physical 102 
change ”  is non-real, and the arguments they employ 
are such as these c : I f  a thing changes, what changes 
is either corporeal or incorporeal; but each of these 
is matter of dispute ; therefore the theory o f change 
will also be disputable. If a thing changes, it changes 103 
through certain actions of a Cause d and by being 
acted upon. But it does not change by being acted 
upon, for the reality of Cause is refuted, and therewith 
is refuted also the object which is acted upon, as 
it has no agent to act upon it. Therefore nothing 104 
changes at all. If a thing changes, either what is 
changes or what is not.6 Now what is not is unreal 
and can neither act nor be acted upon at all, so that
together,” the presence, or absence, of the one involving that 
of the other, cf. ii. 125, 175.

c With this section cf. §§ 38 ff., 49 and 64 where “ physical 
change” is distinguished from “ local transition” and other 
kinds of “  motion.”

“ Cf. §§ 17 ff. · With §§ 104-105 cf. 109 ff.
397



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

μεταβολήν επιδέχεται. el δε το ον μεταβάλλει, 
ήτοι καθό ον εστι μεταβάλλει ή καθό μη ον εστιν.

105 καθό μεν οΰν μη ον εστιν, ον μεταβάλλει· ούδε 
γάρ ούκ ον εστιν* εΐ δε καθό ον εστι μεταβάλλει, 
ετερον εσται του ον είναι, τουτεστιν ονκ ον 
εσται. άτοπον δε τδ λεγειν το ον ούκ ον γίνε- 
σθαΐ' ούκ άρα ούδε τδ ον μεταβάλλει. εΐ δε μήτε 
το ον μεταβάλλει μήτε τδ μή ον, παρά ταΰτα δε 
ούδεν εστι, λείπεται λεγειν οτι ούδεν μεταβάλλει.

106 “Etc και ταΰτά φασί τινες. τδ μεταβάλλον εν 
τινι χρόνω μεταβάλλειν οφείλει' ούτε δε εν τω  
παρωχηκότι χρόνω μεταβάλλει τι ούτε εν τω μελ- 
λοντι, αλλ* ούδ* εν τω  ενεστώτι, ώς δείζομεν' ούκ 
άρα μεταβάλλει τι. εν μεν ουν τω παρεληλυθότι 
ή μελλοντι χρόνω ούδεν μεταβάλλει' τούτων γάρ 
ούθετερος ενεστηκεν, αδύνατον δε εστι δράν τι ή 
πάσχειν εν τω μή δντι και ενεστηκότι χρόνω.

107 αλλ* ούδε εν τω  ενεστώτι. ό γάρ ενεστώς χρόνος 
ίσως μεν καί ανύπαρκτός εστιν, ινα δε τούτο νυν 
ύπερθώμεθα, άμερής εστιν' αδύνατον δε εστιν εν 
άμερεΐ χρόνω νομίζειν τον σίδηρον, εΐ τύχοι, από 
τής σκληρότητος εις μαλακότητα μεταβάλλειν ή 
των άλλων μεταβολών εκάστην γίνεσθαι· παρα- 
τάσεως γάρ αυται φαίνονται χρήζειν. εί οΰν μήτε 
εν τω παρεληλυθότι χρόνω μεταβάλλει τι μήτε εν 
τω μελλοντι μήτε εν τω ενεστώτι, ούδε1 μετά· 
βάλλειν τι ρητεον.

108 Π ρός τούτοις, εί εστι τις μεταβολή, ήτοι 
<αισθητή εστιν ή νοητή, και αισθητή μεν ούκ

>' αί μεν γάρ>% αισθήσεις άπλοπαθεΐς εισίν, ήεστιν·
1 ούδέ Pasquali: ού Bekk.

* Κμΐσθητ̂ ι . . . γά/>> add. cj. Bekk.
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it does not admit of change either. And if  what is 
changes, it changes either in so far as it is in being or 
in so far as it is not in being. Now in so far as it is 105 
not in being it does not change, for it is not even 
existent; while if it changes in so far as it is existent, 
it will be other than existent, which means that it 
will be non-existent. But it is absurd to say that the 
existent becomes non-existent; therefore the existent 
does not change either. And if neither the existent 
nor the non-existent changes, and besides these there 
is nothing else, it only remains to say that nothing 
changes.

Some also argue thus e : That which changes must 100 
change in a certain time ; but nothing changes either 
in the past or in the future, nor yet in the present, as 
we shall prove; nothing therefore changes. No
thing changes in the past or in the future, for neither 
of these times is present, and it is impossible to do 
or suffer anything in time that is not existent and 
present. Nor yet in time present. For the present 107 
time is probably also unreal,6 and—even if we set 
aside this point—it is indivisible ; and it is impos
sible to suppose that in an indivisible moment of 
time iron, say, changes from hard to soft, or any one 
of all the other changes takes place; for they appear 
to require extension in time. If, then, nothing 
changes either in the past or in the future or in the 
present, we must declare that nothing changes at all.

Further, if change exists at all <it is either sensible 108 
or intelligible; but it is not sensible, since the senses> 
are specialized,® whereas change is thought to possess

• C f. §§ 144 ff.; Aristot. Phys. vi. 6.
b This is shown later, in §§ 144-145.
* Lit. “ simply passive,” i.e. each sense perceives only one 

class of objects, cf. § 47 supra.
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δε μεταβολή συμμνημόνευσιν έχειν δοκει το ΰ  τε  
ε ξ  οΰ  μεταβάλλει και είς ο μεταβάλλειν λέγεται· 
εΐ δε νοητή εστιν, έπει περί τη ς  ύπ ά ρξεω ς τω ν  
νοητώ ν άνεπίκριτος γέγονε παρά τοΐς παλαιοΐς 
διαφωνία, καθάπερ ήδη πολλάκις ύπεμνήσαμεν, 
ονδέν έξομ εν λέγειν ουδέ περί τ η ς  ύ π ά ρξεω ς τη ς  
μεταβολής.

ΙΓ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΓΕΝΕΣΕΩΣ ΚΑΙ ΦΘΟΡΑΣ

109 Σ υμ περιτρέπεται μ εν οΰν και ή γένεσις και ή 
φθορά τή  προσθέσει και τή  άφαιρέσει και τ ή  
φυσική μ ετα βολ ή* χ ω ρ ίς γά ρ  το ύ τω ν  ούτε γένοιτο  
αν τ ι  ούτε φθαρείη, οΐον γοΰν από τη ς  δεκάδος 
φθειρομένης, ώ ς  φασίν, έννεάδα γίνεσθαι συμβαίνει 
κατά άφαίρεσιν μονάδος, και τη ν  δεκάδα από τή ς  
εννεάδος φθειρομένης κατά πρόσθεσιν τή ς  μονάδος, 
και τον  Ιόν από το ΰ  χαλκοΰ φθειρομένου κατά  
μεταβολήν, ώ σ τε  άναιρουμένων τω ν  προειρημένων  
κινήσεων άναιρεΐσθαι και τη ν  γένεσιν και τη ν  
φθοράν ίσω ς ανάγκη.

110 Ούδεν δε ήττά ν τινες κάκεΐνα φασίν. εί έγ εν -  
νήθη Σ ω κ ρ ά τη ς, ήτοι οτε ούκ ήν Σ ω κ ρά τη ς εγένετο  
Σ ω κ ρά τη ς, ή οτε ήν ήδη Σ ω κ ρ ά τη ς, άλλ* εί μ εν  
ότε ήν ήδη γεγενή σθαι λέγοιτο , δϊς αν ειη γ εγ εν η -  
μένος· εί δε οτε ούκ ήν, άμα και ήν Σ ω κ ρ ά τη ς  
και ούκ ήν. ήν μεν τ ω  γεγονέναι, ούκ ήν δε κατά

111 τη ν ύπόθεσιν. και εί άπέθανε Σ ω κ ρά τη ς, ήτοι οτε  
έζη  άπέθανεν ή οτε άπέθανεν. και οτε μεν έ ζη ,  
ουκ απεθανεν, επει ο αυτός αν και εζη  και ετε-

β A peculiar Stoic expression, cf. A dv. Phys. i. 353 if., ii. 64.
> Cf. ii. 57 ff., i. 170.
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“  concurrent recollection ”  α both o f that from which 
it changes and that into which it is said to change. 
And if it is intelligible, then, since (as we have 
frequently pointed out alreadyb) there exists among 
the ancients an unsettled controversy as to the reality 
of intelligibles, we shall also be unable to make any 
assertion about the reality o f change.

Chapter XVI.— Concerning Becoming and 
Perishing

Both becoming and perishing are included in the 109 
refutation o f addition and subtraction and physical 
change ; for apart from these nothing would become 
or perish. Thus, for instance, it is as a result of 
the perishing of the ten, as they say, that the nine 
becomes by the subtraction of one, and the ten from 
the perishing o f the nine by the addition o f one ; 
and rust becomes from the perishing o f bronze by 
means o f change. Hence, if the aforesaid motions 
are abolished it is likely that becoming and perishing 
are also necessarily abolished.

Yet none the less some argue also as followsc : 110 
If Socrates was born, Socrates became either when 
Socrates existed not or when Socrates already existed; 
but if he shall be said to have become when he already 
existed, he will have become twice ; and if when he 
did not exist, Socrates was both existent and non
existent at the same time—existent through having 
become, non-existent by hypothesis. And if Socrates 111 
died, he died either when he lived or when he died. 
Now he did not die when he lived, since he would

• Cf. Adv. Phys. i. 269, ii. 346 ff.
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θνηκει· άλλ* * ουδέ ότε  άπέθανεν, εττεί Bis av είη 
τεθνηκώ ς. ούκ άρα άττέθανε Σ ω κ ρά τη ς, τούτον  
8e τον  λόγον οίόν τ έ  έστιν 4φ* έκαστου τω ν  γίν€σθαι 
η φθείρεσθ αι λεγομένω ν ίστά ντα  άναιρεΐν τη ν  
γ ε ν ε ά ν  καί την φθοράν.

112 Ένιοι δε καί οΰτω  συνερω τώ σιν. εί γ ίνετα ι τ ι ,  
ήτοι το  ον γίνεται η τό  μη ον. ούτε δε τδ μη ον 
γίνετα ι· τ ω  γάρ μη όντι ουδέν συμβεβηκεναι 
Βύναται, ώ σ τε  ούΒέ τό  γίνεσθαι. άλλ’ ούΒέ τδ ον. 
εί γάρ γίνεται τό  ον, ήτοι καθό ον έστι γίνεται η 
καθό ούκ όν έστιν. καθό μεν ούν ούκ ον έ σ π ν , ού 
γίνεται, εί δε καθό ον έστι γίνεται, εττεί τό  γ ινό 
μενον έτερον ε ξ  ετέρου φασί γίνεσθαι, έτερον έσται 
του οντος τό  γινόμενον, δττερ έστίν ούκ όν. τό

113 άρα γινόμενον ούκ όν έστα ι, όττερ άττεμφαίνει. εί 
ουν μ ή τε τό  μη όν γίνεται μ ή τε τό  ον, ουδέ 
γίνετα ι τ ι.

Κατά τα  αύτά  δε ουδέ φθείρεται, εί γάρ φ θεί
ρεται τ ι , ήτοι τό  όν φθείρεται η τό  μη ον. τό  μεν 
οΰν ούκ ον ού φθείρεται· πάσχειν γάρ τ ι Βει τό  
φθειρόμενου, άλλ* ουδέ τό ον. ήτοι γάρ μένον 
εν τ ω  ον είναι φθείρεται η μη μένον. καί εί μεν  
μένον εν τ φ  ον είναι, έστα ι τό  αυτό άμα καί όν

114 καί ούκ ό ν  εττεί γάρ ού φθείρεται καθό μ η  όν 
έστιν αλλά καθό όν έστιν , καθό μεν εφθάρθαι 
λέγεται, έτερον έσται του  οντος καί διά τούτο ούκ 
όν, καθό Βέ μένον εν τ ω  είναι φθείρεσθαι λέγεται,

• Cf. Adv. Phyt. ii. 326 ff.; Aristot. Phys. i. 8.
* i.e. it is (“ other” or) different after it has “ become”

from what it was before it “ became ” : “ becoming ” involves 
a change of nature or character in the thing which under
goes the process. « Cf. Adv. Phyt. ii. 344 f.
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have been at once both alive and dead; nor yet 
when he died, since he would have been dead twice. 
Therefore Socrates did not die. And by applying 
this argument in turn to each of the things said to 
become or perish it is possible to abolish becoming 
and perishing.

Some also argue thuse : I f  a thing becomes, 112 
either the existent becomes or the non-existent.
But the non-existent does not become ; for to the 
non-existent nothing can occur; neither, therefore, 
can becoming occur. Nor does the existent become.
For if  the existent becomes, it becomes either in so 
far as it is existent or in so far as it is non-existent. 
Now in so far as it is non-existent it does not become.
But if it becomes in so far as it is existent, then, since 
they assert that what becomes becomes other from 
other,6 what becomes will be other than the existent, 
and that is non-existent. Therefore what becomes 
will be non-existent, which is nonsense. If, then, 113 
neither the non-existent becomes nor the existent, 
nothing becomes at all.

For the same reasons, neither does anything 
perish.® For if anything perishes, it is either the 
existent that perishes or the non-existent. Now the 
non-existent does not perish, for what perishes must 
be a subject o f action. Nor yet does the existent 
perish. For it must perish either while continuing in 
existence or while not so continuing. And if it be 
while continuing in existence, it will be at one and the 
same time both existent and non-existent; for since 114 
it does not perish in so far as it is non-existent but 
in so far as it is existent, it will be other than the 
existent and therefore non-existent in so far as it is 
said to have perished, whereas in so far as it is said to
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ον εστα ι. ατοπον δε τδ λεγειν τδ αυτδ είναι και 
ον και ούκ ον· ούκ άρα μενον εν τ ω  είναι φθείρεται 
το  ον. εί δε ον μενον εν τ ω  είναι τδ ον φθείρεται, 
άλλ* εις τδ  μη είναι ττεριίσταται π ρώ τον, εΐθ’ 
ούτω ς φθείρεται, ούκετι τδ  ον άλλα τδ  μη ον 
φ θείρεται· δττερ αδύνατον είναι ύπεμνησαμεν. ει 
ουν μ ή τε τδ  ον φθείρεται μ ή τε τδ  μη ον, παρά δε  
τα ΰτα  ούδεν εστιν, ουδέ φ θείρεται τ ι .

Ύ αΰτα μεν οΰν ώ ς  εν ύπ οτυπ ώ σει καί περί τω ν  
κινήσεων άρκεσει λελεχθαι, οΐς επεται τδ  αν
ύπαρκτον είναι καί άνεπινόητον τη ν  κατά το ύ ς  
δογματικούς φυσιολογίαν.

17/.— ΠΕΡΙ ΜΟΝΗΣ

115 'Ε π ομ ένω ς  δε και περί τη ς  ώ ς πρδς τη ν φύσιν 
μονής ήπόρησάν τινες, λ εγοντες δτι τδ  κινούμενον 
ού μενει, παν δε σώ μ α  διαρκώς κινείται κατά τα ς  
τώ ν  δογμ ατικώ ν ύπολήφεις, ρευστήν είναι λ εγόν- 
τω ν  την ουσίαν καί αεί διαφορησεις τ ε  καί π ρ ο σ 
θέσεις ποιουμενην, ώ ς  τδν  μεν Πλάτωνα μηδε οντα  
λεγειν τα  σώ μ α τα  άλλα γινόμενα μάλλον καλεΐν, 
τδν δε 'Ηράκλειτον οξεία  ποταμ ού ρυσει τη ν

116 ευκινησίαν τ η ς  ημ ετερας ύλης άπεικάζειν. ούδεν 
άρα σώ μ α  μενει. τό  γ ε  μην λεγόμενον μενειν  
σννεχεσθαι δοκέΐ ύπδ τώ ν  περί αυτό, τδ  δε σ υ ν 
εχόμενον π ά σ χ ει· ούδεν δε εστι πάσχον, επεί μηδε  
αίτιον, ώ ς  ύ π εμ νη σα μ εν ουδέ μενει τ ι  άρα.

β Cf. § 64.
b i.e. “ rest ” as the opposite of motion in general, not of 

locomotion only (as in the Stoic use of the term); cf. Adv. 
Phys. ii. 245 if. * Cf. §§ 51, 54 supra.

* i.e. “ matter ” (in the ordinary sense) of “ our ” physical
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perish while continuing in existence it will be existent. 
But it is absurd to say that the same thing is both 
existent and non-existent; therefore the existent does 
not perish while continuing in existence. And if the 
existent does not perish while continuing in existence 
but passes first into non-existence and then in this 
way perishes, it is no longer the existent that perishes 
but the non-existent; and this we have shown to be 
impossible. If, then, neither the existent perishes nor 
the non-existent, and besides these there is nothing 
else, nothing perishes at all.

This account o f the motions α will suffice by way 
of outline, and therefrom it follows that the Physical 
Science o f the Dogmatists is unreal and inconceivable.

Chapter XVII.—Concerning Rest

In like manner some have doubted about physical 115 
rest,6 saying that what is in motion is not at rest, but 
every body is constantly in motion according to the 
views of the Dogmatists who assert that Being is in 
flux e and always undergoing effluxes and additions— 
just as Plato does not even speak of bodies as “  being” 
but rather calls them “  becoming,”  and Heracleitus 
compares the mobility o f our matterd to the swift 
current of a river. Therefore no body is at rest. What 116 
is said to be at rest is, in fact, held to be embraced 
by the things which surround it, and what is embraced 
is acted upon ; but nothing acted upon exists, since 
no causal activity exists, as we have shown · ; there
fore nothing is at rest.
universe, as distinct from any logical or metaphysical use of 
the term.

• Cf. §§ 13 ff., 103 supra.
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*Ε ρω τώ σι Be τινες καί τούτον τον Aoyov. το 
μόνον π ά σ χ α , το  δε πάσχον κινείται' το  άρα μάναν

117 λεγόμενον κινείται' εΐ Be κινείται, ον μενει. εκ 
Be τούτω ν φανερόν εστιν ότι ουδέ το  ά σώ μ ατον  
ενδόχεται μενειν. εΐ γά ρ  το μόνον π ά σχει, τ ό  δε 
πάσχειν σω μ ά τω ν  εστιν ίδιον, είπερ άρα, καί ούχί 
ά σω μ ά τω ν, ούΒεν [Se]1 ά σώ μ ατον ούτε πάσχειν  
δυναται ούτε μ εν ε ιν  ουδόν άρα μενει.

118 Τοσαυτα μεν καί περί μονής είρησθω . επεί Bk 
έκαστον τ ω ν  προειρημενών ούκ άνευ τόπ ου  η 
χρόνου επινοείται, μ ετιτεον επί την περί τούτω ν  
σκ€ψ ιν eav yap τα ντα  0€ίξΎ) τις  ανυπ όστατα , 
άννπόστατον εσται καί διά τα ΰ τα  εκείνων έκαστον, 
άρξώ μ εθα  δε από του  τόπ ου ,

ΙΗ'.—ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΠΟΤ

119 Τόπο? τοίνυν λόγεται Βιχώς, κυρίως καί κ α τα 
χρηστικούς, καταχρηστικώ ς μεν [ώ?] ό εν πλάτει, 
ώ ς εμοΰ ή  πόλις, κυρίως δε ό προς ακρίβειαν 
κατόχω ν, νφ* ου περιεχόμεθα προς ακρίβειαν, 
ζη τ  ου μεν οΰν περί του  [τόπον] προς ακρίβειαν, 
τούτον  δε οι μεν εθεσαν οι Be άνεΐλον, οι Be

120 επόσχον περί αύτοϋ. ώ ν οι μεν υπάρχειν αυτόν  
φάσκοντες επί τη ν ενάργειαν καταφ ευγουσιν. τις  
γάρ άν, φασί, λεξει μη είναι τόπον όρων τα  μέρη  
τοΰ  τόπ ου , οΐον τά  δεξιά  τά  αριστερά, τά  άνω  τά

1 [Μ] seel. Heintz.

β Cf. § 75 supra for this distinction betw een the “  b r o a d ”  
and narrow or “ strict ” senses of “ place.” In §§ 121-120 we 
have the popular arguments for space based on (1) observed 
facts as to “ the parts of space,” and the movement of bodies
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Some, too, propound this argument: What is at 
rest is acted upon ; but what is acted upon is in 
motion ; therefore what is said to be at rest is in 
motion ; but if it is in motion, it is not at rest. And 117 
from this it is evident that neither does the incorporeal 
admit of being at rest. For if what is at rest is acted 
upon, and being acted upon is a property, if anything, 
of bodies and not of incorporeals, no incorporeal 
can either be acted upon or be at rest; therefore 
nothing is at rest.

So much for the subject of rest. And since no one ns 
of the things we have mentioned is conceived apart 
from space or time, we must pass on to consider these; 
for if one should prove these to be unreal, then, 
because of them, each of the others also will be un
real. Let us begin with space.

Chapter XVIII.— Concerning Space

Space, or place, then, is used in two senses,® the 119 
strict and the loose—loosely o f place taken broadly 
(as “  my city ” ), and strictly o f exactly containing 
place whereby we are exactly enclosed. Our inquiry, 
then, is concerned with space of the strict kind. This 
some6 have affirmed, others denied; and others have 
suspended judgement about it. And of these, those 12o 
who maintain its existence have recourse to the 
evidence o f experience.® Who, they argue, could 
assert that space does not exist when he sees the parts 
o f space, such as right and left, up and down, before
in space; and (2) traditional language, which assumes the 
existence of space; (3) if body exists, space must also exist.

b e.g. the Stoics and Peripatetics, cf. §§ 124, 131.
0 Cf. Aristot. Phys. iv. 1.
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κάτω, έμπροσθεν όπίσω, καί άλλοτε αλλαχού 
γιγνόμενος, βλεπων τε ότι ένθα 6 υφηγητής 6 
εμός διελεγετο, ενταύθα εγώ νυν διαλέγομαι, τόπον 
τε διάφορον καταλαμβάνων τω ν κουφών φύσει καί

121 των φύσει βαρέων, ετι καί τω ν αρχαίων άκουων 
λεγόντων “  ήτοι μεν γάρ πρώτα χάος εγενετο” ; 
είναι γάρ φασι χάος τον τόπον από του χωρητικόν 
αυτόν είναι των εν αύτω γινομένων. ειγε μην εστι 
τι σώμα, φασίν, εσται καί ό τόπος' άνευ γάρ 
τούτου ούκ αν εΐη τό σώμα, καί εί εστι τό ύφ ’ 
ον και το eg ον, βστι /cat το εν ω , οττερ εστιν ο 
τόπος' τό δε πρώτον εν εκατερω· τό άρα δεύτερον 
εν άμφοτεροις.

122 Οί δε άναιροΰντες τον τόπον ούτε τα  μόρη του 
τόπου διδόασιν εΐναι· μηδέν γάρ είναι τον τόπον 
παρά τά τούτου μέρη, καί τον συνάγειν πειρώμενον 
ότι εστιν ό τόπος εκ τοΰ τά μέρη αυτού ώς οντα 
λαμβάνειν, τό ζητούμενον δι εαυτοΰ κατασκευάζειν 
βούλεσθαι. ομοίως δε λήρεΐν καί τούς εν τινι τόπω  
γίνεσθαί τι ή γεγονεναι φάσκοντας, δλως μη διδό
μενου τοΰ τόπου, συναρπάζειν δε αυτούς καί την 
τοΰ σώματος ϋπαρξιν μη διδομενην αύτόθεν, καί 
τό εξ ου καί τό ύφ* ου δεικνυσθαι ανύπαρκτα

123 ΊταΡα'Πλησίως τώ  τόπω . τον δε ‘ Ησίοδον μη αξιό
χρεων εΐναι κριτήν τώ ν κατά φιλοσοφίαν, καί οϋτω

° Herodotus of Tarsus, cf. Introd. pp. xl f.
6 Hesiod, Theog. 118.
c “ Chaos” is here absurdly derived from χώρα, “ room” 

(the Stoics connected it with χάν, “ to pour ”). It means, in 
fact, a “ cavity ” or abyss (from χάσκειν, “ to yawn ”).

4 “ By which ” is the “ efficient,” “ from which ” the 
“ material” cause: the Stoics regarded both these as 
“ bodies,” and so involving the existence of space.
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and behind ; and when he is now here, now there, 
and sees that where my teacher a was talking there 
I am talking now; and when he observes that the 
place of things naturally light is different from that of 
things naturally heavy ; and when, also, he hears the 121 
ancients declaring that “  Verily first of all came Chaos 
into existence ” b ? For space, they say, is called Chaos 
from its capacity for containing0 what becomes within 
it. Then, too, if any body exists, space also exists ; 
for without it body would not exist. And if ‘ ‘ that-by- 
which ”  exists, and “  that-y’/wre-which,” '1 there exists; 
also “  that-m-which,” and this is space ; but the first 
is in each o f the two, therefore the second is in both.0

But those who deny space do not admit the existence 122 
o f the parts of space ; for space, they say, is nothing 
else than its parts, and he who tries to deduce the 
existence of space from the assumption that its parts 
exist is seeking to establish the matter in question by 
means of itself. Equally silly is the language of those 
who assert that a thing becomes or has become in 
some place, when space in general is not admitted/ 
And they also presume the reality of body, which 
is not self-evident; and, in much the same way as 
space, both that-^Wm-which and that-fy-which are 
proved to be unreal. Hesiod, too, is no competent 123 
judge o f philosophical problems. And while thus

* For the Stoic use of “ first ” and “ second ” in hypothetical 
syllogisms cf. ii. 104,142. In the next sections (122-123) the 
arguments of the previous sections (120-121) are rebutted:
(1) the “ parts of space” are identical with space and in 
asserting their existence we are merely “ begging the ques
tion ” ; (2) the reality of “ body,” or solid matter, as well as 
of the “ efficient” and “ material” causes, is likewise pure 
assumption. In §§ 124-130 the special views of the Stoics are 
expounded and refuted; in §§ 13 Iff. those of Aristotle and 
his School. 1 Cf. §§ 38 ff. supra.
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διακρουόμενοι ra εις κατασκευήν φερόμενα του  
είναι τόπον, ήδη καί ποικιλώτερον κατασκευά- 
ζουσιν ότι ανύπαρκτός εστι, ταΐς εμβριθεστάταις 
είναι δοκουσαις των δογματικών στάσεσι περί του  
τόπου προσχρώμενοι, τή τε τω ν στωικών και τή  
των περιπατητικών, τον τρόπον τοΰτον.

124 01 στωικοί φασι κενόν μεν είναι τό οΐόν τε υπό 
οντος κατεχεσθαι μη κατεχόμενον δε, η διάστημα 
έρημον σώματος, η διάστημα άκαθεκτουμενον υπό 
σώματος, τόπον δε διάστημα υπό οντος κατεχό
μενον και εξισαζόμενον τώ  κατεχοντι αυτόν, νυν 
ον καλοΰντες τό σώμα, χώραν δε διάστημα κατά 
μεν τι κατεχόμενον υπό σώματος κατά δε τι 
άκαθεκτουμενον, ενίων χώραν είπόντων είναι τον 
τόπον τοΰ μεγάλου σώματος, ώς εν μεγεθει την 
διαφοράν είναι τοΰ τε τόπου και τής χώρας.

125 λεγεται οΰν ότι επειδή διάστημα υπό σώματος 
κατεχόμενον φασιν είναι τον τόπον, πώς και λε'γου- 
σιν αυτόν είναι διάστημα; πότερον τό μήκος τοΰ  
σώματος ή τό πλάτος ή τό βάθος μόνον ή τάς 
τρεις διαστάσεις; εΐ μεν γάρ μίαν διάστασιν, ούκ 
εξ ισάζεται 6 τόπος τώ  οΰ τόπος εστίν, προς τώ  
καί μέρος τοΰ  περιεχομένου τό  περιεχον είναι, δ

126 παντάπασιν άπεμφαίνει. εί δε άί τρεις διαστάσεις, 
επει οϋτε κενόν ύπόκειται εν τώ  λεγομενω τόπω  
ούτε άλλο σώμα διάστασιν εχον, μόνον1 δε τό εν

1 μ6νον Papp., Apelt s μίρον mss., Bekk.

e The argument is: “  Interval ”  cannot mean one “ dimen
sion ”  only (such as “  length ” ) since (by definition) “  Place ”  
must be “ equated ”  to the “  body ** which is in it and must 
therefore have all three dimensions; and further, the “  in-
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rebutting the arguments that tend to establish the 
existence of space, they also demonstrate its unreality 
more elaborately by making use of what are held to 
be the most weighty views of the Dogmatists about 
space, namely those of the Stoics and Peripatetics, in 
the following fashion.

The Stoics declare that Void is that which is capable 124 
of being occupied by an existent but is not so occupied, 
or an interval empty of body, or an interval un
occupied by body ; and that Place is an interval 
occupied by an existent and equated to that which 
occupies it (“ existent ”  being here the name they 
give to “ body ” ); and that Room is an interval partly 
occupied by body and partly unoccupied—though 
some of them say that Room is the Place of the large 
body, so that the difference between Place and Room 
depends on size. Their opponents then argue thus: 125 
When the Stoics define Place as an “ interval occupied 
by body,” in what sense do they call it an “  interval”  ?
Do they mean the length of the body or its width or 
its depth only, or all threg dimensions ? For if they 
mean one dimension, the place is not equated with 
the object of which it is the place, and besides, that 
which includes is part o f what is included, which is 
pure nonsense.® And if by “ interval ” is meant the 126 
three dimensions, then, since in the so-called place 
there subsists neither a void nor another body which 
has dimensions, but only the body said to exist in
eluding” place of one “ dimension” would be less than the 
body of three dimensions which it “ includes.” Nor can it 
be all three dimensions, since the body which is “ in ” it is 
all these three dimensions and therefore identical with its 
“ place ”—the thing contained with the thing which contains 
it. Thus “ interval ” and “ place ” are not explicable in 
terms of “ dimensions.”

p 2VOL. I 411
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romp λεγόμενον elναι σώμα δ1 συνέστηκεν εκ τών  
διαστάσεων (εστι γάρ τούτο μήκος καί πλάτος καί 
βάθος καί άντιτυπία, ή δη συμβεβηκέναι λέγεται 
ταΐς διαστάσεσι ταΐς προειρημέναις), αύτδ τό σώμα 
έσται εαυτόν τόπος, καί τό αυτό περιεχον και 
περιεχόμενον, δπερ άτοπον. ουκ άρα εστι τις

127 διάστασις τόπου υποκείμενου, διά δε τοΰτο ουδέ 
εστι τ ι  ο τόπος.

Έρωταται δε καί ουτος 6 λόγος, επεί διπλαΐ 
αί διαστάσεις ου Θεωρούνται καθ' έκαστον των εν 
τόπω είναι λεγομένων, άλλ' εν μήκος καί εν πλάτος 
καί εν βάθος, πότερον μόνου του σώματος εισιν 
αί διαστάσεις αδται η μόνου του τόπου η αμφο- 
τέρων; άλλ* εί μεν μόνου του τόπου, ούχ εζει τό  
σώμα ίδιον μήκος ουδέ πλάτος ουδέ βάθος ούθέν,

128 ώστε ουδέ σώμα εσται τό σώμα, δπερ άτοπον. εί 
δε άμφοτέρων, επεί τό κενόν ούδεμίαν ύποστασιν 
έχει παρά τάς διαστάσεις, εί αί διαστάσεις αί τοΰ  
κενοΰ ύπόκεινται εν τώ  εΛυματι συστατικοί οΰσαι 
αύτοϋ τοΰ σώματος, τά  τοΰ κενοΰ συστατικά καί 
τοΰ σώματος εσται συστατικά, περί μέν γάρ τής 
ύπάρξεως τής άντιτυπίας ουκ εστι διαβεβαιώσα- 
σθαι, καθάπερ έμπροσθεν ΰπεμνήσαμεν' μόνων δε 
των διαστάσεων φαινομένων κατά τό λεγόμενον 
σώμα, αΐπερ είσί τοΰ κενοΰ καί αί αυταί τώ  κενώ, 
κενόν εσται τό σώμα, δπερ άτοπον. εί δε μόνου 
τοΰ σώματός εισιν αί διαστάσεις, ούδεμία εσται 
διάστασις τόπου, διόπερ ουδέ 6 τόπος, ει τοινυν

1 θ Papp,: ον mss., Bekk. 
β Cf. § 39 supra.
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place, and it is composed o f the dimensions (for it is 
length and breadth and depth and solidity,® this last 
being said to be a property o f the foregoing dimen
sions), the body itself will be its own place and at 
once both container and contained, which is absurd. 
Therefore no dimension of a subsisting place exists. 127 
And, consequently, place is nothing.

This argument also is propounded.6 Since the 
dimensions are not found to be twofold in the case of 
each o f the objects said to exist in place, but there 
is one length, one breadth and one depth, do these 
dimensions belong to the body only, or to the place 
only, or to both ? I f  they belong only to the place, 
the body will have no length or breadth or depth of 
its own, so that the body will not even be body, which 
is absurd. I f  they belong to both, then, since the 128 
Void has no reality apart from the dimensions, if  the 
dimensions o f the Void subsist in the body and serve 
to compose the body itself, the components o f the 
Void will also be components o f the body—for about 
the reality o f solidity it is impossible to say anything 
positive, as we have shown above.® And since in 
the case o f the so-called body only those dimensions 
appear which belong to the Void and are identical 
with the Void, the body will be Void, which is absurd. 
And if the dimensions belong to the body only, there 
will be no dimension o f place, and therefore no place

* This argument raises the question—since “ body”  and 
“ place”  coincide (spatially), to which of the two do the 
“ dimensions”  belong, as we cannot assume two sets of 
dimensions in the same place? To ascribe them to the 
“ body ” annuls “  place ”  and vice versa.

* Cf. §§ 45 f . ; the “  components ” of “ body ”  are the three 
“  dimensions.”
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κατ ούδένα τώ ν προειρημενών τρόπων εύρίσκεται 
τόπου διάστασις, ουδέ εστιν ό τόπος.

129 Προς τούτοις λέγεται ότι ότε επεισι τώ  κενώ το 
σώμα και γίνεται τόπος, ήτοι υπομένει τό κενόν 
η υποχωρεί η φθείρεται, άλλ’ εί μεν υπομένει, 
τό αυτό έσται και πλήρες καί κενόν, εί δε υποχωρεί 
κινουμενον μεταβατικώς η φθείρεται μεταβάλλον, 
σώμα εσται τό κενόν σώματος γάρ ίδιά εστι ταΰτα  
τα πάθη, άτοπον δέ τό αυτό λέγειν κενόν καί 
πλήρες, η ότι σώμα εστι τό κενόν. άτοπον άρα 
τό λέγειν οΐόν τε είναι τό κενόν υπό σώματος κατα-

130 σχεθήναι καί γενέσθαι τόπον. διά 8e ταΰτα καί 
τό κενόν άνυπόστατον εύρίσκεται, ε’ίγε μη δυνατόν 
εστιν αυτό κατασχεθήναι υπό σώματος καί γ ε 
νέσθαι τόπ ον  έλέγετο γάρ κενόν είναι δ οΐόν τε  
ύπό σώματος κατασχεθήναι. συμπεριτρέπεται δέ 
τούτοις καί ή χώρα’ είτε γάρ ό μέγας τόπος εστι 
χώρα, συμπεριγράφεται τώ  τόπω, είτε η κατά μέν 
τι ύπό σώματος κατεχομένη κατά δέ τι κενή διά
στασή, άμφοτέροις συναναιρεΐται.

Ταΰτα μέν οΰν καί έτι πλείω προς την στάσιν
131 τών στωικών περί τοΰ τόπου λέγεται' οι δέ περι

πατητικοί φασιν είναι τόπον τό πέρας τοΰ περι- 
έχοντος, καθό περιέχει, ώς εμοΰ τόπον είναι την 
επιφάνειαν τοΰ άέρος την περιτετυπωμένην τώ  
εμώ σώμα τι. άλλ* εΐπερ τοΰτό εστιν ό τόπος, τό 
αυτό καί έσται καί ούκ έσται. ότε γάρ μέλλει 
έν τινι τόπω γίνεσθαι τό σώμα, καθό μέν ούδέν 
δυναται γενέσθαι εν τώ  μη ύπάρχοντι, δει προ- 
ϋπάρχειν τον τόπον, ΐνα ούτως έν αύτώ γένηται τό 
σώμα, καί διά τοΰτο έσται ό τόπος πριν έν αύτώ

° Cf. §§ 49 if.; and for the “ affections,” §§ 38, 52, 117. 
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either. If, then, no dimension of place is found in 
any of the ways described above, place does not exist.

Further, it is argued that when the body occupies 129 
the Void and place comes about, the Void either 
remains or withdraws or perishes. But if it remains, 
the Plenum and the Void will be identical; and if it 
withdraws by a movement of transition, or perishes 
by change, the Void will be a body a ; for these affec
tions are peculiar to body. But it is absurd to say 
either that Void and Plenum are identical or that the 
Void is body. Therefore it is absurd to say that the 
Void can be occupied by body and become place.
For these reasons also the Void is found to be unreal, 130 
since it is impossible for it to be occupied by body and 
to become place ; for Void was defined 6 as “  that 
which is capable of being occupied by body.”  And, 
in the refutation o f these, Room also is involved ; for 
it is annulled along with place if “  room is the large 
place,”  while if it is “ that which is partly occupied 
by body and partly empty extension,”  its refutation 
is included in that of these two.

These arguments, and others besides, are directed 
against the views about place held by the Stoics. 
The Peripatetics c assert that place is “  the limit of 131 
what encloses in so far as it encloses,”  so that my 
place is the surface of the air that forms a mould 
round my body. But if this is place, the same thing 
will both be and not be. For when the body is about to 
become in a certain place, then, inasmuch as nothing 
can become in what is non-existent, the place must 
be pre-existent in order that the body may in this 
way become in it, and consequently the place will

* Cf. § 124.
* Cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 30 ff.; Aristot. Phys. iv. 4, Be cael. iv. 3.
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γενεσθαι το εν τόπω σώμα, καθό δε περιτυπου· 
μενης της του περιεχοντος επιφάνειας τώ  περι- 
εχομενω άποτελεΐται, ού δύναται ύποστήναι 6 τόπος 
προ τοΰ εν αύτώ γενεσθαι το σώμα, και διά τούτο  
ούκ εσται τότε. ατοπον δε το αυτό λεγειν και 
είναι τι και μη είναι· ούκ άρα εστι τόπος το πέρας 
τοΰ περιεχοντος, καθό περιεχει.

132 Πρός τούτοις, εί εστι τι ο τόπος, ήτοι γεννητός 
εστιν η αγέννητος, αγέννητος μεν οδν ούκ εσ τιν  
περιτυπονμενος γάρ, φασίν, τώ  εν αύτώ σώματι 
άποτελεΐται. άλλ’ ούδε γεννητός· εί γάρ εστι 
γεννητός, ήτοι δτε εν τόπω εστι το σώμα, τότε  
γίνεται ο τόπος εν ω ήδη λεγεται είναι το εν τόπω,

133 η δτε ούκ εστιν εν αύτώ. ούτε δε δτε εν αύτφ  
εστιν (εστι γάρ ηδη τοΰ εν αύτώ σώματος ό τόπος) 
ούτε δτε ούκ εστιν εν αύτώ, εΐγε περιτυποΰται μεν, 
ώς φασίν, τώ  περιεχομενω το περιεχον και ούτω  
γίνεται τόπος, τώ  δε μη εν αύτώ δντι ούδεν δύνα- 
ται περιτνπωθηναι. εί δε μήτε δτε εν τόπω εστι 
το σώμα, μήτε δτε ούκ εστιν εν αύτώ, γίνεται ο 
τόπος, παρά δε ταΰτα ούδεν εστιν επινοεΐν, ούδε 
γεννητός εστιν ο τόπος, εί δε μήτε γεννητός εστι 
μήτε αγέννητος, ούδε εστιν.

134 Κοινότερου δε και ταΰτα δύναται λεγεσθαι. εί 
εστι τι 6 τόπος, ήτοι σώμα εστιν ή άσώματον · 
εκάτερον δε τούτων άπορεΐται, ώς ύπεμνήσαμεν · 
και ο τόπος άρα εστιν άπορος, ο τόπος προς τώ  
σώματι νοείται οδ εστι τόπος· άπορος δε εστιν ό 
περί τής ύπάρζεως τοΰ σώματος λόγος* καί ο περί 
τοΰ τόπου άρα. ό τόπος έκαστου άίδιος μεν ούκ
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exist before the-body-in-the-place becomes therein.
But inasmuch as it consists in the moulding o f the 
surface o f what encloses round the thing enclosed, 
place cannot be already subsisting before the body 
becomes within it, and therefore it will not be in 
existence then. But it is absurd to say that the same 
thing both is and is n o t; therefore place is not “  the 
limit of what encloses in so far as it encloses.”

Furthermore, if place is anything, it is either created 132 
or uncreate. Now it is not uncreate; for it is brought 
about, they say, by being moulded round the body 
within it. Nor yet is it created; for if it is created, 
it is either when the body is in place that the place, 
in which the body in place is already said to be, 
comes into existence, or when the body is not in it.
But it does not come into existence either when the 133 
body is in it (for the place of the body within it exists 
already), or when it is not in it, since, as they assert, 
the container is moulded round the contained and in 
this way place becomes, and nothing can be moulded 
round that which is not within it. But if place does 
not become either when the body is in place or when 
it is not therein, and no other alternatives are con
ceivable, then place is not created at all. And if it 
is neither created nor uncreate, it has no existence.

These obj ections may also be stated more generally.® 134 
If place is anything, it is either corporeal or incorpo
real ; but each of these alternatives is, as we have 
shown, disputed; therefore place is in dispute. Place 
is conceived in relation to the body whereof it is the 
place; but the doctrine of the reality of body is 
disputed, therefore that of place is likewise disputable.

* The first objection is based on §§ 38-56, the second also on 
§§ 38 ff., the third on §§ 109 ff.
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εστιν, γίνεσθαι δε λεγόμενος ανυπόστατος ενρί- 
σκεται γζνόσεως μη ύπαρχουσης.

13δ Έ νεστι δε και αλλα πλείω λεγειν, άλλ* ΐνα μη 
τον λόγον μηκύνω μεν, εκείνο επακτεον ότι τους 
σκεπτικούς εντρεπουσι μεν οι λόγοι, δυσωπεΐ δε 
και η ενάργεια. διόπερ ούθετερω προστιθέμεθα 
όσον επι τοΐς λεγομενοις υπό τω ν δογματικών, 
άλλ* επεχομεν περί τοΰ τόπου.

Ιθ\—ΠΕΡΙ ΧΡΟΝΟΤ

136 Τδ δε αυτό πάσχομεν και εν τη περί τοΰ χρόνου 
ζητήσει· όσον μεν γάρ επι τοΐς φαινόμενόις δοκέΐ 
τι είναι 6 χρόνος, όσον δε επι τοΐς περί αύτοϋ 
λεγομενοις ανυπόστατος φαίνεται, χρόνον γάρ 
είναι φασιν οι μεν διάστημα τής τοΰ ολου κινήσεως 
(όλον δε λε'γω τον κόσμον), οι δε αυτήν την κίνησιν 
τοΰ κόσμου, Άριστοτόλΐ/ς δε, ή ώς τινες ΐΐλάτων, 
αριθμόν τοΰ εν κινήσει προτερου και ύστερου,

137 Στρατών δε, ή ώς πνες *Αριστοτέλης, μετρον 
κινήσεως και μονής, Έ πίκουρος δε, καθώς Αη- 
μήτριος 6 Αάκων φησί, σύμπτωμα συμπτωμάτων, 
παρεπόμενον ήμερα ις τε  και νυξϊ και ώραις και 
πάθεσι καί άπαθείαις και κινήσεσι και μοναΐς.

β Cf. §§ 66, 81. The Sceptics are here said to be “ put 
to shame,” or “ confusion ” (i.e. caused to hesitate in their 
judgement as to the nature of space) owing to the “ equi- 
pollence ” of the arguments against space and those for it 
based on the obvious facts of experience.

6 The Stoics, cf. Diog. Laert vii. 141. This definition is 
derived from the fact that Time is measured by the motions 
of the planets and stars which compose the Universe.

* Aristot. Phys. iv. 10 mentions this (Platonic) definition, 
cf. Plato, Tim. 47 d  ff. Aristotle says that our notion of time 
is derived from a sense of difference and of succession in our
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The place o f each thing is not eternal, but if we say 
that it becomes it is found to be unreal as becoming 
does not exist.

It is possible to adduce many other arguments. 135 
But in order to avoid prolonging our exposition, we 
may conclude by saying that while the Sceptics are 
put to confusion by the arguments, they are also put 
to shame by the evidence® of experience. Con
sequently we attach ourselves to neither side, so 
far as concerns the doctrines o f the Dogmatists, but 
suspend judgement regarding place.

Chapter XIX.— Concerning T ime

Our attitude is the same with respect to the inquiry 136 
about time. For if we depend on appearances, time 
seems to be something, but if we depend on the 
arguments about it, it appears unreal. Some b define 
time as “  the interval of the motion of the Whole ” 
(meaning by “  Whole ”  the Universe), others c as 
“ the actual motion of the Universe ” ; Aristotle (or, 
as some say, Plato) as “ the number of the prior 
and posterior in motion ”  ; Strato (or, as some say, 137 
Aristotle) as “  the measure of motion and rest ”  ; 
Epicurus (according to Demetrius the Laconian d) as 
“  a concurrence o f concurrences, concomitant with 
days and nights and seasons and affections and non
affections and motions and rests.”  And, in point of *38
thoughts and perceptions, which brings with it a distinction 
between “ before” and “ after”—between “ past,” “ present,” 
and “ future.” Thus “ time” is a thing “ numbered” or 
“ measured ” by the conscious mind, and Aristotle defines 
it as “ a numeration of motion in respect of priority and 
posteriority” {Phys. iv. It).

d An Epicurean, cf. Adv. Log. ii. 318.
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138 /car’ ουσίαν τε οί μεν σώμα αυτόν εφασαν είναι, 
ώς οι περί τον Αίνησίδήμον, (μηδέν γάρ αυτόν 
διαφέρειν του δντος και του πρώτου σώματος), οί 
δε άσώματον. ήτοι οΰν πάσαι αί στάσεις αΰταί 
είσιν αληθείς, η ττασαι φευδεΐς, η τινες μεν αληθείς 
τινες δε φευδεΐς· ούτε δε ττασαι αληθείς ύττάρχειν 
δυνανται (μάχονται γαρ αί ττλεΐσται) ούτε ττασαι 
φευδεΐς είναι δοθήσονται ύττό των δογματικών.

139 καί άλλως, εΐ δοθείη φεΰδος μεν είναι τό σώμα 
είναι τον χρόνον, φεΰδος δε καί τό ότι άσώματός 
εστιν, αύτόθεν δοθήσεται η τοΰ χρόνου ανυπαρξία· 
παρά γαρ ταΰτα ούδεν είναι δυναται έτερον. ούτε 
τινες μεν είσιν αληθείς τινες δε φευδεΐς δυνατόν 
καταλαβεΐν διά τε την ίσοσθενη διαφωνίαν καί την 
απορίαν την κατά <τό>1 κριτηριόν τε καί την

140 άπόδειξιν. ώστε διά ταΰτα ούδεν εξομεν περί 
χρόνου διαβεβαιώσασθαι.

Εΐτα, επεί ούκ άνευ κινήσεως η καί μονής ο 
χρόνος ύφεστάναι δοκέΐ, τής κινήσεως αναιρού
μενης, ομοίως δε καί τής μονής, αναιρείται ο 
χρόνος, ούδεν δε ήττον καί τάδε φασί τινες κατά 
τοΰ χρόνου, εί εστι χρόνος, ήτοι πεπέρασται η

141 άπειρός εστιν. άλλ’ εί μεν πεπερασται, από 
τίνος χρόνου ήρξατο καί είς τινα χρόνον λήξει- 
διά Se τοΰτο ήν ποτέ χρόνος δτε ούκ ήν χρόνος, 
προ τοΰ άρξασθαι αύτόν, καί εσται ποτέ χρόνος 
δτε ούκ εσται χρόνος, μετά τό λήξαι αύτόν, δπερ

142 άτοπον. ού τοίνυν πεπέρασται ό χρόνος, εί δέ 
άπειρός εστιν, επεί τό μεν τι αύτοΰ λέγεται παρ- 
ωχηκός τό δέ ενεστώς τό δέ μέλλον, ό μέλλων και 
ό παρωχηκώς ήτοι είσιν ή ούκ είσιν. άλλ ει ουκ

1 <τό> add. Mutsch.
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substance, some have affirmed that it is corporeal 
—for instance, Aenesidemus, arguing that it differs 
in nothing from Being and the prime body,—others,® 
that it is incorporeal. Either, then, all these theories 
are true, or all false, or some true and some false ; 
but they cannot all be true (most of them being 
in conflict), nor will it be granted by the Dog
matists that all are false. And besides, should it 139 
be granted that the assertion of the corporeality 
o f time is false, and that o f its incorporeality like
wise false, then, ipso facto, the unreality o f time will 
be granted; for it cannot be anything but one or 
other of these. Nor yet can we apprehend which 
theories are true, which false, owing to the equal 
weight6 of the rival opinions as well as the perplexity 
regarding the criterion and proof.® Hence for these 140 
reasons we shall be unable to affirm anything posi
tively about time.

Further, since time does not seem to subsist without 
motion or even rest, if motion is abolished, and 
likewise rest, time is abolished. None the less the 
following objections against time are made by some.
I f time exists, it is either limited or unlimited. But 141 
if it is limited, it began at a certain time and will end 
at a certain time. Consequently, there was once a 
time when time was not (before it began), and there 
will once be a time when time will not be (after it has 
ended); which is absurd.d So then time is not limited.
But if it is unlimited, since part of it is said to be 142 
past, part present, and part future, the future and 
past are either existent or non-existent. But if they

• i.e. the Stoics. 6 Cf. i. 8.
c Cf. ii. cc. 3-7, 12, 13. 

d Cf. Aristot. Met. xii. 6.
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εΐσιν, μόνον τον ένεστώτος ύπολειπομένου, ός 
εστιν ακαριαίος, πεπερασμένος εσται 6 χρόνος και 
άκολουθήσουσιν αί άρχήθεν απορίαι. εΐ δε ο 
παρωχηκώς έστι καί ό μέλλουν εστιν, ενεστώς 
εσται εκάτερος αυτών. ατοπον δε το λέγειν εν
εστώτα τον παρωχηκότα καί τον μέλλοντα χρόνον· 
ούκοϋν ουδέ άπειρός εστιν ο χρόνος, εί δε μήτε 
άπειρος μήτε πεπερασμένος, ουδέ εστιν όλους χρονος.

143 Π/οδ? τοντοις, εί εστιν 6 χρόνος, ήτοι μεριστος 
εστιν ή άμέριστος. άμέριστος μεν ουν ούκ εστιν* 
διαιρείται γαρ εις τε τον ενεστώτα καί εις τον  
παρωχηκότα καί εις τον μέλλοντα, ώς αυτοί φασιν. 
αλλ’ ουδέ μεριστός. έκαστον γαρ των μεριστών 
καταμετρείται υπό τίνος εαυτόν μέρους, καθ’ 
έκαστον μέρος του μετρουμένου γινομένου του  
μετροΰντος, ώς όταν δα κτνλω πήχνν μετρώ μεν. 
ό δε χρόνος ου δυναται καταμετρεΐσθαι υπό τίνος 
εαυτού μέρους, εί γαρ δ ενεστώς λόγον χάριν 
καταμετρεί τον παρωχημένου, εσται κατα τον 
παρωχηκότα καί διά τούτο παρωχηκώς, και επι 
τού μέλλοντος ομοίως μέλλων. καί ό μέλλων εί 
καταμετροίη τούς άλλους, ενεστώς εσται και 
παρωχηκώς, καί 6 παρωχηκώς παραπλησίως μέλ
λων εσται καί ενεστώς* όπερ άπεμφαίνει. ονκούν 
ον8έ μεριστός εστιν. εί δε μήτε άμέριστος μήτε 
μεριστός, ουδέ εστιν.

«0  τε χρόνος λέγεται τριμερής είναι, καί τό μεν 
παρωχηκώς το δε ενεστώς τό  δέ μέλλων. ών 6 
μέν παρωχηκώς καί 6 μέλλων ούκ είσ ίν  εί γαρ 
είσί νύν ο τε  παρωχηκώς καί ό μέλλων χρόνος, 
εσται ενεστώς εκάτερος αυτών. άλλ* οδδέ δ εν
εστώς. εί γαρ εστιν δ ενεστώς χρόνος, ήτοι ά- 
422
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are non-existent, and there remains only the present, 
which is momentary, time will be limited and the 
original difficultiesa will follow. And if the past 
exists and the future exists, each of these will be 
present. But it is absurd to call past and future 
time present; neither, then, is time unlimited. But 
if it is neither unlimited nor limited, time does not 
exist at all.

Further, if  time exists it is either divisible or 143 
indivisible. Now it is not indivisible ; for it is divided, 
as they themselves declare, into present, past, and 
future. Yet it is not divisible either. For each 
divisible thing is measured by some part of itself, the 
measure coinciding with each part o f the measured, 
as when we measure a cubit by a finger. But time 
cannot be measured by any part o f itself. If, for 
instance, the present measures the past, it will 
coincide with the past and will therefore be past, 
and similarly it will be future in the case of the 
future. And if the future should measure the rest, 
it will be present and past, and so likewise the past 
will be future and present; which is nonsense. 
Neither, then, is time divisible. But if it is neither 
indivisible nor divisible, it does not exist.

Time, too, is said to be tripartite, partly past, partly 144 
present, and partly future. O f these the past and 
the future are non-existent; for if past and future 
time exist now, each of them will be present. Neither 
is the present existent; for if  present time exists

a e.g. that there was once a time when no time was.
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μεριστός εστιν η μεριστός. άμεριστος μεν οΰν ούκ 
εστιν εν γάρ τω ενεστώτι χρόνω λέγεται τά 
μεταβάλλοντα μεταβάλλειν, ούδεν δε εν άμερεΐ 
χρόνω μεταβάλλει, οΐον ο σίδηρος εις μαλακότητα 
η των άλλων έκαστον, ώστε ούκ εστιν άμεριστος

145 ό ενεστώς χρόνος. άλλ’ ούδε μεριστός· είς εν
εστώτας μεν γάρ ούκ αν μερισθείη, επεί διά την 
οξεΐαν ρύσιν των εν κόσμω άνεπινοήτως1 ό ενεστώς 
είς παρωχηκότα μεταβάλλειν λεγεταί’ άλλ* ούδ’ 
είς παρωχηκότα και μέλλοντα· εσται γάρ ούτως 
ανύπαρκτος, το μεν τι μηκετι ον εχων μέρος εαυτού,

146 το δε μηδεπω ον. δθεν ούδε τέλος τού παρ
ωχημένου καί άρχη τού μέλλοντος είναι δύναται ο 
ενεστώς, επεί καί εσται καί ούκ εσται. εσται μεν 
[οΰν] ώς ενεστώς, ούκ εσται δε επεί μη εστιν αύτοΰ 
τά μέρη, ούκοΰν ούδε μεριστός εστιν. εί δε μήτε 
άμεριστος εστιν 6 ενεστώς μήτε μεριστός, ούδε 
εστιν. μη οντος δε τού ενεστώτος μηδέ τού 
παρωχημένου μηδε τού μέλλοντος, ούδε εστι τι 
χρόνος· το γάρ εξ ανυπάρκτων»* συνεστώς ανύπ
αρκτόν εστιν.

147 Αεγεται κατά τού χρόνου κάκεΐνος ο Aoyoy. εί 
εστι χρόνος, ήτοι γενητός εστι καί φθαρτός η 
άγενητος καί άφθαρτος. άγενητος μεν οΰν καί 
άφθαρτος ούκ εστιν, εΐγε αύτοΰ το μεν παρωχηκεναι 
λεγεται καί μηκετι είναι το δε μελλειν καί μηδεπω

148 etvai. άλΧ ούδε γενητός καί φθαρτός, τά γάρ 
γινόμενα εκ τίνος οντος γίγνεσθαι δει καί τά

1 avemvo-fjTws Kayser: άνερινο-ήτωs mss., Bekk.
* άΐΜ'7τ&ρκτων Kayser: Ανυπάρκτου MSS., Bekk.
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it is either indivisible or divisible. Now it is not 
indivisible ; for what changes is said to change in 
the present time, but nothing changes in indivisible 
time®—iron, for instance, into softness, and so on. 
Hence present time is not indivisible. Neither 145 
is it divisible ; for it could not be divided into a 
plurality of presents, since time present is said to 
change into time past imperceptibly owing to the 
rapid flux of the things in the Universe. Nor yet into 
past and future ; for so it will be unreal, having one 
part of itself no longer existent and the other part 
not yet existent. Hence, too, the present cannot be 146 
the end of the past and the beginning o f the future, 
since then it will both be and not be existent; for it 
will exist as present, but will not exist because its 
parts are non-existent. Therefore it is not divisible 
either. But if the present is neither indivisible nor 
divisible, it does not exist. And when neither the 
present nor the past nor the future exists, time too is 
non-existent; for what is compounded of things unreal 
is unreal.

This argument, too, is alleged against time : If 147 
time exists it is either generable and perishable or 
ingenerable and imperishable.6 Now it is not in- 
generable and imperishable, since part of it is said 
to be past and no longer in existence, and part to be 
future and not yet in existence. Neither is it gener
able and perishable. For things generated must be 148 
generated from something existent, and things which

b Time “ came into existence ” (y iyovev ), said Plato (Tim.
38 b) :  “ No,” said Aristotle (Met. xii. 6). In §§ 147-148 I 
render yevrp-bs (“ capable of coming into existence”) by 
“ generable,” and yiverai by “ is generated” ; but in § 149, 
and elsewhere, I usually render yiverai by “ becomes,” 
yivbpxva by “ becoming,” etc.
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φθειρόμενα εις τι ον φθείρεσθαι κατά τάς των 
δογματικών αυτών υποθέσεις. εί ουν εις τον 
7ταρωχημενον φθείρεται, εις ούκ ον φθείρεται, καί 
ει εκ τοΰ μέλλοντος γίνεται, εξ ούκ όντος γίνεται· 
ούθετερος γάρ αυτών εστιν. άτοπον δε το λεγειν 
τι εξ ούκ οντος γίνεσθαι ή εις τό μη ον φθείρεσθαι. 
ούκ άρα γενητός και φθαρτός εστιν ό χρόνος, ει 
δε μήτε άγενητος και άφθαρτος εστι μήτε γενητός 
και φθαρτός, ούδε δλως εστιν.

119 Προς τουτοις, επεί παν τό γινόμενον εν χρόνω 
γίγνεσθαι δοκεΐ, εί γίνεται ο χρόνος, εν χρόνω 
γίνεται, ήτοι ούν αύτός εν εαυτώ γίνεται ή ετερος 
εν ετερω. άλλ’ εί μεν αύτός εν εαυτώ, τό αύτό και 
εσται καί ούκ εσται. επεί γάρ τό εν ω τι γίγνεται 
τοΰ εν αύτω γιγνομενου οφείλει προϋπάρχειν, ο 
γιγνόμενος εν εαυτώ χρόνος, ή μεν γίνεται, ούδεπω

150 εστιν, ή δε1 εν εαυτώ γίνεται, ήδη εστιν. ώστε 
ουο€ γίνεται ev eavrω. αλλ ονο ev €Τ€ρω erepoς. 
εί γάρ ό ενεστώς εν τώ μελλοντι γίγνεται, μελλων 
εσται ό ενεστώς, καί εί εν τώ παρωχηκότι, παρ- 
ωχηκώς. τά δε αυτά λεκτεον καί περί τών άλλων 
χρόνων, ώστε ούδε ετερος χρόνος εν ετερω γίνεται 
χρόνω. εί δε μήτε αύτός εν εαυτώ γίνεται μήτε 
ετερος εν ετερω, ούδε γενητός εστιν ο χρόνος, 
εδείκνυτο δε ότι ούδε άγενητος εστιν. μήτε ούν 
γενητός ών μήτε άγενητος ούδ’ ολως εστιν έκαστον 
γάρ τών όντων ήτοι γενητόν ή άγενητον είναι 
προσήκει.

1 j; μέν . . . y δέ Heintz: el μίν . . .  el δέ mss., Bekk.
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perish must perish into something existent, according 
to the postulates o f the Dogmatists themselves.® If, 
then, time perishes into the past, it perishes into a 
non-existent; and if it is generated out of the future, 
it is generated out of a non-existent; for neither of 
these is in existence. But it is absurd to say that 
anything is generated from a non-existent or perishes 
into the non-existent. Therefore time is not gener- 
able and perishable. But if it is neither ingenerable 
and imperishable nor generable and perishable, it does 
not exist at all.

Further, since everything which becomes seems to 149 
become in time, time, if it becomes, becomes in time. 
Either, then, it becomes itself in itself or as one time 
in another. But if it becomes in itself, it will be at 
once both existent and non-existent. For since that 
within which a thing becomes must exist before the 
thing which becomes within it, the time which becomes 
in itself does not yet exist in so far as it becomes, 
but does already exist in so far as it becomes in itself.6 
Consequently it does not become in itself. Nor yet 150 
in another. For if the present becomes in the future, 
the present will be future, and if in the past, it will 
be past. And the same may be said of all the other 
times ; so that one time does not become in another. 
But if time neither becomes in itself nor as one time 
in another it is not generable. And it has been shown 
that it is not ingenerable either. Being, then, neither 
generable nor ingenerable, it is wholly non-existent; 
for each existing thing is bound to be either generable 
or ingenerable.

8 e.a. Aristotle, Epicurus, Poseidonius; cf. Lucr. i. 151.
6 Cf. § 133 supra.
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K'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΑΡΙΘΜΟΤ

151 *Ei7τεί δέ 6 χρόνος δοκεΐ μη άνευ αριθμού θεω- 
ρεΐσθαι, ούκ αν εΐη ατοπον και περί αριθμού 
βραχέα διεξελθεΐν. όσον μεν γάρ επί τη συνήθεια 
και άδοξάστως άριθμεΐν τί φαμεν και αριθμόν είναι 
τι άκούομεν η δε των δογματικών περιεργία και

152 τον κατά τούτον κεκίνηκε λόγον, αύτίκα γουν οι 
από τοΰ ΤΙνθαγόρου και στοιχεία τον κόσμου τους 
αριθμούς είναι λέγουσιν. φασϊ γοϋν ότι τά φαινό
μενα εκ τίνος συνέστηκεν, απλά, δε είναι δει τά 
στοιχεία· άδηλα άρα εστϊ τά στοιχεία, των δε 
άδηλων τά μεν εστι σώματα, ώς αι άτομοι1 και 
οι όγκοι, τά δε άσώματα, ώς σχήματα και ιδέαι 
και αριθμοί. ών τά μεν σώματά εστι σύνθετα, 
συνεστώτα εκ τε μήκους και πλάτους καί βάθους 
καί άντιτυπίας η καί βάρους. ού μόνον άρα

153 άδηλα αλλά καί άσώματά εστι τά στοιχεία, αλλά 
καί των άσωμάτων έκαστον επιθεωρονμενον έχει 
τον αριθμόν η γάρ εν έστιν η δυο η πλείω. δι 
ών συνάγεται ότι τά στοιχεία των όντων είσίν οι 
άδηλοι καί άσώματοι καί πάσιν επιθεωρούμενοι 
αριθμοί, καί ούχ απλώς, άλλ* η τε μονάς καί ή 
κατά επισύνθεσιν της μονάδος γινόμενη αόριστος 
δνάς, ής κατά μετουσίαν αι κατά μέρος γίγνονται

1 αΐ άτομοι Papp.: ol άτμοί m s s . ,  Bekk.

• With this chapter cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 248-309. In §§ 152-156 
the Pythagorean doctrine of numbers as the primary con
stituents, or “ elements,” of the Universe is expounded; in 
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Since time, it seems, is not found apart from 151 
number, it will not be out o f place to discuss number 
briefly.0 In the customary way we speak undog- 
matically b of numbering a thing and hear number 
talked of as something which exists ; but the extreme 
methods of the Dogmatists have provoked the attack 
upon number also. Thus, for example, the School of 152 
Pythagoras declare that numbers are also elements 
of the Universe. They assert, in fact, that pheno
mena are constructed from something, and that the 
elements must be simple; therefore the elements 
are non-evident. But of things non-evident, some are 
corporeal, like atoms and masses, others incorporeal, 
like figuresc and forms and numbers. Of these 
the corporeal are composite, being constructed from 
length and breadth and depth and solidity, or even 
weight. The elements, therefore, are not only non- 
evident but also incorporeal. Moreover, each of the 153 
incorporeals involves the perception o f number, for 
it is either one or two or more. Thus it is inferred 
that the non-evident and incorporeal numbers which 
are involved in all perception are the elements of 
existing things. Yet not simply <these numbers>, 
but both the Monad also and the Indefinite Dyad 
which is generated by the expansion o f the Monad, 
and by participation in which the particular dyads

§§ 156-157 the Pythagorean proof that numbers are distinct 
from things numbered (“ numerables ”) is set forth; in §§ 158 if. 
the Sceptical arguments against the Pythagorean doctrine of 
the real existence of numbers (as distinct from “ numerables ”) 
are developed.

4 Cf. i. 15.
* i.e. “ the limits of bodies ” of § 32 supra, cf. § 153.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 161-153
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154 δυάδες δυάδες. εκ τούτων γάρ καί τούς άλλους 
γίγνεσθαι αριθμούς, τούς επιθεωρούμενους τοΐς 
άριθμητοΐς, και τον κόσμον κατασκευάζεσθαι 
λεγουσιν. το  μεν γάρ σημεΐον τον της μονάδος 
επεχειν λόγον, την δε γραμμήν τον της δυάδος 
(δυο γάρ σημείων μεταξύ θεωρεΐσθαι ταύτην), την 
δε επιφάνειαν τον της τριάδος (ρύσιν γάρ είναι 
φασι τής γραμμής εις πλάτος επ’ άλλο σημεΐον εκ 
πλαγίου κείμενον), το δε σώμα τον τής τετράδος· 
επανάστασιν γάρ γίγνεσθαι τής επιφάνειας επί τι

155 σημεΐον νπερκείμενον. και οΰτω τά τε σώματα  
και δλον τον κόσμον άνειδωλοποιοΰσιν, οντινα και 
διοικεΐσθαί φασι κατά αρμονικούς λόγους, τόν τε 
διά τεσσάρων, ός εστιν επίτριτος, ώς εχει προς τά  
εξ τά  οκτώ, καί τον διά πεντε, δς εστιν ήμιόλιος, 
ώς εχει προς τά εξ τά εννεα, και τον διά πασών, 
δς εστι διπλάσιος, ώς εχει προς τά  εξ τά  δώδεκα.

156 Ταυτά τε ουν όνειροπολοΰσιν, και δτι ετερόν τι 
εστιν 6 αριθμός παρά τά  αριθμητά κατασκευάζουσι, 
λεγοντες δτι ει το ζώον κατά τόν εαυτού λόγον 
εστιν, εί τύχοι, εν, τό φυτόν, επει μη εστι ζώον, 
ούκ εσται ε ν  εστι δε καί <τδ>1 φυτόν ε ν  ούκ άρα 
τό ζώον, <καθό ζώον>,* εν εστιν, αλλά κατά τι 
ετερον επιθεωρουμενον εξωθεν αύτώ, ου μετεχει

1 <τό> add. Rustow.
* » <καθό £ωον>, addidi: καθό £ω6ν έστιν, tv cj. Bekk.: <ώί 

Mutsch.

β The existence of the “  elemental ”  numbers is said to be 
due to “ participation”  in either the principle o f “ Unity” 
C  the Monad ” ) or the principle of Duality (“  the indefinite 
Dyad ” )— odd numbers in the first, even in the second. These 
principles are the “  genera ”  of which odd and even numbers 
are “ particulars.”
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become dyads.® For they say that it is from these 154 
that the rest of the numbers are generated—those, 
that is, which are involved in the perception of 
numerables—and the Universe is arranged. For the 
point presents the relation, or character, o f the 
Monad,* and the line that of the Dyad (it being 
regarded as lying between two points), and the 
surface that of the Triad (for they describe it as a 
flowing of the line breadth-wise up to another point 
placed transversely), and the <solid> body that of the 
Tetrad ; for Body is formed by an ascension of the 
surface up to a point placed above. It is in this way 155 
that they image forth both the bodies and the whole 
Universe, which also they declare to be arranged 
according to harmonic ratios*—namely, that o f the 
“  By-Fours,”  which is “  epitrite,”  as is the ratio of 
8 to 6 ; and that of the “ By-Fives,”  which is one 
and a half times, as is the ratio of 9 to 6 ; and that 
of the “  By-Alls,”  which is double, as is the ratio of 
12 to 6.

These are the fictions they imagine ; and they 156 
also make out that number is something else apart 
from numerables, arguing that if “  animal ” according 
to its proper definition d is (say) one, the plant, since 
it is not an animal, will not be one ; but the plant is 
on e ; therefore the animal is not one <qua animal> but 
in virtue of some other attribute perceived outside 
itself, whereof each animal partakes and because

4 i.e. it is an indivisible unit, and begins the line as the 
One begins the number-series ; cf. Adv. Phys. ii. 278.

* The terms here used are those of the Pythagorean musical 
(“ octave”) system, and denote the ratios 4:3, 3:2, 2:1.
Cf. Plato, Tim. 36 a  ; Adv. Arithm. 6-9, Adv. Mus. 46.

d Or “ in its own essence,”  apart from relation to anything 
else.
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έκαστον καί γίνεται Si αυτό εν. και εί τά  αριθ
μητά εστιν 6 αριθμός, επειδή άνθρωποί είσιν οι 
αριθμητοί και βόες, εί τυχοι, και ίπποι, άνθρωποι 
καί βόες και ίπποι εσται ό αριθμός, και λευκός 
[αριθμός]1 και μέλας καί γενειήτης, εί τυχοιεν

167 τοιοΰτοι τυγχάνοντες οι μετρούμενοι. ταϋτα δε 
εστιν άτοπα· ούκ άρα τά  αριθμητά εστιν ό αριθμός, 
άλλ' ιδίαν ύπόστασιν έχει παρά ταϋτα, καθ' ήν 
και επιθεωρείται τοΐς άριθμητοΐς καί εστι στοι- 
χεΐον.

Οντως ονν εκείνων συναγαγόντων ότι αριθμός 
ούκ εστι τά αριθμητά, παρεισήλθεν ή κατά του  
αριθμού απορία, λέγεται γάρ ότι εί εστιν αριθμός, 
ήτοι αυτά τά  αριθμητά εστιν 6 αριθμός ή έτερόν 
τι παρά ταϋτα έξω θεν ούτε δε αυτά τά  αριθμητά 
εστιν ό αριθμός, ώς απέδειξαν οί Τίυθαγορικοί, 
οϋτε έτερόν τι παρά ταϋτα, ώς ύπομνήσομεν 
ον δεν άρα εστιν ό αριθμός.

158 ° Οτι δέ ούδέν έξωθέν εστι παρά τά αριθμητά ό 
αριθμός, παραστησομεν επί τής μονάδος τον λόγον 
στήσαντες ευσήμου διδασκαλίας ένεκεν. εί γάρ 
έστι τι καθ' εαυτην ή μονάς, ής μετέχον έκαστον 
των μετεχόντων αυτής γίνεται έν, ήτοι μία εσται 
αυτή ή μονάς ή τοσαϋται όσα τά μετέχοντα αυτής 
έστίν. άλλ' εί μέν μία εστιν, πότερον όλης αυτής 
μετέχει έκαστον των μετέχειν αυτής λεγομένων ή 
μέρους αυτής; εί μέν γάρ πάσαν έχει την μονάδα, 
εί τυχοι, 6 εις άνθρωπος, ούκέτι έσται μονάς ής 
μεθέξει ό εις ίππος ή ό εις κυων ή των άλλων

159 έκαστον δ λέγομεν είναι έν, ώσπερ καί πολλών

1 [άριθμ6$] οηα. Μ (? άνθρωπος).
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of which it becomes one. And if number is the 
numerables, since the numerables are men (say) and 
oxen and horses, number will be men and oxen and 
horses— and number will be white and black and 
bearded, if the objects counted should happen to be 
such. But these things are absurd ; therefore number 157 
is not the numerables, but it has a reality of its own 
apart from them whereby it is involved in the percep
tion o f the numerables and is an element.

So when they had thus concluded that number is 
not the numerables, there arose in consequence the 
difficulty about number. For it is argued that if 
number exists, number is either the actual numerables 
or something else apart from them ; but number is 
neither the actual numerables, as the Pythagoreans 
have proved, nor something else apart from them, 
as we shall show ; number, therefore, is nothing.

That number is nothing apart from the numerables 158 
we shall demonstrate by basing our argument on the 
Monad, for the sake o f lucidity of exposition.0 I f the 
Monad, by partaking in which each of its participants 
becomes one, is in itself a real object, this Monad 
will be either one or as many as are its participants.
But if it is one, does each o f the things said to partake 
thereof partake of all o f it or o f a part o f it ? For 
if the one man (say) takes all the Monad, there will 
no longer exist a monad for the one horse to partake 
of, or the one dog or any one of all the other things 
which we declare to be one—just as, supposing there 159

■ The argument here is that “ participation ” of things in 
the Monad involves either (1) the division of the Monad into 
an infinite number of parts (§§ 158-159), or (2) the multiplica
tion of the Monad into an infinite number of whole Monads 
(§§ 160-162), both which results violate the conception of the 
Monad as unique principle of Unity.
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ύποτεθέντων γυμνών ανθρώπων, ενός δε δντος 
ίματ ίου καί τοΰτο ενός άμφι ασαμένου, γυμνοί 
μενοΰσιν1 οι λοιποί καί χωρίς ίματίου. εί δε μέρους 
αυτής μετέχει έκαστον, πρώτον μεν εξει τι μέρος ή 
μονάς, καί άπειρά γε έξει μέρη, εις ά διαιρείται· 
δπερ ατοπον, εϊτα ώς τό μέρος τής δεκάδος, οΐον 
ή δυάς, ούκ εστι δεκάς, ούτως ουδέ τό μέρος τής 
μονάδος έσται μονάς, διά δε τοΰτο ουδέ μεθέζει 
τι τής μονάδος. ώστε ούκ εστι μία ή μονάς ής 
μετέχειν λέγεται τά  κατά μέρος.

160 Ει δε ισάριθμοι τοΐς άριθμητοΐς, εφ* ών λέγεται 
τό εν, αί μονάδες είσίν ών κατά μετοχήν έκαστον 
τώ ν κατά μέρος λέγεται εν, άπειροι έσονται αί 
μετεχόμεναι μονάδες, καί αΰται ήτοι μετέχουσιν 
επαναβεβηκυίας μονάδος ή μονάδων ισαρίθμων 
αύταΐς, καί διά τοΰτο είσι μονάδες, ή ου μ ετ- 
έχουσιν αλλά χωρίς τίνος μετοχής μονάδες είσίν.

161 εί μεν οΰν2 χωρίς μετοχής μονάδες είναι δννανται 
αύται, δυνήσεται καί τών αισθητών έκαστον 
χωρίς μονάδος μετοχής εν εΐναι, καί αύτόθεν 
περιτρέπεται ή καθ’ έαυτην θεωρεΐσθαι λεγομένη 
μονάς. εί δε από μετοχής κάκεΐναι μονάδες είσίν, 
ήτοι μιας μετέχουσι πασαι ή μία εκάστη ιδίας, 
καί εί μεν πασαι μιας, ήτοι κατά μέρος εκάστη ή 
δλης λεχθήσεται μετέχειν, καί μένουσιν αί άρχήθεν

162 άτοπίαι- εί δε εκάστη ιδίας, καί εκείνων τώ ν  
μονάδων εκάστη μονάδα έπιθεωρεΐσθαι δει, καί 
ταΐς επιθεωρουμέναις εκείναις άλλας, καί μέχρις 
απείρου, εί οΰν ΐνα καταλάβωμεν ότι είσί τινες

1 μενοΰσιν Mutsch.: μένουσιν m s s . ,  Bekk.
* οΰν cj. Bekk. s yip  m s s .
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are a number of naked men, who possess only one 
garment amongst them, which one man had put on, 
all the rest will remain naked and without a garment. 
And if each thing partakes of a part of it, then, in 
the first place, the Monad will have a part, and parts, 
too, infinite in number into which it is divided ; which 
is absurd. And further, just as the part o f the Decad, 
such as the Dyad, is not a Decad, so neither will the 
part of the Monad be a Monad, and for this reason 
nothing will partake of the Monad. Hence the Monad 
whereof the particular objects are said to partake is 
not one.

But if the monads, by participation in which each 160 
of the particular objects is called one, are equal 
in number to the numerables to which the term 
“  one ”  is applied, the monads partaken of will be 
infinite in number. And these either partake of a 
superior a monad or o f monads equal in number to 
themselves, or else they do not so partake but are 
monads apart from any participation. Yet if these 161 
can be monads without participation, each of the 
sensibles also will be able to be one without participa
tion in a monad, and so at once the monad said to be 
perceived as real in itself is overthrown. Whereas, if 
those monads are monads by participation, either they 
all partake of one monad, or each partakes of a monad 
of its own. And if all partake of one, each will be 
said to partake either of a part or of the whole, and 
the original difficulties will still remain ; but if each 162 
partakes o f its own monad, we must posit a new 
monad for each of those monads, and others again 
for the former, and so on ad infinitum. I f then, in 
order to apprehend that there are certain self-sub- 

* «.«. “  Unity ”  as a summum genus, cf. i. 38.
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καθ' εαυτάς μονάδες, ών κατά μετοχήν έκαστον 
των οντων εστίν εν, δει κατειληφεναι άπειράκις 
απείρους νοητάς μονάδας, αδύνατον δε καταλαβεΐν 
άπεφάκις άπειρους μονάδας νοητάς, αδύνατον άρα 
εστίν άποφήνασθαι ότι εΐσί τινες νοηταϊ μονάδες 
καί έκαστον των οντων εστιν εν κατά μετοχήν 
ιδίας μονάδος γινόμενον εν.

163 "Α τοπον άρα τό λεγειν οτι τοσαϋταί είσιν αί 
μονάδες δσα τά  μετεχοντα αυτών, εί δε μήτε μία 
εστιν η καθ' εαυτην λεγάμενη μονάς μήτε τοσαϋταί 
δσα τά μετεχοντα αυτής εστίν, ουδέ εστιν δλως 
μονάς καθ' εαυτην. ομοίως δε ουδέ των άλλων 
αριθμών έκαστος καθ' εαυτόν εσται· χρήσθαι γάρ 
ένεστιν επί πάντων τών αριθμών τω  λόγω, παρα- 
δειγματικώς νυν επί της μονάδος ηρωτημενω. 
άλλ' εί μήτε καθ' εαυτόν εστιν 6 αριθμός, ώς 
ύπεμνήσαμεν, μήτε αυτά τά  αριθμητά ό αριθμός 
εστιν, ώς οι από ΐΐυθαγόρου παρεστησαν, παρά δε 
ταΰτα ουδέν εστι, λεκτέον μηδε είναι αριθμόν.

164 Π ώ? δε καί γίνεσθαί φασιν εκ της μονάδος την 
δυάδα οι εζωθεν τι δοκοΰντες είναι τον αριθμόν 
παρά τά  αριθμητά; δτε γάρ συντίθεμεν μονάδα 
ετερα μονάδι, ήτοι προστίθεται τι ταΐς μονάσιν 
έξωθεν, ή άφαιρεΐταί τι απ' αυτών, ή ούτε προσ
τίθεται τι οΰτε άφαιρεΐταί. άλλ' εί μεν ούτε προσ
τίθεται τι ούτε άφαιρεΐταί, ούκ εσται δυάς. ούτε 
γάρ χωρίς άλλήλων οδσαι αί μονάδες εΐχον την 
δυάδα1 επι θεωρουμενην αύταΐς κατά τον ίδιον 
αυτών λόγον, ούτε νυν τι αύταΐς έξωθεν προσ- 
γεγονεν, ώσπερ ουδέ άφήρηται, κατά την ύπόθεσιν.

1 δυάδα Kayser, Papp.: μονάδα m s s . ,  Bekk.
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sistent monads by participation in which each existing 
thing is one, it is necessary to apprehend an infinite 
infinity of intelligible monads, and to apprehend an 
infinite infinity of intelligible monads is a thing im
possible, then it is impossible to show that there are 
certain intelligible monads and that each existing 
thing is one through becoming one by participation 
in its own monad.

It is absurd, therefore, to say that the monads are 163 
as numerous as the things which partake o f them.
But if the so-called self-subsistent monad is neither 
one nor as many as its participants, a self-subsistent 
monad does not exist at all. So likewise none of the 
other numbers will be self-subsistent; for one may 
apply to all the numbers the argument which has 
now been employed in the typical case of the monad. 
But if number is neither self-subsistent, as we have 
shown, nor consists in the actual numerables, as the 
Pythagoreans have demonstrated, and beyond these 
there is no other alternative, then we must declare 
that number does not exist.

In what way, too, is the Dyad said to be generated 164 
from the Monad by those who believe that number 
is something else apart from the numerables ? For 
when we combine a monad with another monad either 
something external is added to the monads, or some
thing is subtracted from them, or nothing is either 
added or subtracted. But if nothing is either added 
or subtracted, there will not be a Dyad. For neither 
did the monads, when existing apart from each other, 
contain the Dyad as involved in the perception of 
them, according to their own definition, nor has 
any addition now been made to them from without, 
just as, by hypothesis, nothing has been subtracted.
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105 ώστε ούκ εστ αι δυάς ή σύνθεσις τής μονάχος προς 
την μονάδα, μήτε άφαφεσεως μήτε προσθεσεως 
εξωθεν τίνος γινόμενης, εί δε άφαίρεσις γίνεται, 
ον μόνον ούκ εσται δυάς, αλλά και μειωθήσονται 
αι μονάδες, εί δε προστίθεται αύταΐς εζωθεν η 
δυάς, ΐνα εκ τω ν μονάδων γενηται δυάς, τα  δυο 
δοκοΰντα είναι τεσσαρα εσται· ύπόκειται γάρ μονάς 
και ετερα μονάς, αίς προστιθέμενης εζωθεν δυάδος 

160 > τεσσαρα αριθμός άποτελοΐτο αν. ο δε αυτός 
λόγος και επί των άλλων αριθμών των κατά συν- 
θεσιν άποτελεΐσθαι λεγομένων.

Ει οΰν μήτε κατά άφαίρεσιν μήτε κατά πρόσ- 
θεσιν μήτε άνευ άφαιρεσεως και προσθεσεως γ ίγ -  
νονται οΐ σύνθετοι λεγόμενοι είναι αριθμοί εκ των  
επαναβεβηκότων, ασύστατός εστιν ή γένεσις του  
κατ* ιδίαν και παρά τά αριθμητά είναι λεγόμενόν 
αριθμού, ότι δε ούδε άγενητοι τυγχάνονσιν όντες 
οι κατά σύνθεσιν άριθμοί, δηλονσιν αυτοί συν- 
τίθεσθαί τε αυτού? καί γίγνεσθαι φάσκοντες εκ 
των επαναβεβηκότων, οΐον τής τε μονάδος και 

167 δυάδος τής αορίστου, ούκοΰν ούχ ύφεστηκε κατ' 
ιδίαν ό αριθμός, εί δε μήτε κατ' ιδίαν ό αριθμός 
θεωρείται μήτε εν τοΐς άριθμητοΐς εχει την ύπό- 
στάσιν, ούδε εστι τι ό αριθμός όσον επι ταΐς 
περιεργίαις ταΐς υπό των δογματικών είσενηνεγ- 
μεναις.

Ύοσαΰτα μεν και περί τού φυσικού καλούμενου 
τής φιλοσοφίας μέρους άρκούντα ώς εν ύποτυπώσει 
λελεχθω.
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Hence the combination of the monad with the monad 165 
will not be a dyad, as no addition or subtraction 
from without takes place. But if subtraction does 
take place, not only will there not be a dyad but the 
monads will even be diminished. And if the dyad is 
added to them from without, so that a dyad may be 
generated from the monads, the things which appear 
to be two will be four; for there exists already a 
monad and a second monad, and when an outside 
dyad is added to these the result will be the number 
four. And the same argument applies to all the 166 
other numbers which are said to be formed as a 
result of combination.

If, then, the numbers which are said to be com
pounded from the superior® numbers are formed 
neither by subtraction nor by addition nor without 
subtraction and addition, the formation of the number 
which is said to be independent and apart from the 
numerables is non-composite. But they themselves 
make it clear that the numbers formed by combination 
are not ungenerated by asserting that they are com
pounded and generated from the superior numbers 
—from the monad, for example, and the Indefinite 
Dyad.6 So then number does not subsist of itself. 167 
But if number neither is conceived as self-existent, 
nor subsists in the numerables, then, to judge from 
the subtleties introduced by the Dogmatists, number 
is nothing.

Let this, then, suffice as an account in outline of 
what is called the Physical section of philosophy. 

e Cf. § 160 supra. 6 Cf. § 153 supra.
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KA'.— ΠΕΡΙ TOT ΗΘΙΚΟΤ ΜΕΡΟΤΣ ΤΗΣ ΦΙΛΟΣΟΦΙΑΣ

168 Α ε ίπ ε τ α ι 8e τό η θικ ό ν , όπ ερ  Βοκεΐ π ερ ί τη ν  
Βιάκρισιν τ ω ν  τ ε  κ αλώ ν και κ α κ ώ ν και άΒιαφόρων  
κ α τ α γ ίγ ν ε σ θ α ι. ινα ονν  κ εφ αλαιω Β ώ ς και π ερί  
τ ο ύ τ ο υ  Β ια λ ά βω μ εν , π ερί τ ή ς  ν π ά ρ ξ ε ω ς  τ ώ ν  τ ε  
α γ α θ ώ ν  καί κ α κ ώ ν και άΒιαφ όρων ζη τ ή σ ο μ ε ν , τη ν  
έννοιαν έ κ α σ το υ  π ρ ο εκ θ έμ ενοι.

ΚΒ'.— ΠΕΡΙ ΑΓΑΘΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΑΔΙΑΦΟΡΩΝ

169 Φ α σ ίν  ονν  οι σ τω ικ ο ί α γ α θ ό ν  είναι ω φ έλεια ν  ή 
ο ν χ  έτερ ον  ώ φ ελ εία ς, ω φ έλειαν μ εν  λ έ γ ο ν τ ε ς  τη ν  
α ρ ετή ν  και τ η ν  σπουΒ αίαν π ρ ά ξ ιν , ού χ  έτερ ο ν  Βέ 
ώ φ ελ εία ς τ ο ν  σπονΒ αΐον ά νθρ ω π ο ν  και τ ο ν  φ ίλον, 
ή μ εν  γ ά ρ  α ρ ετή  π ω ς  έχον  η γεμ ο ν ικ ό ν  κ α θεσ τη κ υ ΐα  
και ή σπουΒ αία  π ρ α ξ ις  ενέρ γε ια  τ ις  οΰ σ α  κ α τ  
α ρ ετή ν  ά ντικ ρ ύ ς έσ τιν  ω φ έλ εια , 6  δε σπουδαίο?

170 ά νθρ ω π ο ς καί δ φ ίλος ο ν χ  έ τερ ο ς  ώ φ ελ εία ς. μ έρ ο ς  
μ εν  γ ά ρ  τ ο ν  σπ ονΒ α ΐον  έσ τιν  ώ φ έλ εια , τ ό  ή γ ε μ ο ν ι-  
κόν α υ τό ν  ν π ά ρ χ ο υ σ α " τ α  δε όλα ού τε  τ α  α υ τά  τ ο ΐς  
μ έρ εσιν  είναι λ έ γ ο ν σ ιν , ου  γ ά ρ  έσ τιν  δ ά νθρ ω π ο ς  
χ ειρ , ο ϋ τε  έτερ α  π α ρ ά  τ ά  μ έ ρ η , ονκ  ά νεν γ ά ρ  τ ώ ν  
μ ερ ώ ν  ύ φ έσ τη κ εν . Βιόπερ ο ύ χ  έτερ α  τ ώ ν  μ ε ρ ώ ν  
τ ά  όλα λέγουσιν. όθεν τον σπονΒ αΐον όλον ό ντα  
ώ ς  π ρ ο ς  τ ό  η γεμ ο ν ικ ό ν  εαυτού, όπ ερ  έφ α σα ν ώ φ έ -  
λ ειαν, ο ν χ  έτερ ο ν  ώ φ ελ εία ς είναι λ έγο υ σ ιν .

° Lit. “ fa ir”  (honestum): the Stoics used καλόν as a 
synonym for αγαθόν “ good ”  (bonum), and in this section the 
terms are used as synonymous.

6 Or “  regent part,”  i.e. the mind, cf. i. 128, ii. 81 ; Introd. 
p. xxv. The doctrine that “  the good man ” is “  not other ” 
than goodness (virtue or “ utility” ) strikes one as curious. 
The Stoics, we must remember, regarded attributes or 
qualities as corporeal and parts of the “ substance”  (ουσία) 
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Chapter XXI.—Concerning the E thical 
D ivision of Philosophy

There remains the Ethical division, which is sup-168 
posed to deal with the distinguishing o f things 
good,® bad, and indifferent. In order, then, \to treat 
of this branch also in a summary way, we shall inquire 
into the reality o f things good, bad, and indifferent, 
explaining first the conception of each.

Chapter XXII.— Concerning Things Good, Bad, 
and Indifferent

The Stoics, then, assert that good is “  utility or not 169 
other than utility,”  meaning by “  utility ”  virtue and 
right action, and by “  not other than utility ”  the 
good man and the friend. For “  virtue,”  as consist
ing in a certain state o f the ruling principle,* 6 and 
“ right action,”  being an activity in accordance with 
virtue, are exactly “  utility ”  ; while the good man 
and the friend are “ not other than utility.”  For 170 
utility is a part of the good man, being his ruling 
principle. But the wholes, they say, are not the 
same as the parts (for the man is not a hand), nor are 
they other than the parts (for without the parts they 
do not subsist). Wherefore they assert that the 
wholes are not other than the parts. Hence, since 
the good man stands in the relation of a whole to his 
ruling principle, which they have identified with 
utility, they declare that he is not other than utility.
to which they belong— here the mind (“ regent part” ) of 
“ the good man.” For the equation of “ virtue”  (or 
“ goodness” ) with “ utility”  (or “ benefit” ) as “  the source 
(or agency) from which benefit results ” see Diog. Laert. 
vii. 94. For Stoic Ethics cf. Introd. pp. xxvi ff.
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171 Εντεύθεν καί τριχώς το αγαθόν φασι λεγεσθαι. 
καθ' ενα μεν γάρ τρόπον φασιν είναι αγαθόν το 
νφ' ον εστιν ώφελεΐσθαι, ο δή άρχικώτατόν εστι 
και αρετή, καθ' ετερον δε καθ' ο συμβαίνει ώφε- 
λεΐσθαι, ώς ή αρετή καί αί κατ' αρετήν πράξεις, 
κατά τρίτον δε τρόπον τό οΐόν τε ώφελεΐν, τούτο  
δε καί αρετήν είναι καί κατά αρετήν πραξιν καί 
τον σπονδαΐον καί τον φίλον θεούς τε καί σπου
δαίους δαίμονας, ώς τό μεν δεύτερον σημαινόμενον 
του αγαθού εμπεριληπτικόν είναι του πρώτου σή 
μα ινο μενού, τό δε τρίτον του δευτέρου καί του

172 πρώτου, τινες δε φασιν αγαθόν είναι τό δι εαυτό 
αιρετόν, άλλοι δε τό σνλλαμβανόμενον1 προς ευ
δαιμονίαν ή τό συμπληρωτικόν* ευδαιμονία δε 
εστιν, ώς οι στωικοί φασιν, εϋροια βίου.

Ύοιαΰτα μεν τινα είς τήν έννοιαν του άγαθοΰ
173 λεγεται. είτε δε τδ ώφελοΰν είτε τό δι εαυτό 

αιρετόν είτε τό συνεργούν προς ευδαιμονίαν αγαθόν 
τις εΐναι λεγοι, ούχί τ ί  εστι τό αγαθόν παρίστησιν, 
αλλά τι των συμβεβηκότων αύτω λεγει. δπερ εστι 
μάταιον. ήτοι γάρ μόνω τω  άγαθω συμβεβηκε τά 
προειρημένα ή καί ετεροις. άλλ' εί μεν καί ετεροις, 
ούκ εστι χαρακτηριστικά του άγαθοΰ κοινοποιού
μενα, εί δε μόνω τω  άγαθω, ούκ ενδεχεται ήμάς

174 άπό τούτων νοεΐν τό άγαθόν ώς γάρ ό άνεννόητος 
ίππου ούτε τό χρεμετίζειν τ ί  εστιν οΐδεν, ούτε διά 
τούτου δύναται είς έννοιαν ελθεΐν ίππου, εί μή

1 συ\\αμβανόμ^νοι> cj. Bekk.: συλλαμβάνον m s s .

β i.e. “ primary, fundamental, good ”—the source of other 
goods. Good in the first sense is the central good, which 
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Hence also they assert that good has three mean-171 
ings. In one of its meanings, good, they say, is that 
by which utility may be gained, this being the most 
principal good a and virtue; in another meaning, good 
is that of which utility is an accidental result, like 
virtue and virtuous actions ; and thirdly, it is that 
which is capable of being useful; and such is virtue 
and virtuous action and the good man and the friend, 
and gods and good daemons ; so that the second signi
fication of good is inclusive of the first signification, 
and the third o f both the second and the first. But 172 
some define good as “ what is to be chosen for its 
own sake ”  b ; and others as “ that which contributes 
to happiness or is supplementary thereto ”  ; and 
happiness, as the Stoics declare, is “  the smooth 
current of life.”

These, or such as these, are their statements with 
reference to the notion of the Good. But in describ- 173 
ing as good what is useful or what is choiceworthy 
for its own sake or what is contributory to happiness, 
one is not exhibiting the essence of the good but 
stating one of its properties. And this is senseless.
For the properties aforesaid belong either to the good 
only or to other things as well. But if they belong to 
other things as well, they are not, when thus extended, 
characteristic marks of the good ; while if they belong 
only to the Good, it is not possible for us to derive 
from them a notion of the good. For just as the man 174 
who has no notion of “ horse ” has no knowledge of 
what “ neighing ” is and cannot arrive thereby at a 
notion of “ horse,”  unless he should first meet with a

expands into the second and third senses as into concentric 
circles—the third including the second, the second the first.

6 Cf. Aristoc. Rhet. i. 6 ; the other definition is Stoic.
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πρότερον ιππω χρεμετίζοντι εντυχοι, ούτως ό δια 
το μη είδεναι το αγαθόν ζητών τ ί  εστιν αγαθόν, 
ου δυναται γινώσκειν το ιδίως αύτώ και μονω  
ύπαρχον, ΐνα δι* αύτοϋ το αγαθόν αυτό νόησαι 
δυνηθη. πρότερον γαρ δει μαθεΐν την αύτοϋ του
> Λ | /  «Λ) (/ a tf ) / \ Α  ̂ «αγαθού φνσιν, eiu οντω  cruvewat οτι ωφ€Λ€ΐ και orι 
δι* αυτό αιρετόν εστι και ότι ευδαιμονίας ποιητικόν.

175 ότι δε τα. προειρημένα συμβεβηκότα ούκ εστιν 
ικανό, μηνϋσαι την επίνοιαν και την φύσιν του 
άγαθοΰ, δηλοΰσιν εργω οι δογματικοί, ώς μεν 
γαρ ωφελεί το αγαθόν και οτι αιρετόν εστι, παρο 
καί αγαθόν είρηται το οίονει αγαστόν, και ότι 
ευδαιμονίας εστι ποιητικόν, πάντες ίσως συγ- 
χωροϋσιν· ερωτώμενοι δε τί εστιν φ  ταϋτα συμ- 
βεβηκεν, εις άσπειστον εμπίπτουσι πόλεμον, οι 
μεν αρετήν λεγοντες, οι δε ηδονην, οι δε άλυπίαν, 
οι δε άλλο τι. καίτοι εί εκ των προειρημενών 
όρων εδείκνυτο τ ί  εστι τό αγαθόν αυτό, ούκ αν 
εστασίαζον ώς αγνοούμενης της τούτου φύσεως.

176 Ουτω μεν ούν διαφερονται περί της έννοιας του 
άγαθοΰ οι δοκιμώτατοι δοκοΰντες είναι των δογ
ματικώ ν ομοίως δε διηνεχθησαν και περί του  
κακού, λεγοντες κακόν είναι βλάβην η ούχ ετερον 
βλάβης, οι δε τό δι* εαυτό φευκτόν, οι δε τό 
κακοδαιμονίας ποιητικόν, δι ών ούχϊ την ούσίαν 
του κακού αλλά τινα τών συμβεβηκότων ίσως 
αύτώ φάσκοντες εις την προειρημενην εμπίπτουσιν 
απορίαν.

β Deriving αγαθόν from αγαστόν, cf. Plato, Cratyl. 412 c, 
422 a  and § 184 infra.

6 The Stoics said “ virtue,” Cyrenaics and Epicureans 
“ pleasure,” some Peripatetics “ painlessness ” {cf. AristoL 
Rhet. i. 7).
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neighing horse, so too one who is seeking the essence 
o f the good, because he has no knowledge o f  the 
good, cannot perceive the attribute which is peculiar 
to it alone in order that he may be enabled thereby 
to gain a notion o f the good itself. For he must first 
learn the nature o f the good itself, and then pass on 
to apprehend that it is useful, and that it is choice
worthy for its own sake, and that it is productive 
of happiness. But that the aforesaid attributes are 175 
not sufficient to indicate the concept and the real 
nature o f the good is made plain by the practice of 
the Dogmatists. All, probably, agree that the good is 
useful and that it is choiceworthy (so that the good is 
said to be, as it were, “  the delightful ”  e) and that it 
is productive o f happiness ; but w hen asked what the 
thing is to which these properties belong, they plunge 
into a truceless war, some saying it is virtue, others 
pleasure, others painlessness,* 6 and others some
thing else. And yet, if the essence of the good had 
been proved from the foregoing definitions, they 
would not have been at feud as though its nature 
were unknown.

Such, then, is the discord amongst those who are 170 
reputed the most eminent of the Dogmatists regarding 
the notion of the G ood; and they have differed like
wise regarding Evil, some defining Evil as “  damage 
or not other than damage,® ”  others as “  what is to be 
shunned for its own sake,”  others as “  what is pro
ductive of unhappiness.”  But since they express by 
these phrases not the essence of evil but some of its 
possible attributes they are involved in the logical 
impasse mentioned above.

* “ Damage ” or “ harm ” being the opposite of “ utility ” 
or “ benefit ”—the Stoic definition of “ good.”
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177 To δέ άδιάφορόν φασι λεγεσθαι μεν τριχώς, 
καθ* ενα μεν τρόπον προς δ μήτε ορμή μήτε 
αφορμή γίνεται, οΐόν εστι τό αρτίους είναι τους 
αστέρας ή τάς επί τής κεφαλής τρίχας, καθ' ετερον 
δε προς δ ορμή μεν ή αφορμή γίνεται, ού μάλλον 
δε προς τάδε ή τόδε, οΐον επί δυοΐν τετράδραχμων 
απαραλλάκτων, όταν δεη τό ετερον αυτών αίρεΐ- 
σθαι· ορμή μεν γαρ γίνεται προς τό αίρεϊσθαι τό 
ετερον αυτών, ού μάλλον δε προς τόδε ή τόδε. 
κατά τρίτον δε τρόπον φασίν άδιάφορον είναι τό 
μήτε προς ευδαιμονίαν μήτε προς κακοδαιμονίαν 
συμβαλλόμενου, ώς ύγίειαν πλούτον· φ γαρ εστιν 
ότε μεν εΰ ότέ δε κακώς χρήσασθαι, τοΰτο άδιά
φορον είναι φασίν. περί ού μάλιστα εν τοΐς ήθικοΐς

178 διαλαμβάνειν λεγουσιν. τίνα μεντοι καί περί τα υ 
τής τής έννοιας δει φρονεΐν, δήλον καί εκ τών  
είρημενων ήμΐν περί τε άγαθών καί κακών.

Οΰτω μεν ούν σαφές εστιν δτι ούκ επέστησαν 
ή μας τή έννοια τώ ν προειρημενών έκαστου· ούδεν 
δε άπεικός πεπόνθασιν εν άνυποστάτοις τάχα  
πράγμασι σφαλλόμενοι, δτι γαρ ούδεν τή φύσει 
εστιν άγαθόν ή κακόν ή άδιάφορον, εντεύθεν τινες 
επιλογίζονται.

ΚΓ'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΦΪΣΕΙ ΑΓΑΘΟΝ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΚΟΝ 
ΚΑΙ ΑΔΙΑΦΟΡΟΝ

179 Το πΰρ φύσει άλεαΐνον πάσι φαίνεται άλεαντικόν, 
καί ή χιών φύσει φύχουσα πάσι φαίνεται φυκτική, 
καί πάντα τα  φύσει κινοΰντα ομοίως πάντας κινεί 
τούς κατά φύσιν, ώς φασίν, έχοντας, ούδεν δε
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The term “  indifferent,”  they say, is used in three 177 
senses—in one sense, of that which is an object of 
neither inclination nor disinclination, as for instance 
the fact that the stars or the hairs of the head are 
even in number; in another sense, of that which is an 
object of inclination or disinclination, but not towards 
this particular object any more than towards that, as 
in the case of two indistinguishable tetradrachms, 
when one has to choose one of them ; for there arises 
an inclination to choose one of them, but not this 
one more than that one; and a third sense of the term 
“  indifferent ”  is, they say, “  that which contributes 
neither to happiness nor to unhappiness,”  as health, 
or wealth ; for what a man may use now well, now 
ill, that, they say, is indifferent, and they claim to 
discuss it specially in their Ethics. But what view we 173 
ought to take regarding this conception is plain from 
what we have already said about things good and evil.

Thus, then, it is plain that they have not guided 
us to a clear conception of the several things above- 
mentioned ; yet, in thus failing with regard to 
matters that, perhaps, have no real existence, their 
experience is by no means strange. For there 
are some who argue on the following grounds 
that nothing is by nature® either good or evil or 
indifferent.

Chapter XXI.—Is A nything by Nature Good,
Bad, or Indifferent ?

Fire which heats by nature appears to all as heat- 179 
ing, and snow which chills by nature appears to all as 
chilling, and all things which move by nature move 
equally all those who are, as they say, in a natural
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τών λεγομένων αγαθών πάντας κινεί ώς αγαθόν, 
ώς ύιτομνησομεν ούκ άρα ecru. φύσα, αγαθόν, ότι 
δε ουδεν τω ν λεγομένων αγαθών πάντας ομοίως

180 κινεί, δήλον, φασίν. ΐνα γάρ τούς ίδιώτας παρώμεν, 
ών οι μεν εύεζίαν σώματος αγαθόν elvai νομίζουσιν, 
οΐ δε τδ λαγνεύειν, οί δε τδ άδηφαγεΐν, οί δε οίνο- 
φλνγίαν, οί δε τδ χρήσθαι κύβοις, οί δε πλεονεξίαν, 
οί Be καί χείρω τινά τούτων, αυτών τώ ν φιλοσόφων 
τινες μεν τρία γένη φασίν είναι αγαθών, ώς οί 
περιπατητικοί· τούτων γάρ τα μεν είναι περί φυχην 
ώς τάς άρετάς, τα  δε περί σώμα ώς ύγίειαν καί 
τα  εοικότα, τα  δε εκτός ώς φίλους, πλούτον, τα

181 παραπλήσια, οί δε από της στοάς τριγενειαν μεν 
καί αυτοί φασιν είναι αγαθώ ν τούτων γάρ τά  μεν 
είναι περί φυχην ώς τάς άρετάς, τά  δε εκτός ώς 
τον σπουδαΐον καί φίλον, τά  δε ούτε περί φυχην 
ούτε εκτός, οΐον τον σπουδαΐον ώς προς εαυτόν  
τά  μεντοι περί σώμα [ή εκτός],1 ά φασιν οί εκ τοΰ  
περιπάτου αγαθά εΐναι, ου φασιν αγαθά, ενιοι δε 
την ηδονήν ήσπάσαντο ώς αγαθόν, τινες Be κακόν 
αυτήν άντικρυς εΐναι φασίν, ώστε καί τινα τώ ν εκ 
φιλοσοφίας άναφθεγξασθαι “  μανείην μάλλον ή 
ήσθείην

182 Et τοίνυν τά  μεν φύσει κινοΰντα πάντας ομοίως 
κινεί, επί δε τοΐς λεγομενοις άγαθοΐς ου πάντες 
ομοίως κινούμεθα, ούδεν εστι φύσει αγαθόν, καί 
γάρ ούτε πάσαις ταΐς προεκκειμεναις στάσεσι 
πιστεύειν ενδεχεται διά την μάχην ούτε τινί. ο

1 4kt6s] del. Apelt. •

• Cf. Plato, Laws iii. 697 ; Aristot. Eth. Nic. i. 8. 
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condition. But none o f the so-called “ goods,”  as we 
shall show, moves all men as being good ; therefore 
no natural good exists. And that none of the so-called 
goods moves all men alike is, they assert, an evident 
fact. For, not to mention ordinary folk—of whom 180 
some regard right bodily condition as good, others 
chambering, others gluttony, others drunkenness, 
others gambling, others greed, and others still worse 
things,—some of the philosophers themselves (such as 
the Peripatetics) say that there are three kinds of 
goods α ; of these some concern the soul, like the 
virtues, others the body, like health and similar 
things, while others are external, such as friends, 
wealth and the like. The Stoics themselves, too, 181 
assert that there is a trinity 6 of goods ; o f these some 
have to do with the soul, like the virtues, others are 
external, like the good man and the friend, while 
others are neither o f the soul nor external, as for 
instance the good man in relation to himself; but 
they deny that the bodily states, which the Peripa
tetics declare to be goods, are goods. And some have 
accepted pleasure as a good, whereas some affirm 
that it is a downright evil, so that one professor of 
philosophy c actually exclaimed, “  I would sooner be 
mad than merry.”

If, then, things which move by nature move all 182 
men alike, while we are not all moved alike by the 
so-called goods, there is nothing good by nature. In 
fact it is impossible to believe either all the views 
now set forth, because of their conflicting character, 
or any one of them. For he who asserts that one

6 Apparently a unique sense of the rare word rpiŷ eia 
(from Tpi-yem7s, “ thrice-born ”).

* Antisthenes, the Cynic.
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γάρ λίγων δτι τήδε μεν πιστευτέον τή στάσει 
τήδε Se ούδαμώς, ενάντιου μένους τούς παρά των  
άντιδοξούντων λόγους αύτω έχων, μέρος γίνεται 
<τής>' διαφωνίας, καί του κρινοΰντος αυτός 
δεήσεται διά τούτο μετά τω ν άλλων, άλλ’ ούχ 
ετέρους κρίνει. μήτε οΰν κριτηρίου οντος όμο- 
λογουμένου μήτε άποδείξεως, διά την άνεπίκριτον 
καί περί τούτων διαφωνίαν εις την εποχήν κατ
αντήσει, καί διά τούτο ούχ έξει διαβεβαιοΰσθαι 
τ ί  έστι το φύσει αγαθόν.

183 Έ τ ι  κάκεΐνο λέγουσί τινες δτι αγαθόν έστιν ήτοι 
το αιρεΐσθαι αυτό ή εκείνο δ αίρούμεθα. το μεν 
οΰν αιρεΐσθαι ούκ εστιν αγαθόν κατά τον ’ίδιον 
λόγον· ού γάρ αν εσπεύδομεν τυχεΐν εκείνου ο 
αίρούμεθα, ΐνα μη έκπέσωμεν τού έτι αυτό αίρεΐ- 
σθαι, οΐον εί αγαθόν ήν το άντιποιεΐσθαι ποτού, ούκ 
άν εσπεύδομεν ποτού τυχεΐν· άπολαύσαντες γάρ 
τούτου τής άντιποιήσεως αυτού άπαλλαττόμεθα. 
καί επί τού πεινήν ομοίως καί επί τού έράν καί 
των άλλων, ούκ άρα το αιρεΐσθαι δι αυτό αιρετόν 
εστιν, ει μή γε καί οχληρόν' καί γάρ ό πεινών 
σπεύδει μετασχεΐν τροφής, όπως απαλλαγή τής 
εκ τού πεινήν όχλήσεως, καί ό ερών ομοίως καί 
ο διφών.

184 ’Αλλ* ούδέ το αιρετόν έστι το  αγαθόν, τούτο
γάρ ήτοι έξωθέν εστιν ημών ή περί ημάς, άλλ* εί 
μεν έξωθεν ημών, ήτοι ποιεί περί ημάς άστείαν 
κίνησιν καί αποδεκτόν κατάστημα καί αγαστόν 
πάθος, ή ούδαμώς ημάς διατίθησιν. καί εί μεν 
ούκ εστιν ήμΐν αγαστόν, ούτε αγαθόν έσται ούτε 
_________________ 1 <r??s> add, cj. Bekk.________________

“ Cf. ii. 18 if., 134 ff.
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must believe this view, but not that, becomes a party 
to the controversy, since he has opposed to him the 
arguments of those who take the rival view, and 
therefore he himself, along with the rest, will need 
an adjudicator instead of pronouncing judgement on 
others. And as there does not exist any agreed 
criterion or proof “ owing to the unsettled controversy 
about these matters, he will be reduced to suspending 
judgement, and consequently he will be unable to 
affirm positively what the good by nature is.

Further, it is asserted by some that Good is either 183 
the Choice 6 itself or that which we choose. Now Choice 
is not good according to its proper meaning ; else we 
would not have been hurrying to obtain that which 
we choose, for fear of losing the power of continuing 
to choose i t ; for example, if the seeking to get drink 
were good, we would not have hurried to obtain 
drink ; for when we have enjoyed it we are quit of 
seeking to get it. So, too, with hunger and love and 
the rest. Choice, then, is not choiceworthy in itself, 
even if it is not actually disagreeable ; for in fact the 
hungry man hurries to partake of food in order to 
get quit of the discomfort due to his hunger ; and so 
likewise the man in love and the thirsty man.

But neither is the good the choiceworthy. For this 184 
is either external to us or in connexion with us. But 
if it is external to us either it produces in us a sooth
ing motion and a welcome condition and a delightful 
feeling, or it does not affect us at all. And if it is not 
a delight to us it will not be good,® nor will it attract

6 Literally, “ the (act of) choosing” or “ trying to get 
for oneself.” “ Choice” (as the context shows) involves 
“ desire ” and the striving for satisfaction.

1 For the connexion of “ good ” (iya66v) with “ delightful ”
( i y  αστόν) cf. § 175.
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επάξεται ημάς προς το αιρεΐσθαι αντο ούτε δλως 
αιρετόν εσται. el δε [εγ]γίνεταί τι περί ημάς από 
τον εκτός προσηνές κατάστημα και άσμενιστόν 
πάθος, ούχί δι* εαυτό αιρετόν εσται τό εκτός, αλλά 
διά την περί ημάς επ’ αύτώ γινομενην διάθεσιν

185 ώστε ον δνναται τό δι* αυτό αιρετόν εκτός είναι, 
άλλ’ ονδε περί ημάς. ήτοι yap περί σώμα είναι 
λεγεται μόνον η περί ψυχήν μόνην η περί άμφότερα. 
άλλ’ εί μεν περί σώμα μόνον, εκφεύξεται την 
γνώσιν ημ ώ ν ψυχής γάρ αι γνώσεις είναι λέγονται, 
τό δε σώμα άλογον είναι φασιν όσον εφ' εαυτώ. 
εί δέ και μέχρι της ψυχής διατείνειν λεγοιτο, τη  
της ψυχής άντιληψει και τώ  ταντης άγαστω πάθει 
δοκοίη αν αιρετόν είναι· τό γάρ κρινόμενον ώς 
αιρετόν τη διάνο ία κρίνεται κατά αυτούς καί ούκ 
άλόγω σώματι.

186 Αείπεται λεγειν ότι περί ψυχήν μόνην τό αγαθόν 
εστιν. και τοΰτο δε εξ ών οί δογματικοί λεγουσιν 
αδύνατόν εστιν. η γάρ ψυχή τάχα μεν και αν
ύπαρκτός εστιν· εί δε καί υπάρχει, όσον εφ* οΐς 
λεγουσιν ου καταλαμβάνεται, καθώς επελογισάμην 
εν τώ  περί κριτηρίου λόγω, πώς δ* άν θαρροίη 
τις εν εκείνω τι γίνεσθαι λεγειν δ μη καταλαμβάνει;

187 ινα δε και ταΰτα παραλίπωμεν, πώς άρα και 
λεγουσιν εν τη ψυχή τό αγαθόν γίνεσθαι; εί γοϋν 
6 ’Επίκουρος εν ηδονη τίθεται τό τέλος και φησί 
την ψυχήν, επει και πάντα, εξ ατόμων συνεστάναι, 
πώς εν ατόμων σωρώ δυνατόν ήδονην γίγνεσθαι 
καί συγκατάθεσιν η κρίσιν του τάδε μεν αιρετόν 
εΐναι και αγαθόν τόδε δε φευκτόν καί κακόν, 
άμηχανον είπεΐν.

4,52
° Of. ϋ. 31 ft'., which also deals with “ the Criterion.”
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us to the choosing of it, nor will it be choiceworthy 
at all. And if there arises within us, from the external 
object, a congenial condition and an agreeable feeling, 
it is not for its own sake that the external object will 
be choiceworthy but for the sake of the internal con
dition which follows upon i t ; so that what is choice- 185 
worthy in itself cannot be external. Nor can it be 
personal to us. For it is said to belong either to the 
body alone or to the soul alone or to both. But if it 
belongs to the body alone, it will elude our perception; 
for our perceptions are said to be properties of the 
soul, and they assert that the body, viewed by itself, 
is irrational. And if it should be said to extend to 
the soul also, it would seem to be choiceworthy owing 
to its affecting the soul and to the agreeable feeling 
therein; for, according to them, what is judged to 
be choice worthy is judged by the intellect and not 
by the irrational body.

There remains the alternative that the good is in 186 
the soul only. But this, too, is impossible if we go by 
the statements o f the Dogmatists. For the soul is, 
perhaps, actually non-existent ®; and even if it exists, 
judging by what they say it is not apprehended, as 
I have argued in my chapter “  On the Criterion.”  
How then could one venture to affirm that something 
takes place in a thing which he does not apprehend ? 
But, to pass over these objections, in what manner 187 
does the good, according to them, come about in the 
soul ? For certainly, if Epicurus makes the End con
sist in pleasure and asserts that the soul, like all else, 
is composed o f atoms, it is impossible to explain how 
in a heap of atoms there can come about pleasure and 
assent or judgement that this object is choice worthy 
and good, that object to be avoided and evil.
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ΚΔ'.—ΤΙ ΕΣΤΙΝ Η ΛΕΓΟΜΕΝΗ ΤΕΧΝΗ ΠΕΡΙ ΒΙΟΝ

188 Πάλιν οι στωικοϊ περί ψυχήν αγαθά φασιν είναι 
τέχνας τινάς, τάς άρετάς· τέχνην δε είναι ψασι 
σύστημα εκ καταλήψεων συγγεγυμνασμένων, τάς 
δε καταλήψεις γίγνεσθαι περί το ηγεμονικόν, πώς 
οΰν εν τώ  ήγεμονικώ, πν ευ μάτι κατ' αυτούς ύπ- 
άρχοντι, εναπόθεσις γίνεται καταλήψεων και ά· 
θροισμός τοσούτων ώς γενεσθαι τέχνην, ούχ οΐόν τε  
έννοήσαι, της επιγινομενης τυπώσεως αεί την προ 
αυτής άπαλειφούσης, επεί χυτόν τε εστι τό πνεύμα 
καί εξ όλου κινεισθαι λέγεται καθ' εκάστην τύπω-

189 σιν. τό γάρ την Πλάτωνος άνειδωλοποίησιν λεγειν 
επιδεκτικήν είναι δύνασθαι τού αγαθού, φημί δε 
τήν κρασιν τής άμερίστου καί μεριστής ουσίας καί 
τής θατέρου φύσεως καί ταύτοΰ, ή τούς αριθμούς, 
τέλεον ληρώδές εστιν. όθεν ούδέ περί ψυχήν είναι

190 δύναται τό αγαθόν, εΐ δε μήτε τό  αίρεΐσθαι αύτό 
αγασον εστι, μήτ€ €Κτος νποκςιται το οι αυτό 
αιρετόν, μήτε περί σώμα εστι μήτε περί ψυχήν, 
ώς έπελογισάμην, ούδ' όλως εστι τι φύσει αγαθόν.

Διά δε τά προειρημένα ούδέ κακόν τι εστι φύσει· 
τά  γάρ ετέροις δοκούντα είναι κακά, ταϋτα έτεροι 
διώκουσιν ώς αγαθά, οΐον ασέλγειαν αδικίαν φιλ- 
αργυρίαν άκρασίαν, τά έοικότα. όθεν ει τά  μεν

α It is a mistake (of the mss.) to make a new chapter here,
as §§ 188 if. carry on the argument of 185 if. about the con
nexion of “  good ” with the soul. The “ Art of Living ”  is
first dealt with in § 239.

6 Cf. Cic. Acad. iv. 7. 22 “ ars . . .  ex multis animi per- 
ceptionibus constat.”  The virtues, said the Stoics, are “ arts ”  
because they are forms of knowledge and consist in the use 
or “  exercise ” of a large number of perceptions or “  appre
hensions ”  related to one another in a systematic way. These 
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Chapter XXIV.—W hat is the so-called A rt 
of L iving ? α

Again, the Stoics declare that goods of the soul 188 
are certain arts, namely the virtues. And an art, 
they say, is “  a system composed o f co-exercised 
apprehensions,” * * * * 6 and the perceptions arise in 
the ruling principle. But how there takes place 
in the ruling principle, which according to them 
is breath,0 a deposit of perceptions, and such 
an aggregation of them as to produce art, it is 
impossible to conceive, when each succeeding im
pression obliterates the previous one, seeing that 
breath is fluid and it is said to move as a whole at 
each impression. For it is perfect nonsense to say 189 
that Plato’s imaginary construction o f the soul—I 
mean the mixture of the indivisible and the divisible 
essence and of the nature of the Other and of the 
Same,*1 or the Numbers—is capable of being receptive 
of the Good. Hence the good cannot belong to the 
soul either. But if the good is not choice itself, and 190 
what is choiceworthy in itself neither exists externally 
nor belongs to either body or soul—as I have argued,
— then there does not exist at all any natural good.

For the foregoing reasons also there exists no 
natural evil. For things which seem to some to be 
evil are pursued as goods by others—for instance, 
incontinence, injustice, avarice, intemperance, and the 
like. Hence, if it is the nature of things naturally
“ apprehensions”  are “ deposited”  in the mind which is 
conceived as an elastic fluid pneuma of which the whole 
moves when any part of it is moved. Cf. §§ 241, 251 infra.

• Cf. i. 128, ii. 70.
* Cf. Plato, Tim. 35 ff. But “ the Numbers ” may refer to 

the Pythagorean theory.
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φύσει πάντας ομοίως πεφυκε κινεΐν, τά δε λεγάμενα 
είναι κακά ού ττάντας ομοίως κινεί, ούδεν εστι 
φύσει κακόν.

191 *Ομοίως Si ούδ’ άδιάφορον εστί τι φύσει διά την 
περί των άδιαφόρων Sιaφωvίav. οΐον γονν οι μεν 
στωικοί των αδιαφορών φασ'ι τα μεν προηγμένα 
είναι τα Si άποπροηγμενα τα  δε ούτε προηγμένα 
ούτε άποπροηγμενα, προηγμένα μεν τα  ικανήν 
αξίαν εχοντα ώς ύγίειαν πλούτον, άποπροηγμενα 
δε τα μη ικανήν εχοντα άξίαν ώς πενίαν νόσον, 
μήτε δε προηγμένα μήτε άποπροηγμενα ώς το

192 εκτεΐναι η σνγκάμφαι τον 8άκτυλον. τινες δε 
ούδεν των ά8ιαφόρων φύσει προηγμενον η άπο
προηγμενον είναι λεγουσιν έκαστον γάρ των  
αδιαφορών παρά τάς 8ιαφόρους περιστάσεις ότε 
μεν προηγμενον φαίνεσθαι ότε δε άποπροηγμενον. 
εί γοΰν, φασίν, οί μεν πλούσιοι επιβουλεύοιντο 
υπό τυράννου οί δε πενητες είρηνεύοιντο, πας 
άν ελοιτο είναι πενης μάλλον η πλούσιος, ώς

193 άποπροηγμενον γίνεσθαι τον πλούτον, ώστε επεί 
έκαστον των λεγομένων άδιαφόρων οί μεν άγαθόν 
είναι φασιν οί δε κακόν, άπαντες δ ’ άν ομοίως 
άδιάφορον αυτό ενόμιζον είναι εΐγε άδιάφορον ην 
φύσει, ούδεν εστι φύσει άδιάφορον.

Ούτως καί εΐ τις φύσει αιρετήν είναι λεγοι την 
ανδρίαν διά το  τούς λέοντας φυσικώς τολμάν καί1 
άνδρίζεσθαι δοκεΐν, καί ταύρους, εί τύχοι, καί 
άνθρώπους τινάς καί άλεκτρυόνας, λεγομεν ότι 
όσον επί τούτιρ καί η δειλία των φύσει αιρετών 
εστιν, επεί ελαφοι καί λαγωοί καί άλλα πλείονα

1 τολμάν καί Τ : τολμάν έπί τό m s s . : δρμάν eirl το edd., Bekk.
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existent to move all men alike, whereas the things 
said to be evil do not move all alike, nothing is 
naturally evil.

Similarly there is nothing naturally indifferent, 191 
because of the divergence of opinion about things 
indifferent. The Stoics, for example, assert that of 
the indifferents some are preferred, some rejected, 
and others neither preferred nor rejected,0—the pre
ferred being such as have sufficient value, like health 
and wealth ; the rejected such as have not sufficient 
value, like poverty and sickness ; wThile extending 
the finger or bending it in are cases of the neither 
preferred nor rejected. Some, however, maintain 192 
that none of the indifferents is by nature preferred or 
rejected ; for, owing to the differences in the circum
stances, each of the indifferents appears at one time 
preferred, at another rejected. For certainly, they 
argue, if the rich were being threatened with attack 
by a tyrant while the poor were being left in peace, 
everyone would prefer to be poor rather than rich, so 
that wealth would be a thing rej ected. Consequently, 193 
since of each of the so-called indifferents some say 
that it is good, others bad, whereas all alike would 
have counted it indifferent had it been naturally 
indifferent, there is nothing that is naturally in
different.

So also, should anyone declare that courage is 
naturally choiceworthy because lions seem to be 
naturally bold and courageous, bulls too, it may be, 
and some men and cocks, we reply that, as for that, 
cowardice also is one of the things naturally choice
worthy, since deer and hares and many other animals

* Cf. Introd. p. xxvii, Cic. Defin. iii. 15 f., iv. 9 , 16.
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ζώα φυσικώς επ' αυτήν όρμά. καί οι πλεΐστοι
δό τω ν ανθρώπων δειλοί θεωρούνται· σπανίως 
μεν γαρ τις υπέρ πατρίδος εαυτόν επεδωκεν εις 
θάνατον [βλα κευσάμενος]1 η άλλως θερμόν τι 
τυφωθεις εδοξε τις διαπράττεσθαι, 6 δε πλεΐστος 

θρώπων πάντα τά  τοιαΰτα εκκλίνει.
194 "Οθεν και οι Επικούρειοι δεικνυναι νομίζουσι 

φύσει αιρετήν είναι την ηδονην· τά γάρ ζώά φασιν 
άμα τώ  γενεσθαι, άδιάστροφα οντα, όρμάν μεν

196 επι την ηδονην εκκλίνειν δε άλγηδόνας. και προς 
τούτους δε εστι λεγειν δτι τό ποιητικόν κακού 
ούκ αν εϊη φύσει αγαθόν, η δε γε ηδονη κακών 
εστι ποιητική· πάση γάρ ηδονη παραπεπηγεν 
άλγηδών, η εστι κατ’ αυτούς φύσει κακόν, οΐον 
γοϋν ηδεται ό μέθυσος εμφορούμενος οίνου και 6 
γαστρίμαργος τροφής, και 6 λάγνος άφροδισίοις 
άμετροις χρώμένος· άλλα ταϋτα και πενίας και 
νόσων εστι ποιητικά, άπερ αλγεινά εστι και κακά, 
ώς φασίν. ούκ άρα φύσει αγαθόν εστιν ή ηδονη.

196 παραπλησίως δε και το ποιητικόν άγαθών ούκ 
εστι φύσει κακόν, ηδονάς δε άποτελοΰσιν άλγηδόνες· 
και γάρ επιστημας άναλαμβάνομεν πονοΰντες, και 
πλούτου και ερωμένης ούτως εγκρατής γίνεται τις, 
και ύγίειαν περιποιοΰσιν αί άλγηδόνες. ούκ άρα 
ο πόνος φύσει κακόν, και γάρ εί φύσει άγαθόν 
μεν ην η ηδονη φαΰλον δε ό πόνος, παντες αν 
ομοίως διεκειντο περί αύτών, ώς ελεγομεν όρώμεν 
δε πολλοί)? τω ν φιλοσόφων τον μεν πόνον και την 
καρτερίαν αίρουμενους, της ήδονης δε καταφρο- 
νοΰντας.

1 {jSAaKewra/iwos·] delevi, post ανθρώπων transp. Apelt: <οι5> 
βλακ. cj. R. Philippson.
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are naturally impelled thereto. The majority of 
men, too, show themselves to be cowardly ; for it is 
rare for a man to give himself up to death for the sake 
of his country,® or to seem inspired to do any other 
daring deed, the great majority of mankind being 
averse to all such actions.

Hence, also, the Epicureans suppose themselves to 194 
have proved that pleasure is naturally choiceworthy ; 
for the animals, they say, as soon as they are born, 
when still unperverted, seek after pleasure and avoid 
pains. But to these we may reply that what is pro- 195 
ductive of evil cannot be naturally good ; but pleasure 
is productive of evils ; for to every pleasure there is 
linked a pain, and pain, according to them, is a natural 
evil. Thus, for example, the drunkard feels pleasure 
when filling himself with wine, and the glutton with 
food, and the lecher in immoderate sexual intercourse, 
yet these things are productive of both poverty and 
sickness, which, as they say, are painful and evil. 
Pleasure, therefore, is not a natural good. Similarly, 196 
too, what is productive of good is not naturally evil, 
and pains bring about pleasures ; it is, in fact, by toil 
that we acquire knowledge, and it is thus also that 
a man becomes possessed both o f wealth and of his 
lady-love, and pains preserve health. Toil, then, is 
not naturally evil. Indeed if pleasure were naturally 
good, and toil bad, all men, as we said, would have 
been similarly disposed towards them, whereas we 
see many of the philosophers choosing toil and hard
ship and despising pleasure.

« The word bracketed in the Greek text (βλακνσάμΐvos) 
means “ being lazy, or spiritless,” and is obviously out of 
place here, though it would fit well enough in the next 
clause (as Apelt suggests).
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197 'Ομοίως δ’ άν περιτρεποιντο καί οι τον ενάρετον 
βί'ον φύσει αγαθόν είναι λεγοντες εκ τοΰ τινάς των  
σοφών τον μεθ’ ηδονής α'ιρεΐσθαι βίον, ώς εκ τής 
παρ’ αύτοΐς εκείνοις διαφωνίας τό φύσει τι τοΐον 
ή τοΐον είναι διατρεπεσθαι.

198 Ούκ ατοπον δ* * αν ίσως εΐη προς τούτοις και 
είδικώτερον επιστήσαι διά βραχέων ταΐς ύπολήφεσι 
ταΐς περί αισχρών και ούκ αισχρών άθεσμων τε  
και ού τοιοντων καί νόμων καί εθών καί τής εις 
θεούς εύσεβείας καί τής περί τους κατοιχομενους 
όσιότητος καί τών εοικότων καί γάρ οϋτω περί 
τών πρακτεων ή μή πολλήν ευρήσομεν ανωμαλίαν.

199 ΟΙον γοΰν παρ’ ήμΐν μεν αισχρόν, μάλλον δε καί 
παράνομον νενόμισται τό τής άρρενομιζίας, παρά 
Γ ερμανοΐς δε, ώς φασίν, ούκ αισχρόν άλλ’ ώς εν 
τ ι τών συνήθων, λεγεται δε καί παρά Θηβαίοις 
τό  παλαιόν ούκ αισχρόν τούτο είναι δόξαι, καί τον 
Μηριόνην τον Κρήτα οϋτω κεκλήσθαί φασι δι 
εμφασιν τοΰ  Κρητών έθους, καί την Άχιλλεως 
προς ΪΙάτροκλον διάπνρον φιλίαν εις τούτο άν-

200 άγουσι τινες. καί τ ί  θαυμαστόν, οπού γε καί οι 
από τής κυνικής φιλοσοφίας καί οί περί τον Κιτιεα 
Ζήνωνα καί Κλεάνθην καί Χρύσιππον άδιάφορον 
τούτο είναι φασίν; καί τό δημοσία γυναικί μ ίγ-

β e.g. the Cyrenaics.
6 Cf. the examples in i. 145 ff. “  Amongst us ”  here, and 

throughout this chapter (as in i. 145 ff.), means “ amongst 
the Greeks”  and refers in special to the laws or customs 
of Athens.

c Prob. not “  Germans,”  but a Persian tribe, cf. i. 152.
* i.e. Μηριόνηί is derived from μ-ηρότ (“ thigh ” ) ;  cf. §245  

infra. e Cf. Plato, Symp. 180 a .
'  Cf. §§ 205, 245 ; and i. 148, 153, 160  for what follows. 

The repellent features of Stoic ethical theory mentioned in 
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And so, too, those who assert that the virtuous life 197 
is naturally good might be refuted by the fact that 
some of the sages choose the life which includes 
pleasure,0 so that the claim that a thing is by nature 
o f this sort or that is contradicted by the divergence of 
opinion amongst the Dogmatists themselves.

And perhaps it may not be amiss, in addition to 198 
what has been said, to dwell more in detail, though 
briefly, on the notions concerning things shameful and 
not shameful, unholy and not so, laws and customs, 
piety towards the gods, reverence for the departed, 
and the like. For thus we shall discover a great 
variety of belief concerning what ought or ought not 
to be done.

For example,6 amongst us sodomy is regarded as 199 
shameful or rather illegal, but by the Germani,c they 
say, it is not looked on as shameful but as a customary 
thing. It is said, too, that in Thebes long ago this 
practice was not held to be shameful, and they say 
that Meriones the Cretan was so called by way of 
indicating the Cretans’ custom/ and some refer to 
this the burning love of Achilles for Patroclus.e And 200 
what wonder, when both the adherents of the Cynic 
philosophy and the followers of Zeno of Citium, 
Cleanthes and Chrysippus, declare that this practice 
is indifferent ? f Having intercourse with a woman,

this chapter are passed over in most expositions of Stoicism, 
though confirmed by Plutarch (De Stoic, repugn.). W e may 
ascribe them to the “ Back to Nature”  movement, which 
the early Stoics shared with the Cynics. The dictum “ Live 
according to Nature”  might be taken to mean “ Disregard 
conventional morals,”  “ Cease to repress your natural 
instincts.”  But, as Sextus says in § 249, they did not (like 
some of the Cynics) carry out in practice these shocking 
theories.
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νυσθαι, καίτοι παρ' ημΐν αισχρόν είναι δοκοΰν, 
παρά τισι τω ν  ’ Ινδών ούκ αισχρόν είναι νομίζεται· 
μίγνυνται γοϋν άδιαφόρως δημοσία, καθάπερ και

201 περί τοΰ φιλοσόφου Κράτητος άκηκόαμεν. άλλα 
και τό τάς γυναίκας εταιρεΐν παρ’ ημΐν μεν αι
σχρόν εστι και επονείδιστον, παρά δε πολλοΐς των  
Αιγυπτίων εύκλεες· φασ'ι γοϋν ότι αί πλείστοις 
συνιοΰσαι καί κόσμον εχουσι περισφύριον, σύνθημα 
του παρ' αύταΐς σεμνολογήματος. παρ' ενίοις 
δε αυτών αί κόραι προ των γάμων την προίκα εξ 
εταιρησεως συνάγουσαι γαμοϋνται. και τούς στω ι- 
κούς δε όρώμεν ούκ άτοπον είναι λέγοντας τό  
εταίρα συνοικεΐν η τό εξ εταίρας εργασίας διαζήν.

202 'Αλλά και τό εστίχθαι παρ' ημΐν μεν αισχρόν 
και άτιμον είναι δοκεΐ, πολλοί δε Αιγυπτίων και

203 Σαρματών στίζουσι τά γεννώ μένα, τό τε ελλόβια 
εχειν τούς άρρενας παρ' ημΐν μεν αισχρόν εστι, 
παρ' ενίοις δε των βαρβάρων, ώσπερ και Σύροις, 
εύγενείας εστι σύνθημα, τινες δε επιτείνοντες τό  
σύνθημα της εύγενείας, και τάς ρίνας τω ν παίδων 
τιτρώσκοντες κρίκους απ' αυτών άργυρεους η 
χρυσούς άπαρτώσιν, ο παρ' ημΐν ούκ αν ποιησειε

204 τι?, ώσπερ ουδέ άνθοβαφη και ποδηρη τις άρρην 
ενταύθα αν άμφιεσαιτο εσθητα, καίτοι παρά 
ΐίερσαις εύπρεπεστάτου τοΰ παρ' ημΐν αισχρού 
τούτου δοκοΰντος εΐναι. και παρά Αιονυσίω δε 
τώ  της Σικελίας τυράννω τοιαύτης εσθητος Πλά- 
τωνι και Ά ριστίππω  τοΐς φιλοσόφοις προσενεχ- 
θείσης 6 μεν Πλάτων άπεπεμψατο, είπών
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too, in public, although deemed by us to be shameful, 
is not thought to be shameful by some o f the Indians ; 
at any rate they couple publicly with indifference, like 
the philosopher Crates, as the story goes. Moreover, 201 
prostitution is with us a shameful and disgraceful 
thing, but with many of the Egyptians it is highly 
esteemed ; at least, they say that those women who 
have the greatest number of lovers wear an orna
mental ankle-ring as a token of their proud posi
tion.® And with some of them the girls marry after 
collecting a dowry before marriage by means of 
prostitution. We see the Stoics also declaring that 
it is not amiss to keep company with a prostitute or 
to live on the profits of prostitution.

Moreover, with us tattooing is held to be shameful 202 
and degrading, but many of the Egyptians and 
Sarmatians tattoo their offspring. Also, it is a 203 
shameful thing with us for men to wear earrings, but 
amongst some of the barbarians, like the Syrians, it is 
a token of nobility. And some, by way of marking 
their nobility still further, pierce the nostrils also of 
their children and suspend from them rings of silver 
or gold—a thing which nobody with us would do, just 204 
as no man here would dress himself in a flowered 
robe reaching to the feet, although this dress, which 
with us is thought shameful, is held to be highly 
respectable by the Persians. And when, at the Court 
of Dionysius the tyrant of Sicily, a dress of this 
description was offered to the philosophers Plato and 
Aristippus,6 Plato sent it away with the words—

■ Cf. Hdt. iv. 176.
h Cf. Diog. Laert. ii. 78, and i. 155 supra. The verses 

are from Eurip. Bacchae 836 and 317.
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ονκ άν δυναίμην θήλυν ενδϋναι στολήν 
άρρην πεφυκώς,

i  Be * *Αρίστιππος προσήκατο, φήσας
και γάρ iv βακχευμασιν 

οΰσ' ή  γε σώφρων ον διαφθαρήσεται.
οΰτω και τω ν σοφών φ  μεν ούκ αισχρόν φ  Be 

205 αισχρόν εδόκει τούτο είναι, άθεσμόν τε εστι παρ' 
ήμΐν μητέρα η αδελφήν ιδίαν γαμεΐν Τίερσαι δε, 
και μάλιστα αυτών οι σοφίαν άσκεΐν Βοκοΰντες, 
ol Mayot, γαμοΰσι τάς μητέρας, και Αιγύπτιοι 
τάς άΒελφα.ς άγονται προς γάμον, και ώς 6 
ποιητής φησιν,

Ζευς "Ηρην προσεειπε κασιγνητην άλοχόν τε.

άλλα και 6 Κιτιεύς Ζήνων φησι μη άτοπον είναι 
τό μόριον τής μητρός τώ  εαυτόν μορίω τρΐφαι, 
καθάπερ ούδε άλλο τι μέρος τοΰ σώματος αυτής 
τή χειρ'ι τρΐφαι φαϋλον αν εϊποι τις είναι, και ό 
Χρύσιππος Be εν τή πολιτεία δογματίζει τόν τε  
πατέρα εκ τής θυγατρός παιδοποιεΐσθαι και την 
μητέρα εκ τοΰ παιδός και τόν αδελφόν εκ τής 
αδελφής. Πλάτων δε και καθολικώτερον κοινάς

206 είναι τάς γυναίκας δεΐν άπεφήνατο. τό  τε αί- 
σχρουργεΐν επάρατον δν παρ' ήμΐν 6 Ζήνων ονκ 
άποδοκιμάζεί' και άλλους δε ώς άγαθώ τινι τοντω  
χρήσθαι τώ  κακώ πυνθανόμεθα.

207 ’Αλλά και τό άνθρωπε ίων γευεσθαι σαρκών παρ' 
ήμΧν μεν άθεσμόν, παρ' δλοις δε βαρβάροις εθνεσιν 
άόιάφορον εστίν. και τ ί  δει τους βαρβάρους λεγειν,

α Cf. i. 152. 6 Homer, II. xviii. 356.
• Cf. § 246, i. 160.
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A man am I, and never could I don 
A woman’s garb;

but Aristippus accepted it, saying—

For e’en midst revel-routs 
She that is chaste will keep her purity.

Thus, even in the case of these sages, while the one of 
them deemed this practice shameful, the other did 
not. And with us it is sinful to marry one’s mother 205  
or one’s own sister ; but the Persians, and especially 
those o f them who are reputed to practise wisdom— 
namely, the Magi,—marry their mothers; and the 
Egyptians a take their sisters in marriage, even as the 
poet says b—

Thus spake Zeus unto Hera, his wedded wife and his 
sister.

Moreover, Zeno of Citium says that it is not amiss for 
a man to rub his mother’s private part with his own 
private part, just as no one would say it was bad for 
him to rub any other part of her body with his hand. 
Chrysippus,c too, in his book The State approves of a 
father getting children by his daughter, a mother by 
her son, and a brother by his sister. And Plato,d in 
more general terms, has declared that wives ought 
to be held in common. Masturbation, too, which we 206 
count loathsome, is not disapproved by Zeno ; and we 
are informed that others, too, practise this evil as 
though it were a good thing.

Moreover, the eating of human flesh is sinful with 207 
us, but indiiferent amongst whole tribes of bar
barians.® Yet why should one speak of ‘ ‘ barbarians ”

“ Cf. Rep. v. 457. Cf. § 225 infra.
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όπου καί 6 Τυδευ? τον  εγκέφαλον το ΰ  πολεμίου  
λέγεται φαγεϊν, και οι από τη ς  στοά ς ούκ ατοπον  
είναι φασι τό  σάρκας τινά εσθίειν άλλων τ ε  άν-

208 θρώ πω ν και εα υ τό ν ; τ ό  τ ε  άνθρω πείω  μιαίνειν 
αίμα τ ι  βω μ όν  θεοΰ παρ’ ήμΐν μεν τοΐς πολλοΐς 
άθεσμον, Α ά κ ω νες δε επί το ΰ  β ω μ οΰ  τή ς Όρ- 
θω σίας Ά ρ τ έ μ ιδ ο ς  μ α σ τίζοντα ι πικρώ ς υπέρ το ΰ  
πολλήν αίματος επί το ΰ  β ω μ ο ΰ  τή ς  θεοΰ γενέσθαι 
ρνσιν. άλλα καί τ ω  Κ ρόνω  θύουσιν άνθρωπόν  
τινες, καθάπερ καί Σκυθαι τή  Ά ρ τέ μ ιδ ι το ύ ς  
ξένο υ ς· ήμεΐς δέ χραίνεσθαι τ ά  ιερά δοκοΰμεν ά ν-

209 θρώ που φ όνω. το υ ς  γ ε  μ ην μοιχούς κολάζει παρ’ 
ήμΐν νόμος, παρά δε τισιν άδιάφορόν έστι τα ΐς  
τω ν  ετέρω ν γννα ιξί μ ίγνυσθαι· καί φιλοσόφων δέ  
τινές φασιν άδιάφορον είναι τό  άΧλοτρία γυναικί 
μίγνυσθαι.

210 Του? π ατέρας τ ε  υπό τω ν  παίδων έπιμελείας 
άξιοΰσθαι κελεύει παρ' ήμΐν νόμ ος' οι Σ κυθαι Βέ 
υπέρ τ ά  εξήκοντα  έτη  γενομένους αυτούς άποσφ άτ- 
τουσιν. καί τ ί  θαυμ αστόν, εΐγε ό μέν Κρόνος τή  
άρπη τ ά  αιδοία έ ξέτεμ ε  το ΰ  π α τρός, 6 δε Ζευ? 
τον Κρόνον κατεταρτάρω σεν, ή  δέ 'Α θή να  μ ετά  
"Ήρα? καί Ποσειδώνο? τον  π ατέρα  δεσμευειν έπ -

211 εγείρησεν; άλλα καί το ύ ς  έαυτοΰ παΐδας ο Κρόνο? 
άναιρεΐν έκρινεν, καί ό Σόλω ν Ά θ η ν α ίο ις  τον  περί 
τω ν  ακρίτω ν νόμον εθετο , καθ' δν φόνευειν έκ ά στω  
τον έαυτοΰ παΐδα έπέτρεφεν. παρ' ήμΐν δε τό 
του? παΐδας φονευειν άπαγορευουσιν οι νόμοι, οι 
τ ε  Ρ ω μ α ίω ν νομοθέται τούς παΐδας υποχειρίους

β Tydeus, father of Diomede; his “ enemy” was Melan- 
ippus (II. xiv. 114 ff.).
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when even Tydeus® is said to have devoured the 
brains of his enemy, and the Stoic School declare 
that it is not wrong for a man to eat either other 
men’s flesh or his own ? And with most o f us it is 208 
sinful to defile an altar of a god with human blood, 
but the Laconians lash themselves fiercely over the 
altar o f Artemis Orthosia b in order that a great 
stream of blood may flow over the altar of the 
goddess. Moreover, some sacrifice a human victim 
to Cronos, just as the Scythians0 sacrifice strangers 
to Artemis ; whereas we deem that holy places are 
defiled by the slaying of a man. Adulterers are, of 209 
course, punished by law with us, but amongst some 
peoples d intercourse with other men’s wives is a thing 
indifferent; and some philosophers,® too, declare that 
intercourse with the wife of another is indifferent.

With us, also, the law enjoins that the fathers 210 
should receive due care from their children ; but the 
Scythians cut their throats when they get to be 
over sixty years old. And what wonder, seeing that 
Cronos cut off his father’s genitals with a sickle, and 
Zeus plunged Cronos down to Tartarus, and Athena 
with the help of Hera and Poseidon attempted to 
bind her father with fetters ? /  Moreover, Cronos 211 
decided to destroy his own children, and Solon gave 
the Athenians the law “  concerning things immune,” 
by which he allowed each man to slay his own child ; 
but with us the laws forbid the slaying of children. 
The Roman lawgivers also ordain that the children

6 Boys were scqurged at the altar of Artemis Orthia in 
Laconia.

• Cf. i. 149.
d Cf. Hdt. iv. 180 ; Aristot. Pol. ii. 3.
* e.g. Diogenes the Cynic, cf. Diog. Laert. vi. 72.
' Cf. Horn. II. xiv. 204, i. 399.
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και δούλους τω ν πατέρων κελεύουσιν είναι, και 
της ουσίας τω ν παίδων μη κυριεύειν τους παΐδας 
άλλα τους πατέρας, έως αν ελευθερίας οί παΐδες 
τύχωσι κατά τούς αργυρωνήτους· παρ' έτέροις δε

212 ως τυραννικόν τούτο έκβέβληται. νόμος τέ  έστι 
τούς άνδροφόνους κολάζεσθαι· οί μονομάχαι δε 
φονεύοντες πολλάκις και τιμής τυγχάνουσιν. άλλα 
καί τό τύπτειν ελευθέρους οί νόμοι κωλύουσιν· οί 
άθληταί δε τυπτοντες ελευθέρους άνδρας, πολ
λάκις καί άναιροΰντες, τιμών καί στεφάνων άξιούν-

213 ται. νόμος τε παρ' ήμΐν κελεύει μια συνοικεΐν 
έκαστον, Θρακών δε καί Ταιτούλων (Λ ιβύων δε

214 έθνος τούτο) πολλαΐς έκαστος συνοικεί. το  τε 
λήστευε ιν παρ' ήμΐν μεν παράνομον καί άδικόν 
έστι, παρά δε πολλοΐς τώ ν βαρβάρων ούκ άτοπον. 
φασί δε οτι καί ευκλεές τούτο οί Κίλικες ενόμιζον 
είναι, ώς καί τούς εν ληστεία τελευτησαντας τιμής 
άξιους είναι δοκεΐν. καί ό Νεστώ/) δε παρά τώ  
ποιητή, μετά τό φιλοφρονήσασθαι τούς περί τον  
Τηλέμαχον, φησί προς αυτούς

ή μαφιδίως άλάλησθε 
οΐά τε ληιστήρες;

καίτοι εΐ άτοπον ήν τό ληστεύειν, ούκ αν <ήν>Χ 
ούτως αυτούς φιλοφρονησάμενος διά τό ύποπτεύειν 
μή άρα τοιούτοί τινες εΐεν.

215 ’Αλλά καί κλέπτειν [μεν] παρ' ήμΐν μέν άδικον 
καί παράνομόν έσ τιν  οί δε καί κλεπτίστατον είναι 
θεόν λέγοντες τον *Ερμήν ούκ άδικον τούτο νομί- 
ζεσθαι ποιοΰσιν· πώς γάρ αν θεός εΐη κακός; 
φασί δε τινες οτι καί οι Αάκωνες τούς κλέπτας

1 addidi: <,0velSiae)> post φιλοφρ. cj. Mutsch.
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are subjects and slaves of their fathers, and that power 
over the children’s property belongs to the fathers 
and not the children, until the children have obtained 
their freedom like bought slaves ; but this custom is 
rej ected by others as being despotic. It is the law, too, 212 
that homicides should be punished ; but gladiators 
when they kill often receive actual commendation. 
Moreover, the laws prevent the striking o f free men ; 
yet when athletes strike free men, and often even 
kill them, they are deemed worthy of rewards and 
crowns. With us, too, the law bids each man to 213 
have one wife, but amongst the Thracians and 
Gaetulians (a Libyan tribe) e each man has many 
wives. Piracy, too, is with us illegal and criminal, 214 
but with many of the barbarians it is not disapproved. 
Indeed they say that the Cilicians used to regard it 
as a noble pursuit, so that they held those who died 
in the course of piracy to be worthy o f honour. So 
too Nestor—in the poet’s accountb—after welcoming 
Telemachus and his comrades, addresses them thus—

Say, are you roaming 
Aimlessly, like sea-rovers ?

Yet, if piracy had been an improper thing, he would 
not have welcomed them in this friendly way, because 
of his suspicion that they might be people of that 
kind.

Moreover, thieving is with us illegal and criminal; 215 
yet those who declare that Hermes is a most thievish 
god cause this practice to be accounted not criminal— 
for how could a god be bad ? And some say that the 
Laconians also punished those who thieved, not be- 

a Cf. Sallust, Bell. lug. 21, 82.
b Homer, Od. iii. 73. For early Greek piracy cf. Thucyd. 

i. 5.
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εκόλαζον ού διά το κεκλοφεναι άλλα διά το πεφω- 
216 ράσθαι. αλλά καί ο δειλός καί ο ρίψασπις άνηρ 

κολάζεται παρά πολλοΐς νόμω· διό καί ^ την ασπί
δα τω  παιδί επί πόλεμον εξιόντι διδοΰσα Αάκαινα 
“  σύ ”  εφη, “  τεκνον, η ταύταν η επί ταύταν.”  
* Αρχίλοχος δε, ώσπερ σεμνυνόμενος ημΐν επί τω  
την ασπίδα ρίφας φύγεΐν, εν τοΐς ποιημασι περί 
εαυτόν φησίν

άσπίδι μεν Σαΐων τις άγάλλεται, ήν παρά θάμνω 
εντός άμώμητον κάλλιπον ούκ εθελων, 

αυτός δ* εξεφυγον θανάτου τέλος.

217 αί δε 'Αμαζόνες και εχώλενον τά  άρμενα τω ν παρ' 
αύταΐς γεννωμενων υπέρ του μηδέν άνδρεΐον αυτά 
ποιησαι δύνασθαι, περί πόλεμον δε εσχον αύταί, 
του εναντίον παρ' ημΐν καλώς εχειν νενομισμενου. 
και η μητηρ δε των θεών προσίεται τούς θηλυδρίας, 
ούκ άν οντω  κρίνασα η θεός, εΐγε φύσει φαΰλον

218 ην το μη άνδρεΐον είναι, οντω  και τά  περί τών  
δικαίων και αδίκων καί του κατά την άνδρίαν 
καλού πολλην ανωμαλίαν εχει.

Καί τά περί εύσεβείας δέ καί θεών πεπλήρωται 
πολλής διαφωνίας, θεούς γάρ οί μεν πολλοί φασιν 
είναι τινες δε ούκ είναι, ώσπερ οί περί Διαγόραν 
τον Μ ήλιον καί Θεόδωρον καί Κριτίαν τον Ά θ η -  
ναΐον. καί τών είναι θεούς άποφηναμενων οί μεν 
τούς πατρίους νομίζουσι θεούς, οί δε τούς εν ταΐς

° A. of Paros, famous for his iambic poems, circa 680 b .c .
Alcaeus, a later poet, also flung away his shield in battle;
and Hor. Od. ii. 7 is based on one or other of these incidents.

6 Cf. Hdt. iv. 114.
' Cybele, whose priests were eunuchs, cf. Catullus 63.
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cause they had thieved, but because they had been 
found out. Moreover, the coward and the man 216 
who throws away his shield are in many places 
punished by law ; and this is why the Laconian 
mother, when giving a shield to her son as he set 
out for the war, said, “  Either with this, my child, or 
upon it.”  Yet Archilochus,® as though vaunting to 
us o f his flight after flinging away his shield, speaks 
thus o f himself in his poems—

Over my shield some Saian warrior gloats,—
The shield I left, though loth, beside the bush—
A flawless piece of armour; I myself
Fled and escaped from death which endeth all.

And the Amazons b used to maim the males amongst 217 
their offspring so as to make them incapable o f any 
manly action, while they themselves attended to 
warfare ; though with us the opposite practice is 
regarded as right. The Mother of the gods,® also, 
approves of effeminates, and the goddess would not 
have decided thus if unmanliness were naturally a 
bad thing. So it is that, in regard to justice and 218 
injustice and the excellence of manliness, there is a 
great variety of opinion.

Around all matters of religion and theology 
also, there rages violent controversy.** For while 
the majority declare that gods exist, some deny 
their existence, like Diagoras of Melos, and Theo- 
dorus, and Critias the Athenian.* * * 6 And of those 
who maintain the existence of gods, some believe in 
the ancestral gods, others in such as are constructed

d Cf. for this subject Adv. Phys. i. 13 ff., 50 if.
* Diagoras, atomist and poet, circa 420 b .c . ; Theodorus, 

a Cyrenaic, circa 310 b .c . ; Critias, orator and poet, one of 
the “ Thirty Tyrants ” (404 b .c . )  of Athens.
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δογματικαΐς αίρεσεσιν άναπλασσομενους, ώς Α ρ ι 
στοτέλης μ*ν άσώματον εΐπεν είναι τον θεόν και 
πέρας τοΰ ούρανοΰ, στωικοϊ δε πνεύμα Βιηκον και 
διά των ειδεχθών, Επίκουρος δε ανθρωπόμορφου,

219 Έενοφάνης 8ε σφαίραν απαθή, και οί μεν προ- 
νοεΐν των καθ* ημάς, οι Βε μη προνοεΐν· το γάρ 
μακάριον και άφθαρτου ό Επίκουρός φησι μήτε 
αυτό πράγματα εχειν μήτε ετεροις παρεχειν. δθεν 
και τω ν  κατά τον βί',ον οί μεν ενα φασϊν είναι θεόν, 
οί δε πολλούς καί διαφόρους ταΐς μορφαΐς, ώς 
καί εις τάς των Αιγυπτίων ύπολήφεις εκπίπτειν, 
κυνοπροσώπους καί ίερακομόρφους καί βόας καί 
κροκοδείλους καί τ ί  γάρ ούχί νομιζόντων τούς 
θεούς.

220 *Οθεν καί τα. περί θυσιών καί της περί τούς 
θεούς θρησκείας δλως πολλην ανωμαλίαν εχει· ά 
γαρ εν τισιν ίεροΐς όσια, ταΰτα εν ετεροις ανόσια, 
καίτοι εί φύσει το δσιον καί τό άνόσιον ην, ούκ αν 
τοΰτο ενομίσθη. οΐον γοΰν Έαράπιδι χοίρον ούκ 
αν θυσειε τις, 'Η ρακλεΐ δε καί Άσκληπιώ θυουσιν. 
πρόβατου “Ισιδι θυειν άθεσμον, τη μητρί μεντοι 
λεγομενη τω ν θεών καί θεοΐς άλλοις καλλιερέΐται.

221 τώ  Κρόνω <οί Καρχηδόνιοι >* θυουσιν άνθρωπον, 
δ τοΐς πλείστοις άσεβες είναι νομίζεται. αίλουρον 
εν * Αλεξάνδρειά τώ  'Ώρω θυουσι, καί Θετιδι 
σίλφην δ παρ* ήμΐν ούκ αν ποιήσειε τις. ίππον

1 <ol Καρχηδόνιο^ addidi: <iWs δέ> ante τφ cj. Mutsch.

• This definition of God is not in our Aristotle, but cf. De 
caelo, i. 9, 278 b 14: “ We are wont to give the name of 
‘ Heaven ’ especially to the outermost and highest (part of 
the Universe), in which all the Divinity, we say, is situated.” 
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in the Dogmatic systems—as Aristotle asserted 
that God is incorporeal and “  the limit o f heaven,”  a 
the Stoics that he is a breath which permeates even 
through things foul, Epicurus that he is anthropo
morphic,6 Xenophanes that he is an impassive sphere. 
Some, too, hold that he cares for human affairs, others 219 
that he does not so care ; for Epicurus declares that 
“  what is blessed and incorruptible neither feels trouble 
itself nor causes it to others.”  Hence ordinary people 
differ also, some saying that there is one god, others 
that there are many gods and of various shapes; 
in fact, they even come to share the notions of the 
Egyptiansc who believe in gods that are dog-faced, or 
hawk-shaped, or cows or crocodiles or anything else.

Hence, too, sacrificial usages, and the ritual of wor- 220 
ship in general, exhibit great diversity. For things 
which are in some cults accounted holy are in others 
accounted unholy. But this would not have been so 
if the holy and the unholy existed by nature. Thus, 
for example, no one would sacrifice a pig to Sarapis, 
but they sacrifice it to Heracles and Asclepius. To 
sacrifice a sheep to Isis is forbidden, but it is offered 
up in honour of the so-called Mother o f the gods 
and of other deities. To Cronos d a human victim is 221 
sacrificed <at Carthago, although this is regarded by 
most as an impious act. In Alexandria they offer a 
cat to Horus and a beetle to Thetis—a thing which 
no one here would do. To Poseidon they sacrifice a

It is this outermost circumference—the abode of Fire, the 
finest and most divine of elements—which is here termed 
“  the limit ”  (πέρα.s).

b C f. Diog. Laert. vii. 138 f. (Stoics), x. 139 (Epicureans).
For Xenophanes cf. i. 225.

e Cf. Hdt. ii. 41, Juvenal xv. 2 ff.
d Cf. § 208 supra.
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τώ Ποσειδώνι καλλιεροΰσιν Άπόλλωνι Be, εξ- 
αιρετως τώ  ΑιΒυμαίω, τδ ζώον άπεχθες. αίγας 
ΆρτεμιΒι θύειν ευσεβές, άλλ’ οδκτ Ά σκληπιώ .

222 /cat άλλα δέ τούτοις όμοια παμπληθή λέγειν εχων 
εώ, της συντομίας [παρα]στοχαζόμένος. el μέντοι 
τι ήν όσιον φύσ€ΐ θϋμα και άνόσιον, παρά πάσιν 
άν ομοίως ενομίζετο.

Παραπλήσια Be τουτοις έστιν εύρεΐν και τα  εν 
τη κατά την Βίαιταν των ανθρώπων θρησκεία περί

223 τούς θεούς. ’Ιουδαίο? μέν γάρ ή ίερεύς Αιγύπτιος 
θάττον άν άποθάνοι ή χοίρειον φάγοι, Αίβυς Be 
προβατείου γεύσασθαι κρέως τω ν άθ€σμοτάτων 
etvai BoKei, Σύρων Be τιν€ς π€ριστ€ράς, άλλοι Be 
ιερείων. ιχθύς re ev τισι μεν ίεροΐς θέμις έσθίειν, 
εν άλλοις δε ασεβές. Αιγυπτίων δε τω ν σοφών 
είναι νενομισμενών οι μεν κεφαλήν ζώου φαγεΐν 
άνίερον είναι νομίζουσιν, οι δε ωμοπλάτην, οι δέ

224 πδδα, οί δε άλλο τι. κρόμμνον δε ούκ άν τις 
προσενέγκαιτο των καθιερουμένων τώ  κατά Πηλού- 
σιον Κασιω Αιί, ώσπερ ούΒε ίερεύς τής κατά 
Αιβύην ΆφροΒίτης σκορόΒου γεύσαιτο άν. άπ- 
εχονται δέ εν οΐς μεν ίεροΐς μίνθης, εν οΐς δέ ήΒυ- 
όσμου, εν οΐς δέ σέλινου, ενιοι δέ θάττον άν τάς 
κεφαλάς φαγεΐν φασι τών πάτερων ή κυάμους.

225 άλλα παρ' έτέροις ταΰτα άΒιάφορα. κυνείων τε 
γεύσασθαι Βοκοΰμεν ημείς άνίερον είναι, Θρακών 
δέ ενιοι κυνοφαγεΐν ιστορούνται, ίσως δέ και παρ' 
'Έλλησι τούτο ήν σύνηθες· Βιόπερ και Αιοκλής από 
τών κατά τούς ΆσκληπιάΒας όρμώμένος τισι τών

α i.e. of Didymus, near Miletus.
* Cf. Hdt. ii. 47. ‘ Cf. Hdt. ii. 39.

d Cf. Juv. xv. 9. * East of the Nile Delta.
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horse ; but to Apollo (especially the Didymaeane 
Apollo) that animal is an abomination. It is an act 
of piety to offer goats to Artemis, but not to Asclepius. 
And I might add a host of similar instances, but I 222 
forbear since my aim is to be brief. Yet surely, if a 
sacrifice had been holy by nature or unholy, it would 
have been deemed so by all men alike.

Examples similar to these may also be found in 
the religious observances with regard to human diet.
For a Jew or an Egyptian priest6 would sooner die 223 
than eat swine’s flesh ; by a Libyan it is regarded as 
a most impious thing to taste the meat of a sheep, 
by some of the Syrians to eat a dove, and by others 
to eat sacrificial victims. And in certain cults it is 
lawful, but in others impious, to eat fish. And 
amongst the Egyptians some of those who are re
puted to be sages believe it is sinful to eat an animal’s 
head,0 others the shoulder, others the foot, others 
some other part. And no one would bring an onion d 224 
as an offering to Zeus Casius of Pelusium,e just as 
no priest of the Libyan Aphrodite would taste garlic. 
And in some cults they abstain from mint, in others 
from catmint, in others from parsley. And some 
declare that they would sooner eat their fathers’ 
heads than beans/ Yet, amongst others, these things 225 
are indifferent. Eating dog’s flesh, too, is thought 
by us to be sinful, but some of the Thracians are 
reported to be dog-eaters. Possibly this practice was 
customary also amongst the Greeks ; and on this 
account Diodes, too, starting from the practices of 
the Asclepiadae/ prescribes that hounds’ flesh should

1 Cf. Emped. Frag. 141; probably a Pythagorean (or 
Orphic) “ taboo ” ; cf. Hdt. ii. 37.

g The earliest Greek medical guild ; Diodes was a famous 
physician of the fourth century b .c.
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πασχόντωv σκυλάκεια δίδοσθαι κελεύει κρεα. rives 
δε και ανθρώπων σάρκας, ώς εφην, άδιαφόρως 
εσθίουσιν, δπερ άνίερον παρ' ήμΐν είναι νενόμισται.

226 καίτοι εϊγε ήν φύσει τα  της θρησκείας καί τω ν  
άθεσμων, παρά πάσιν αν ομοίως ενομίζετο.

Παραπλήσια δε εστι λεγειν καί περί τής εις 
τούς κατοιχομενους όσιότητος. οι μεν γάρ ολο- 
κλήρως περιστείλαντες τους άποθανόντας γή καλύ- 
πτουσιν, άσε βες είναι νομίζοντες ήλίω δεικνύειν 
αντους· Αιγύπτιοι δε τά εντερα εξελόντες ταρι- 
χευουσιν αυτούς καί σύν εαυτοΐς υπέρ γης εχουσιν.

227 Αίθιόπων δε οι ίχθυοφάγοι εις τάς λίμνας εμ- 
βάλλουσιν αυτούς, υπό των ιχθύων βρωθησομενονς' 
'Υρκανοί δε κυσίν αυτούς εκτίθενται βοράν, Ινδών 
δε ενιοι γυφίν. Τρωγλοδύτας δε φασιν επί τινα 
γεώλοφον άγειν τον άποθανόντα, εΐτα δεσμεύσαντας 
αύτοΰ την κεφαλήν προς τούς πόδας λίθοις βάλλειν 
μετά γέλωτος, εϊθ* όταν χώσωσιν αυτόν τοΐς βαλ-

228 λομενοις άπαλλάσσεσθαι. τινες δε βάρβαροι τούς 
μεν ύπερ εξήκοντα ετη γεγονότος θύσαντες εσθίου- 
σιν, τούς δε εν νεότητι άποθανόντας γή κρύπτουσιν. 
ενιοι δε καίουσι τούς τετελευτηκότας· ών οι μεν 
άναλαβόντες αυτών τά  όστεα κηδεύουσιν, οι δε 
άφροντίστως καταλείπουσιν ερριμμενα. Π ερσας δε 
φασιν άνασκολοπίζειν τούς άποθανόντας καί νίτρω  
ταριχεύειν, εΐθ* οϋτω τελαμώσι συνειλεΐν. άλλοι 
δε όσον πένθος επί τοΐς τελευτήσασιν ύπομενουσιν 
ορώμεν.
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β § 207 supra.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 225-228

be given to certain patients. And some, as I have 
said,® even eat human flesh indifferently, a thing 
which with us is accounted sinful. Yet, if the rules 226 
of ritual and of unlawful foods had existed by nature, 
they would have been observed by all men alike.

A  similar account may be given o f reverence 
towards the departed.6 Some wrap the dead up 
completely and then cover them with earth, thinking 
that it is impious to expose them to the sun; but 
the Egyptians take out their entrails and embalm 
them and keep them above ground with themselves. 
The fish-eating tribes of the Ethiopians cast them 227 
into the lakes, there to be devoured by the fish ; the 
Hyrcaniansc expose them as a prey to dogs, and some 
of the Indians to vultures. And they say that some 
of the Troglodytes d take the corpse to a hill, and then 
after tying its head to its feet cast stones upon it 
amidst laughter, and when they have made a heap 
of stones over it they leave it there. And some 228 
of the barbarians6 slay and eat those who are over 
sixty years old, but bury in the earth those who die 
young. Some burn the dead ; and of these some 
recover and preserve their bones/ while others show 
no care but leave them scattered about. And they 
say that the Persians9 impale their dead and 
embalm them with nitre, after which they wrap 
them round in bandages. How much grief others 
endure for the dead we see ourselves.

6 For this subject cf. Diog. Laert. ix. 84; Cic. Tusc. i. 45;
Sir T. Browne, Hydriotaphia, chap. i.

e South of the Caspian Sea.
d i.e. “ cave-dwellers ” of west coast of the Red Sea.
* Cf. § 210 supra.
f Cf. Tibull. iii. 2. 17 for the practice of ossilegium.
• Cf. Hdt. i. 140.
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229 Kat τον θάνατον δέ αυτόν oi μέν δεινόν και 
φευκτόν είναι νομίζουσιν, οί δε ον τοιοΰτον. ό 
γοϋν Ευριπίδης φησ'ιν

τις  δ’ οΐδεν εί τδ ζην μεν εστι κατθανεΐν, 
το  κατθανεΐν δε ζην κάτω νομίζεται;

και ό Επίκουρος δε φησιν “  ό θάνατος ούδέν προς 
ημάς· τδ γάρ διαλυθέν άναισθητεΐ, το  δέ άναισθη- 
τουν ούδεν προς ημάς.”  φασί δε και ώς εΐπερ 
συνεστηκαμεν εκ φυχης και σώματος, 6 δε θάνατος 
διάλυσίς εστι φυχης και σώματος, δτε μεν ημείς 
εσμεν, ούκ εστιν ό θάνατος (ου γάρ διαλυόμεθα), 
δτε δε 6 θάνατος εστιν, ούκ εσμεν ημείς· τω  γάρ 
μηκετι την σύστασιν είναι της φυχης και του

230 σώματος ούδέ ημείς εσμεν. ό δέ 'Ηράκλειτός 
φησιν ότι καί τδ ζην καί τδ άποθανεΐν καί εν τω  
ζην ημάς εστι καί εν τω  τεθνάναι· οτε μεν γάρ 
ημείς ζώμεν, τάς φυχάς ημών τεθνάναι καί εν 
ήμΐν τεθάφθαι, δτε δε ημείς άποθνήσκομεν, τάς 
φυχάς άναβιοΰν καί ζην. ενιοι δέ καί βελτιον 
εΐναι τδ άποθανεΐν τού ζην ημάς ύπολαμβάνουσιν. 
ό γοϋν Εύριπίδης φησιν

εχρην γάρ ημάς σύλλογον ποιούμενους 
τον φύντα θρήνεΐν, εις δσ έρχεται κακά, 
τον  δ ’ αυ θ αν όντα καί κακών πεπαυμένον 
χαίροντας εύφημοΰντας έκπέμπειν δόμων.

231 από δε της αυτής ύποληφεως καί ταϋτα εΐρηται·

α E u rip . Frag. 6 3 8  (N a u c k ) .
6 E p ic . p . 6 1 . 6 ; 7 1 . 6  (U s e n e r ) ; cf. L ucret. iii. 8 3 0 .
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Some, too, believe death itself to be dreadful and 229  
horrible, others do not. Thus Euripides says 0 :

W h o  k n o w s i f  life  b e  b u t the state o f  death ,
And death be counted life in realms below ?

And Epicurus* 6 declares : “  Death is nothing to us; 
for what is dissolved is senseless, and what is senseless 
is nothing to us.” They also declare that, inasmuch as 
we are compounded of soul and body, and death is a 
dissolution of soul and body, when we exist death 
does not exist (for we are not being dissolved), and 
when death exists we do not exist, for through the 
cessation of the compound of soul and body we too 
cease to exist. And Heracleitusc states that both life 230  
and death exist both in our state of life and in our 
state of death ; for when we live our souls are dead 
and buried within us, and when we die our souls 
revive and live. And some even suppose that dying 
is better for us than living. Thus Euripides says d:

R ath er should  w e assem ble to bew ail 
T h e  b a b e  n ew -b orn , such ills has he to fa ce  ;
W h e re a s  the d ea d , w ho has surcease fro m  w oe,
W ith  jo y  an d  gladn ess w e should  bear fro m  ho m e.

These lines, too, spring from the same sentimente : 231

<= Cf. H eracl. Frag. 6 7 , 78  ( b 88  D ie ls). P art o f  the 
“  U p w a rd  and D ow n w ard  W a y ”  o f  H . (see In trod . p . viii) 
is the cycle o f  generation  b y  w hich every creature is sim ul
tan eously  both livin g an d  d y in g . T h e  sou l, which consists  
o f  “  fire ,”  is con tin u ally  passing into the other elem ents, 
and the other elem ents into it. B u t the second  clause (“  for 
w hen w e l iv e ”  etc .) lo ok s rather like  a  contam ination  o f  
H eracleitu s’s doctrine w ith the σώμα— σήμα ( “  b o d y  a  tom b  ” ) 
theory o f  P yth ago rean ism .

* Frag. 4 4 9  ; cf. C ic. Tusc. i. 4 8 , L u cr . v. 2 2 2  ff.
* T h eo g n is 4 2 5  if. ; cf. S o p h . Oed. Col. 122 7 .
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ο,ρχην μέν μη φΰναι έπιχθονίοισιν άριστον, 
μηδ* έσιδεΐν αύγάς οξέος ηελίου, 
φόντα δ’ όπως ώκιστα πυλας Ά ΐδαο περησαι 
και Κ€Ϊσθαι πολλην γαΐαν εφεσσάμενον.

και τά περί Κλέοβιν δε και Βίτωνα ΐσμεν, α φησιν 
6 *Ηρόδοτο? εν τώ  περί της Ά ργείας ιερείας λόγω.

232 ιστορούνται δε και Θρακών ένιοι περικαθεσθέντες 
τον γεννηθέντα θρηνεΐν. ουδέ ο θάνατος οΰν των  
φύσει δεινών είναι νομίζοιτο αν, ώσπερ ουδέ το ζην 
τών φύσει καλών, ουδέ τώ ν προειρημένων τ ί  έστι 
φύσει τοΐον η τοΐον, νομιστά δε πάντα και πρός τι.

233 Τον αυτόν δέ τρόπον της έπιχειρήσεως μετα- 
φέρειν εστι και έφ' έκαστον τών άλλων, α μη 
έξεθέμεθα νυν διά την συντομίαν του λόγου, εί 
δέ καί περί τινων μη έχομεν είπεΐν αύτόθεν ανω
μαλίαν, λεκτέον οτι έν τισιν εθνεσιν άγνοουμένοις 
ήμΐν ενδέχεται και περί αυτών εΐναι διαφωνίαν.

234 ως οΰν εί μη έγιγνώσκομεν, εί τυχοι, το περί τοΰ  
τάς άδελφάς γαμεΐν τώ ν Αιγυπτίων έθος, ούκ αν 
όρθώς διεβεβαιουμεθα όμολογουμενον παρά πάσιν 
είναι το μη δεΐν άδελφάς γαμεΐν, οΰτως ουδέ περί 
τώ ν πραγμάτων εκείνων εν οΐς ούχ ΰποπίπτουσιν 
ημΐν άνωμαλίαι διαβεβαιοΰσθαι προσηκει μη είναι 
διαφωνίαν εν αύτοΐς, ενδεχομένου, καθάπερ έφην, 
τοΰ παρά τισιν έθνεσι τών ημΐν μη γινωσκομένων 
την περί αυτών είναι διαφωνίαν.

β Cf. Hdt. i. 31 ; Cic. Tusc. i. 47. Their mother Cydippe 
(the “ Argive priestess ” of Hera) prayed the goddess to grant 
her sons, C. and B., the best of boons for mortals : the same 
night both died in their sleep.
480

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 231-234

N o t  to  have been  b egotten  a t all w ere the best th in g  for  
m ortals.

N o r  to have lookfed u p o n  fiery ra ys o f  th e sun :
O r , i f  b egotten , to  hasten am ain  to  th e portals o f  H a d e s ,

A n d  to lie un m ov ed  robfcd in m asses o f  earth.

We know, too, the facts about Cleobis and Biton 
which Herodotus a relates in his story of the Argive 
priestess. It is reported, also, that some of the 232 
Thracians sit round the new-born babe and chant 
dirges.6 So, then, death should not be considered a 
thing naturally dreadful, just as life should not be 
considered a thing naturally good. Thus none of the 
things mentioned above is naturally of this character 
or of that, but all are matters of convention and 
relative.

The same method of treatment may be applied also 233 
to each of the other customs, which we have not now 
described owing to the summary character of our 
exposition. And even if, in regard to some of them, 
we are unable to declare their discrepancy offhand, 
we ought to observe that disagreement concerning 
them may possibly exist amongst certain nations that 
are unknown to us.c For just as, if we had been 234 
ignorant, say, of the custom amongst the Egyptians 
of marrying sisters,d we should have asserted wrongly 
that it was universally agreed that men ought not to 
marry sisters,—even so, in regard to those practices 
wherein we notice no discrepancy, it is not proper for 
us to affirm that there is no disagreement about them, 
since, as I said, disagreement about them may possibly 
exist amongst some of the nations which are unknown 
to us.

• Cf. Hdt. v. 4. · Cf. ii. 40.
d Cf. § 205 supra.

•181



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

235 'Ο t o o w  σκεπτικός την τοσαύτην ανωμαλίαν 
των πραγμάτων ορών επεχει μεν περί του φύσει 
τι αγαθόν η κακόν η όλως πρακτεον η μη πρακτεον 
είναι, καν τοντω  της Βογματικης άφιστάμενος προ
πέτειας, επεται δε άΒοξάστως τη βιωτικη τηρησει, 
καί διά τοϋτο εν μεν τοΐς Βοξαστοΐς απαθής μενει,

236 εν δε τοΐς κατηναγκασμενοις μετριοπαθεΐ· ώς μεν 
γαρ άνθρωπος αισθητικούς1 πάσχει, μη προσΒοζά- 
ζων δε ότι τοϋτο ο πάσχει κακόν εστι φύσει, με- 
τριοπαθεΐ. τό γαρ προσΒοζάζειν τι τοιοΰτο χείρον 
εστι και αύτοΰ του πάσχειν, ώς ενίοτε τους μεν 
τεμνομενους η άλλο τι τοιοΰτο πάσχοντας φερειν, 
τους δε παρεστώτας Βιά την περί του γινομένου

237 όόζαν ώς φαύλου λειποφυχεΐν. ό μεντοι γε ύπο- 
θεμενος τό φύσει τι αγαθόν η κακόν η όλως πρακ
τεον η μη πρακτεον είναι ταράσσεται ποικίλως. 
και γαρ παρόντων αύτω τούτων ά νομίζει φύσει 
κακά είναι ποινηλατεΐσθαι Βοκεΐ, και των φαινο
μένων αγαθών αύτω γινόμενος εγκρατής υπό τε 
του τύφου και του περί την αποβολήν αυτών φόβου, 
και ευλαβούμενος μη πάλιν εν τοΐς φύσει κακοΐς 
νομιζομενοις παρ' αύτω γενηται, ταραχαΐς ούχι

238 ται? τυχούσαις περιπίπτει· τούς γαρ άναπόβλητα 
είναι τα αγαθά λέγοντας εφεξομεν εκ της απο
ρίας της κατά την Βιαφωνίαν. όθεν επιλογιζόμεθα 
ότι εί τό κακού ποιητικόν κακόν εστι και φευκτόν, 
η Βε πεποίθησις του τάδε μεν είναι φύσει αγαθά

1 αισθητικά? H ein tz : αισθητικό? MSS., B e k k .
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Cf. i. 13, 25 ff.

OUTLINES OF PYRRHONISM, III. 235-238

Accordingly, the Sceptic, seeing so great a diversity 235 
of usages, suspends judgement as to the natural 
existence of anything good or bad or (in general) fit 
or unfit to be done, therein abstaining from the rash
ness o f dogmatism a ; and he follows undogmatically 
the ordinary rules of life, and because of this he 
remains impassive in respect of matters of opinion, 
while in conditions that are necessitated his emotions 
are moderate ; for though, as a human being, he 236 
suffers emotion through his senses, yet because he 
does not also opine that what he suffers is evil by 
nature, the emotion he suffers is moderate. For the 
added opinion that a thing is of such a kind is worse 
than the actual suffering itself, just as sometimes the 
patients themselves bear a surgical operation, while 
the bystanders swoon away because of their opinion 
that it is a horrible experience. But, in fact, he who 237 
assumes that there exists by nature something good 
or bad or, generally, fit or unfit to be done, is dis
quieted in various ways. For when he experiences 
what he regards as natural evils he deems himself to 
be pursued by Furies, and when he becomes possessed 
of what seems to him good things he falls into no 
ordinary state of disquiet both through arrogance and 
through fear of losing them, and through trying to 
guard against finding himself again amongst what he 
regards as natural evils; for those who assert that goods 238 
are incapable of being lostb we shall put to silence 
by means of the doubts raised by their dissension. 
Hence we conclude that if what is productive of evil 
is evil and to be shunned, and the persuasion that 
these things are good, those evil, by nature produces

4 So said the Cynics, and some Stoics ; other Stoics gave 
up the doctrine ; cf. Diog. Laert. vi. 105, vii. 127.
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τάδε δε κακά ταραχάς ποιεί, κακόν εστι και 
φευκτόν τό ύποτίθεσθαι καί πεποιθεναι φαϋλόν τι 
ή αγαθόν ώς προς την φύσιν είναι.

Ταϋτα μεν ουν επί τοΰ παρόντος αρκεί λελεχθαι 
περί αγαθών και κακών και άδιαφόρων.

ΚΕ'.—  ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΕΧΝΗ ΠΕΡΙ ΒΙΟΝ

239 Δηλον δε εκ τών προειρημενών ότι ούδε τέχνη 
τις άν εΐη περί τον βίον. εΐ γάρ εστι τοιαύτη 
τέχνη, περί την θεωρίαν τών τε αγαθών και τών  
κακών καί τώ ν αδιαφορών εχει· διό τούτων αν
υπάρκτων όντων ανύπαρκτός εστι καί η περί τον 
βίον τέχνη, καί άλλως, επεί μη όμοφώνως μίαν 
άπολείπουσι πάντες οί δογματικοί τέχνην περί τον 
βίον, άλλ’ άλλοι άλλην υποτίθενται, ύποπίπτουσι 
τη διαφωνία καί τώ  από της διαφωνίας λόγω, δν 
η ρώτησα εν τοΐς περί τάγαθοϋ λελεγμενοις ημΐν.

240 d  μόντοι καί μίαν είναι πάντες λεγοιεν καθ' ύπό- 
θεσιν την περί τον βίον τέχνην, οΐον την αοίδιμον 
φρόνησιν, ητις όνειροπολεΐται μεν παρά στωικοΐς, 
μάλλον δε πληκτικωτερα τών άλλων είναι δοκεΐ, 
καί ούτως ούδεν ήττον άτοπίαι παρακολουθήσουσιν. 
επεί γάρ φρόνησίς εστιν αρετή, την δε αρετήν 
μόνος εϊχεν 6 σοφός, οί στωικοί μή δντες σοφοί

241 ούχ εξουσι την περί τον βίον τέχνην, όλως τε, 
επεί μή δύναται κατ' αυτούς ύποστήναι τέχνη, ουδέ 
περί τον βίον εσται τέχνη τις όσον εφ' οΐς λεγουσιν.

Οΐον γοΰν τέχνην είναι φασι σύστημα εκ κατα-
■ Cf. Adv. Eth. 167 ff. ; Cic. Be fin. i. 13, v. 6 ff.
* Cf. §§ 180, 238 supra.
• For the sage as “ indiscoverable ” cf. Adv. Phys. i. 133, 

Introd. p. xxix. “ Prudence” (φρόνησα), or “ practical
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disquiet, then the assumption and persuasion that 
anything is, in its real nature, either bad or good is 
evil and to be shunned.

For the present, then, this account of things good, 
evil, and indifferent is sufficient.

Chapter XXIII.— D oes there exist an A rt 
of L iving ?

It is plain from what has been said above that there 239  
can be no art of living.® For if such an art exists, it 
has to do with the consideration o f things good, evil, 
and indifferent, so that these being non-existent the 
art of living also is non-existent. Further, since the 
Dogmatists do not all with one accord lay down one 
single art o f living, but some propound one art, some 
another, they are guilty o f discrepancy and open to 
the argument from discrepancy which I stated in our 
discussion o f the Good.6 Yet, even i f  they were 240 
all to agree in assuming that the art o f living is one 
—such as, for example, the celebrated “  prudence ” 
whereof the Stoics dream, and which seems to be 
more convincing than all the rest,—even so equally 
absurd results will follow. For since “ prudence ”  is a 
virtue, and the Sage alone was in possession of virtue, 
the Stoics, not being sages,0 will not be in possession 
of the art of living. And in general, since, according 241 
to them, no artd can have real existence, an art of 
living cannot exist, so far as their statements go.

Thus, for example, they declare that art is “  a corn-
w isd o m ,”  is d istinguished fro m  “  w isdom  ”  (σοφία). N o te  
that in this a rg u m en t “  the art o f  liv in g  ”  is identified w ith  
“  p ru d en ce.”

* Cf. §§ 188  f f . ; ii. 5 3  ff.
4S5



SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

λήψεων, κατάληψήν δε καταληπτική φαντασία 
συγκατάθεσιν. άνευρετος δε εστιν ή καταληπτική 
φαντασία· ούτε yap πασα φαντασία καταληπτική 
εστιν, ούτε ποια τι? εστιν από των φαντασιών η 
καταληπτική φαντασία επιγνωσθήναι δυναται, επει 
μήτε πάση φαντασία δυνάμεθα κρίνειν απλώς τις  
μεν εστι καταληπτική τις δε ού τοιαύτη, χρήζοντες 
τε καταληπτικής φαντασίας εϊς τήν επίγνωσιν τοΰ  
ποια τις εστιν ή καταληπτική φαντασία εις άπειρον 
εκβαλλόμεθα, εις επίγνωσιν τής λαμβανομενης ώς 
καταληπτικής φαντασίας καταληπτικήν φαντασίαν

242 άλλην αίτουμενοι. ταΰτά τοι καί οι στωικοί εν τή  
τής καταληπτικής φαντασίας έννοιας άποδόσει ούχ 
ύγιώς φέρονται· καταληπτικήν μεν γάρ φαντασίαν 
λεγοντες τήν από υπάρχοντας γινομενην, ύπαρχον 
δε είναι λεγοντες ο οΐόν τε κινεΐν καταληπτικήν 
φαντασίαν, εις τον διάλληλον εμπίπτουσι τής 
απορίας τρόπον. εί τοίνυν, ΐνα μεν περί τον βί'ον 
fj τις τέχνη, δει πρότερον είναι τέχνην, ΐνα δε 
νποστή τέχνη, κατάληφιν προϋφεστάναι, ΐνα δε 
ύποστή κατάληφις, καταληπτική φαντασία συγ- 
κατάθεσιν κατειλήφθαι, άνεύρετος δε εστιν ή κατα
ληπτική φαντασία, άνευρετος εστιν ή περί τον βίον 
τέχνη.

243 Έ τι κάκεΐνο λεγεται. πάσα τέχνη εκ τώ ν Ιδίως 
ύπ* αυτής αποδιδόμενων έργων καταλαμβάνεσθαι 
δοκεΐ, ουδέν δε εστιν ίδιον εργον τής περί τον βίον 
τέχνης· δ γάρ αν εργον είναι ταντης λεγη τις, τοΰτο  
κοινόν εύρίσκεται και τώ ν ιδιωτών, οΐον το τιμάν 
γονείς, τό παραθήκας άποδιδόναι, τάλλα πάντα, 
ούκ άρα εστι τις περί τον βίον τέχνη, ούτε γάρ

486
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posite of apprehensions,”  and apprehension is “  assent 
to an apprehensive impression.”  a But the apprehen
sive impression is indiscoverable ; for every impression 
is not apprehensive, nor is it possible to decide which 
one of the impressions is the apprehensive impression, 
since we cannot simply decide by means of every 
impression which one is apprehensive and which 
not, while if we require an apprehensive impression in 
order to determine which is the apprehensive impres
sion we are wrecked on the ad infinitum fallacy, since 
we are asking for another apprehensive impression so 
as to determine the impression taken to be appre
hensive. And herein, too, the procedure of the Stoics, 242 
in presenting the notion of the apprehensive impres
sion, is logically unsound ; for in stating, on the one 
hand, that an apprehensive impression is that which 
is derived from a real object,6 and, on the other hand, 
that a real object is that which is capable o f giving 
rise to an apprehensive impression, they fall into the 
fallacy of circular reasoning. If, then, in order that 
an art of living may exist, there must first exist art, 
and in order that art may subsist apprehension must 
pre-exist, and in order that apprehension may subsist 
assent to an apprehensive impression must be appre
hended, but the apprehensive impression is indiscover
able,—then the art of living is indiscoverable.

Another argument is this. Every art appears to 243 
be apprehended by means of its own special products, 
but there is no special product of the art of living ; 
for anything you might mention as its product—such 
as honouring parents, paying back deposits, and all 
the rest—is found to be common to ordinary folk 
as well. Therefore no art of living exists. For we

b Cf. Adv. Log. ii. 88.
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εκ τοΰ από φρόνιμης διαθεσεως φαίνεσθαι Aeyo- 
μενόν τι υπό τοΰ φρονίμου η ποιούμενου, ώς φασί 
τινες, επιγνωσόμεθα ότι της φρονήσεως εργον

244 εστίν. αυτή γάρ η φρόνιμη διάθεσις ακατάληπτος 
εστι, μήτε εξ αυτής απλώς καί αντόθεν φαινομενη 
μήτε εκ των έργων αυτής' κοινά, γάρ εστι ταΰτα 
καί των ιδιωτών, τό τε λεγειν οτι τώ διομαλισμώ 
τών πράξεων καταλαμβάνομεν τον εχοντα την περί 
τον βίον τέχνην, ύπερφθεγγομενων εστι την αν
θρώπων φύσιν καί ευχόμενων μάλλον ή τάληθή 
λεγόντων

τοΐος γάρ νόος εστίν επιχθονίων ανθρώπων 
οιον επ’ ήμαρ άγη σι πατήρ άνδρών τε θεών τε.

245 Αείπεται λεγειν οτι εξ εκείνων τών έργων κατα
λαμβάνεται ή περί τον βίον τέχνη άπερ άναγρά - 
φουσιν εν ταΐς βίβλοις· ών πολλών καί παραπλήσιων 
άλλήλοις όντων ολίγα εκθήσομαι παραδείγματος 
χάριν. οιον γοΰν ό αίρεσιάρχης αυτών Ζήνων εν 
ταΐς διατριβαΐς φησί περί παίδων αγωγής άλλα τε 
όμοια καί τάδε “  διαμηρίζειν μηδέν μάλλον μηδε 
ήσσον παιδικά ή μη παιδικά, μηδε θήλεα ή άρρενα· 
ου γάρ [εστι] παιδικοΐς άλλα ή μη παιδικοΐς, ούδε 
θηλείαις ή άρρεσιν, αλλά ταύτά πρεπει τε καί πρε-

246 ποντα εστίν.”  περί δε τής εις τούς γονείς όσιό- 
τητος ο αυτός άνήρ φησιν εις τά περί την Ίοκάστην 
καί τον 0 ιδίποδα ότι ούκ ήν δεινόν τρίβειν την 
μητέρα. “ καί εί μεν ασθενούσαν ετερόν τι μέρος 
τοΰ σώματος τρίφας ταΐς χερσίν ωφελεί, ούδεν 
αισχρόν' εί δε ετερα μέρη τρίφας εΰφραινεν, όδυνω-
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shall not ascertain (as some assert) from the apparent 
derivation of some speech or operation o f the prudent 
man from a state of prudence that it is a product of 
prudence. For the state of prudence itself is inappre- 244 
hensible, not being directly apparent either of itself or 
from its products, these being common to ordinary folk 
as well. And to say that we apprehend the possessor 
of the art of living by the unvarying quality of his 
actions ° is the assertion of those who over-estimate 
human nature and are visionaries rather than truth- 
tellers :

As is the day which upon them is brought by the sire 
immortal,

So are the minds of mortal men.6
There remains the assertion that the art of living 245 

is apprehended by means of those effects which they 
describe in their books ; and these being numerous 
and much alike, I will extract a few of them by way 
of examples. Thus, for instance, Zeno, the Master of 
their sect, in his treatises, amongst many other state
ments regarding the rearing of children, says this:
“  Have carnal knowledge no less and no more of a 
favourite than of a non-favourite child, nor of a female 
than of a male ; favourite or non-favourite, males or 
females, no different conduct, but the same, befits 
and is befitting to all alike.”  And as concerns piety 246 
towards parents, the same man states,® in reference 
to the story of Jocasta and Oedipus, that there was 
nothing dreadful in his rubbing his mother : “ I f she 
had been ailing in one part o f her body and he 
had done her good by rubbing it with his hands, it 
had not been shameful; was it, then, shameful for

“ i.e. always consistently good, impeccable.
* Ilomer, Od. xviii. 136-137. « Of. § 205.
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μενην παυσας, καί παΐδας εκ της μητρός γενναίους 
εποίησεν, αισχρόν; ”  τούτοις δε όμογνωμονεΐ καί 
ό Χρύσιππος' εν γοΰν τη πολιτεία φησί “  δοκεΐ δε 
μοι ταΰτα ουτω διεζάγειν καθάπερ καί νυν ου 
κακώς παρά πολλοΐς εΐθισται, ώστε και την μη
τέρα εκ του υίοϋ τεκνοποιεΐσθαι καί τον πατέρα 
εκ της θυγατρός καί τον 6μομητριόν εκ της όμο-

247 μητριάς.”  καί άνθρωποφαγεΐν εν τοΐς αύτοΐς συν- 
τάγμασιν ημΐν επεισάγει- φησί γοΰν “  καί εάν τω ν  
ζώντων αποκοπή τι μέρος προς τροφήν χρήσιμον, 
μήτε κατορυττειν αυτό μήτε άλλως ρίπτειν, άνα- 
λίσκειν δε αυτό, όπως εκ των ημετερων ετερον

248 μέρος γενηται.”  εν δε τοΐς περί του καθήκοντος
περί της τω ν γονέων ταφής ρητώς φησίν “  άπο- 
γενομενων δε των γονέων ταφαΐς χρηστεον ταΐς 
άπλουστάταις, ώς αν του σώματος, καθάπερ 
ονυχών η όδόντων η τριχών, ούδεν οντος προς 
ημάς, καί ούδεν επιστροφής η πολυωρίας προσ- 
δεομενων ημών τοιαυτής τινός. διό καί χρησίμων
μεν όντων τών κρεών τροφή χρήσονται αύτοΐς, 
καθάπερ καί τών ιδίων μερών, οΐον ποδός άπο- 
κοπεντος, επεβαλλε χρησθαι αύτώ καί τοΐς παρα- 
πλησίοις· αχρείων δε όντων η κατορυζαντες εά- 
σουσιν, η κατακαυσαντες την τέφραν άφησουσιν, η 
μακρότερον ρίφαντες ούδεμίαν αύτών επιστροφήν 
ποιήσονται καθάπερ ονυχος η τριχών.”

249 Ύοιαΰτα μεν πλεΐστα όσα λεγουσιν οί φιλόσοφοι' 
άπερ ούκ άν τολμησειαν διαπράττεσθαι, εΐγε μη 
παρά Κυκλωφιν η Ααιστρυγόσι πολιτευοιντο. εί 
δε τούτων μεν άνενεργητοι παντάπασίν είσιν, ά 
δε πράττουσι, κοινά καί τών ιδιωτών εστίν, ούδεν
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him to stop her grief and give her joy by rubbing 
other parts, and to beget noble children by his 
mother ? ”  And with this opinion Chrysippus also 
agrees. At least he says in his State: “  I approve 
of carrying out those practices—which, quite rightly, 
are customary even nowadays amongst many peoples 
—according to which a mother has children by her 
son,® the father by his daughter, the brother by 
his full sister.”  And he proceeds, in the same 247 
treatises, to introduce amongst us cannibalism,6 
saying: “  And if from a living body a part be cut 
off that is good for food, we should not bury it nor 
otherwise get rid of it, but consume it, so that from 
our parts a new part may arise.”  And in his book 248 
On Duty he says expressly, regarding the burial of 
parents : “  When our parents decease we should use 
the simplest forms of burial, as though the body—like 
the nails or teeth or hair—were nothing to us, and we 
need bestow no care or attention on a thing like it. 
Hence, also, men should make use of the flesh, when 
it is good, for food, just as also when one of their own 
parts, such as the foot, is cut off, it would be proper that 
it and the like parts should be so used ; but when the 
flesh is not good, they should either bury it and leave 
it, or burn it up and let the ashes lie, or cast it far away 
and pay no more regard to it than to nails or hair.”

Of such a kind are most of the philosophers’ 249 
theories ; but they would not dare to put them into 
practice unless they lived under the laws of the 
Cyclopes or Laestrygones.® But if they are totally 
incapable of acting thus, and their actual conduct is 
common to ordinary folk as well, there is no action

c For C. and L .,  as savages of ancient Sicily, cf. Horn.
Od. i. 69, x. 81 ; Thuc. vi. 81.
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ίδιον εργον εστί των εχειν υποπτευόμενων την 
περί τον βίον τέχνην, εΐ ουν αί μεν τεχναι πάντως 
όφείλουσιν εκ των ιδίων έργων καταλαμβάνεσθαι, 
ούδεν δε ΐδιον εργον όράται της περί τον βίον 
λεγάμενης τέχνης, ού καταλαμβάνεται αυτή, διόπερ 
ουδέ διαβεβαιοΰσθαι περί αυτής δύναταί τις οτι 
εστιν υπαρκτή.

ΚΓ'.—ΕΙ ΓΙΝΕΤΑΙ ΕΝ ΑΝΘΡΩΠΟΙΣ Η ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ 
ΒΙΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΗ

250 Και μην εί γίνεται εν άνθρώποις ή περί τον βίον 
τέχνη, ήτοι φύσει εγγίνεται αύτοις ή διά μαθήσεως 
καί διδασκαλίας, άλλ’ εί μεν φύσει, ήτοι καθό 
είσίν άνθρωποι εγγίνοιτο αν αυτοις ή περί τον βίον 
τέχνη, ή καθό ούκ είσίν άνθρωποι, καθό μεν οΰν 
ούκ είσίν άνθρωποι, ούδαμώς· ουδέ γάρ ούκ είσίν 
άνθρωποι. εί δε καθό είσίν άνθρωποι, πασιν 
άνθρώποις ύπήρζεν αν ή φρόνησις, ώς πάντας είναι 
φρονίμους τε καί ενάρετους καί σοφούς, φαύλους

251 δε τούς πλείστους λεγουσιν. ούκοΰν ούδε καθό 
είσιν άνθρωποι ύπάρζειεν αν αύτοΐς ή περί τον βίον 
τέχνη, ούδε φύσει άρα. καί άλλως, επειδή την 
τέχνην σύστημα εκ καταλήφεων είναι βούλονται 
συγγεγυμνασμενων, διά πείρας τε τίνος καί μαθή
σεως εμφαίνουσι μάλλον άναλαμβάνεσθαι τάς τε 
άλλας τεχνας καί ταύτην περί ής 6 λόγος.

ΚΖ'.— ΕΙ ΔΙΔΑΚΤΗ ΕΣΤΙΝ Η ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ ΒΙΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΗ

252 ’Αλλ* ούδε διδασκαλία καί μαθήσει αναλαμβά
νεται. ίνα γάρ ύπόστασιν εχη ταΰτα, δει τρία 
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peculiar to those who are suspected of possessing the 
art of living. So then, if the arts must certainly be 
apprehended by means of their peculiar effects, and 
no effect is observed that is peculiar to the so-called 
art of living, this art is not apprehended. Con
sequently, no one can positively affirm regarding it 
that it is really existent.

C h a pter  XXVI.—D oes th e  A r t  of  L iving  
arise  in  M ankind  ?

Moreover, if the art of living comes into existence 250 
in men, it so comes either by nature or through learn
ing and teaching. But if it is by nature, then the 
art of living will arise in them either in so far as they 
are men, or in so far as they are not men. Certainly 
not in so far as they are not men ; for it is not a fact 
that they are not men. But if it is in so far as they 
are men, then prudence a would have belonged to all 
men, so that all would have been prudent and virtuous 
and wise. But they describe most men as bad. 
Neither, then, in so far as they are men will the art of 251 
living belong to them. Therefore it does not accrue 
by nature. And again, since they insist that art is 
“ a system of co-exercised apprehensions,” 6 they 
make it evident that the art under discussion, as well 
as all other arts, is acquired rather by some sort of 
effort and learning.

C h a pter  XXVII.—Is th e  A r t  of  L iving
CAPABLE OF BEING TAUGHT ?

But neither is it acquired by teaching and learning. 252 
For in order that these should subsist, three things

a For “ prudence,” or practical “ wisdom,” cf. § 240.
* Cf. §§ 188, 241, 261.
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προωμολογήσθαι, τό διδασκόμενον πράγμα, τον 
διδάσκοντα και τον μανθάνοντα, τον τρόπον της 
μα Θησέως. ούδέν δε τούτων ύφέστηκεν' ούδε η 
διδασκαλία άρα.

ΚΗ'.—ΕΙ ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙ ΔΙΔΑΣΚΟΜΕΝΟΝ

253 Ο Ιον γοΰν τό διδασκόμενον ήτοι αληθές έστιν 
η φεΰδος· καί εί μεν φεΰδος, ούκ αν διδάσκοιτο· 
ανύπαρκτον γάρ φασιν είναι τό φεΰδος, ανυπάρκτων 
δε ούκ αν εϊη διδασκαλία, άλλ* ονδ’ εί αληθές 
είναι λέγοιτο· ότι γάρ ανύπαρκτόν εστι τό αληθές, 
νπεμνησαμεν εν τοΐς περί κριτηρίου, εί οΰν μήτε 
τό φεΰδος μήτε τό αληθές διδάσκεται, παρά δε 
ταΰτα διδακτόν ούδέν έστιν (ου γάρ δη τούτων 
άδιδακτων όντων τούς απόρους μόνους διδάσκειν

254 έρεΐ τις), ούδέν διδάσκεται, τό τε διδασκόμενον 
πράγμα ήτοι φαινόμενόν έστιν ή άδηλον, άλλ* 
εί μεν φαινόμενόν έστιν, ούκ έσται διδασκαλίας 
δεομενον τά γάρ φαινόμενα πάσιν ομοίως φαίνεται, 
εί δε άδηλον, έπε'ι τά άδηλα διά την άνεπίκριτον 
περί αύτών διαφωνίαν άκατάληπτά έστιν, ώς 
πολλάκις ύπεμνήσαμεν, ούκ έσται διδακτόν ο γάρ 
μη καταλαμβάνει τις, πώς άν τοΰτο διδάσκειν ή 
μανθάνειν δυναιτο; εί δέ μήτε τό φαινόμενόν 
μήτε τό άδηλον διδάσκεται, ούδέν διδάσκεται.

255 Έ τι τό διδασκόμενον ήτοι σώμά έστιν ή ά- 
σώματον, έκάτερον δε αύτών ήτοι φαινόμενόν ή

• Cf. Η. 85 ff.
* “ Dubious lessons ” : if the text is right, we must supply 

\byovi (sayings, “  lessons ” )  with t o t>s Απόρους. It was laid 
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must first be agreed upon—the matter which is being 
taught, the teacher and the learner, and the method 
of learning. But none of these subsists ; neither, 
then, does teaching.

C h apter  XXVIII.—D oes a  M a tte r  of 
I nstruction  exist  ?

Thus, for instance, the matter of instruction is 253 
either true or false ; if false it would not be taught ; 
for they assert that falsehood is non-existent, and of 
non-existents there could be no teaching. Nor yet 
if it were said to be true ; for we have shown in our 
chapter “  On the Criterion ” a that truth is non
existent. If, then, neither the false nor the true 
is being taught, and besides these there is nothing 
capable of being taught (for no one, to be sure, will 
say that, though these are unteachable, he teaches 
only dubious lessons6), then nothing is taught. 
And the matter taught is either apparent or non- 254 
evident. But if it is apparent, it will not require 
teaching; for things apparent appear to all alike. 
And if it is non-evident, then, since things non- 
evident are, as we have often shown, inapprehensible 
owing to the undecided controversy about them, it 
will be incapable o f being taught; for how could 
anyone teach or learn what he does not apprehend ?
But if neither the apparent is taught nor the non- 
evident, nothing is taught.

Again, what is taught is either corporeal or in- 255 
corporeal, and each of these being either apparent or

down (cf. Adv. Math. i. 29) that “ the dubious (Απορον) cannot 
be taught ” : it is intermediate between truth and falsehood
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οΖηλούμενον ού δυναται διδάσκεσθαι κατά τον 
μικρά) πρόσθεν ήμΐν είρημενον λόγον, ούκ άρα 
διδάσκεται τι.

256 Προ? τουτοις ήτοι το δν διδάσκεται ή τό μη 
ον. τό μεν οΰν μη δν ού διδάσκεται· εί γάρ διδά
σκεται τό μη δν, εττει των αληθών δοκοΰσιν είναι 
αί διδασκαλίαι, αληθές εσται τό μη δν. αληθές 
δϊ δν και υπάρξει· αληθές γάρ είναι φασιν δ 
υπάρχει και άντίκειταί τινι. άτοπον δε εστι λεγειν 
ύπάρχειν τό μη δ ν  ούκ άρα διδάσκεται τό μη δν.

257 άλλ* * ουδέ τό δν. εί γάρ διδάσκεται τό δν, ήτοι 
καθό δν εστι διδάσκεται η κατ’ άλλο τι. άλλ' εί 
μεν καθό δν εστι διδακτόν, των δντων εσται, διά 
δό τοΰτο ουδέ διδακτόν· τάς γάρ διδασκαλίας εκ 
τινών δμολογουμένων και άδιδάκτων γίνεσθαι προσ- 
ηκει. ούκ άρα τό δν καθό δν εστι διδακτόν εστιν.

258 και μην ούδε κατ' άλλο τι. τό  γάρ δν ούκ εχει 
άλλο τι συμβεβηκός αύτω δ μη δν εστιν, ώστε εί 
το ον καθο δν εστιν ού διδάσκεται, ούδε κατ' άλλο 
τι διδαχθήσεται· εκείνο γάρ δ τι ποτέ εστι συμ
βεβηκός αύτω, δν εστιν. και άλλως, είτε φαινό- 
μενον εΐη τό δν δ λεξουσι διδάσκεσθαι, είτε άδηλον, 
ταΐς ειρημενα ις άπορίαις ύποπΐπτον άδίδακτον 
εσται. εί δε μήτε τό δν διδάσκεται μήτε τό μη 
δν, ούδεν εστι τό διδασκόμενον.

β For the Stoic doctrine of “ the true” and “ truth” cf. 
ii. 80 if. What “ the true” is “ opposed to” is presumably 
“ the false.”

* Cf. Aristot. Anal. Post. i. 1.
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non-evident is incapable of being taught, according 
to the argument we have just now stated. Nothing, 
therefore, is taught.

Further, either the existent is taught or the non- 256 
existent. Now the non-existent is not taught; for 
if the non-existent is taught the non-existent will be 
true, since teaching is held to be of things true. And 
if it is true, it will also subsist; for they declare that 
“  a true thing is what subsists and is opposed to 
something.”  a But it is absurd to say that the non
existent subsists ; therefore the non-existent is not 
taught. Yet neither is the existent. For if the 257 
existent is taught, it is taught either in so far as it is 
existent or in so far as it is something else. But if it 
is to be taught in so far as it is existent, it will be one 
of the existing things, and therefore a thing incap
able of being taught; for teaching ought to proceed 
from certain acknowledged facts which require no 
teaching.6 Therefore the existent, in so far as it is 
existent, is not capable of being taught. Nor, in fact, 258 
in so far as it is something else. For the existent has 
not anything else which is non-existent attached to it, 
so that if the existent in so far as it is existent is 
not taught, neither will it be taught in so far as it is 
something else ; for whatsoever thing is attached to 
it is existent. And further, whether the existent 
thing which, they will say, is taught be apparent or 
non-evident, as it is subject to the absurdities we have 
stated, it will be incapable of being taught. But if 
neither the existent nor the non-existent is taught, 
there is nothing that is taught.
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ΚΘ'.—EI ΕΣΤΙΝ Ο ΔΙΔΑΣΚΩΝ ΚΑΙ Ο ΜΑΝΘΑΝΩΝ

259 Συμπεριτρεπεται μεν οΰν τούτω  δ τε διδάσκων 
και 6 μανθάνων, ούδεν δε ήττον και κατά Ιδίαν 
άποροϋνται. ήτοι γάρ 6 τεχνίτης τον τεχνίτην 
διδάσκει η ό άτεχνος τον άτεχνον η 6 άτεχνος τον 
τεχνίτην η δ τεχνίτης τον άτεχνον. δ μεν οΰν 
τεχνίτης τον τεχνίτην ού διδάσκει· ούθετερος γάρ 
αυτών, καθό εστι τεχνίτης, δεΐται μαθήσεως. άλλ* 
ούδε ό άτεχνος τον άτεχνον, ώσπερ ούδε τυφλόν 
όδηγεΐν δΰναται τυφλός, ούδε άτεχνος τον τεχνί-

260 τη ν  γελοΐον γάρ. λείπεται λεγειν δτι ό τεχνίτης 
τον άτεχνον  ο και αυτό τω ν αδυνάτων εστίν. 
δλως γάρ ύποστήναι τεχνίτην αδύνατον είναι 
λεγεται, επει μήτε αύτοφυώς τις και άμα τώ  
γενεσθαι τεχνίτης υφιστάμενος βλέπεται μήτε εξ 
άτεχνου γίνεται τις τεχνίτης, ήτοι γάρ εν θεώρημα 
και μία κατάληφις δύναται ποιήσαι τον άτεχνον

261 τεχνίτην ή ούδαμώς. άλλ* εΐ μεν κατάληφις μία 
τον άτεχνον τεχνίτην απεργάζεται, πρώτον μεν 
ενεσται λεγειν δτι ούκ εστι σύστημα εκ κατα- 
λήφεων ή τέχνη · ό γάρ μηδέν δλως είδώς, εί εν 
θεώρημα διδαχθείη τέχνης, τεχνίτης αν ουτω  
λεγοιτο είναι, εΐτα και εάν λεγη τις ώς δ τινά 
θεωρήματα τέχνης άνειληφώς και προσδεδμενος 
ενός ετι και διά τοΰτο ών άτεχνος, αν το εν εκείνο 
προσλάβη, τεχνίτης εξ άτεχνου άποτελεΐται εκ

° For this saying cf. Matt. xv. 14 ; Hor. Epist. i. 17. 
b The argument here is that the non-expert cannot become 

an expert either (1) by a single lesson, §§ 261-262, or (2) by 
a course of lessons, which must follow each other singly, 
§ 263. “ Apprehension” here means the grasp of a truth 
or principle of the art or craft which is being imparted, the 
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C h apter  XXIX.— Do th e  T eacher and  th e  
L earner  exist ?

Now with the refutation o f this is involved that o f 259 
both the teacher and the learner ; though they are 
just as much open to doubt on their own account.
For either the expert artist teaches the expert, or 
the non-expert the non-expert, or the non-expert the 
expert, or the expert the non-expert. Now the expert 
does not teach the expert; for neither o f them, qua 
expert, needs teaching. Nor does the non-expert 
teach the non-expert, any more than the blind can 
lead the blind.® Nor the non-expert the expert, for 
it would be ridiculous. The only thing left is to say 260 
that the expert teaches the non-expert; and this, 
too, is a thing impossible. For it is declared to be 
wholly impossible that an expert artist should exist, 
since neither do we see anyone existing spontaneously 
and from birth as an expert, nor does anyone turn 
into an expert from being a non-expert. For either 
one lesson and one apprehension can make an expert 
of the non-expert or they cannot do so at all.6 
But if one apprehension makes the non-expert an 261 
expert, it will be open to us to declare, firstly, that 
art is not a system of apprehensionsc ; for the man 
who knows nothing at all would be termed an expert 
if only he were taught a single lesson of art. And, 
secondly, should anyone assert that, as soon as a man 
who has acquired some principles of art and still 
needs one more, and because of this is non-expert, 
acquires also that one principle, he at once becomes 
an expert instead of a non-expert by means of one

“ art” itself being defined as a 
of knowledge.

VOL. i

“ system ” of such pieces 
• Cf. § 251 supra.
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2 6 2  καταλήφεως μιας, άποκληρωτικόν λεξει. επί γάρ  
τώ ν  κατά, μέρος ούκ άν δυναιτο δεΐξα ί τινα  άτεχνον  
μεν ετι, τεχνίτην δε εσόμενον εάν εν τι θεώρημα  
προσλάβη * ού γάρ δήπου τη ν  εζαρίθμησιν τω ν  
θεω ρημάτω ν εκάστης τέχνη ς επ ίσταταί τ ις , ώ σ τε  
άπαριθμησάμενος τά  εγνω σμένα θεω ρήματα, πόσα  
λείπεται προς τον πλήρη τω ν  θεω ρημάτω ν τη ς  
τέχνης αριθμόν είπεΐν εχειν. ούκούν ενός θεω ρ ή -

263 μ ατος γνώ σις ού ποιεί τον άτεχνον τεχνίτην, εί 
8ε τοΰτό  εστιν αληθές, επει μη πάντα άθρόω ς τά  
θεωρήματα τω ν  τεχνώ ν αναλαμβάνει τ ις , άλλ' 
εϊπερ άρα, καθ' εν έκαστον, ΐνα τις και τούτο καθ' 
ύπόθεσιν δίδω, ο κατά εν θεώρημα τη ς τέχνης  
άναλαμβάνειν λεγόμενος ούκ άν τεχνίτης γενοιτο· 
ύπεμιμνήσκομεν γάρ ότι ού δυναται θεω ρήματος  
ενός γνώ σις τον άτεχνον ποιησαι τεχνίτην, ούδε 
ε ζ  άτεχνου τοίνυν γίνεται τις τεχνίτης, ώ σ τε  και 
διά ταΰτα  φαίνεται α νυπ όστατος είναι ό τεχνίτη ς, 
διά δε τούτο  και ο διδάσκων.

2 6 4  ΆΛΑ* ούδε ό μανθάνειν λεγόμενος, άτεχνος ώ ν, 
δυναται τά  τής τέχνης θεω ρήματα, ής εστιν ά τε χ 
νος, μανθάνειν τε  καί καταλαμβάνειν. ώ ς γάρ ό 
εκ γενετή ς ττηρός, εις όσον εστί πηρός, ούκ άν 
λάβοι χρω μ ά τω ν άντίληφιν, ούδε ό εκ γενετή ς  
κωφός ομοίω ς φωνής, ούτω ς ούδε ό άτεχνος κ α τα - 
λάβοι άν τά  τή ς τέχνης θεω ρήματα ής εστιν ά τε χ 
νος. καί γάρ άν ούτω ς ό αύτός είη τεχνίτης τε  
καί άτεχνος τώ ν  αύτώ ν, άτεχνος μεν επει ούτω ς  
υπόκειται, τεχνίτης δε επει κατάληφιν εχει τώ ν

8 Cf. § 79 supra.
4 These comparisons are ascribed to Anacharsis, the 
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apprehension, he will be making a random assertion.0 262 
For in the case of individual men we could not point 
to one who, being still a non-expert, will become an 
expert by acquiring one additional principle ; for no 
one, to be sure, has such a command of the numera
tion of the principles o f each art as to be able to say, 
by numbering off the known principles, how many 
are still needed to make up the full number of the 
principles o f the art. So then the learning of one 
principle does not make the non-expert an expert.
But if this is true, seeing that no one acquires all the 263 
principles of the arts at once, but each one singly, 
if at all—this point also being granted by way of 
assumption—the man who is said to acquire the prin
ciples of the art one by one will not be termed an 
expert; for we recall the conclusion that the learning 
of one principle cannot make an expert of the non
expert. No one, then, becomes an expert from 
being a non-expert. Hence, on these grounds too, 
the expert artist appears to be non-existent. And 
therefore the teacher also.

Neither can the so-called learner, if he is non- 261 
expert, learn and apprehend the principles of the art 
wherein he is non-expert. For just as the man who 
is blind from birth, in so far as he is blind, will not 
acquire perception of colours, nor, similarly, he who 
is deaf from birth, of sound,6 so too the non-expert 
will not apprehend the principles of the art wherein 
he is non-expert. For should he do so the same man 
would be both expert and non-expert in the same 
things—non-expert since he is such by hypothesis, 
and expert since he has apprehension of the prin-
Scythian sage of Solon’s time (circa 590 b.c.); cf. Adv. Log. 
i. 55.
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τής τέχνης θεωρημάτων, ώστε ουδέ ό τεχνίτης
265 τον άτεχνον διδάσκει, εΐ δε μήτε 6 τεχνίτης τον 

τεχνίτην διδάσκει μήτε 6 άτεχνος τον άτεχνον μήτε 
ό άτεχνος τον τεχνίτην μήτε ό τεχνίτης τον 
άτεχνον, παρά δε ταΰτα ονδε ν εστιν, ούτε 6 
διδάσκων εστιν ούτε 6 διδασκόμενος.

Λ'.—El ΕΣΤΙ ΤΙΣ ΜΑΟΙΙΣΕΩΣ ΤΡΟΠΟΣ

Μή οντος δε μήτε τον μανθάνοντος μήτε του 
διδάσκοντος και ό τρόπος τής διδασκαλίας παρ-

266 ελκει· ουδεν δε ήττον καί διά τούτων άπορεΐται. 
ό γάρ τρόπος τής διδασκαλίας ήτοι εναργεία 
γίνεται ή λόγω· ούτε δε εναργεία γίνεται ούτε 
λόγω, καθάπερ παραστήσομεν ονδε ο τρόπος άρα 
τής μαθήσεώς εστιν εύπορος.

Εναργεία μεν οΰν ον γίνεται διδασκαλία, επει 
των δεικνυμενων εστιν ή ενάργεια. το δε δεικνυ- 
μενον πασίν εστι φαινόμενον τδ δε φαινόμενον, ή 
φαίνεται, πασίν εστι ληπτόν· το δε κοινώς πάσι 
ληπτόν άδίδακτον ονκ άρα τι εναργεία διδακτόν 
εστιν.

267 Και μην ονδε λόγω διδάσκεται τι. οντος γάρ 
ήτοι σημαίνει τι ή ονδεν σημαίνει, αλλά μηδέν 
μεν σημαίνων ουδέ έσται τίνος διδασκαλικός. εί 
δε σημαίνει τι, ήτοι φύσει σημαίνει τι ή θεσει. 
και φύσει μεν ον σημαίνει διά το μή πάντας πάν
των ακούοντας συνιεναι, οΐον "Ελληνας βαρβάρων
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ciples o f the art. Hence, neither does the expert 
teach the non-expert. But if neither the expert 265 
teaches the expert, nor the non-expert the non
expert, nor the non-expert the expert, nor the expert 
the non-expert, and these are all the alternatives 
possible, then neither the teacher exists nor the 
taught.

C h a pter  XXX.— D oes th ere  exist  a n y  M ethod 
of L earning  ?

And if neither the learner nor the teacher exists, 
the method of teaching also is abolished. And it is no 268 
less disputed on the following grounds. The method 
of teaching comes to exist either by ocular evidence 
or by speech a ; but it does not come to exist either 
by ocular evidence or by speech, as we shall show; 
therefore the method of learning also is not easy to 
discover.

Now teaching does not come by ocular evidence, 
since ocular evidence consists in things exhibited.
But what is exhibited is apparent to a ll; and the 
apparent, qua apparent, is perceptible by a ll; and 
what is perceptible by all in common is incapable of 
being taught; therefore nothing is capable of being 
taught by ocular evidence.

Nor, in fact, is anything taught by speech. For 267 
speech either signifies something or signifies nothing. 
But if it signifies nothing, neither will it be capable 
of teaching anything. And if it signifies some
thing, it does so either by nature or by conven
tion. But it is not significant by nature6 because 
all men do not understand all when they hear 
them, as is the case with Greeks hearing barbarians
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268 καί βαρβάρους *Ελλήνων. θέσει δέ εΐ σημαίνει, 
δήλον ώς οι μέν προκατειληφότες καθ' ών αί λέξεις 
είσί τεταγμέναι άντιλήφονται τούτων, ούκ εξ αυ
τών διδασκόμενοι άπερ ήγνόουν, άλλα άναμιμνη- 
σκόμενοι και άνανεούμενοι ταΰτα άττερ ήδεσαν, οΐ 
δε χρήζοντες της των αγνοούμενων μαθήσεως, 
καί μη είδότες καθ' ών είσϊν αί λέξεις τεταγ-

269 μέναι, ονδενός άντίληφιν έξουσιν. διόττερ ουδέ 6 
τρόττος της μαθήσεως ύποστήναι δνναιτο άν. καί 
γάρ 6 διδάσκων κατάληφιν τω ν θεωρημάτων της 
διδασκομένης τέχνης εμποιεΐν οφείλει τω  μαν- 
θάνοντι, ΐνα ούτως εκείνος το  σύστημα τούτων  
καταλαβών τεχνίτης γένηται. ούδέν δέ έστι κατά- 
ληφις, ώς εν τοΐς έμπροσθεν ύπεμνήσαμεν· ούκοΰν 
ουδέ ο τρόπος της διδασκαλίας ύφεστάναι δύναται. 
εΐ δε μήτε το διδασκόμενου εστι μήτε 6 διδάσκων 
καί 6 μανθάνων μήτε 6 τρόπος τής μαθήσεως, 
ούτε μάθησις εστιν ούτε διδασκαλία. _

270 Ύαΰτα μέν ούν κοινότερου έπικεχείρηται περί 
μαθήσεως καί διδασκαλίας· ένεστι δέ άπορεΐν οϋτω  
καί επί τής λεγομένης περί τον βίον είναι τέχνης, 
οΐον γοΰν τδ μέν διδασκόμενου πράγμα, τουτέστι 
την φρόνησιν, ανυπόστατου έδείξαμεν εν τοΐς έμ
προσθεν' ανυπόστατος δέ εστι καί 6 διδάσκων καί 
ό μανθάνων. ήτοι γάρ ό φρόνιμος τον φρόνιμον 
διδάξει την περί τον βίον τέχνην ή ό άφρων τον  
άφρονα ή ό άφρων τον φρόνιμον ή ό φρόνιμος τον  
άφρονα' ούδείς δέ τούτων ούδένα διδάσκει' ούκ 
άρα διδάσκεται ή περί τον βίον είναι λεγομένη

271 τέχνη, καί περί μέν τω ν άλλων ίσως περιττόν 
καί λέγεIV εί δέ ό φρόνιμος τον άφρονα διδάσκει
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talk or barbarians hearing Greeks. And if it 268 
is significant by convention, evidently those who 
have grasped beforehand the objects to which the 
several words are assigned will perceive those objects, 
not through being taught by the words things of 
which they were ignorant, but by recollecting and 
recovering things which they knew ; whereas those 
who require to learn what they do not know, and 
who are ignorant of the objects to which the words 
are assigned, will have no perception o f anything. 
Consequently, the method of learning also will be 269 
incapable oi subsisting. For, in fact, the teacher 
ought to impart to the learner an apprehension of 
the principles o f the art he is teaching, so that the 
latter by apprehending them as a system may thus 
become an expert artist. But, as we have shown 
above,® apprehension is nothing ; therefore also the 
method of teaching cannot subsist. But if neither 
the matter taught exists, nor the teacher and the 
learner, nor the method of learning, then neither 
learning exists nor teaching.

Such, then, are the objections put forward regard- 270 
ing learning and teaching in general. And the same 
difficulties may also be alleged in the case of the 
so-called art of living. Thus, for instance, we have 
shown above 6 that the matter taught, namely pru
dence, is non-existent; and both the teacher and the 
learner are non-existent. For either the prudent 
man will teach the prudent the art of living, or the 
imprudent the imprudent, or the imprudent the 
prudent, or the prudent the imprudent; but none 
of these teaches any other ; therefore the so-called 
art o f living is not taught. Probably it is superfluous 271 
even to refer to the other cases ; but if the prudent
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τη ν φρόνησιν, ή Be φρόνησις επιστήμη εστίν α γ α 
θώ ν καϊ κακών και ούθετέρω ν, 6 άφρων μη εχω ν  
την φρόνησιν άγνοιαν εχει τών αγαθώ ν και κακών  
και ούθετέρω ν, άγνοιαν Be τούτω ν εχω ν π ά ντω ς  
ΒιΒάσκοντος αυτόν τοΰ  φρονίμου τα  αγαθά  καί 
κακά καί ούθέτερα άκούσεται μόνον των λ εγο 
μένω ν, ού γνώ σετα ι Be τα ΰ τα . el γάρ άντιλαμ- 
βάνοιτο α υτώ ν έν αφροσύνη κ α θεστώ ς, έσται καί 
ή αφροσύνη τώ ν  re αγαθώ ν καί κακών καί ού θ -

272 ετέρω ν θεω ρητική, ούχί Be ye τούτω ν κατά αυτούς  
η αφροσύνη θεωρητική καθέστηκεν, έπεί <5 άφρων 
έσται φρόνιμος. 6 άρα άφρων ούκ αντιλαμβά
νεται τώ ν  υπό του φρονίμου λεγομένω ν η π ρ α ττο -  
μένων κατά τον  τη ς  φ ρονήσεως1 λόγον, μη ά ντι- 
λαμβανόμενος Βέ ούκ αν ΒιΒάσκοιτο υπ ' αυτού, 
άλλως τε  καί έπεί μ ή τε εναργεία μ ήτε διά λόγου  
Βύναται ΒιΒάσκεσθαι, καθά προειρηκαμεν. πλην 
άλλ’ εΐ μ ή τε  διά μ αθή σεω ς καί διδασκαλία? ε γ -  
γίνεταί τινι ή περί τον βίον λεγομένη τέχνη μ ή τε  
φύσει, άνεύρετός έστιν ή παρά τοΐς φιλοσόφοις 
θρυλουμένη τέχνη  περί τον βίον.

273 Εί μέντοι καί Βοίη τις  εκ πολλοΰ τοΰ  περιόντος 
έγγίνεσθαί τινι την όνειροπολουμένην τέχνην περί 
τον βίον, βλαβερά καί ταραχής αιτία φανήσεται 
μάλλον τοΐς έχουσιν αυτήν ή ωφέλιμος.

ΛΑ'.—ΕΙ ΩΦΕΛΕΙ Η ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ ΒΙΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΗ ΤΟΝ 
ΕΧΟΝΤΑ ΑΤΤΗΝ

Α ύ τίκ α  γοΰν, ΐνα παραΒείγματος ένεκεν ολίγα  
από πολλών εΐπωμεν, ώφελεΐν αν Βοκοίη τον σοφόν

1 τής φρονήσεων Mutsch.: τής μαθήσεως Bekk.s τήσσεως 
MSS.: τής ξψ-ήσεως Τ.
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man teaches prudence to the imprudent, and pru
dence is “  knowledgea o f things good and evil and 
neither,”  the imprudent man, as he does not possess 
prudence, possesses ignorance of the things that are 
good and evil and neither ; and since he possesses 
nothing but ignorance thereof, when the prudent 
man teaches him what things are good and evil and 
neither, he will merely hear what is said and will not 
get to know the things. For if he should grasp them 
while in a state o f imprudence, then imprudence too 
will be capable of perceiving what things are good 
and evil and neither. But, according to them, im- 272 
prudence is certainly not capable of perceiving these 
things, since, if it were, the imprudent man will be 
prudent. Therefore, according to the definition of 
prudence, the imprudent man does not grasp what 
is said or done by the prudent. And, as he fails to 
grasp, he will not be taught by him, especially since, 
as we have said above, he cannot be taught either 
by ocular evidence or by means of speech. But, in 
fine, if the so-called art of living is not imparted to 
anyone either by means of learning and teaching or 
by nature, then the art o f living, so harped on by 
the philosophers, is indiscoverable.

Yet even were one to grant, as an act o f bounty, 273 
that this visionary art of living is imparted to some
one, it will show itself to be hurtful to its possessors, 
and a cause of perturbation, rather than beneficial.

C h apter  XXXI.— D oes th e  A r t  of L iving
BENEFIT ITS POSSESSOR?

Thus, for instance—to take a few arguments out 
of many by way of example—the art o f living might 

• Cf. § 168.
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ή περί τον βίον τέχνη εγκράτειαν αύτώ παρεχό
μενη εν ταΐς προς το καλόν όρμαΐς και εν ταΐς

274 από του κακού άφορμαΐς. ό ονν λεγόμενος κατ 
αυτούς εγκρατής σοφός ήτοι κατά τοΰτο λέγεται 
εγκρατής καθόσον εν ούδεμια γίνεται ορμή τη 
προς τό κακόν καί αφορμή τη από τοΰ άγαθοΰ, 
η καθόσον είχε μεν φαύλας όρμάς καί άφορμάς,

275 περιεκράτει δε αυτών τω  λόγω, άλλα κατά μεν 
τό μη γίνεσθαι εν φαύλαις κρίσεσιν ούκ άν είη 
εγκρατής' ού γάρ κρατήσει οδ ούκ έχει, καί ώς 
ούκ άν εΐποι τις τον εύνοϋχον εγκρατή προς αφρο
δίσια καί τον κακοστομαχοΰντα προς εδεσμάτων 
άπόλαυσιν (ούδ ’ δλω? γάρ επιζήτησις αύτοις γίνε
ται των τοιούτων, ΐνα καί εγκρατώς κατεζαναστώσι 
της επιζητήσεως) τω  αύτώ τρόπω ούδέ τον σοφόν 
εγκρατή ρητέον διά τό μη φύεσθαι εν αύτώ πάθος

276 οδ έσται εγκρατής, εΐ δε κατά τούτο άζιώσουσιν 
αύτόν ύπάρχειν εγκρατή καθόσον γίνεται μεν εν 
φαύλαις κρίσεσιν περιγίνεται δε αύτών τω  λόγω, 
πρώτον μεν δώσουσιν ότι ούδεν ώφέλησεν αύτόν ή 
φρόνησις, ακμήν εν ταραχαΐς όντα καί βοήθειας 
δεόμενον, εΐτα καί κακοδαιμονέστερος τών φαύλων 
λεγομένων εύρίσκεται. εί μεν γάρ όρμα επί τι, 
πάντως ταράσσεται, εί δέ περικρατεΐ τω  λόγω, 
συνέχει εν εαυτώ τό κακόν, καί διά τοΰτο μάλλον 
ταράσσεται τοΰ φαύλου εκείνου μηκέτι τοΰτο * *

• For the Stoic definition o f this virtue of. Adv. Phyt. i. 153. 
It denotes “  self-mastery ”  by which the rational self (or 
“  Logos ” ) overcomes the irrational appetites and passions.

* Uf. § 177 for tiie Stoic use of “  inclination ”  and “  aver
sion ”  as ethical terms. The Stoic ideal being complete
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be thought to benefit the wise man by furnishing 
him with temperance α in his impulses towards good 
and repulsions from evil. He, then, who is termed by 274 
them a temperate sage is called temperate either in 
virtue of his never feeling the impulse towards good 
or repulsion from evil,6 or in virtue of his possessing 
slight impulses in either direction and overcoming 
them by reason. But in respect of his freedom from 275 
bad resolutions he will not be self-controlled ; for he 
will not control what he does not possess. And just 
as one would not call a eunuch temperate in sex- 
indulgence, or a man with a poor stomach temperate 
in respect o f the pleasures o f the table (for they feel 
no attraction at all towards such things, so that they 
might rise superior to the attraction through temper
ance),—in the same way we ought not to term the 
sage temperate, because he possesses no natural 
feeling over which he may exercise control. And 276 
if they shall claim that he is temperate in virtue 
of his forming bad resolutions but overcoming them 
by reason, then, firstly, they will be admitting that 
prudence was of no benefit to him just when he was 
in a state of perturbation and needed assistance, and, 
secondly, he is found to be even more unfortunate 
than those they term bad.® For if he feels an impulse 
towards anything, he is certainly perturbed; while 
if he overcomes it by reason, he retains the evil, 
and because o f this he is more perturbed than the 
bad man who no longer experiences this feeling;

absence of passion and emotion (“ apathy” ), the less 
“ temperance”  a man exercised the better he was. “ The 
Sage, being a purely rational self, needs no “  self-mastery.”
Of. Introd. p. xxviii.

• The “ not-wise ”  o f the Stoics, of. S 251.
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277 πάσχοντος' εί μεν γαρ όρμα, ταράσσεται, ει δε 
τυγχάνει τών επιθυμιών, παύεται της ταραχής.

Ου τοίνυν εγκρατής γίνεται δσον επι τη φρο
νήσει 6 σοφός· η εΐπερ γίνεται, πάντων ανθρώπων 
εστι κακοδαιμονεστατος, ώστε ούκ ώφελειαν άλλα 
ταραχήν αύτω μεγίστην ή περί τον βίον παρεσχε 
τέχνη. δτι δε 6 νομίζων εχειν την περί τον βίον 
τέχνην και δι* * αυτής επεγνωκεναι τίνα τε εστιν 
αγαθά ώς προς την φύσιν και τίνα φαΰλα, ταράσ
σεται σφοδρά και των αγαθών αύτω παρόντων 
και τω ν κακών, εν τοΐς έμπροσθεν ύπεμνήσαμεν.

278 λεκτεον ούν ότι εί μήτε ή τώ ν αγαθών τε και 
κακών καί αδιαφορών ύπόστασις όμολογειται, ή 
τε περί τον βίον τέχνη τάχα μεν καί ανυπόστατος 
εστιν, ει δε και ύφεστάναι δρθείη καθ' ύπόθεσιν, 
ούδεμίαν ώφελειαν τοΐς εχουσιν αυτήν παρεχει, 
τουναντίον δε ταραχάς αύτοις εμποιεί μεγίστας, 
μάτην ώφρυώσθαι δοκοΐεν αν οι δογματικοί καν τώ  
λεγομενω ήθικώ μερει της καλούμενης φιλοσοφίας.

279 Τοσαΰτα και περί του ηθικού τόπου συμμετρως 
ώς εν ύποτυπώσει διεζελθόντες, ενταύθα περι- 
γράφομεν και τό τρίτον σύνταγμα και το παν τών 
Π υρρωνείων υποτυπώσεων σπούδασμα, εκείνο επει- 
πόντες.

ΑΒ'.—ΑΤΑ ΤΙ Ο ΣΚΕΠΤΙΚΟΣ ΕΝΙΟΤΕ ΑΜΤΔΡΟΤΣ 
ΤΑΙΣ ΠΙΘΑΝΟΤΗΣΙΝ ΕΡΩΤΑΝ ΕΠΙΤΗΔΕΤΕΙ ΛΟΓΟΤΣ

280 *0 σκεπτικός διά το φιλάνθρωπος είναι την τών  
δογματικών οΐησίν τε  και προπέτειαν κατά δύναμιν 
ίάσθαι λόγω βούλεται, καθάπερ οΰν οί τών σω -

β Cf. §§ 236 f. supra, i. 27.
* Cf. i. 20, 177 ; ii. 256, 258.
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for the latter, though he is perturbed if he is feeling 277 
an impulse, yet ceases from his perturbation if he 
gains his desires.

So, then, the sage does not become temperate in 
virtue of his prudence ; or if he does become so, he 
is o f all men the most miserable, so that the art of 
living has brought him no benefit but the uttermost 
perturbation. And we have shown above e that the 
man who believes that he possesses the art of living, 
and that by means of it he discerns what things are 
naturally good and what bad, is extremely perturbed 
both when good things are his and when evil things.
We must, then, declare that, if there is no agree- 278 
ment as to the existence of things good and bad and 
indifferent, and the art o f living is possibly non
existent, or—if its existence is provisionally admitted 
—brings no benefit to its possessors but, on the 
contrary, causes them extreme perturbations, then 
the Dogmatists would seem to be vainly puffed up in 
respect of the so-called Ethical division o f what they 
term “ philosophy.”

Having now treated of the subject o f Ethics also 279 
at sufficient length for an account in outline, we con
clude at this point our third book, and with it the 
complete treatise on “  Pyrrhonean Outlines,”  adding 
only this final section :

Chapter X X X II.— W hy the Sceptic sometimes
PURPOSELY PROPOUNDS ARGUMENTS WHICH ARE
lackino in Power of Persuasion

The Sceptic, being a lover of his kind, desires to 280 
cure by speech, as best he can, the self-conceit 
and rashness6 of the Dogmatists. So, just as the
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ματικών παθών Ιατροί διάφορα κατά μέγεθος 
εχουσι βοηθήματα, και τοΐς μεν σφοδρώς πεπονθόσι 
τα  σφοδρά τούτων προσάγουσι τοΐς δε κούφως τά  
κουφότερα, καί 6 σκεπτικός ούτως διαφόρους 

281 έρωτα [και] κατά ίσχύν λόγους, καί τοΐς μεν εμ- 
βριθεσι καί εύτόνως άνασκευάζειν δυναμένοις τό  
της οίήσεως των δογματικών πάθος επί τών 
σφοδρά τη προπετείμ κεκακωμένων χρήται, τοΐς 
δε κουφοτέροις επί τών επιπόλαιον καί εύιατον 
εχόντων τό τής οίήσεως πάθος καί υπό κουφότερων 
πιθανοτήτων άνασκευάζεσθαι δυναμενων. διόπερ 
ότε μεν εμβριθείς ταΐς πιθανότησιν ότέ δε καί 
αμαυρότερους φαινομένους ούκ όκνεΐ λόγους συν- 
έρωταν ό από τής σκεφεως όρμώμενος, επίτηδες, 
ώς άρκοΰντας αύτφ πολλάκις προς τό άνύειν τό  
προκείμενον.
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physicians who cure bodily ailments have remedies 
which differ in strength, and apply the severe ones 
to those whose ailments are severe and the milder to 
those mildly affected,—so too the Sceptic propounds 
arguments which differ in strength, and employs those 281 
which are weighty and capable by their stringency of 
disposing o f the Dogmatists’ ailment, self-conceit, in 
cases where the mischief is due to a severe attack of 
rashness, while he employs the milder arguments in 
the case of those whose ailment of conceit is super
ficial and easy to cure, and whom it is possible to 
restore to health by milder methods of persuasion. 
Hence the adherent of Sceptic principles does not 
scruple to propound at one time arguments that are 
weighty in their persuasiveness, and at another time 
such as appear less impressive,—and he does so on 
purpose, as the latter are frequently sufficient to 
enable him to effect his object.

518

(178)


