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(1) One Stoic said that in his opinion it was not by chance but by divine
providence that Chrysippus came after Arcesilaus u:a. before Carneades,
the former of whom initiated the violence and offence against com~
mon sense, while the latter was the most productive of the ?“.umnn.:nm.
(2) For by coming between them, Chrysippus with his rejoinders to
Arcesilaus also fenced in the cleverness of Carneades; he left sense-
perception many reinforcements, for it to stand mmnmm. as it were, and
entirely removed the confusion regarding preconceptions and concep-

tions by articulating each one 1nd assigning it to its appropriate place.
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(1) Arcesilas Zenoni ut putatur obtrectans nihil

novi reperienti sed emendanti
supcriores inmutatione verborum, dum huijus definitiones labefactarc volt,
conatus est clarissimis rebus tencbras obducere. (2) cuius primo non admodum

probata ratio (quamquam floruit cum acumine ingeni tum admirabili quodam

lepore dicendi), proxime a Lacyde solo retenta est, post autem confecta 1
Carneade.

Hmvmu_nnn the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) Arcesilaus, so it is n:ocmr.m_l
criticized Zeno for discovering nothing new but merely correcting his
predecessors by zltering words;

C in wanting to undermine Zeno's
definitions he tried to draw a veil of darkness over matters of the utmost

clarity, (2) His philosophy was not much accepted at first, although he
excelled both in sharpness of intellect and a certain ac¢mirable charm of

discourse. Lacydes alone was the next to keep it going, but subsequently
it was perfected by Carneades.
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audicbant, quoad poterant, defendcbant sententiam suam,

opinions. When they had done so, he argued against them, But his
listeners, so far as they could, would defend their own opinion.

is [s. Carncades] cum legatus ab Athenicnsibus Romam nrissus cssct,
disputavit de iustitia copiose audiente Galba ct Catane Censorio maximis tunc
oratoribus. sed idem disputationem suam postridie contraria disputationc
subvertit et iustitiam quam pridic laudaverit sustulit, non quidem philosophi
gravitate, cuius firma et stabilis debet esse sententia, sed quasi oratorio exercitii
genere in utramque partem disscrendi . . . Carneades autem ut Aristotelem
refelleret ac Platonem iustitiac patronos, prima illa disputatione collegic ca
omnia quae pro justitia diccbantur, ut posset illam, sicut fecit, cvertere
- . - on quia vituperandam esse iustitiam senticbat, sed ut illos defonsores cius
- -
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When rn..mﬁun:npunm_ was sent by Athens as an ambassador to Romc, he
discoursed at length on justice in the hearing of Galba and Cato the
Censor, the foremost orators of the time. On the next day he overturned
his own discourse with a discourse on the opposite side, and Em.EnZon_
justice, which he had praised on the previous day, not with the
seriousness of a philosopher, whose opinion should be m:.:.»:m stable,
but in the manner of a rhetorical exercise in which argument is given pro
and contra . . . With the object of refuting Aristotle and Plato, supporters
of justice, Carneades in his first discourse assembled zll the arguments in
favour of justice in order that he might overturn them, as he did.. . . not

because he thought justice ought to be disparaged, but to show that its
Aafrndare had na cartain ar firm arenmente abanr gr,
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(1) quacsivit de Zenone fortasse quid futurum esset si nec percipere quicquam
posset sapicns nec opinari sapientis csset. (2} ille credo nihil opinaturum,
quoniam esset quod percipi posset, (3) quid crgo id esset? visum credo. (4)
quale igitur visum? tum illum it definisse: ex co quod cssee sicut essor
inpressum et signatum et effictum, () post requisicum ctiamne si cius mod;
285¢t visum verum quale vel falsum. (6) hic Zenonem vidisse acute nullum esse
visunt quod percipi posset, si id tale esset ab co qued est cuivs modi ab o quod
hom est possct esse. (7) recte consensit Arcesilas ad definitionem zdditurn,

neque enim falsum percipi POsse neque verun si essee tale quale vel talsum; (8)
incubuit autem in eas disputationes ut doceret nullum tale esse visum a vero ut

non ciusdem modi ctiam a falso possit essc. (9) hacc est una contentio quac
adhuc permanserit,
L 2]

[Speaker: Cicero on behaif of the New Academy] (1) We may take him
[Arcesilaus] to have asked Zeno what would happen if the wise man
could not cognize anything and it was the mark of the wise man r:ot to
opine, (2) Zeno, I imagine, replied that the wise man would not opine
since there was something cognitive. (3) What then was this? Zeno, 1
suppose, said: an impression. (4) What kind of impression? Zeno then
defined it as an impression stamped and reproduced from something
which is, exactly as it is, 58) Arcesilaus next asked whether this was still
valid if a true impression was Just like a false one, ?ﬂ\wn this point Zeno
wassharp enough to sée that if an impression from'what is were such that
an impression from what is not could be Just like i, there was no
cognitive impression, ¢ Arcesilaus agreed that it was right to add this to
the definition, since neither a false impression nor a true one wouid be
cognitive ifthe latter were just such as evena false one could be. (8) But he

applied all his force to this pointof theargument, in ordez to show that no
impression arising from something true is such that an impression arising

_ from something false could not also be just like it, 8 This is the one
, controversial issue which hasJasted up to the present, [continued at 69H)
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(6) Arcesilaus contradicted these statements of
the Stoics by proving that cognition is no criterion in between scientific

knowledge and opinion. {7) For what they call cognition and assent to a
. cognitive impression occurs in either a wise or an inferior man. But ifit
{ occurs in a wise man, it is scientific knowledge; and if in zn inferior man,

, it is opinion; and there is no further variation except a purely verbal one.
N\QA«?E if cognition is assent belonging to a cognitive impression, it is
- non-existent: first, because assent occurs not in relation to an impression
- butin relation to language (for assents belong to propositions). Secondly,
because no true impression is found to be of a kind such  that it could not
turn out false, as is attested:by many different considerations. Butif
the cognitive impression does not exist, cognition will not océur either,
for it was assent to a cognitive impression. And if cognition does not
exist, everything will be incognitive. And if everything is incognitive, it
will follow, according to the Stoics too, that the wise man suspends
judgement. We may consider it in this way: given that everything is
incognitive, bwing to the non-existence of the Stoic criterion, if the wise
man should assent, the wise man will opine. For given that nothing is
cognitive, if he assents to anything, he will assent to the incognitive, and
assent to the incognitive is opinion. So if the wise man is one of those who
assent, the wise man will be one of those who opine. But the wise man is
certainly not one of those who opine (for they [the Stoics] claim this to be
a mark of folly and a cause of wrongdoing). Therefore the wise man is
, not one of those whc assent. And if this is so, he will have to withhold
assent about everything. But to withhold assent is no different f 'om
suspending judgement. Therefore the wise man will suspend judgement

about cvervthing,
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itaque Arccsilas negabat esse quicquam quod sciri possct, ne flud quidem

ipsum quod Socrates sibi rcliquissct, ut
censebat in occulto, neque esse quic
quibus dc causis nihil oportere ne

nihil scirc se sciret; sic omnia latere
quam quod cerni aut intcllegi possct. (4)

que profiteri neque affirmarc qucniquam
ncque assensi i i o
q onc approbare, cohibereque semper ct ab omni lapsu continere

temeritatem, quac tum essct insignis cum aut falsa aue incognita res
u.—%_”o_up«n:.:,. neque hoc quicquam essc turpius quam cognitioni et vmwnnvu
tiont asscasionem approbationemgque praccurrere. (s) huic rationi quod crat
conscntancum facicbat, ut contra ommium scntcntias disscrens de sia
_u_n.«omann deducerct, ut cum in cadem re paria contrariis in partibus momenta
Fationum invenirentur, facilius ab utraguc partc assensio sustineretur

L ] . So Arcesilaus was in the
practice of denying that anything could be known, not even the one

.@.E.mm Socrates. had left for himself — the knowledge that Tic Kiew
nothing: such was the cxtent of the obscurity in which everythin

H_.m_._nnm. on his assessment, and there was nothing which could wm
n__umng.nn_ ot ::mnnmnoom.vﬁ For these reasons, he said, no onc should
mamtain or assert anything or give it the acceptance of assent, but he
should always curb his rashness and restrain it from every slip; mcn.: woud
be extraordinary rashness to accept something either false or incognitive
and nothing was more dishonourable than for assent and acceptance 8.
run ahead of cognition and grasp. sl He used to act consisten tly with this
philosophy, and by arguing against everyone's opinions he drew most
people away from their own, so that when 1 reasons of equal weight were

lmo.czm on_opposite sides Iﬂ%ﬂﬁpﬁgnnﬂ. the easicr course was to
withhold assent from either side
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clause ‘ol such a kind as could not arise from what is not’, For impressio
arise from what is not as well as from what is. (2) The fact that they are
found to be equally self-evident and striking is an indication of their
indiscernibility, and an indication of their being equally self-cvident and
striking is the fact that the consequential actions are linked to [both kind:
of impression]. fust as in waking states a thirsty man gets pleasure from
drinking and someone who flees from a wild beast or any other terror
shouts and screams, so too in drcams people satisfy their thirst and think
they are drinking from a spring, and it is just the same with the fear of
those who have nighumares . . . Just as in normal states too we believe and
assent to very clear appearances, behaving towards Dion, for instance, as
Dion and towards Theon as Theon, so too in madness some people have
the similar experience, When Heracles was deranged, he got an
mpression from bis own children as though they were those ol
Eurystheus, and he attached the consequential action to this impression,
which was to kill his ecnemy’s children, as he did. (3) If then impressions
are cognitive in 5o far as they induce us to assent and to attach to them the
consequential action, since false impressions are plainly of this kind too,
we must say that incognitive ones are indiscernible from the cognitive.. . .
(4) The Academics are no less effective in proving indiscernibility with
respect to stamp and impression, They confront the Stoics with
appearances. In the case of things which are similar in shape but different
objectively it is impossible to distinguish the cognitive impression fron
that which is faise and incognitive. E.g. if | give the Stoic first onc anc
then another of two exactly similar eggs to discriminate, will the wise
man, by focusing on them, be able to say infallibly that the one egg he i
being shown is this one rather than that one? The same argument applie:
in the case of twins. For the-virtuous man will, get a false impression

. ——— . - .
albeit one from what s and imprinted and stamped exactly in accordance
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(1) quin ctiam concedam illum ipsum sapicntem,
- dc quo omnis hic sermo est, cum ei res similes occurrant quas non _.:.Tnm_"
dinotatas, retenturam adscnsum nee umquam ulli viso adsensurum nisi quod
tale fucrit quale falsum essc non possit. (2) sed cead ceteras res r.»_unn .ﬂ_casn_»_:
artem qua vera a falsis possit distinguere, ot ad similitudines istas usus

adhibendus est: ut mater geminos internoscit consuctudine oculorum, sic tu
internosces si adsueveris.

I

[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) I will even no.nnnmm that the wise
man himself, who is the subject of this whole m_mncmﬂomf i.rn: he
experiences similar things which he cannot keep distinct, ,._S.= E:rer
his assent and will never assent to any impression unless it is of a r:.a
which a false one could not be. {2) But just as he has a specific expertise
which enables him to distinguish the true from the false in other matters,
so he has to apply practice to those similarities you adduce. Just as a
mother can distinguish between her twins by the habit of her eyes, so you
will do if you practise,

(1) sed Antipatro hoc idem postulanti, cum diccret ¢i qui adfirmarct nihil posse
percipi [consentancum ¢ssc] unum tamen illud dicere pereipi posse consenta-
neum esse, ut alia non possent, Carncades acutius resistebat; nam tantum
abesse dicebat ut id conscntancum essct, ut maxime ctiam repugnarer. qui
enim negarct quicquam esse quod perciperctur, cum nihil excipere; ita 1ecesse
essc ne id ipsum quidem quod exceptum non essct conprendi ct percipi ullo
modo possc. . .

[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus] (1) When he [Antipater| cmmm to say
that it was consistent for somcone who asscrted that nothing was
cognitive to say that this one thing, none the _nwm..éuu. nom.z.:?.n. viz. that
cverything else was not, Carncades was sharper in his rejoinder: he used
to say that so far from being consistent, it was actually ﬁ.rm greatest of
inconsistencies. For someone who said nothing was cognitive made no
exception; necessarily, then, not even this statement, which had not been
excepted, could e m_.nmv.nm. mnn_ nnwm._._mnna. in any way
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[Speaker: Plutarch on behalf of the New Academy] (1) Nor was
suspension of judgement about everything disturbed by those who toiled
away and wrote lengthy arguments against it. But having finally
confronted it from the Stoa with ‘inactivity’ like a Gorgon, they faded
away, since for all their twisting and turning, impulsz refused to become
assent, and did not accept sensation as tipping the balance, but was seen to
lead to action on its own initiative without nceding assent
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(1) But since after this it was necessary to investigate th
too, which is not of a nature to be explained withou

e conduct of life
t a critericn, on

which happiness too, i.e. theend of life, has its trust dependent, Arcesilaus
says that one who suspends judgement about everything will regulate
choice and avoidance and actions in general by ‘the reasonable’; and that
by proceeding in accordance with this critcrion he will act rightly; (2) for
happiness is acquired through prudence, and prudence resides in right
actions, and right action is whatever, once it has been done, has a
rcasonable justification; (3) therefore one who attends to the reasonable
will act rightly and be happy.

——
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(1) On the subject of the criterion, Carneades marshalled argumenss not

only against the Stoics but also against all previous philosophers. (2) His
first argument, aimed against all of them Jointly, is one on the basis of

which he establishes that there is not, in an u
criterion of truth — not reason, not scnsation,
other existing thing. For all of these alike deceive us.

nqualified sense, any
not impression, not any
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(r) neque nostrac disputationes quicquam aliud agunt nisi ut in utramque
partem dicendo ct audiendo cliciant ot tamquam cxprimant aliquid quod aut
verum sit aut ad id quam proxime accedat, (2) nec inter nos ct cos qui sc scire
arbitrantur quicquam interest nisi quod illi non dubitant quin ca vera sint quac
defendunt, nos probabilia multa habemus, quac scqui facile, adfirmare vix
possumus. hoc autem liberiores ot solutiores sumus, quod integra nobis cst

iudicandi potestas nec ut omnia quac pracscripta a quibusdam ct quasi
imperata sint defendamus necessitate ulla cogimur,

[Speaker: Cicero on behalf of the New Academy] {1) Our arguments
have no other objective than, by speaking pro and contra, to draw out
.and fashion something which is either true or comes as close to truth as

possible. (2) Nor is there any difference between ourselves and those who
think that they know somcthing cxcept that they have no doubt that
their positions are true, whereas we hold many things to be_conyvincing
which we can easily follow but scarcely assert. In this respect, moreover,
wec are more free and unconstrained, because our powrer of judgement is
unimpaired, and we are not compelled by any necessity to endorse all the
rules and virtual commands of certain people.

(1) nec Vero satis constituere possum quod sit corum consilium aut quid velint.
interdum enim cum adhibemus ad cos orationcm cius maodi, “si ca quac

_ disputentur vera sint tum omnia fore incerta,” respondent: “quid ergo istud ad
nos? num nostra culpa cst? naturam accusa, quac in profundo veritatem, ut ait
Democritus, penitus abstruserit.” (2) alii autem clegantius, qui ctiam
qucruntur quod cos insimulemus omnia incerta dicere, quantumgue intersit
inter incertum ct id quod percipi non possit docerc conantur caque
distinguerc. (3) cum his igitur agamus qui hacc distinguat, illos qui omnia sic
incerta dicunt ut stellarum numerus par an impar sit quasi desperatos aliquos
rlinquamus. volunt enim . . . probabilc aliquid cssc ct quasi veri simile, caque
sc utt rogula ct in agenda vita ct in quacrendo ac disserendo.

[Speaker: the Antiochean Lucullus} (1} Nor in fact can 1 adequately

decide what their [the Academics’] policy is or their intentions. For

sometimes when we apply this kind of discourse to them, ‘If your

arguments are true, then everything will be non-evident’, they answer:

‘What, then, has that to do with us? It is not our fault, is it? Blame nature

for having utterly buried truth in an abyss, as Democritus says.’ {2) But
others give a more subtle response, and cven complamn at our accusing
them of saying that everything is non-evident; and they try to explain the
extent of the difference between what is non-evident and what is not
cognitive, and to distinguish between them. (3) Let us, therefore, deal
with those who mzke this distinction, abandoning as Lopeless the others
who say that everything is as non-evident as whether the number of the
stars is odd or even, For they want . . . there to be something convincing
or rescmbling the truth, and to use it as a yardstick botk: in the conduct of
life and in investigation and discussion.

‘y
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ctenim is quoque qui a vobis sapiens inducitur multa sequitur probabilia non
conprehensa neque percepta neque adsensa sed similia veri, quae nisi probet
ommnis vita tollatur. quid enim, conscendens navem sapicns num coaprehen-

- . 2 aui potest?
SUm animo _-“.——uﬂn “nnﬂ__.—n.. ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂ—gn:_: S¢ CX sententia -—h—e__mm—ﬂ:ﬂ_.::. qui vnun..-rﬁ.n
sed si iam ex hoc loco proficiscatur Putcolos stadia triginta probo navigio
bono gubernatore hac tranquillitate, probabile videatur sc illuc venturum esse

salvum.



i$. SE

M v

—

lée - 135

=LS 69D

ﬁ.& ._:um..d“ pév mmﬂ—ﬂn\-mmmﬂsc Tois dAots drdoaddors 6 Kapreddns els wiv
q.eca.nu.ampn_.. Tod ....anﬂdhaoc Seelipyeror dmarrodpevos 8¢ xal adrds T
KpLTTipLov mpds T Ty 705 Blov Siefaywyny xal mpos Tiv Tis eddaruovias
mepintnaw, duvdpe énavayrdlerar xai kab’ adrdv wepi Todrov Siardr-
.....ma.mm._.. ﬂon»n..:mm?Ec v 7€ mbonjy davraciav kal Ty mbaviy dpa kal
dmepiomactov xal m.m%&mmctm\edc. (2) 7ls 8¢ éorev %) ToUTwY Stadopd,
ovrTdpes _\\ﬂommpxﬂmot.»&. Toivuy pavracia Twos davracia éoriv, olov Tod
7€ q.mv of yiveras ko 7od év @ yiverar, kal {103 d’ of puév yiveras s rod
éxrds Umoxeyévou alolinrod, Tob dv § 8¢ yiverar xofdmep dvbpdimav.
HEQ&Q 0¢ oboa dio dv €xor axéuets, plav uév ds mpds 16 pavragriv,
devTépay 8¢ dis mpds TOv davracioduevov. xatd pév obv THv mwpds 76
¢avraoTiv oxéow 7 dAnfhis ylverar 7 Pevdijs, xal ddnbis pdv Srav
olpdwros §j 7@ davracrd, Pevdis 8¢ 6rav Siddavos, kard 5é TV Wpos TOV
Ame:qo.ﬁqﬁo.wtmcmc S.Amqﬁe 7 pév éor pawopdvy dinbis 1 8¢ ol dawonduy
.w».dmaw. av 1 pév dawoudvy dinbis Eudacts xadeirar mapd Tois
Axabnpatkois kel mbavérys xal mbary davraoia, 1) 8° od Paivopévy
aAntiys dméudaocis Te mpocayopederar kal dmedhis xal dnifavos dav-
tacia: offre ydp 16 adrdélfer dawdpuevor Yeuvdés olire 76 dAnlis pév, un
dawdpevor 8¢ Huiv meilew fuds mépuxer. (3) Tolbrwr 8¢ Tdv davregidy 1}
pév davepms Pevdiys kat pi) pawopévy dAnbns mopaypdipiuds éare kai od
KRpLTHpLOY, T.m-. re {__ ) dno vmdpyortos uév, Suuduvas 8¢ ro .”.qvw__ukoe._._ Kat 11 Kot
adrd 76 bmdpyev, dwola iy 1 drd "H)éxrpas npooneaviaa 76 'Opéary, plav riw 'Epuiuwy
avriy Sofd{ovrt kal xewpoydr “péles pi’ oboa rdw dpdw .m.b:..hse.:_ T.”_ 775 0
dawopévns aAnfobs 1 pév vis éariv duvdpd, ws 1) éni v mapa pcpdTyra
roii Dewpovpévov 1 mapa kavov Sdorypa 1 kal mapd doféveiar ris Sfecss
ouykexvpévas kol obx éxtimws Tt AapPavdvrwy, 1 8¢ Tis v alv 1o
daiveolar dAnlis ért kai oodpov Exovoa 76 daivealar abriy dAnli. dv
7dAw ) név duudpa ral Exdvros davracia obk dv iy kpiTipiov: TG vap
wiTe avTiy pajre T6 morijoar abTiy Tpavas évdelkvvobar ol méduxer Huds
aetflery 0U8’ els ovyxardleow émomdolor. 1} 8¢ dawopévy dAnlys xai
ikavads épdawopérny kpiripdv ot Tiis dAnbelas xord Tols wept Tov
Kapveadnv. (s) xpirijprov 8¢ olioa whdros elxev ixavdv, xai émrewopévy
atry GAAgy @AAns év elBer mbavwTépay Te kal mAnxrikwrépar toye
davraoiav. 6 8¢ mbavér ws mpos 76 wapdv Myerar Tpiyids, kal’ éva piv
Tpomov 70 aAnfés Te Ov xai pawdpevor dAnlés, xal’ frepov 3¢ 1o Pevdis
peév kaleardss purvipevor 8¢ dAnlés, kard 8¢ rpirov 76 dAnlés (Pmuvdue-
vov 6mep éorl) rowdv dudorépwr. dlev TO Kkpirpiov €oTar pév 7
dawopéry aAntis davracia, v xal mbaviy wpoayydpevor of dwd Tis
‘Axadnuias, épmintel 8¢ €06’ 67¢ kal peuvdils, dore dvdykny éxew kal T4
xowy moté Toi aAnbois kal evdois pavraoiy xpiobac. ob uévrow dia 7w
gmdviov TavTys wapépmTwaw, AMyw 8¢ Tis pipovuérys o ddndés,
drioryréov éori T ws {éml) 10 moAd dAnlevovon 7¢) yip s émt w6 oD
Tds Te Kpiges xal Tas mpdfeis kavovileabar ouuBéfnxer.

|

(1) These [see 70A] were the arguments which Carneades set out in full as
a strategy against the other philosophers, to prove the non-cxistence of
the criterion. But since he himself too has some criterion demanded of
him for the conduct of life and the attainment of happiness, he is virtually
compelled, as far as he himsclf is concerned, to adopt a position on this by
taking as his criterion both the ‘convincing’ impression and thc one
which is simultaneously convincing, undiverted and thoroughly ex-
plored. (2) What the difference is between these must be briefly
indicated. The impression is an impression of something, i.e., both of that
from which it arises and of that in which it ariscs: the former is, for
instance, the external object of sensation, and the latter, say, a man. Being
of this kind, it would have two dispositions, onc relative to the impressor,
the other relative to the person experiencing the impression. Now in
regard to its disposition relative to the impressor, it is either true or false —
true when it is in agrecement with the impressor, and falsc when it isnot in
agreement. But in regard to its disposition rclative to the person
experiencing the impression, one impression is apparently true and the
other not apparently true; of these, the apparently true is called
‘manifestation’ by the Academics, and *convincingness’ and ‘convincing
impression’, while the not apparently truc is called ‘non-manifestation’
and ‘unconvincing impression’. For neither what appears immediately
false, nor what is true but does not appear so to us, is of a natuce to
convince us. (3) Of thesc impressions, the one which is apparently false
and not apparently true is to be ruled out and is not the criterion. (4) Of
the apparently true impressions, one kind is dim, e.g. in the case of those
whose apprehension of something is confused and not distinct, owing to

the weakness of their vision; the other kind, along with appearing truc, is

additionally characterized by the intensity ofits uwwnwﬁ;m truc. O_.. these

again, the dim and fecble impression could not be a criterion,; for since it

does not clearly indicate cither itself or its cause, it is not of a nature to

convince us or to pull us to assent. But the impression which appears truc

and fully manifests itself is the criterion of truth according to Carneades

and his followers. (5) As the criterion, it hasa considerable .gnu&nru and
by admitting of degrees, it includes some impressions i.r_mr are more
convincing and striking in their form than others, Convincingness, for
our present purpose, has three scnses: first, what both is u:&. appears truc;
secondly, what is actually false but appcars true; and thirdly, .As..rmn
appears> true, <which is> common to them both. Henee Hrm criterion
will be the impression which appears truc — also called ‘convincing’ by
the Academics — but there are times when it actually turns out false, so
that it is necessary actually to use the impression which is common on
occasion to truth and falsehood. Yet the rare occurrence of this one, [
mean the impression which counterfeits the truth [i.e. the second], is not
a reason for distrusting the impression [i.c. the third] which tells the truth
for the most part. For both judgements and actions, as it turns out, are
regulated by what holds for the most part.
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ire fashion, because of the opposition of
carances. He says the same in his Against
- B Hence according to the Sceptics it is what
e criterion, as Aenesidemus also says... (3) Asend
the Sceptics 1141y, suspension of judgement, upon which freedom from
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The Sceptic, in fact,

. had the i 3
is said to fgy. befall same experience which

n the painter Apelles,® Once,

they say, when he was Painting a horse and wished
to represens; in the painting the horse’s foam, he was
80 unsuceessful that he gave up the attempt ang flung
at the picture the sponge on which he ysed to wipe
the paints off his brush, and the mark of the sponge
q..dm:.nnm the effect of a horse's foam. So, too, the :
Sceptics were in hopes of gaining quictude by means
of a decision regarding the disparity of the objects
of sense and of thought, and being unable to effect
ﬁ_:m they suspended Judgement ; and they found that
quietude, as if by chance, followed upon their sus-
bense, even as a shadow follows its substance.
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Pyrrhonist dis vurse is a kind of recollection of. appearances, or of ideas of
- e T
any kind, on ili¢ Basis of which they are all brought into confrontation
with each otlyy and, when compared, are found to present E:.nr
disparity and +unfusion. This is what Aenesidernus says in his Qutline

introduction 1o h.u.—.ﬂ&nq.:.h—z.
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/.?\V Since Theaetetus, when asked what knowledge is, replied *. . . and as it
appears to me at present...", Socrates [ Theaetetus 15 1] welcomes his lack
of hesitancy in saying what appears to him and what he believes
knowledge to be. For what he is saying is not the Pyrrhonian dictum,
namely that one would not determinately assert any doctrine but just
says that it appears to one. }g] For according to Pyrrho, what is the
criterion is neither reason, nor a true impression, nor a convincing
impression, nor a cognitive impression, nor anything else of the kind, but
what now appears to him. ¥g) Whether it is or is not such as it appears he
does not assert, because he thinks that the arguments for the opposing

views are of equal strength, and he makes the imprestions on a par with
each other, leaving no difference between them in respect of their being
true or false, convincing or unconvincing, sclf-evident or obscure, or
cognitive or incognitive, but holds that they are all alike. XIn doesnot
even assert as a doctrine the consequence — to live his life in accordance
with whatever impression befalls him at each time, rot on the grounds

that it is a true impression, but because it now appears to him.
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R .. (6) To give us a more accurate impression of
these oppositions, I shall add the modes through which suspension of
judgement is deduced. But I shall make no assertions about either their
number or their cogency: it is possible that they are both unsound and
more numerous than those which I shall be Listing. (7) Well, the familiar
tradition among the older Sceptics is of modes, ten in total, through
which suspension of judgement seems to be deduced. They also use the
terms ‘arguments’ and ‘outlines’ as equivalents to ‘modes’. They are as
follows. (8)() the mode depending on the disparity between animals;(z)
that depending on the difference between meny(3) that depending on the
different structures of the sense-organsi(g) that depending on situations;(5)
that depending on positions, distances and locations{6)that depending on
admixtures(7) that depending on the quantities and configurations of the
oEanﬁa that derived from nn_unm&n%@nr»a depending on regularity or
rarity of meeting; e that depending on ways of life, customs, laws,
legendary beliefs, and doctrinaire opinions. We adopt this order
arbitrarily. (g) There are three modes superordinate to these: that derived
from the judging subject, that derived from the object cf judgement, and
that derived from both. Modes 1—4 fall under that derived from the
judging subject, since the judging subject is either an animal ora man or a
sense, and in some situation. Modes 7 and 10 are referred to that derived
from the object of judgement. And modes 5, 6, 8, and g are referred to
that derived from both. (10) Then again, these three are referred to the
mode of relativity. Hence the mode of relativity is the most generic, the
three are species, and the ten are sub-species. We say this abous their
number in accordznce with what is plausible.
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\m I unmn_ Acnademus’ cight Pyrrhonist discourses. The overall aim of the
book is to cutublish that there is no firm basis for cognition, either
through setus pereeption, or indeed through thought. &) Conse-
m:.n:n:: he sy, neither the Pyrrbonists nor the others know the truth in
.nrimﬂ but the philosophers of other persuasions, 2s well as being
ignorant in general, and wearing themselves out uselessly and expending
themselves in + caseless tarments, are also ignorant of the very fact that
they ru,.,._n copnuion of none of the things of which they think that they
have gained r+yp-nition. Jxf But he who philosophizes after the fashion of
Pyrrho is happy not only in general but also, and especially, in the
wisdom of Liviwing that he has firm cognition of nothing. And even
with regard 1. what hkinows)he has the propriety to assent no more to-

its affirmation 1han to ity denial, -

between the Pyrrhonists and the Academics in almost precisely the
following words. He says that the Academics are doctrinaire: they posit
some things with confidence and unambiguously deny others. ﬁ The
Pyrrhonists, on the other hand, are aporetic and fi ctrine. Not
one of them has said either that all things are incognitive, or that they are
cognitive, but that they are no more of this kind than of that, or that they
are sometimes of this kind, sometimes not, or that for onz person they are
of this kind, for another person not of this kind, and for another person
not even existent at all. Nor do they say that all things in general, or some
things, are accessible to us, or not accessible to us, but that they are no
mote accessible to us than not, or that they are sometimes accessible to us,
sometimes not, or that they are accessible to one person but not to
another. (7) Nor indeed, do they say there is true or false, convincing or
unconvincing, existent or non-existent. But the same thing is, it might be
said, no more true than false, convincing than unconvircing, or existent
than non-existent; or sometimes the one, sometimes the other; or of such
a kind for one person but not for another. For the Pyrrhonist
determines absolutely nothing, not even this vety claim that nothing is
determined. (We put it this way, he says, for lack of a way to express the
thought.) (9) But the Academics, he says, especially those from the
present-day Academy, are sometimes in agrecment with Stoic beliefs,
and to tell the truth turn out to be Stoics fighting with Stoics. ©

[ N
e i e e et

Above all, the Pyrrhonists, by entertaining doubts about every thesis,
maintain consistency and do not conflict with themselves, whereas the
Academics are unaware that they are conflicting with themselves. For to
make unambiguous assertions and denials, at the same time asstating as a
generalization that no things are cognitive, introduces an undeniable
conflict: how is it possible to recognize that this is true, this false, yet still
entertain perplexity and doubt, and not make 2 clear choice of the one
and aveidance of the other?

. (% In the first discourse he differentiates’
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(1) The fifth mode is the one depending on positions, distances and

locations. For according to each of these factors too the same things
rom one end

rical. The same ship appears small and stationary from far off, large and

moving from near by. The same tower appears round from far off but

square from near by. These are examples depending on distances. (3)

Examples depending on locations are that the light of a lantern appears
"dim in sunlight but bright in the dark, and that the same oar appears bent
in water but straight when out of the water . .. {4) Exzmples depending
on positigns are that the same picture appears flat when lying on its back

but at a certain angle seems to have concavities and convexities; and that
pigeons’ necks seem differently coloured depending on the angle of
inclination.
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(1) The eighth mode is the one derived from relativity, on the basis of
which we deduce that, since all things are relative, we will suspend
Jjudgement about what things exist absolutely and in nature. (2) It must
be recognized tha we use ‘afe’ d tand for
‘appear’, so that what we say is tantamount to ‘all things are relative in

appearance’. (3) This has two senses. One is in relation to the judging
subject, since the external object being judged appears in relation to the
judging subject. The other is in relation to the things perceived with it,
like right in relation to left. (4) That all things are relative we hzve also
argued earlier: so far as concerns the judging subject, that each thing is
relative in appearance to the particular animal, the particular man, and
the particular sense, and also to the particular situatior:; so far as concems
the things perceived with them, that each thing is relztive in appearance
to the particular admixture, the particular location, the particular
composition, the particular quantity, and the particular position. (5) It
can also be specifically deduced that all things are relative, as follows. Are
differentiated things different from relative things, or not? If nct, they
too are relative. But if they are different, since everything different is
relative, being called different in relation to that from which it differs,
differentiated things are relative. (6) Also, of existing things, some are
summa genera according to the doctrinaire thinkers, others infimae species,
and yet others genera and species. And all of these are relative. Therefore
all things are relative . . . (7) Even someone who denies that all things are
relative eo ipso confirms that all things are relative. For by his means of
opposing us he shows that ‘Al things are relative’ is relative to us, and not
universal. (8) It remains to add that, in view of our proof that all things
are relative, it is clear that we will not be able to say what each object is
like in its own nature and absolutely, but just how it appears in its
relativity. It follows that we should suspend judgement about the nature

of things.



H Sextus Empiricus, Qutlines of Pyrrhonism 1.129-32
(1) The gaomn, as we said, is the one which depends on the

quantities and configurations of the objects. By ‘configurations’ we
mean quite generally their composition. This is another mode according
to which we are clearly forced to suspend judgement nrﬁnn nrm nature of
things. (2) For example, filings of goatshorn, when perceived simply and
not in composition, appear white, but composed in the actual horn they
are perceived as black . . . Isolated grains of sand appear rough, #.ucn
composed as a heap they produce a smooth sensory effect . ... (3) Wine

drunk in moderation invigorates us, but taken in larger guantities
“incapacitates the body.. And food likewise displays different powers
Mnmgm_s,.m,ﬂm.ﬁmﬂ quantity. Often through heavy consumption it purges
the body with indigestion and diarrhoea. (4) Here too, then, we E.H: be
able to describe the quality of powdered horn and of n_mn composite of
many filings . . ., and in the cases of the sand . . .and the wine and the food
to describe their relative qualities. But we will not be able to describe the
nature of the things in itself, thanks to the disparity among impressions

which depend on composition.

B Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.40-61

(1) Hrn@n_.ms_.:n:n we mentioned was the one according to which
depending on the difference between animals the same objects do not
produce the same impressions. We infer this from their different modes
of generation and the variety of their bodily make-up. (2) The point
about modes of generation is that some animals are generated asexually,
some sexually; and of those generated asexually some are generated from
fire, such as the tiny creatures that appear in ovens, others from
putrescent water, such as mosquitoes . . . Of those generated sexually,
some have homogeneous parents, like the majority of animals, others

sk

have heterogenecous parents, as mules do . . . It is likely, then, that the
generative dissimilarities and divergences should produce great contrasts
in the way the animals are affected, bringing in their wake incompatibil-
ity, incongruity and conflict. (3} Another potential source of conflict
among impressions depending on the disparity between animals is the
difference in the principal bodily parts, especially those whose natural
function is to discriminate and to perceive. People with jaundice say that
those things are yellow which appear white to us, and people with
bloodshot eyes call them blood-red. Since, then, with animals too, some
have yellow eyes, some bloodshot, some white, some of other colours, it
is likely, I think, that they register colours in different ways . . . (4} The
same argument applies to the other senses. How could the tactile
processes of shelled, fleshy, prickly, feathered, and scaly creatures be
called similar? How could hearing be called alike in creatures with the
narrowest auditory ducts and those with the widest, or in those with
hairy and those with bare ears, considering that even our own auditory
processes are different when we block our ears from when we leave them
alone? . . . (5) Just as the same food when digested becomes here a vein,
here an artery, here a bone, here a sinew, and so on, revealing different
capacities depending on the differences in the parts which absorbiit . . ., so
too it is likely that external objects are perceived differently according to
the different structures of the animals undergoing the impressions. {6) A
more self-evident understanding of the mattér can be obtained from
animals’ choices and avoidances. Perfume seems delightful to men but
unbearable to beetles and bees. Olive oil is beneficial to men, but is
sprinkled to exterminate wasps and bees. Sea water, if drunk; is

unpleasant and poisonous to men, but delicious and drinkable for fish.

Pigs get more pleasure from wallowing in foul-smelling sewage than in
clear pure water .., , If the same things are unpleasant to some animals but
pleasant to others, and pleasant and unpleasant depend on impressions,
the animals are receiving different impressions from objects. (7) If the
same things appear unalike depending on the difference between
animals, we will be able to say how the object is perceived by us, but will
suspend judgement as to how it is in its own nature. For we ourselves will
not be able to adjudicate between our own impressions and those of other
animals: we are ourselves partics to the disagreement, and hence in need
of an adjudicator, rather than capatle of judging for ourselves. {8)
Besides, we cannot judge our impressions supcrior to those found in
irrational animals either without proof or with proof. For in addition to
the possibility that proofdoes not exist, as we will note later, the so-called
proof must itself be either apparent to us or non-apparent. If it is non-
apparent, we will not propound it with confidence. Butifitis apparent to
us, since our inquiry is about whar is apparent to animals and proof is



apparent to us, who are animals, it will itself in so far as it is apparent be
subject to inquiry as to its truth . . . (9) If, then, impressions differ
depending on the divergences between animals, and a.un_.n is no way of
adjudicating between them, it is necessary to suspend judgement about
external objects.

C Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.76-91

(1) Such [see B] is the first mode of suspending judgement. The @ as
we said, is that derived from the difference between men. For evenif one
hypothetically grants that men are more credible than the irrational
animals, we will find inducements to suspend judgement even so far as
concerns our own differences. (2) Now man is said to have two
constituents, namely soul and body, and we differ from each onvnn in
respect of both. In respect of the body, we differ both in form and in our
individual mixtures. For the body of a Scythian differs from the body of
an Indian in form. This divergence is, it is said, the result of different
predominance of humours. And in accordance with &m.nnnnﬂ. predomi-
nance of humours impressions also differ, as we nmnnw_mmrnm.s the first
argument . . . (3) Such are the differences of our individual mixtures that
some men_digest beef more_casily than_rock-fish, and get an_upset
stomach from a drop of Lesbian wing. There was reportedly an old Attic

woman who could swallow thirty drams of hemlock without ill-effect.
Lysis also used to take four drzms of opium without upset. Unaomros.
Alexander's butler, shivered in the sun or in the bath but felt warm in the
shade . . . (4) Since (if we mzy make do with listing a few of the many
cases recorded by the doctrinaire writers) the divergence vnﬂﬁ..nns men
with regard«o their bodies is so great, it is likely that they alsa m.m.n-. from
each other with regard to their actual souls. For the body is a sort of
outline sketch of the soul, as is also shown by the science of
physiognomics. (s) But the strongest indication of men’s great and
limitless mental differences is the disagreement between what the
doctrinaire thinkers say, especially about what to nronwun and what to
avoid . . . {6) Since, then, choice and avoidance .=n in Ennwcnn .u:m
displeasure, and pleasure and displeasure lie in sensation and impression.
when some people choose what others avoid the natural consequence 15
for us to infer that they are no: moved in even similar ways by ﬁr.n same
things, since if they were they would have the same choices or
avoidances. (7) But if the same things move us differently depending on
the difference between men, that too might reasonably induce us to
suspend judgement. Perhaps we are capable of saying how num_._ o_u..ﬂﬂ
appears, with respect to each hurnan difference, but not aum. asserting W ﬂ.
its power is, with respect to its own nature. (8) For we will trust either a

men, or some. If all, we will bz attempting the impossible and accepting

contradictories. If some, let them tell us whose view we are to assent to.
The Platonist will say Plato’s, the Epicurean Epicurus’, and the others
likevrise, And by this inarbitrable dispute they will once again bring us
round to suspension of judgement. (g) Anyone who says that we should
assent to the majority opinion is accepting a childish idea. Nobody is
capable of approaching all the men in the world and calculating what is
the majority opinion. It is possible that in some tribes unknown to us
things rare among us are found in the majority of people, while attributes
whick belong to the majority of us are rare.. . . (1 0) Certain self-satisfied
people, the doctrinaire thinkers, say that in judging things they should
rate themselves above other men. We know the absurdity of this
evaluation. They are, after all, themselves parties to the disagreement,
and if their way of judging between appearances is to give themselves
precedence they are, by entrusting the judgement to themselves, begging
the question. But even so, in order to achieve the suspension of
Jjudgement by focusing the argument on a single man, such as their
dreamn-figure the wise man, we adopt the third mode.

D Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.91-8

(1) This ﬁ.ﬁr@omn.. cf. C10] is how we label the mode which
derives from the difference between the senses. That the senses are at
variance with each other is pre-evident. (2) Pictures seem to the sense of
sight to have concavities and convexities, but not to the touch. Honey
seems pleasant to the tongue on some things, but unpleasant to the eyes,
so that whether it is absolutely pleasant or unpleasant is impossible to say.
Likewise perfume: it delights the sense of smeli, but displeases that of taste
... (3) Hence what each of these is like as regards its nature we will be
unable to say. What we can say is how it appears on each occasion. (4)...
Each of the sense-objects which appear to us seems to make a complex
impression on us. For example, the apple strikes us s smooth, pleasant-~
smelling, sweet and yellow. Consequently it is not evident whether it
really has these and only these qualities; or whether it has a sin gle quality,
but appears different according to the, different structures of the sense-
organs; or whether it has more qualities than those apparent but some of
them do not strike us. (5) The idea that it has a single quality can be
worked out on the basis of our earlier remarks . . . {see B 5] (6) Qur
argument for the apple’s having more qualities than those apparent to us
is as follows, Let us imagine someone vho from birth has had the senses
of touch, smell and taste, but has lacked hearing and sight. He will start
out believing in the existence of nothing visible or audible, but only of
the three kinds of quality which he can register. It is therefore a possibility
that we too, having only our five senses, only register from the qualitics
belonging to the apple those which we are capable of registering. But it




may be that there objectively exist other qualities, and that these are the
objects of further sense-organs which we do not share, so that we do not
register the corresponding sense-objects either. (7) Someone will reply
that nature made the senses co-extensive with the range of sense-objects.
What kind of nature, in view of the great inarbitrable disagreement
among the doctrinaire thinkers about natural existence? For anyone
arbitrating the very question whether nature exists J:ozE.. if he were a
layman, according to them be unreliable. But if he is a wra_mmovrﬂ. he
will be a party to the disagreement, and himself subject to judgement,
not a judge.

E Sextus Empiricus, Qutlines of Pyrrhonism 1.100-13

(1) In order also to be akle to end up suspending judgement by focusing
the argument on each individual sense, or even without Hamnnnsnn. to the
senscs, we adopt in addition 9.@ ode, This is the one ,.zrumr we
say depends on ‘situations’, a word which we use for ...m_uvn.ﬁnonu . We
say that it is observed in the natural or unnatural state, in being .ps.\&_no or
asleep, and depending on age, on motion ot rest, on run_s.m or .Enﬁm_ on
want or satiety, on intoxication or sobriety, on Ppredispositions, on

confidence or fear, or on depression or elation. (2) For example, things

strike us differently depending on whether our state is natural or
unnatural, because those who are deranged or possessed seem to hear the
voices of spirits, while we donot .. . . And the same honey appears sweet
to me but bitter to those with jaundice. (3) If someone says that it is an

intermpingling of certain bodily humours that maomcnnm..mn those in 2n
unnatural state, improper impressions deriving from o_u._an.a.. we must
reply that since the healthy also have mixtures of humours, it is vom.w._n
that external objects are in their nature such as-they appear to people in
the momnnm:nm ‘unnatural’ state, and that these mixtures make them appear
different to the healthy. For to assign a power of distorting objects to one
set of mixtures, while denying it to the other set, is artificial. Indeed, just
as the healthy are in a state which is natural for the healthy but unnatural
for the sick; so too the sick are in a state which is vnnatural for the rn&.n_:.
but natural for the sick. So we should have faith in the sick too, as Gn:.am.
relatively speaking, in a natural state. (4) . . . The point about _a.nm.n:m_:m
on age’ is that the same air seems chilly to the aged but mild to ﬂ_#.
youthful, and the same colour dull to the elderly but strong to the
wo:a&.c_ . . . Things appear different ‘depending on motion or qw.ﬂr
because things which we sec as stationary when we are .su_.._n__: gwe thin

are moving when we sail past them . . . ‘Depending on intoxication o_a_
sobriety”: things we think infamous when sober appear not at w :
infamous to us when we are drunk. ‘Depending on predispositions : e
same wine appears dry Lo those who have just eaten dates or dried s

but sweet to those who have been tasting nuts or chick-peas. . . (s) Given
that there isalso sucha greatdisparity depending on dispositions, and that
men are differently disposed on different occasions, while it is perhaps
casy to say how each object appears to each person, it is by no means casy
tosay what the object is like. For the disparity is inarbitrable: its arbitrator
is either in some of the dispositions we have mentioned, or in no
disposition whatsoever. Now to say that heis in absolutely no disposition
—neither healthy nor sick, neither moving nor stationary, of no age, and
likewise lacking the other dispositions — is completely incoherent. But if
heis going to arbitrate our impressions while himselfin some disposition,
heisa party to the disagreement, and in any case he is not a neutral Jjudge

_om external objects, his viewpoint being obscured by the dispositions he is
111,

G Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.124-8
(1) Hra@_ﬂoan is the one based on admixtures, by which we deduce

that since no object strikes us entirely by itself, but along with something,
it may perhaps be possible to say what the mixture compounded out of
the external object and the thing perceived with it is like, but we would
not be able to say what the external object is like by itself. (2) That
nothing external strikes us by itsclf, but always along with something,
and that, depending on this, it is perceived as different, is I think pre-
evident. Qur colour appears one way in warmn air, another in the cold.
and we would not be able to say what our colour is like in its nature, but
just how it is perceived along with cach of these accompaniments. The
same sound appears one way when accompanied by a rarefied

atmosphere, another way when accompanied by a_dense aumosphere,.

S — e,

Smells are more pungent in a bath-house or in sunshine than in chilly air.
Andthebody isligh i
To pass on from external admixcure, our cyes have membranes and
Lquids in them. Hence visible objects, since they are not seen without
these, will not be accurately grasped. For what we are registering is the

but heavy when in air. {3)

rmixture, and that is why jaundice-sufferers see everything as yellow and
those with bloodshot eyes see everything as blood-red . . . (4) Nor does
the mind [register external objects accurately], especially since its guides
the senses make mistakes. It may also be that it itself adds some admixture
of its own to the reports of the senses, For we see certain fluids belonging
to each of the regions in which the doctrinaire thinkers believe that the
commanding-faculty is located — be it the brain, the heart, or whatever
part of the animal one may care to put it in. (s) So according to this mode
too we sce that, being unable to say anything about the nature of external




K Sextus Empiricus, Quilines of Pyrrhonism 1.145-63

(1) .ﬂrn@somn. which is also the most relevant to ethics, is the one
depending on ways of life, customs, laws, legendary beliefs, and
doctrinaire opinions. {2) A ‘way of life’ is a choice of lifestyle or of a
certain behaviour adopted by one or many people, such as Diogenes [the
Cynic] or the Spartans. (1) A law is a written agreement within the body
politic, infringement of which incurs punishment. A custom, or
convention (which is the same thing), is the acceptance of a certain
behaviour in common between many people, infringement of which
does not necessarily incur punishment. For example, not to commit
adultery is a law, wherzas not to have sexual intercourse in publicis (for
us) a custom. (4) A legendary belief is the acceptance of unhistorical and
fictional events. A good example is the Jegends about Cronos, which
induce many people to believe them. (5) A doctrinaire opinion is the
acceptance of something which seems to be confirmed through
analogical reasoning or through some proof, for example that as
elements of existing things there are atoms, homogeneous substances,
minima, or whatever. (6) We oppose each of these sometimes to itself,
sometimes to each of the others. (7) For example, we oppose custom to
custom as follows. Some Ethiopians tattoo their babies, but we do not.
Persians think it proper to wear lurid ankle-length clothing, while we
think it improper. And Indians have sexual intercourse in public, while
most other races think it shameful. (8) We oppose law to law as follows
. . .In Scythian Tauri, there was a Jaw that foreigners should be sacrificed
in prppitiation of Artemis, while here human sacrifice is banned. (9) We
oppose way of life to way of life when we oppose that of Diogenes to that
of Aristippus, or that of the Spartans to that of the Italians. (10) We
oppagse legendary belicf to legendary belief when wre observe that in
somé places legend makes Zeus the father of men and gods, but in other
places Ocean, quoting ‘Ocean who begat the gods, and Tethys their
mother’ [Homer, Iiad 14.201]. (11) We oppose doctrinaire opinions to
each other when we observe that some people declare that there is one
element, others infinitely many; some say that the soul is mortal, others
immortal; some say that our affairs are governed by divine providence,
others that they are unprovidential. {12) We also oppose custom to the
other things. For example to law, when we say that among the Persians
intercourse beween males is customary, whereas among the Romansitis
prohibited by law . . . {13) Custom is opposed to way of life when most
men go indoors to have intercourse with their wives, while Crates [the
Cynic] did it with Hipparchia in public. (14) Custom is opposed to

ICHCNUATY belel Wheh the legends say that LLronos ate s own children,
while our custom is to take care of children, And it is conventional
among us to revere the gods as good and impervious to harm, whereas
the poets introduce gods who sustain wounds and bear grudges against
each other. (15) Custom is opposed to doctrinaire opinion when our
custom is to pray for blessings from the gods, whereas Epicurus szys that
divinity pays no attention to us. .. (16) We could have taken many more
examples of each of the oppositions mentioned, but this will suffice as a
summary. It just remains to add that since this mode too reveals such a
great disparity among things, we will not be able to say what eack object
is Lke in itsnature, but just how it appears in relation to this way ot’life, to
this Jaw, to this custom, and sc on for each of the others. Therefore this is
another mode which makes it necessary for us to suspend judgement
about the nature of external objects. (17) That then is how, by means of
the ten modes, we end up suspending judgement.

J Sextus Empiricus, Qutlines of Pyrrhonism 1.141-4

(1) Here now is some explanation of the mode which we listed EAHFH?«

the onie depending on regularity or rarity of meeting. (2) The sun is much

more astonishing than a comet, but because we see the sun regularly but
_the camet rarely, we are so astonished at the comet as to think it a portent,
but not at the sun. If, on the other hand, we imagine the appearance and
setting of the sun as rare, and the sun as all at once illuminating the whole
world, then suddenly casting it all into shade, we might expect to witness
immense astonishment at it . . . (3) Also, rare things seem precious,
whereas familiar and plentiful things do not. If we imagine water as a
rarity, how much more precious it would appear to us than all the things
that are thoughr precious. Or if we imagine gold simply scattered over
the earth like stones, to whom could we expect it to be precious or worth
hoarding? (4) Since, then, the samie things scem astonishing or precious at
some times but not at others, depending on regularity or rarity of
confrontation, we will be unable to state what each of the external

objectsislike by itself. Hence this is another mode that leads us to suspend
Jjudgement about them.
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Appendix C
The Five Modes of Agrippa (Sextus, PHI 164-9)

164 The later sceptics hand down the following five modcs of suspension of
judgement:

first, the mode deriving from dispute,

second, the mode throwing one back ad infinitunt,
third, the mode deriving from relativity,

fourth, the r<wonrnmnm_ mode,

fifth, the reciprocal mode.

165 According to the mode deriving from dispute, we find that undeci~
dable dissension about the matter in question has come about both in
ordinary life and among philosophers. Because of this we arc not able
either to choose or to disqualify anything, and we end up with
suspension of judgement.

In the mode deriving from infinite regress, we say that what is
brought forward as 3 warrant for the matier in question needs another
warrant, which itself needs another, and so ad infinitunt, 50 that we have
no point from which to begin to establish anything, and suspcnsion of
judgement follows.

1n the mode deriving from relativity, as we said above [I 135-6], the
existing object appeais to be such-and-such relative to the subject
judging and to the things observed together with it, but we suspend
judgement on what it is like in its nature,

We have the mode from hypothesis when the dogmatists, being
thrown back ad infinitum, begin from something which they do not
establish but claim to assumce simply and without proof in virtue ofa
concession.

The reciprocal modc occurs when what ought to be confirmatory of
the object of investigation has need of warrant from the object of
investigation; then, being unable to take either to cstablish the other, we
suspend judgement about both.
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Appendix D
The Two Modes (Sextus, PH1178-9)

178 .H..F@ also r»:.m down two other modes of suspension of judgement
Since nﬁunw;_:bm apprehended is thought to be apprehended cither E.w
means of itself or by means of something else, they are thought to
introduce puzzlement about everything by suggesting that nothing is-
pwwnnrnamn&. cither by means of itself or by means of something else.
That nothing is apprehended by means of itself is, they say, clear
from the dispute which has occurred among natural scientists over, I
suppose, all objects of perception and of thought — a dispute iEnr_wm
:ﬂmo&&%ﬂﬁo. mwﬂno we cannot use cither an object of perception or an
object of thoug t as a standard, bccause i
O s ot —y se anything we may take has been
br:n.__ for the following rcason they do not concede either that
anything can be apprehended by means of another thing. If that by
mecans of which something is apprehended will itsclf always need to be
u_umnnrnsn—nn— by mecans of another thing, they throw onc back on the
reciprocal or the infinite mode; and if onc should want to assume that
that by means of which another thing is apprehended is itsclf appre-
hended by means of itsclf, this is met by the fact that, for the above
rcasons, nothing is apprchended by means of itsclf.
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